Let's go to work : the role of (job) crafting in the process of
finding a job
Citation for published version (APA):
Hulshof, I. L. (2018). Let's go to work : the role of (job) crafting in the process of finding a job. [Phd Thesis 1
(Research TU/e / Graduation TU/e), Industrial Engineering and Innovation Sciences]. Technische Universiteit
Eindhoven.

Document status and date:
Published: 26/06/2018
Document Version:
Publisher’s PDF, also known as Version of Record (includes final page, issue and volume numbers)
Please check the document version of this publication:
• A submitted manuscript is the version of the article upon submission and before peer-review. There can be
important differences between the submitted version and the official published version of record. People
interested in the research are advised to contact the author for the final version of the publication, or visit the
DOI to the publisher's website.
• The final author version and the galley proof are versions of the publication after peer review.
• The final published version features the final layout of the paper including the volume, issue and page
numbers.
Link to publication

General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright owners
and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.
• Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research.
• You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
• You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal.
If the publication is distributed under the terms of Article 25fa of the Dutch Copyright Act, indicated by the “Taverne” license above, please
follow below link for the End User Agreement:
www.tue.nl/taverne

Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us at:
openaccess@tue.nl
providing details and we will investigate your claim.

Download date: 09. Jan. 2023

Let’s go to work
The role of (job) crafting
in the process of finding a job
Inge Leonie Hulshof

Let’s Go to Work:
The Role of (Job) Crafting in the Process of Finding a Job

Inge Leonie Hulshof

A catalogue record is available from the Eindhoven University of
Technology library.
ISBN: 978-90-386-4527-8
NUR: 741

Hulshof, Inge
Let’s Go to Work: The Role of (Job) Crafting in the Process of Finding a Job.
Eindhoven: Eindhoven University of Technology, 2018.

Key words: career exploration, job crafting, meaning in work, networking
behavior, performance, psychological capital, reemployment crafting,
unemployment, work engagement
The research presented in this thesis was funded by UWV Werkbedrijf
Zuid-Oost Brabant.
Eindhoven University of Technology
Department of Industrial Engineering and Innovation Sciences
http://www.tue.nl
Cover design:
Printed by:

Iliana Boshoven-Gkini, Agile Color.
ProefschriftMaken || www.proefschriftmaken.nl

© 2018, Inge Hulshof
All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced or
utilized in any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including
photocopying, recording, or by any information storage and retrieval
system, without permission in writing from the author.

Let’s Go to Work:
The Role of (Job) Crafting in the Process of Finding a Job

PROEFSCHRIFT

ter verkrijging van de graad van doctor aan de Technische
Universiteit Eindhoven, op gezag van de rector magnificus
prof.dr.ir. F.P.T. Baaijens,
voor een commissie aangewezen door het College voor Promoties,
in het openbaar te verdedigen op
dinsdag 26 juni 2018 om 13.30 uur.

door

Inge Leonie Hulshof

geboren te Winterswijk

Dit proefschrift is goedgekeurd door de promotoren en de
samenstelling van de promotiecommissie is als volgt:
voorzitter:
1e promotor:
2e promotor:
leden:

prof.dr. I. E. J. Heynderickx
prof.dr. E. Demerouti
dr. P. M. Le Blanc
prof.dr. E. J. Nijssen
prof.dr. H. De Witte (K.U. Leuven)
prof.dr. U-C. Klehe (Giessen University)
dr. M. Fugate (University of South Australia)

adviseurs:

H. Marell (UWV Werkbedrijf)
L. J. G. Vlieks (UWV Werkbedrijf)

Het onderzoek dat in dit proefschrift wordt beschreven is uitgevoerd in
overeenstemming met de TU/e Gedragscode Wetenschapsbeoefening.

The secret of being happy is accepting where you
are in life and making the most out of every day
Author unknown

Contents
Chapter 1: General Introduction.......................................................................... 9
Chapter 2: Day-level Job Crafting and Service-Oriented Task
Performance....................................................................................... 37
Chapter 3: Providing Services in Times of Change ........................................ 69
Chapter 4: Reemployment Crafting: Proactively Shaping one’s
Job Search .......................................................................................... 97
Chapter 5: A Job Search Demands-Resources Intervention ........................ 151
Chapter 6: General Discussion ......................................................................... 193
Summary ............................................................................................................. 227
Samenvatting...................................................................................................... 235
Acknowledgments............................................................................................. 243
About the Author .............................................................................................. 249

Chapter 1
General Introduction
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Chapter 1
The financial crisis and its consequences
When the financial crisis hit the western world in 2008, it had a tremendous
effect on the economic system. The world as people knew it had changed,
and they rapidly needed to adapt to the new circumstances. Due to the
crisis, many people lost their jobs, with unemployment rates rising up to
over 25% (Eurostat, 2018) in some European countries. In the Netherlands
the unemployment rates rose to 7.4% during the peak of the crisis (CBS,
2018a). Although the labor market has shown some recovery since, to date
there are still 320.000 unemployed people (4.2% of the labor population) in
the Netherlands (CBS, 2018b; UWV, 2018b). Moreover, the Dutch
government spent 20.2 billion on unemployment benefits last year (UWV,
2018a). Besides the enormous economic costs related to unemployment, it is
also detrimental for the unemployed themselves. Being unemployed
negatively affects health and well-being (Jahoda, 1982; Mckee-Ryan, Song,
Wanberg, & Kinicki, 2005). Work provides people with both manifest (e.g.,
income) and latent (e.g., time structure, activity, social contacts and the
experience of purpose, status and identity) benefits (Jahoda, 1981, 1982).
Once these benefits are absent due to unemployment, this may result in
stress-related health complaints such as physical ailments (headaches,
stomachaches), depression, anxiety and even suicide (Wanberg, 2012).
Although their well-being is threatened, at the same time unemployed
people need to ‘perform’ in their job search. With more people available
per vacancy, it is harder to find a job. Therefore, standing out and
performing at an optimal level is of vital importance to successfully find
reemployment. Thus, on the one hand, the unemployed have to deal with
the disruptive and stressful effects of being unemployed, while on the other
hand they need to perform at an optimal level to stand a chance to get
hired.
The unemployed were not the only victims of the financial crisis.
Employees in unemployment agencies suffered too. They experienced a
serious increase in their workload as they had to provide services to an
increased number of unemployed customers, while there were fewer
vacancies available to mediate their customers to. Employees thus had to
meet higher demands with fewer available resources. Having a demanding
work environment with few(er) resources available puts people at risk of
developing stress-related complaints that negatively affect their well-being
10
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and may eventually result in burn-out (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, &
Schaufeli, 2001). Although their well-being is at risk, at the same time
employees of unemployment agencies need to optimize their performance.
To mediate the unemployed to potential new jobs, it is crucial to provide
high quality services and establish good relationships with both
unemployed customers as well as potential employers (Behncke, Frölich, &
Lechner, 2010). Therefore, the provision of high quality services is an
important performance indicator in service organizations such as
unemployment agencies (Bowden, 2009).
Although both the unemployed and employees at the
unemployment agencies suffer (each in their own way) from the
consequences of the financial crisis, they also share a common goal: to (help
their customers to) find re-employment as soon as possible. This is
advantageous both from an economical as well as a social perspective. It
saves unemployment benefits and reduces the waste of human capital.
Moreover, once satisfactionary re-employment is found, the negative
effects of unemployment on well-being diminish (Wanberg, 1995) and
people regain access to the manifest and latent benefits of having a job
(Jahoda, 1981, 1982). Both the unemployed and employees of the
unemployment agencies strive – although this may be for different reasons
– to end people’s unemployment period as quickly as possible. The
unemployed may do so by engaging in job search behavior (Koen, Klehe,
Van Vianen, Zikic, & Nauta, 2010), while employees of an unemployment
agency may do so by providing high quality services (i.e., stimulating and
facilitating (optimal) job search behavior among their customers) (Behncke
et al., 2010).
For both the unemployed and the employees at the unemployment
agencies, it is important to be proactive when trying to (help) end one’s
unemployment. Proactivity refers to identifying opportunities, taking
action and persevering until meaningful change has been brought about,
enabling people to have an impact on the world around them (Crant, 1995).
In the current thesis, we focus on a specific form of proactivity: job crafting
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job crafting is a bottom-up approach that
people may carry out themselves (Demerouti, 2014). Job crafting theory
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) views people as proactive agents of their
job and suggests that employees can shape and sculpt their job by adjusting
11
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its task and relational boundaries. This way people create a work context
that is challenging, enhances engagement and stimulates optimal
performance (Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012). At the same time, well-being
can be preserved, as job crafting protects people from stress-related
complaints (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Although, intuitively, there seems
to be some overlap between proactivity and job crafting, they are distinct
constructs. Proactivity refers to seeing opportunities and acting upon them
(Crant, 1995), whereas job crafting refers to shaping the conditions needed
to see meaningful opportunities and act upon them. Job crafting thus
precedes and/or complements proactive work behavior.
In this thesis, we take an overarching approach, examining whether
employees of unemployment agencies as well as the unemployed
themselves can benefit from applying similar crafting techniques to deal
with their respective situations, all to answer the main question of this
thesis:
‘Does (job) crafting enhance the performance of unemployment agency employees
(i.e., providing services to customers to help end their unemployment) and that of
the unemployed (i.e., finding reemployment) and can it simultaneously protect the
well-being of both?’
Crafting with and without a job
At about the same time that Wrzesniewski & Dutton (2001) introduced the
term job crafting, other scholars introduced the job demands-resources (JDR) model (Demerouti et al., 2001). The basic premise of the JD-R model is
that each work environment has its own, unique constellation of job
demands and job resources. Job demands are described as those aspects of
the job (either physical, social or organizational) that require sustained
physical or mental effort and are thus related to physiological and
psychological costs (Demerouti et al., 2001). Examples of job demands are a
high workload, red tape and emotionally demanding interactions with
customers. Job resources are those aspects of the job (either physical, social
or organizational) that are a) functional in achieving work-related goals, b)
diminish the effects of job demands and their associated costs or c)
stimulate personal growth and development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).
Examples of job resources are feedback, social support and autonomy. Job
12
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demands are related to a health impairment process, where too many job
demands may lead to exhaustion and loss of performance, whereas job
resources are related to a motivational process where job resources enhance
engagement and optimal performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007;
Demerouti et al., 2001).
It took nearly a decade for scholars to integrate the job crafting
literature with the JD-R approach, but in 2010 Tims and Bakker framed job
crafting in the context of the JD-R model. They operationalized job crafting
as the changes employees make in the level of job demands and job
resources. Three dimensions were used to classify job crafting behavior:
seeking resources, seeking challenges and reducing demands (Petrou,
Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012). Seeking resources and
seeking challenges are sometimes referred to as ‘expansion oriented job
crafting’ as these behaviors broaden the scope of one’s work (Laurence,
2010). Reducing demands is sometimes referred to as contraction oriented
job crafting, as it narrows down the scope of one’s work (Laurence, 2010).
Operationalizing job crafting from a JD-R perspective has led to a
substantial body of empirical research as Wrzesniewski and Dutton's (2001)
task and relational crafting are now concretely operationalized in terms of
job demands and job resources: seeking challenges (e.g., starting a new
project or asking for more responsibilities) and reducing demands (e.g.,
making the work emotionally or cognitively less intense) may be viewed as
changes to the task boundaries, whereas seeking resources (e.g., asking for
feedback or advice) may be viewed as changes to the relational boundaries
of the job. Previous research has shown that job crafting behavior depends
upon personal characteristics (e.g., proactive personality; Bakker et al.,
2012, self-efficacy; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2014) and environmental
characteristics (e.g., job autonomy; Petrou et al., 2012, leadership; Wang,
Demerouti, & Le Blanc, 2017). Moreover, employees may benefit from
crafting their job, as job crafting is positively related to work engagement
(Tims, Bakker, Derks, & Van Rhenen, 2013), performance (Demerouti,
Bakker, & Gevers, 2015; Tims et al., 2014), person-job fit (Lu, Wang, Lu, Du,
& Bakker, 2014), meaningfulness of work (Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016) and
well-being (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013). Lastly, job crafting can be
deliberately taught, as interventions to enhance job crafting behavior have
provided some hopeful results (e.g., Demerouti, Xanthopoulou, Petrou, &
13
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Karagkounis, 2017; Gordon et al., 2017; Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, &
Peeters, 2015; Van Wingerden, Bakker, & Derks, 2016b).
From the above, it is clear that job crafting is a promising approach
for employees to optimize their performance and well-being. However,
could the techniques used by employees also be useful for the
unemployed? We believe so, as there are several parallels between having a
job and having to find a job. Both deal with deadlines (Latalski, Kulik,
Pacian, Skórzyńska, & Rudnicka-Drozak, 2003; Waller, Conte, Gibson, &
Carpenter, 2001), insecurities (Collinson, 2003; Kanfer, Wanberg, &
Kantrowitz, 2001) and may cause stress (e.g., Cavanaugh, Boswell,
Roehling, & Boudreau, 2000; Mckee-Ryan et al., 2005). Moreover, both
require a considerable investment of effort and time (Prussia, Fugate, &
Kinicki, 2001), leading some to state that looking for a job is almost a fulltime job itself (Amundson & Borgen, 1982). Going back to the JD-R model,
we propose that the ‘work’ context of the unemployed consists of a unique
constellation of job search demands and job search resources. Job search
demands are those aspects of the job search (either physical, social or
contextual) that require sustained physical or mental effort and are thus
related to physiological and psychological costs (cf. Demerouti et al., 2001).
Examples of job search demands are financial hardship and high levels of
insecurity. Job search resources are those aspects of the job search (either
physical, social or contextual) that are a) functional in achieving job search
goals, b) diminish the effects of job search demands and their associated
costs or c) stimulate personal growth and development (cf. Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007). Examples of job search resources are feedback and social
support. Similar to job crafters, the unemployed may initiate changes to
their job search demands and job search resources to align their job search
to their wishes and preferences (cf. Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). They
may do so by focusing on the task boundaries of their job search (via
seeking challenges and reducing demands) or focusing on the relational
boundaries of their job search (via seeking resources). This way, the
unemployed may create a ‘work’ context that enhances motivation and job
search performance (cf. Bakker et al., 2012) with the ultimate goal of finding
reemployment. We label this type of behavior ‘reemployment crafting’.
Thus, although using the same strategies (i.e., seeking resources, seeking
challenges and reducing demands) job crafting refers to employees
14
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optimizing their job demands and resources, whereas reemployment crafting
refers to the unemployed optimizing their job search demands and resources.
More recently, scholars have worked on optimizing and refining the
JD-R model. An important addition that has been made, is the integration
of personal resources into the model (Bakker, 2011; Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007). Personal resources are aspects of the self –
generally linked to resilience – that refer to a person’s sense of ability to
successfully impact on, and control the environment (Hobfoll, Johnson,
Whitehead, & Jackson, 2003). Personal resources are context free and are
positively related to a number of desired outcomes, such as goal setting,
motivation, job and life satisfaction and performance (Judge, Van Vianen, &
De Pater, 2004).
Among the unemployed, we focus on a set of personal resources,
jointly known as psychological capital (PsyCap). PsyCap has been defined
as “an individuals’ positive psychological state of development [that] is
characterized by: (1) having confidence (self-efficacy) to take on and put in
the necessary effort to succeed at challenging tasks; (2) making a positive
attribution (optimism) about succeeding now and in the future; (3)
persevering toward goals and, when necessary, redirecting paths to goals
(hope) in order to succeed; and (4) when beset by problems and adversity,
sustaining and bouncing back and even beyond (resilience) to attain
success” (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007, p. 3). The four components
have a synergistic effect in which the whole is greater than the sum of its
parts (Dawkins, Martin, Scott, & Sanderson, 2013). The individual
components thus strengthen and amplify each other. In the past decade,
PsyCap has mainly been investigated in the work context, showing
promising results. For example, PsyCap is positively related to well-being
and performance (e.g., Luthans, Youssef, Sweetman, & Harms, 2012;
Peterson, Luthans, Avolio, & Walumbwa, 2011; Probst, Gailey, Jiang, &
Bohle, 2017), and negatively related to stress and cynicism (e.g., Avey,
Luthans, & Jensen, 2009; Avey, Luthans, Smith, & Palmer, 2010).
Furthermore, PsyCap is malleable and trainable using relatively short
training interventions (Luthans, Avey, Avolio, Norman, & Combs, 2006;
Luthans, Avey, & Patera, 2008).
Although PsyCap is promising in the work domain, little is known
about its effectiveness in other domains. We propose that PsyCap may also
15
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be valuable for people who are currently unemployed. These people lack
the manifest and latent benefits (i.e., resources) of having a job (Jahoda,
1981, 1982). Therefore, strengthening their personal resources may be
especially advantageous, as it may help them deal with their difficult
situation more effectively. The first attempts of exploring the potential of
PsyCap among the unemployed have been made and they provide hopeful
results. Rani (2015) and Sabaityte and Dirzyte (2016) for example, showed
that PsyCap is positively related to well-being among the unemployed.
Moreover, De Oliveira (2016) showed that PsyCap helps the unemployed to
stay motivated, as it is negatively related to a-motivation. Lastly, Avey et
al., (2009) showed that PsyCap is negatively related to having negative
thoughts about losing one’s job. PsyCap thus may help the unemployed to
stay motivated and feel well when trying to find a new job.
Research gaps
Taking an overarching approach and examining whether both
employees of unemployment agencies and the unemployed may benefit
from applying similar crafting techniques, this thesis addresses research
gaps in two domains: the work context and the context of unemployment.
Below, we first turn to the research gaps related to job crafting in the work
domain, and next to the gaps related to the potential of job crafting outside
the work domain (i.e., in the context of being unemployed). However, the
main research gap this thesis fills, is examining to what extent a dominant
framework in organizational psychology (i.e., the JD-R model; Demerouti
et al., 2001) is relevant for to field of unemployment. Can employees and
the unemployed benefit from applying the same techniques? Can both
enhance their performance and protect their well-being at the same time?
And are these techniques used in the same way in both fields, or are there
(subtle) differences? By focusing on the similarities between the fields –
instead of concentrating on the differences – we aim to advance the
literature by bringing together ‘the best of both worlds’. That is, we
integrate the knowledge of both domains to advance our understanding of
how to best help (people working with) the unemployed.
Job crafting in the work domain
In the past decade, many scholars have focused on job crafting, its
dimensions, antecedents and its consequences. Although their work has
16
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greatly advanced our understanding of job crafting, there are still some
unresolved issues. First, there have been two dominant literature traditions
of job crafting, based on positive psychology (Wrzesniewski & Dutton,
2001) and the job (re-)design approach (Tims & Bakker, 2010).
Wrzesniewski and Dutton argue that job crafting helps employees to fulfill
their basic psychological needs, leading to meaning and heightened
performance. Tims and Bakker advocate that job crafting enhances personenvironment fit via the optimization of job demands and job resources,
resulting in higher levels of work engagement and performance. However,
as Petrou et al. (2012) mention, little is known about the way in which job
crafting is related to work engagement, besides it probably being of
motivational nature. Integrating the work of Wrzesniewski and Dutton
(2001) with the work of Tims and Bakker (2010), we examine whether both
streams of job crafting literature can be integrated. That is, we aim to
unravel the motivational process leading from job crafting to work
engagement by examining the role of meaning in this relationship. Can
meaning be the missing (motivational) link between job crafting and work
engagement? Do employees craft their job to enhance the experience of
meaning, resulting in higher levels of work engagement? Finding out more
about the reasons why job crafting leads to work engagement would
substantially advance our understanding of motivational factors explaining
why employees craft their job. Moreover, it would shed light on the extent
to which both streams of job crafting literature are complementary.
Second, little is known about the role of job crafting in service
settings and its effects on the provision of services. Providing high quality
services is essential as it may enhance customer satisfaction, customer
loyalty and offer competitive advantages for organizations (Sin, Tse, Yau,
Lee, & Chow, 2006; Taylor & Pandza, 2003). However, working with
customers can be very demanding and emotionally exhausting, potentially
threatening employee well-being (Grandey, Dickter, & Sin, 2004). Job
crafting, as a means to protect and enhance employee well-being, has been
examined in ‘people-oriented’ environments before, such as healthcare
(Gordon, Demerouti, Bipp, & Le Blanc, 2013) and education (Leana,
Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009). However, these situations differ slightly
from the service context. Although employees in healthcare and education
are providing services too, employees in the service sector do not have to
17
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make ‘life or death’ decisions on a daily basis like in healthcare, nor do they
see their customers over a prolonged period of time like in an educational
setting, making it difficult to generalize those results to the context in
which service organizations operate. Demerouti, et al (2017) examined the
effects of job crafting among employees of a Greek municipality (providing
services too), but they focused on adaptive performance, instead of the
provision of services. Furthermore, McCelland, Leach, Clegg, and
McGowan (2014) have examined the effects of job crafting in a service
context, but they focused on team crafting instead of on individual job
crafting behavior. Their results were promising, showing that collective job
crafting was positively related to team efficacy, team control and team
interdependence, which in turn were positively related to work
engagement and team performance. However, as job crafting and team
crafting are concepts at different levels (Leana et al., 2009) we do not know
whether individual job crafting behavior is a means to stimulate the
provision of services. As the provision of services is increasingly important
for contemporary organizations (Bowden, 2009; Oliva & Kallenberg, 2003)
advancing our understanding of the effects of individual job crafting
behavior in a service setting is not only theoretically relevant, but also
holds practical value.
Third, if job crafting turns out to be beneficial for the provision of
high quality services, it is important to examine what the effects of a job
crafting intervention – in which employees proactively learn how to craft
their job – on service quality are. This way, we can examine whether job
crafting interventions are a means to enhance the provision of high quality
services, offering organizations competitive advantages (Sin, et al., 2006;
Taylor & Pandza, 2003). In the past decade, scholars have developed and
examined the effectiveness of job crafting interventions in different
organizational settings. For example, Van den Heuvel, et al. (2015)
examined the effects of a job crafting intervention among police men,
Dubbelt (2016) among academic staff, Gordon et al. (2017) in health care
and Van Wingerden et al. (2016b) among teachers. All of these studies have
provided optimistic results regarding the effectiveness of a job crafting
intervention on work engagement and performance. However, we still lack
understanding of the effects of a job crafting intervention on service
performance. Can the provision of high quality services be enhanced using
18
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a job crafting intervention and are the effects noticeable for customers, so
that they also feel like receiving better services?
Lastly, almost all previous job crafting interventions were carried
out in organizations where few organizational changes were going on. It
would be interesting to examine whether job crafting interventions are also
effective to uphold service-performance and employee well-being during
times of change. Earlier studies have hinted at the potential role of job
crafting as a strategy to cope with organizational changes (Petrou,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2016; Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, Bakker, &
Schaufeli, 2010) and Gordon et al. (2017) were the first to show that job
crafting interventions are promising to enhance performance during minor
organizational changes (i.e., enhancing teamwork and enhancing the use of
a checklist). However, results of a recently conducted study by Demerouti
et al. (2017) among employees of a Greek municipality undergoing
austerity measures revealed more complex dynamics of job crafting
behavior during profound organizational changes. Participants in this
study were undergoing pay cuts (34%), had to experience lay-offs of
colleagues (22%) and had to carry out their work with less resources
available (47%). Results showed that the intervention had a positive effect
on reducing demands and that the intervention, via reducing demands,
had a negative effect on adaptive performance. These findings contradict
the positive results of earlier job crafting interventions, aimed at enhancing
performance, conducted during more ‘quiet’ times. However, as the work
of Demerouti et al. (2017) focused on adaptive performance, we do not
know what the effects of a job crafting intervention during profound
organizational change are on the provision of services. Moreover, we do
not know anything about the effectiveness of a job crafting intervention
during times of profound organizational change as a means to protect
employee well-being. In this thesis we focus on an organizational change in
which management decided to double all employee targets without
providing them with additional resources. Although this shows some
similarity with the work of Demerouti et al. (2017), as employees there too
had to carry out their work with less resources available, participants in our
intervention did not experience pay cuts and lay-offs.
Summarizing, this thesis addresses the following research gaps
related to job crafting in the work domain: the poorly understood process
19
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leading from job crafting to work engagement, the effects of job crafting
behavior on the provision of services and the effectiveness of a job crafting
intervention (conducted during times of profound organizational change)
as a means to enhance service quality and to protect employee well-being.
Job crafting outside the work domain
Albeit the progression made in the work context, little is known about the
utility of crafting outside the work domain, with the exception of leisure
crafting – referring to the way employees shape or mold their ‘off-time’
(Berg, Grant, & Johnson, 2010; Petrou & Bakker, 2016) and career crafting
(Akkermans & Tims, 2017) – referring to the potential of job crafting as a
means to build one’s career. As there are parallels between having a job
and having to find a job, this dissertation examines the potential effects of
crafting in the context of searching for a job.
First, as there are parallels between having a job and having to find
a job, theories and mechanisms from industrial and organizational
psychology may be applicable to the context of being unemployed. That is,
the unemployed may craft their job search in a similar way as employees
craft their job. However, we do not know yet if the unemployed indeed do
so, and whether they use the same strategies as employees do. More
importantly, if the unemployed craft their job search, do they gain benefits
from it? Does it help them to perform at a higher level, similar to job
crafting (Rudolph, Lavigne, Katz, & Zacher, 2017)? Do the unemployed
craft their job search on a daily basis, or is a broader timeframe more
appropriate? Moreover, are there boundary conditions to reemployment
crafting? And if so, how do they influence the effects of reemployment
crafting? Shedding light on these questions would be a first step in
examining the potential of reemployment crafting.
Moreover, if the unemployed craft their job search in a similar way
as employees craft their job, it would be interesting to examine whether
these crafting strategies can also be developed through the use of
interventions. Many training programs have already been developed to
help and support the unemployed. However, as Lim, Chen, Aw, and Tan
(2015) mention:
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“Current reemployment programs have focused predominantly on upgrading job
seekers' skills and competencies. Few programs, if any, address the energy levels of
displaced employees, which can mean the difference between motivated and
unmotivated goal pursuit (Loehr & Schwartz, 2005)” (p. 70).
The JD-R model examines the effects of job demands, job resources and
personal resources on performance using two pathways: via motivation
and via health / exhaustion (Bakker, 2011; Demerouti et al., 2001), which are
both related to people’s energy levels (Bakker, Demerouti, & Sanz-Vergel,
2014). As reemployment crafting is based upon the JD-R model, it would be
worthwhile to examine the effects of a reemployment crafting intervention
among the unemployed too.
Lastly, we are only beginning to understand the potential of PsyCap
as a resource to combat the negative effects of being unemployed. We
know that PsyCap enhances well-being (Rani, 2015; Sabaityte & Dirzyte,
2016) and motivation (De Oliveira, 2016). However, we still lack
understanding of the possible positive effects of PsyCap on (job search)
performance – effects that already have been found among samples of
working people (e.g., Luthans, Avey, Avolio, & Peterson, 2010; Peterson, et
al., 2011). Moreover, we do not know whether training PsyCap is beneficial
in the context of job loss and job search. Answering these questions would
enhance our understanding of the potential of PsyCap as a personal
resource to contribute to the motivation to ending one’s unemployment.
Summarizing, this thesis addresses the following research gaps
related to the potential of (reemployment) crafting in the context of being
unemployed: examine whether the unemployed indeed craft their job
search, examine whether reemployment crafting is trainable and explore
the potential of (training) PsyCap in the context of being unemployed.
Research aims and questions
Focusing on the research gaps described above, combined with the notion
that both the unemployed and employees in unemployment agencies share
the same goal, and need to perform at an optimal level while their wellbeing is at risk, the following question arises:
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Does (job) crafting enhance the performance of unemployment agency employees
(i.e., providing services to customers to help end their unemployment) and that of
the unemployed (i.e., finding reemployment) and can it simultaneously protect the
well-being of both?
To answer this question, we examine whether job crafting is beneficial for
the provision of high quality services. Furthermore, we explore whether a
job crafting intervention, conducted during profound organizational
change, helps to protect employee well-being and is able to enhance their
service quality. Moreover, we examine whether the unemployed can
benefit from reemployment crafting in a similar way as employees do from
job crafting, by examining its effects on job search behavior and the chances
of finding reemployment. Lastly, we examine the trainability of
reemployment crafting behavior and explore whether PsyCap is of
additional value in one’s job search. Four main research questions have
been formulated to guide our studies:
Q1: How can job crafting facilitate the provision of high quality services among
employees of unemployment agencies?
Little is known about the effects of job crafting on the provision of high
quality services. Although there have been two studies examining the
effects of job crafting in a service sector (Demerouti et al., 2017; McCelland,
et al., 2014), both have focused on other outcome measures than service
quality. We thus lack understanding of the effects of job crafting behavior
on service performance. Employees may craft their work for several
reasons, for example to stimulate personal growth (seeking challenges) or
to reduce their workload (reducing demands). However, it is unclear how
these different types of job crafting relate to the provision of high quality
services. For instance, is seeking challenges a threat for service quality, as
employees are busy fulfilling their challenges instead of helping their
customers? Or does seeking challenges lead to engagement and energy,
providing employees with additional resources to help their customers in
the best way possible? Moreover, little is known about the daily effects of
job crafting on service quality. What are the effects of the daily adjustments
employees make in their job demands and job resources and how do they
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relate to service quality on that same day? Research on this question sheds
light on the effects of individual job crafting behavior on the provision of
high quality services and advances our understanding of the (daily)
process leading from job crafting behavior to service quality.
Q2: Can a job crafting intervention help employees to provide higher quality
services during times of profound organizational change and if so, are these effects
noticeable for customers?
In the past years, several researchers have examined the effects of job
crafting interventions in different organizational settings (Dubbelt, 2016;
Van den Heuvel, et al., 2015; Van Wingerden, et al., 2016b). Although some
interventions focused on enhancing job performance, none of these have
focused on job performance in terms of the provision of high quality
services. Moreover, none of these studies took other-rated and objective
measures of (service) performance into account. As people tend to be more
lenient towards their own performance (Holzbach, 1978) and as collecting
data from the same source can result in common method bias (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012), taking other-rated and objective measures
of performance into account advances our understanding of the extent to
which job crafting interventions are able to enhance (service) performance.
Lastly, researchers have just begun to examine the effects of job crafting
interventions during times of organizational change. However, the results
are somewhat mixed. Gordon et al. (2017) found that a job crafting
intervention was able to enhance performance during a small
organizational change, whereas the work of Demerouti et al. (2017),
conducted during times of profound organizational change, showed a
more complex picture, as job crafting behavior was only beneficial under
specific conditions. In this thesis, we focus on a job crafting intervention
conducted during organizational changes that were more intense than in
the work of Gordon et al. (2017), as management doubled all targets, but
were less severe than in the work of Demerouti et al. (2017), as there were
no austerity measures going on. Examining the effects of a job crafting
intervention in this setting would enhance our understanding of the
complex dynamics of job crafting behavior during organizational change.
Furthermore, by using a quasi-experimental design, we would advance our
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understanding of the causal relationships between job crafting behavior
and performance, as we can examine whether job crafting behavior is the
reason why the intervention is effective in affecting service performance.
Q3: Can the unemployed craft their job search in a similar way as employees and if
so, is this related to their chances of finding reemployment?
When it comes to the unemployed, no attempts have been made to explore
the potential of job crafting for one’s job search behavior. As there are
similarities between having a job and having to find a job, and as some
even state that having to find a job, is a fulltime job itself (Amundson &
Borgen, 1982), the unemployed may reap similar benefits from job crafting
as employees do. However, we do not know whether the unemployed
indeed craft their job search. If so, what strategies do they use? Do they also
use seeking resources, seeking challenges and reducing demands (Petrou,
et al., 2012)? Or are other strategies more appropriate? And if the
unemployed craft their job search, is this in turn related to their job search
behavior and their chances of finding reemployment? In this thesis, we
specifically focus on career exploration and networking behavior, as both
are important predictors of finding reemployment (e.g., Van Hoye, Van
Hooft, & Lievens, 2009; Zikic & Klehe, 2006). We examine whether
reemployment crafting is positively related to career exploration and
networking behavior, and such, examine whether reemployment crafting
(indirectly) contributes to the chances of finding a new job. This way, we
enhance our understanding of the utility of the JD-R model and the related
job crafting literature outside the domain of work. Furthermore, examining
the potential of reemployment crafting also holds practical relevance: if the
unemployed indeed craft their job search and gain advantages, this would
open up new possibilities to intervene and thus help the unemployed to
find reemployment.
Q4: Can an intervention strengthening reemployment crafting and PsyCap
simultaneously, help the unemployed craft their job search in a way that enhances
their well-being and performance? If so, does this contribute to their chances of
finding reemployment?
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Assuming that the unemployed indeed craft their job search, the question
that arises, is whether reemployment crafting – like job crafting – is
trainable. Can the unemployed be taught how to shape and adjust their job
search in such a way that it can optimize their performance and well-being?
And what is the role of PsyCap in this regard? Can PsyCap, in a similar
way as among employees, be boosted? And will it help the unemployed
keep up their well-being and performance? Inspired by the work of Van
Wingerden, Bakker and Derks (2016a), who showed that a JD-R
intervention (i.e., a combination of a job crafting and PsyCap) was effective
to enhance work engagement and in-role performance, we examine
whether such a combined intervention is useful for the unemployed too. As
we focus on job search demands and resources, we call this intervention the
job search demands-resources (JSD-R) intervention.
Using a quasi-experimental field study, we examine whether a JSDR intervention (a combination of crafting and PsyCap) is able to enhance
job search behavior (i.e., career exploration and networking behavior) and
protect well-being. Furthermore we examine whether the changes in
reemployment crafting and PsyCap are the mechanisms through which the
intervention is effective. To strengthen our research design, we not only
rely on self-report measures of performance, but also take objective
reemployment-status data into account. This way, we examine whether the
JSD-R intervention is (also) able to increase the chances of finding
reemployment. Building on Q3, this question provides insight into the
effects of a JSD-R intervention among the unemployed, specifically
focusing on the enhancement of well-being and performance. Moreover,
not only theory but also practice advances as the answer to this question
provides insight into whether a JSD-R intervention can increase the chances
of finding reemployment.
Design of the project
Using different research methods (i.e., interview, daily diary, longitudinal,
and quasi experimental field intervention) and multi-source data (i.e., selfreports, customer-rated, company records), we aim to answer our four
questions in five different Chapters. An overall framework of this
dissertation is presented in Figure 1. In Chapter 2 and 3 we focus on the
employees of the unemployment agency. Chapter 2 presents the results of a
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diary study focusing on the process from job crafting to work engagement
and (service) performance. Chapter 3 examines the effects of a job crafting
intervention during times of profound organizational change. Chapter 4
and 5 focus on the unemployed. In Chapter 4 we examine whether the
unemployed indeed craft their job search using a longitudinal and a diary
design and in Chapter 5 we examine the effects of a reemployment crafting
intervention. Lastly, Chapter 6 provides a discussion of the results of the
different studies, answering the research questions and making suggestions
for future research.
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Figure 1. Overall framework of the dissertation based on the JD-R model.
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Introduction
Over the last decades, the service industry has experienced an immense
growth (Dall’erba, Percoco, & Piras, 2009). In the past, organizations mostly
produced products and goods, while nowadays there is a shift towards the
provision of services (Oliva & Kallenberg, 2003). In this light, employee
performance also changes: whereas performance used to refer to the quality
or number of products made, nowadays performance in the service
industry increasingly refers to the quality of the services provided
(Bowden, 2009; Oliva & Sterman, 2001). Providing high quality services is
essential, as it can increase customer loyalty and offer competitive
advantages for service organizations (Taylor & Pandza, 2003). However, as
a consequence of the economic crisis (Calcagno, 2012) service quality is
increasingly pressurized. Budget cuts have resulted in a smaller workforce
that has to do the same amount of work in less time, thereby seriously
threatening the core business of many service organizations. At the same
time, resources like help and feedback from coworkers are decreasing, as
they are busy too (Reinardy, 2013).
Having a highly demanding job with few(er) resources available
puts employees at risk to develop stress-related complaints that might
eventually result in a burn-out (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, &
Schaufeli, 2001). To prevent this from happening, it seems worthwhile for
the service sector to find ways to keep employee functioning at an optimal
level, while at the same time protecting employee well-being. One way to
achieve this, is through the enhancement of meaningful work (May, Gilson,
& Harter, 2004) and work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). In the
past, this has mainly been done by means of top-down approaches such as
job redesign (Holman, Axtell, Sprigg, Totterdell, & Wall, 2010). Lately
however, interest in bottom-up approaches – in which employees
themselves initiate desired changes – has risen. One particularly fruitful
example is job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), which refers to
small changes employees can make in their work to align their job with
their wishes and preferences.
In this paper, we aim to unravel the process through which job
crafting is related to a key performance indicator in the service industry:
service-oriented task performance (i.e., performing one’s service-related
tasks optimally). Service-oriented task performance is an important
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behavioral outcome in the service sector, as it enhances employee
functioning and customer satisfaction (Sin, Tse, Yau, Lee, & Chow, 2006).
We examine whether job crafting is related to service-oriented task
performance by exploring the mediating role of meaningful work and work
engagement in this process.
We build our model by integrating two dominant literature
traditions of job crafting. The first one is based on positive psychology
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) and the second one is based on job (re)design (Tims & Bakker, 2010). Wrzesniewski and Dutton propose that
employees craft their job to fulfill basic psychological needs, leading to
meaningful work and enhanced performance. Tims and Bakker (2010)
argue that employees craft their (perceived) job demands and job resources
to increase fit between the job characteristics and their personal needs and
abilities, leading to work engagement and enhanced performance.
However, little is known about the motivational process through which job
crafting and work engagement are related (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters,
Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012). Integrating meaningful work into the job
crafting – work engagement relationship, provides us with a (motivational)
reason why employees craft their job. This way, we contribute to the
literature by unifying two literature traditions, while at the same time
advancing our understanding of the process leading from job crafting to
performance.
Furthermore, this study adds to the literature by focusing on a
behavioral outcome that is important for the service industry: serviceoriented task performance. It emphasizes the importance of the provision
of high quality services. Although the relationship between job crafting and
performance has been studied before (e.g., Demerouti, Bakker & Gevers,
2015; Tims, Bakker, Derks & Van Rhenen, 2013), none of these studies have
focused on task performance in terms of providing high quality services.
To this aim, we developed a tailored measure to assess service-oriented
task performance and explore whether it can be enhanced through job
crafting. As providing services is increasingly important for contemporary
organizations (Bowden, 2009), this paper not only broadens the
generalizability of job crafting, but is also of practical value to serviceproviding organizations.
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This study is conducted using a within subject design in which
service-employees were followed for four consecutive workdays. Job
crafting can take place on a regular, even daily basis (Petrou et al., 2012;
Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), and the within subject design allows us to
study these short term dynamics of job crafting, not only between persons,
but also within (Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 2010). This is important,
as it advances our understanding of the same-day effects of job crafting on
work-related cognitive evaluations and affective-motivational states (i.e.,
meaningful work and work engagement) (Höge & Schnell, 2012) and actual
behavioral outcomes (i.e., service-oriented task performance). Doing so, we
gain a deeper understanding of the daily process leading from altering
one’s job characteristics (i.e., job crafting; Tims & Bakker, 2010;
Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) to the enhancement of the provision of high
quality services.
All this was done in a service context in which job crafting has only
been limitedly examined (one exception is the work of McClelland, Leach,
Clegg, & McGowan, 2014). We focused specifically on the unemployment
sector, in which job crafting has not been explored at all. Exploring job
crafting in the service sector is relevant, as the sector is highly peopleoriented (Schneider & Bowen, 2010). Working with people can be very
demanding, potentially threatening employee well-being (Grandey,
Dickter, & Sin, 2004). This holds especially for the unemployment sector
where service-employees work with people (i.e., the unemployed) that
experience high levels of stress and suffer from stress-related health
impairments such as anxiety, depression, physical discomfort and even
suicide (Wanberg, 2012). Job crafting, as a means to protect employee wellbeing, may therefore be a valuable tool to uphold the sector’s key
performance indicator: the provision of high quality services. Based on our
results, we hope to provide service organizations with guidelines to
enhance their employees’ well-being and functioning through the use of
bottom-up job redesign techniques.
From job crafting to work engagement
The theory of work adjustment (TWA) describes work as an interactive,
continuous and reciprocal process between an employee and his/her
environment (Rounds, Dawis, & Lofquist, 1987). Employees strive for
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congruence (i.e., correspondence) between their needs and the work
environment to enable optimal performance (Blau, 1987). This
correspondence can be achieved in two ways: through reactive and active
adjustment behavior. When reactive, employees change themselves to
reach correspondence with their environment. When active, employees
change the environment (or circumstances) to increase correspondence
(Eggerth, 2008). Thus, TWA suggests that (through active adjustment
behavior) employees can shape the conditions to perform optimally (i.e.,
provide high quality services).
One way in which employees can (pro)actively adjust their work
environment, is through job crafting (Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012). It is
defined by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) as “the physical and cognitive
changes individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of their
work” (p. 179). Framing job crafting in the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R)
model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Tims & Bakker, 2010), it refers to the
optimization of job demands and job resources (Tims, Bakker, & Derks,
2012). Job demands are those aspects of work that require sustained
physical or mental effort and may lead to feelings of stress, strain and
exhaustion when they are too high. Job resources are those aspects of work
that help to achieve work goals, enhance motivation and stimulate personal
development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). The prevailing job demands and
resources may differ per job, and even per employee as individuals may
alter them to align them to their needs and preferences.
We define three types of job crafting behavior: seeking resources,
seeking challenges and reducing demands (Petrou et al., 2012). When seeking
resources employees, for example, ask colleagues for feedback or advice on
how to handle a specific case. When seeking challenges employees, for
instance, start a new project, or go the extra mile for a customer. Lastly,
when reducing demands employees, for example, try to make the work less
demanding by avoiding red tape (Demerouti, 2014). Seeking resources and
seeking challenges are defined as expansion-oriented job crafting
behaviors, as they broaden the scope of one’s work (Laurence, 2010),
whereas reducing demands is defined as a contraction-oriented job crafting
behavior, as it narrows down the scope of one’s work (Laurence, 2010).
Recent research suggests that job crafting is a promising tool to stimulate
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work engagement (for a meta-analysis, see: Rudolph, Lavigne, Katz, &
Zacher, 2017).
Employees who craft their job to increase correspondence between
themselves and their environment, can become engaged (Bakker et al.,
2012). Work engagement refers to feelings of energy and enthusiasm about
one’s work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) and consists of three dimensions:
vigor, dedication and absorption (Schaufeli, Salanova, Bakker, & GonzálezRomá, 2002). Vigorous people are energized by their work and resilient
during setbacks. Dedicated people are enthusiastic and continue until the
job is done. Absorption allows individuals to be highly focused and lose
track of time while working (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Although job
crafting has been linked to work engagement, the different types of job
crafting behavior seem to have different effects. Where seeking resources
and seeking challenges (i.e., expansion-oriented job crafting (Laurence,
2010)) are positively related to work engagement (e.g., Bakker et al., 2012;
Demerouti, et al., 2015) the results for decreasing hindering demands (i.e.,
contraction-oriented job crafting (Laurence, 2010)) are mixed. Some
research shows no effect of decreasing hindering demands on work
engagement (e.g., Tims et al., 2012), whereas others (e.g., Petrou et al., 2012)
find negative results.
Job crafting has conceptually been linked to work engagement
through a motivational process (Petrou et al., 2012), as motivation and
satisfaction are linked to job characteristics (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). By
changing these job characteristics (i.e., job demands and job resources) in a
more favorable way through job crafting (thus enhancing correspondence),
the motivational process can also be initiated (Petrou et al., 2012) resulting
in higher levels of work engagement. However, it remains unclear how this
motivational process works.
Scholars from a positive psychology perspective, argue that
employees craft their job to fulfill their basic psychological needs,
enhancing their experience of meaningful work (Berg, Dutton, &
Wrzesniewski, 2013; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), whereas scholars from
a JD-R perspective argue that employees craft their job to enhance
correspondence, leading to higher levels of work engagement (Tims &
Bakker, 2010). Integrating both literature traditions, we propose meaningful
work to be the missing link in the motivational process leading from job
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crafting to work engagement, as it provides us with a reason why
employees are willing to craft their job.
Meaningful work refers to the belief that one’s work is significant
and serves an important purpose (Pratt & Ashforth, 2003). It resembles a
sense of purposefulness, autonomy and social belongingness in the work
context (Baumeister & Vohs, 2005) and is important, as it satisfies basic
psychological and social needs (Clausen & Borg, 2011). Meaningful work is
a fluctuating phenomenon, as it can be derived from the tasks at hand
(Niessen, Sonnentag, & Sach, 2012). When people experience their work as
meaningful, they are able to express themselves through their work
activities (Chalofsky, 2003) as they experience congruence between their
personal values and their work activities.
Recently, the first scholars operationalizing job crafting from a job
(re)design perspective, examined whether job crafting was related to
meaningful work and found support for this assumption (Tims, Derks, &
Bakker, 2016). However, Tims and colleagues did not explore whether
these heightened levels of meaning mediated the relationship between job
crafting and work engagement, providing us with a reason why employees
craft their job. Building on the work of Tims and colleagues, integrating it
with the positive psychology tradition of job crafting (Berg et al., 2013;
Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), we expect that meaningful work mediates
the relationship between job crafting and work engagement.
On days that people use expansion-oriented job crafting, they
proactively broaden the scope of their work. This way, employees
experience additional resources and opportunities for growth, satisfying
basic psychological needs (e.g., if employees ask for feedback and advice,
this may satisfy the need for relatedness that day; if employees start a new
project, this may satisfy the need for competence that day and if employees
take on additional responsibilities, this may satisfy the need for autonomy
that day) and enhancing the experience of meaningful work (Clausen &
Borg, 2011; Tims et al., 2016), making employees more willing to invest
themselves fully in their job and become engaged (Demerouti et al., 2015;
May et al., 2004). On days that people use contraction-oriented job crafting,
they reduce the scope of their work. This way, employees may not
completely fulfill their basic psychological needs (e.g., if employees
decrease the amount of tasks carried out, they may not completely fulfill
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the need for competence that day; if employees decrease the level of
interaction with colleagues, they may not completely fulfill the need for
relatedness that day and if employees decrease the amount of decisions one
has to make, they may not completely fulfill the need for autonomy that
day), leading to a lowered experience of meaningful work. As people
experience little meaningful work, they are probably less willing to fully
invest themselves in their work activities, making them less engaged that
day.
H1: Day-level meaningful work mediates the positive relationship between daylevel a) expansion-oriented job crafting on day-level work engagement. Moreover,
day-level meaningful work mediates the negative relationship between b) day-level
contraction-oriented job crafting and day-level work engagement.
From job crafting to service-oriented task performance
The core business in the unemployment sector is bringing together supplies
and demands on the labor market. The quality of the mediation is of vital
importance and thus, employees need to provide optimal services to both
unemployed customers and potential employers (Inspectie S.Z.W., 2013).
Therefore we introduce the concept of service-oriented task performance,
which refers to the provision of high quality services to customers and
clients in order to meet organizational and customer goals. In the
unemployment sector, service-oriented task performance refers to
provision of high quality services to unemployed customers and potential
employers in order to successfully mediate unemployed candidates to a
new job. Service-oriented task performance finds its roots in the construct
of task performance (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994), which in the service
industry refers to the provision of services. Most measures of task
performance use a broad definition, while providing services is a quite
specific type of task performance. Therefore, for the present study we
operationalized task performance in terms of service-oriented task
performance. The construct emphasizes the importance of the relationship
between employees and customers (Oliva & Sterman, 2001) and shows to
what extent employees make a connection with their customers through
active listening, emotional support, and expectation management to
provide optimal services. When actively listening, employees
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unconditionally accept the experiences of their customers through unbiased
and judge-free reflections. Active listening builds empathy and trust, and
helps customers reflect upon their feelings and experiences (Weger, Castle,
& Emmett, 2010). Emotional support helps customers to cope more
effectively with their stressful situation (i.e., being unemployed (Wanberg,
2012)). Providing emotional support includes expressions of care, concern,
affection and interest and helps customers to feel better (Burleson, 2003).
Lastly, expectation management is of vital importance (Hsieh & Yuan,
2010) as through expectation management, both the service provider and
the customer focus on their expectations, needs and desires, and discusses
to what extent these can be met. This way an honest, sincere and
sustainable relationship between the service provider and the customer can
be built (Parasuruma, Berry, & Zeithaml, 1991).
In the current study the operationalization of the construct is
tailored to the unemployment sector. However, service-oriented task
performance is relevant for all sectors and industries providing services to
customers or clients as active listening, emotional support and expectation
management are universally important aspects of providing services (De
Ruyter & Wetzels, 2000; Hsieh & Yuan, 2010; Parasuruma et al., 1991;
Rafaeli, Ziklik, & Doucet, 2008) regardless of the sector. Therefore, to meet
organizational goals in the service sector, it is crucial that employees are
motivated to show a high level of service-oriented task performance.
Previous research on job crafting in the job (re-)design approach has
shown that job crafting is related to performance via work engagement
(Bakker et al., 2012; Demerouti et al., 2015; Rudolph et al., 2017; Tims et al.,
2013). Research on job crafting from the positive psychology literature
tradition argues that job crafting is related to performance via meaningful
work (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2008; Leana, Appelbaum, &
Shevchuk, 2009). Integrating the two job crafting literature traditions (Tims
& Bakker, 2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), we propose that job
crafting is related to service-oriented task performance via meaningful
work and work engagement. Our first hypothesis explained how job
crafting, relates, via meaningful work, to work engagement. However, the
link from meaningful work to service-oriented task performance via work
engagement is still missing.
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We propose that work engagement mediates the positive
relationship between meaningful work and service-oriented task
performance. To explain ourselves, we turn to identity theory (Stets &
Burke, 2000). The core of identity theory holds that people identify
themselves with certain (work) roles they have. They incorporate meaning
and expectations associated with this role into the self and these form a set
of standards that guide behavior (Burke, 1991; Stets & Burke, 2000). When
people experience meaningful work, they feel their work is significant and
important (Pratt & Ashforth, 2003), identifying themselves with their work.
If one’s identity (i.e., the expectations and meanings associated with a
specific role) aligns with the work activities, people become engaged
(Kahn, 1990), as people can bring their personal selves into their work role.
Guided by the sets of standards that guide behavior, people can carry out
their tasks with a sense of passion and energy, fully investing themselves
into the tasks at hand, enabling optimal performance (Kahn, 1990).
Engaged employees also outperform their non-engaged colleagues,
as they experience more positive emotions like joy, enthusiasm and
happiness (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010)
when work is meaningful. This is in line with the broaden and build theory
(Fredrickson, 2001) and the happy productive worker hypothesis
(Cropanzano & Wright, 2001). According to the broaden and build theory
(Fredrickson, 2001) positive emotions (like joy, happiness and enthusiasm)
broaden peoples’ thought-action repertoires through widening the
thoughts and actions that come to mind. This broadened perspective helps
people to perform optimally. The happy productive worker hypothesis
holds that people that are happy (and thus experience positive emotions)
perform optimally (Cropanzano & Wright, 2001). Thus, the positive
emotions experienced when work is meaningful, may help people to
become engaged and perform optimally.
In sum, experienced meaningful work is a cognitive evaluation of
one’s work activities (Schnell, Höge, & Pollet, 2013). If the work is
evaluated as meaningful, this may lead to the affective-motivational state of
work engagement (Höge & Schnell, 2012), guiding behavior and enhancing
service-oriented task performance (Kahn, 1990). Work engagement thus
mediates the positive relationship between meaningful work and serviceoriented task performance.
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H2: Day-level work engagement mediates the positive relationship between daylevel meaningful work and day-level service-oriented task performance.
Lastly, to examine our complete line of reasoning from job crafting to
performance, we propose a sequential path model (Figure 1) in which job
crafting is sequentially related to service-oriented task performance via
meaningful work and work engagement. We propose a positive line of
reasoning for expansion-oriented job crafting as it enables employees to
adjust the work in ways that align with their personal needs. This relates to
higher levels of meaningful work (Berg et al., 2013; Tims et al., 2016) and
work engagement (Bakker et al., 2012), which in turn is related to
performance (Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010; Kahn, 1990). We propose a
negative pathway for contraction-oriented job crafting, as it is related to the
experience of less meaningful work, lowered levels of work engagement
and suboptimal performance.
H3A: Day-level seeking resources and seeking challenges are positively related to
day-level service-oriented task performance via day-level meaningful work and
work engagement.
H3B: Day-level reducing demands is negatively related to day-level serviceoriented task performance via day-level meaningful work and work engagement.

Figure 1. Research model for Level 1: Day-level (within person).
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Method
Study design and participants
We conducted a daily diary study in which participants filled out a
questionnaire for four consecutive workdays. The questionnaire was the
same each day and aimed to capture within-person fluctuations in work
engagement, service-oriented task performance, meaningful work and job
crafting behavior over time. The diary study was conducted for four days
instead of five, since most of the participants worked part-time. Data were
collected in three departments of a Dutch unemployment agency and all
employees were invited to participate in the study. Participants were
recruited by posting small messages in the weekly newsletter and by giving
presentations in work meetings. All questionnaires were administered
online. Email addresses from all employees were provided by the
organization and people received a daily invitation email with the link to
the diary questionnaire.
A total of 214 employees were invited and 156 participants
responded (72.9%). One hundred eight participants completed the whole
study (69.2%), the rest (30.8%) filled in at least one day. In total there are
531 observations (M = 3.40 observations per participant). The dropout
pattern was completely at random: (MAR/MCAR; χ2 = 178.7, df = 275, p =
n.s.). Most participants (79.0%) worked as a mediator or tried to recruit
potential employers. The rest (21.0%) had managerial or administrative
tasks. However, all employees provided services to customers. 67.7% of the
respondents were female, 32.3% were male. The average age of the
participants was 45.4 years (SD = 10.2). Participants worked an average of
16.5 years (SD = 11.2) for the organization and 4.8 years (SD = 5.7) in their
current position. They worked an average of 32.3 hours a week (SD = 7.2).
72.6% of the participants had at least a Bachelor’s degree.
Measures
Day-level job crafting: Day-level job crafting was assessed using the 10 item
day-level job crafting scale developed by Petrou et al., (2012). This scale
consists of three subscales: seeking challenges (3 items, e.g., ‘Today I asked
for more responsibilities’, α from 0.88 to 0.93; mean α = 0.91), seeking
resources (4 items, e.g., ‘Today I asked my supervisor for advice’, α from
0.52 to 0.64; mean α = 0.60), and reducing demands (3 items, e.g., ‘Today I
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made sure that my work was mentally less intense’, α from 0.83 to 0.93,
mean α = 0.89). All items were scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1 = does not apply to me to 5 = totally applies to me.
Day-level meaningful work: A shortened version (4 items) of the meaningful
work scale (Schnell, 2009) was used to measure day-level meaningful work.
In line with other researchers (e.g., Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti, &
Hetland, 2012) the items were adjusted to refer to ‘today’. Example items
were ‘Today my work fulfilled me’ and ‘Today my work seemed
meaningful to me’ (α from 0.87 to 0.92; mean α = 0.89). The multilevel CFA
showed a good fit to the data: χ2 = 7.16, df = 4, p =0.13 CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00,
RMSEA = 0.04, SRMR = 0.02/0.01. Items were scored on a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree.
Day-level work engagement: Day-level work engagement was measured
using the adapted version (Breevaart et al., 2012) of the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). This scale consists
of nine items representing three sub dimensions: vigor (3 items, e.g., ‘Today
I felt bursting with energy’, α from 0.80 to 0.87; mean α = 0.83), dedication (3
items, e.g., ‘Today I felt inspired by my job’, α from 0.85 to 0.87; mean α =
0.86), and absorption (3 items, e.g., ‘Today I was immersed by my work’, α
from 0.71 to 0.74; mean α = 0.73). In our model we did not differentiate
between the sub dimensions of work engagement, which is in line with
earlier research (i.e., Breevaart, Bakker, & Demerouti, (2014)). Items were
scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = does not apply to my to 5
= totally applies to me. Cronbach’s alpha’s of the overall construct ranged
from 0.89 to 0.91; mean α = 0.90.
Day-level service-oriented task performance: Day-level service oriented task
performance was measured using an adapted and shortened version of the
subscales ‘information’ and ‘social support’ from the Job Performance Scale
(Greenslade & Jimmieson, 2007). This scale was originally developed to
measure health care providers’ (i.e., nurses) task performance, but is also
relevant for the current sample since both deal with the high emotional
demands of customers in a stressful situation (Guy & Lee, 2013). The items
were adapted to a service-providing environment. Items were ‘Today I
listened to the concerns my customers had’, ‘Today I took the time to fulfill
the emotional needs of my customers’, ‘Today I did something meaningful
for my customers’, ‘Today I gave a clear explanation about the rules of the
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unemployment agency’ and ‘Today I supported my customers in their
search for a new job’. All items were discussed with an expert-panel,
consisting of one employee working with customers on a daily basis, a
manager and the CEO. All were experienced in working with customers.
The items, as represented in our scale, covered – in their opinion – the most
important aspects of working with customers in an unemployment setting.
When conducting a multilevel CFA, the item ‘Today I did something
meaningful for my customers’ did not load well on the factor. Therefore
this item was excluded from further analysis. The remaining four items (α
from 0.83 to 0.93; mean α = 0.88) had a good fit (χ2 = 5.27, df = 2, p = 0.07 CFI
= 1.00, TLI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.01/0.02). Items were scored on a
5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = much below average to 5 = much
above average.
Analysis
Since each participant answered the same questions for four consecutive
workdays, observations are not independent from each other (Hox, 2002).
Therefore, multilevel analysis is necessary for which we used the Mplus
software program (Muthén & Muthén, 2014) to conduct multi-level
structural equation modeling (SEM). We applied maximum likelihood
parameter estimation in the analyses and controlled for age, gender, tenure
and day but none had a significant effect. However, we did include these
factors in the model when running the overall model to enhance the
generalizability of the results. Job crafting, meaningful work, work
engagement and day were person-mean centered, age, gender and tenure
were grand-mean centered. We used bootstrapping (Hayes, 2013) to test
the mediation effects in our model.
When using multilevel modeling, a two-level model should explain
the data better than a single level model (Dierdorff & Ellington, 2008). The
intra-class correlation (ρ) illustrates how much of the variance can be
attributed to the different levels of analysis. For service-oriented task
performance, the ρ indicated that 48.9% of the variance could be attributed
to within-person fluctuations. For the other variables in the model the ρ
indicated that 39.3 % to 62.5% of the variance could be explained by within
person fluctuations. These results signify the importance of using a
multilevel structure when testing the specific hypotheses.
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For our analyses we used the full dataset (N = 156, n = 531) based on
the advice of Newman (2009) to use all available data, as Mplus is
adequately capable of dealing with missing values. However, as doublecheck, we also conducted our analyses using only the data of participants
completing all four days (N = 108, n = 432) and found similar results.

Results
Descriptive statistics
Table 1 shows the mean scores, standard deviations, and multi-level
correlations between the study variables. As meaningful work and work
engagement might intuitively overlap, we conducted multilevel CFA’s to
explore whether both constructs loaded on separate factors or on one and
the same factor. When modeling work engagement and meaningful work
on separate factors, the model showed a good fit: χ2= 352.68, df = 118 p
<0.001, CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.92, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.05/0.06. When
loading meaningful work and work engagement on the same factor, the
model showed an inadequate fit: χ2= 1008.61, df = 130 p <0.001, CFI = 0.76,
TLI = 0.72, RMSEA = 0.11, SRMR = 0.17/0.23. Thus, although intuitively
there seems to be some overlap between meaningful work and work
engagement, the data shows that they are two separate constructs.
To test the validity of the six-factor measurement model (i.e., three
types of job crafting, meaningful work, three dimensions of work
engagement combined into one latent factor, and service oriented task
performance), we compared this model with a four-factor model (i.e., the
different types of job crafting loaded on the same factor) and a one-factor
model. Model fit was assessed using the chi square statistic (χ2), the
comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the root means
square error of approximation (RMSEA) and the standardized root mean
squared residual (SRMR) (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010).
Conventional cut-off scores were used (CFI > 0.90, TLI > 0.90, RMSEA <0.08
and SRMR < 0.08).
Results of the multi-level confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
showed that the six-factor model had the best fit: (χ2 = 886.47, df = 306, p <
0.001 CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.92, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.06/0.00), which was
better than the four-factor model (Δχ2 = 1203.98, Δdf = 9, p < 0.001, CFI =
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6. Day level networking behavior

7. Day-level service-oriented
task performance

Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

1.98

1. Day-level seeking challenges

M

0.73

0.94

0.64

0.64

0.68

0.66

0.77

SD

0.06

-

2

-

3

-

4

0.002

0.10*

-0.08

-0.007

0.17*** 0.29***

-

5

-

6

0.001 0.34*** 0.32*** 0.15***

0.04

0.07*** -0.06** 0.07*** 0.50 **

0.13** -0.12** 0.13**

0.24***

0.28***

-

1

-

7

Table 1. Means, person centered standard deviations and multi-level correlations among
the study variables (N = 156; n = 531).
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0.79, TLI = 0.77, RMSEA = 0.10, SRMR = 0.10/0.00) and the one factor model
(Δχ2 = 4467.11, Δdf = 18, p < 0.001 CFI = 0.41, TLI = 0.37, RMSEA = 0.17,
SRMR = 0.15/0.00).
Hypotheses testing
We examined our hypotheses using a sequential path model from day-level
job crafting to day-level service-oriented task performance via day-level
meaningful work and day-level work engagement. Paths were modeled
from job crafting to meaningful work and work engagement, from
meaningful work to work engagement and service-oriented task
performance, and from work engagement to service-oriented task
performance. The overall model (Figure 2) had a good fit: χ2 = 4.39, df = 6, p
= 0.62. TLI = 1.02, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = 0.00 and SRMR = 0.02/0.00.

Figure 2. Final model for Level 1: Day-level (within person) based on the results of
multi-level SEM. Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

H1A-B predicted that meaningful work mediated the relationships between
job crafting and work engagement. Seeking resources (γ = 0.08, p = 0.05)
had a direct effect on work engagement, whereas the direct effects for
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seeking challenges (γ = 0.04, p = n.s.) and reducing demands (γ = -0.02, p =
n.s.) were insignificant and only indirect. We found a significant indirect
effect of meaningful work for all three types of job crafting (γseeking resources =
0.02, p < 0.02; 95% confidence interval (CI): 0.01 – 0.08; γseeking challenges 0.06, p <
0.001; CI: 0.02 – 0.09; γreducing demands = -0.07, p < 0.001; CI: -0.10 – -0.03). Thus,
although seeking resources had a direct effect on work engagement too,
meaningful work acted as a mediator in all three relationships between job
crafting and work engagement, thereby supporting H1A and B.
H2 predicted that day-level work engagement mediated the
positive relationship between day-level meaningful work and day-level
service-oriented task performance. This hypothesis was supported, as the
indirect effect was significant (γ = 0.094, p < 0.01, CI: 0.03 – 0.16). However,
the direct effect of meaningful work on service-oriented task performance
(γ = 0.19, p < 0.001) was significant too. This implies that work engagement
acted as a mediator in this relationship, although there was a direct effect of
meaningful work as well.
H3A and B, examining the full sequential path model from job
crafting to service-oriented task performance were supported as well. The
indirect effects of job crafting to service-oriented task performance were all
significant and in the expected direction: from seeking resources to serviceoriented task performance (γ = 0.010, p = 0.04, CI: 0.001 – 0.019), from
seeking challenges to service-oriented task performance (γ = 0.013, p < 0.01,
CI: 0.004 – 0.022), and from reducing demands to service-oriented task
performance (γ = -0.015, p < 0.01, CI: -0.025 – -0.005). Moreover, the indirect
effect from meaningful work to service-oriented task performance was
significant (γ = 0.094, p < 0.01, CI: 0.03 – 0.16), thereby supporting H3A and
B.
Lastly, we examined the explained variance of our within-level
model. The independent factors (i.e., the three types of job crafting
behavior) explained 6% of the variance in meaningful work, 26% of the
variance in work engagement and 10% of the variance in service-oriented
task performance. These effects are therefore small to almost medium at
best (Cohen, 1988).
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Alternative models
As the design of our study is insufficient to establish causality, we cannot
be completely sure that our multilevel structural equation model is correct.
Therefore we examined the fit of several alternative models as well. If these
models show a worse fit to the data, this adds to the likelihood that our
model is adequate. 3 examples are discussed, although we tested more
models all showing an inadequate fit.
First, we tested our model backwards, thus we explored whether
service-oriented task performance would lead to work engagement and
meaningful work, leading to more job crafting behavior among employees.
This model showed an inadequate fit: χ2 = 35.72, df = 13, p < 0.001. CFI =
0.94, TLI = 0.86, RMSEA = 0.06 and SRMR = 0.04/0.001. Second, we
examined whether work engagement was related to higher levels of
meaningful work, leading employees to craft their job and eventually
influencing service-oriented task performance. This model showed a poor
fit: χ2 = 144.91, df = 14, p < 0.001. CFI = 0.57, TLI = 0.29, RMSEA = 0.13 and
SRMR = 0.11/0.000. Lastly, we examined whether employees that
experienced meaningful work were more likely to craft their job, leading to
higher levels of work engagement and service-oriented task performance.
This model showed a poor fit as well: χ2 = 240.94, df = 14, p < 0.001. CFI =
0.26, TLI = -0.22, RMSEA = 0.18 and SRMR = 0.13/0.000. Thus, although we
cannot test the causality of our model, exploring alternative models (all
showing an inadequate fit) adds to the likelihood that the proposed order
in the current model is more accurate than alternative ones.
Discussion
The main focus of this article was to advance our understanding of the
process leading from job crafting to service-oriented task performance, by
examining the role of meaningful work and work engagement in this
process. We built our model by integrating two literature traditions on job
crafting that have dominated the literature in the last decade: the job
(re)design approach (Tims & Bakker, 2010) and the positive psychology
approach (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). We proposed meaningful work
(the positive psychology approach) to act as a mediator in the wellestablished relationship between job crafting and work engagement and
performance (the job (re)design approach) (Rudolph et al., 2017). As
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expected, expansion-oriented job crafting was positively related to serviceoriented task performance via meaningful work and work engagement,
whereas contraction-oriented job crafting was negatively related.
This study contributes to the literature in several ways. First, this is
the first study to justify the importance of meaningful work in explaining
how employees alter their job in order to improve their functioning. That is,
employees craft their job to make it more meaningful and engaging thereby
enhance performance. As little was known about the reason why job
crafting and work engagement were related (Petrou et al., 2012), we
advance our understanding of this process by emphasizing the role of
meaningful work. Although some scholars (e.g., Tims et al., 2016) took a
first step by showing that job crafting is related to heightened meaningful
work, they did not examine whether meaningful work explains why job
crafting is related to work engagement. Therefore, we started where they
left off. Our results showed that expansion-oriented job crafting strategies
(i.e. seeking resources and seeking challenges) were effective strategies to
enhance meaningful work, and in turn work engagement, Through
expansion oriented job crafting, employees may fulfill their basic
psychological needs (Berg et al., 2013), leading to heightened meaningful
work and work engagement. However, contraction-oriented job crafting
(i.e., reducing demands) was negatively related to meaningful work and
work engagement, making it an ineffective strategy to enhance meaningful
work. A possible explanation for this negative effect may be that when
people reduce their demands, they are unable to fully fulfill their basic
psychological needs that day (Berg et al., 2013), leading to lowered
meaningful work and work engagement. Together, these results provide a
deeper understanding of the reasons why employees craft their job, as
employees may use expansion-oriented job crafting to enhance meaningful
work and work engagement, whereas contraction-oriented job crafting may
be used for other reasons, for example to prevent health impairment
(Demerouti & Bakker, 2014; Petrou et al., 2012).
Furthermore, results showed that meaningful work is positively
related to service-oriented task performance via work engagement. When
people experience their work as significant and important, they identify
themselves with their work role, as there is coherence between their work
and their personal selves (Stets & Burke, 2000). This enables people to
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become engaged and perform optimally (Kahn, 1990). Thus, on days that
people experience their work as meaningful, they can become engaged,
enabling them to provide high quality services. These results are in line
with earlier studies showing a positive relationship between meaningful
work and performance (Scroggins, 2008; Wrzesniewski, 2003), and studies
showing a positive relationship between work engagement and task
performance (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011; Rudolph et al., 2017;
Salanova, Agut, & Peiró, 2005). However, we add to the literature by
showing that meaningful work is related to service-oriented task
performance via work engagement.
Furthermore, we found support for our overall model, suggesting
that job crafting is related to (service) performance via meaningful work
and work engagement. These results are in line with the theory of work
adjustment (TWA) (Rounds et al., 1987) and show that people actively
adjust their job to enhance correspondence between their needs and the
work environment to enable optimal performance (Blau, 1987). As the
provision of services is becoming increasingly important for contemporary
organizations (Bowden, 2009), our results stress the relevance of job
crafting, as a means to enhance meaningful work, work engagement and
ultimately (service) performance for these organizations.
Lastly, this study contributes to the literature with our measure of
service-oriented task performance. As the concept of performance is
nowadays shifting from the quality or number of products made to the
quality of the services provided (Bowden, 2009; Oliva & Sterman, 2001),
more tailored measures, focusing on the dynamics between serviceemployee and customer, are necessary. Our measure emphasizes the
importance of active listening, emotional support and expectation
management to provide optimal services. Although our measure was
tested in an unemployment agency setting, active listening, emotional
support and expectation management represent aspects of service quality
that are relevant across different service settings (Burleson, 2003; Hsieh &
Yuan, 2010; Weger et al., 2010), making the measure a useful tool for
research in other organizations providing services as well.
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Practical implications
First, as service-oriented task performance can be stimulated through job
crafting, it is important for organizations to facilitate the conditions that
maximize employee job crafting. Employees need sufficient resources (e.g.,
feedback, social support, autonomy, etc.) to craft their job in ways that
enhances motivation and performance. Organizations may either stimulate
spontaneous job crafting behaviors (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) or
provide a job crafting intervention (Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters,
2012). Encouraging spontaneous job crafting behavior that is in line with
the organizational aims can stimulate feelings of control, job satisfaction,
work engagement, and performance (Petrou et al., 2012) and is a costefficient way to improve individual job design (Tims & Bakker, 2010). A job
crafting intervention can also be useful for organizations, as employees
learn to apply job crafting behaviors in ways that align with the
organizational aims, without potentially harming them (Oldham &
Hackman, 2010).
Our results not only hold practical implications for organizations,
they also are of value for employees themselves. Employees can proactively
make adjustments to their job in order to enhance well-being and
performance by focusing on expansion-oriented job crafting: seeking
resources (e.g., support, autonomy) and seeking challenges (e.g., starting
new projects). Contraction-oriented job crafting is something employees
should aim to avoid, as it is negatively related to well-being and
performance. Managers should be aware of these relationships too, aiming
to create a work environment in which sufficient resources and challenges
are available (e.g., by providing support and feedback, and giving
employees opportunities to develop themselves).
Study limitations and directions for future research
While interpreting the results of this study, some limitations should be kept
in mind. First, we based our study on self-ratings which are sensitive to
common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). We
used self-reports based on the recommendations of Conway and Lance
(2010). Self-reports should be used when examining private experiences
(e.g., meaningful work and work engagement), as these variables are
difficult to rate by others. This holds especially for participants in the
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current study, as they work quite independently. Although we relied on
self-reports, our results are in line with other studies that used more
objective measures of, for example, performance (Bakker et al., 2012).
Future research however, should try to incorporate other ratings – where
possible – as well.
Second, as the study results are correlational, we cannot make
causal inferences. Our model is supported by the data, but we cannot
completely rule out alternative models, as the SEM results cannot rule out
different causal relationships (Stone-Romero & Rosopa, 2010). However,
we tested several alternative models (which all showed a worse fit than the
model presented in this model). Thus, although we cannot establish the
causal order, we at least add to the chance that the order – as proposed in
this paper – is more accurate than alternative ones. Moreover, we chose this
design carefully as we aimed to integrate the literature tradition from
positive psychology (Berg et al., 2013; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) with
the job re-design perspective (Tims & Bakker, 2010). Nevertheless, future
research may try to establish causality, for example by using a quasiexperimental design in which one group is trained in job crafting behavior
and the other group serves as the control group.
Third, the measure of service-oriented task performance was
specifically developed for this study. We based ourselves upon previous
work by Greenslade and Jimmieson (2007) and extensively discussed the
items with an expert panel to make sure they matched with the work
situations of our participants. However, we lack specific information about
the validity of our measure. Although our results are in line with earlier
research on job crafting behavior and employee performance (Bakker et al.,
2012; Rudolph et al., 2017), we encourage future researchers to examine the
convergent and discriminant validity of our measure.
Lastly, we used the scale of Petrou et al., (2012) to measure daily job
crafting. Although the scale is reliable and validated, it differentiates three
broad categories of job crafting behavior. It would have been interesting to
also look at more specified types of job crafting behavior (e.g. increasing
social resources (Tims et al., 2012) or decreasing social demands (Nielsen &
Abildgaard, 2012)) and to explore what their effects would be on serviceoriented task performance. We suggest that future studies explore these
pathways and test their effects.
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Conclusion
Organizations nowadays ask their employees to do more work in less time
and with less people, as productivity and efficiency become increasingly
important. Job crafting helps employees to achieve this goal by letting them
shape the work environment in a way that enables them to make
meaningful contributions to the organization. This, in turn, stimulates the
experience of work engagement and enhances levels of service-oriented
task performance. Allowing employees to craft their job may be beneficial
for the organization as well as for employees themselves, as through job
crafting, employees may enhance their performance, while at the same time
protecting their well-being. These are both valuable aspects for sustainable
employability, now and in the future (Ilmarinen, 2001).
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Introduction
The nature of work has undergone major changes in the last decades.
It has become more service-oriented, shifting the focus of employee
performance from the production of goods to the provision of services
(Oliva & Sterman, 2001). Furthermore, new technologies and social
innovations force employees to adapt to a changing environment
(Kompier, 2006). However, change is not always easy: employees may
be insecure or even cynical about it, – inadvertently – affecting their
performance (Cartwright & Holmes, 2006). Therefore, it is important to
examine ways in which employees can adapt to change in a positive
way. This paper focuses on job crafting, a bottom-up approach in
which employees proactively shape their work context to align it with
their wishes and preferences (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). We
explore the effects of a job crafting intervention during times of
organizational change, focusing on increasing job crafting behavior
and maintaining employee well-being and service quality.
We contribute to the literature in several ways. First, this study
was conducted during organizational changes to which employees had
to adapt. As adaptation may cause stress and reduced motivation,
potentially undermining performance (Caldwell, Herold, & Fedor,
2004; Callan, 1993), it seems worthwhile to not only examine
intervention effects during ‘quiet’ times, but also during organizational
change, i.e., whether they facilitate employee adaptation. Second, as
the provision of high quality services is a key performance indicator in
the service sector (Bowden, 2009), developing and validating
interventions to stimulate this is valuable. The current intervention
focuses on service-oriented task performance (i.e., performing one’s
service-related tasks optimally) and empowering service (i.e.,
providing services that make customers feel (self-) confident about
their capabilities) in the unemployment sector. However, the results
are valuable for other service organizations as well, since both
components of performance focus on helping customers the best way
possible. Lastly, by taking objective and customer-rated performance
measures into account, we not only rely on self-report measures as is
generally done (e.g., Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 2015) but
also examine whether the effects of the intervention are noticeable for
others and can be objectified.
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The job crafting intervention
The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti, Bakker,
Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) states that each work environment has
its own unique constellation of job demands and job resources. Job
demands are those aspects of the work (either social, psychological,
physical or organizational) that require sustained physical or
psychological (emotional or cognitive) effort. Job resources are those
aspects of the work (either social, psychological, physical or
organizational) that help achieve work related goals, reduce the effects
of job demands and stimulate personal growth, learning and
development (Demerouti et al., 2001). Although all job demands
require the investment of effort and are associated with certain costs,
there are two types of job demands: hindering job demands and
challenging job demands (Crawford, Le Pine, & Rich, 2010). Hindering
demands refer to demands that “involve excessive or undesirable
constraints that interfere with or hinder an individual’s ability to
achieve valued goals” (Cavanaugh et al. 2000, p.67). Challenging
demands however may cause stress while pursuing them, but in the
end are seen as worth the effort (Cavanaugh et al., 2000).
Using the JD-R model, job crafting refers to the changes
employees make to their job demands and resources (Tims & Bakker,
2010) using three strategies: 1) decreasing hindering demands (e.g.,
making the work emotionally less intense), 2) increasing challenging
demands (e.g., starting a new project) and 3) increasing resources (e.g.,
asking for feedback), (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, &
Hetland, 2012). We further specify seeking resources into seeking
social resources and seeking structural resources (Tims, Bakker, &
Derks, 2012). Social resources relate to social aspects of the job (e.g.,
support), whereas structural resources relate to job design (e.g.,
autonomy).
A job crafting intervention may be beneficial during times of
change, as job crafting enhances the person – environment (P-E) fit
(Lu, Wang, Lu, Du, & Bakker, 2014). Due to top-down organizational
changes, employees’ P-E fit is endangered, possibly leading to a less
optimal fit and sub-optimal performance (Caldwell et al., 2004).
Providing people with tools (i.e., job crafting strategies) to restore their
P-E fit may be valuable in dealing with organizational change.
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Training people to craft their job may enhance feelings of control, as
job crafting behaviors are voluntary and beneficial for employees
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Thus, although employees cannot
prevent top-down organizational changes from happening, they may,
through job crafting, expand their strategies to adapt and stay in
control (Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2016). Previous job crafting
interventions have reported mixed results about their effectiveness
during organizational change. Gordon et al. (2017) found promising
results as their intervention was able to enhance job crafting behavior,
employee well-being and performance during small organizational
changes. Demerouti, Xanthopoulou, Petrou, & Karagkounis (2017)
however, found that the intervention was hardly able to enhance job
crafting behavior during times of austerity measures, although the
intervention did have a positive effect on openness to change and
adaptive performance. In the current study, we focus on an
organizational change involving workload intensification. As this
change is more profound than that of Gordon et al. (2017) but less
severe as that of Demerouti et al. (2017), we aim to provide a more
comprehensive understanding of the role of job crafting interventions
during organizational change.
Our intervention is in line with the job crafting interventions of
Gordon et al. (2017) and Demerouti et al. (2017) and is based on
experiential learning theory (ELT) (Kolb & Kolb, 2011). ELT describes
learning as a cyclic process, including two dimensions:
action/reflection and experience/abstraction, resulting in four stages of
learning. It offers a holistic approach where learning takes place
between individuals and their environment. Learning begins with
concrete experiences with the behavior, followed by reflection (stage 1
and 2) (Kolb, Boyatzis, & Mainemelis, 2000). In stage 3, individuals
have abstract ideas about the benefits of the new behavior (Kolb &
Kolb, 2011). In stage 4, employees actively experiment with the
behavior to create new experiences (Kolb et al., 2000). As learning is an
ongoing process, after stage four, individuals start again in stage one
(Kolb & Kolb, 2011). All four stages relevant for learning and
behavioral change were incorporated in the intervention (see Table 1AB). Building on ELT and the JD-R model, we expect that a job crafting
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Table 1A. Overview of the intervention (day 1).









Setting 4 SMART (specific, measurable, attainable, realistic and time-bound) goals
for the weeks after the first day of the intervention (week 1: seeking (social)
resources week 2: reducing demands, week 3: seeking challenges, week 4: seeking
(structural) resources). This way, participants practiced with all job crafting
strategies at least once.

JD-R model, emphasizing how job crafting benefits work-related outcomes, such as
performance and work engagement.

Learning by analogy exercise: participants retrieved past (successful) job crafting
experiences and reflected (in small groups) upon the value of these experiences for
current situations.

Mapping exercise: participants mapped their work week and distinguished
between resources and demands based on the JD-R model.

Providing real-life examples of job crafting, based on the interviews conducted.

Aspects of the intervention reflecting experiential learning theory

1: Concrete experiences



In couples: thinking about possible facilitating factors and obstacles for the SMART
goals set. This helped explore obstacles (how to deal with them) and facilitating
factors (how to optimally use them) in reaching goals.

Steps

2: Reflection



Weekly reminders (per e-mail) to encourage goal achievement.

4: Creating new
experiences

3: Abstract concepts
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Real-life job crafting experiences in the weeks between day 1 and 2.

Celebrating successes to enhance ownership and self-confidence.

1: Concrete
experiences

2: Reflection

Emphasizing the benefits of job crafting based upon the JD-R model.
Looking ahead: discussing how to implement the use of job crafting strategies into the
(daily) work routines.

3: Abstract concepts

4: Creating new
experiences

In small groups reflecting upon the goals set: discussing obstacles and exploring ways in
which facilitating factors may help reaching desired goals.

Aspects of the intervention reflecting experiential learning theory

Steps

Table 1B. Overview of the intervention (day 2).
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intervention stimulates the intervention group to learn to apply and
integrate job crafting techniques into their work routines:
H1: The intervention group will show increased levels of (a) increasing structural
resources, (b) increasing social resources, (c) decreasing hindering demands and
(d) increasing challenging demands after the intervention compared to the control
group.
Protecting employee well-being and performance
Organizational change may negatively impact employee well-being and
performance (Callan, 1993; Cartwright & Holmes, 2006). In our study
population, management decided to double all targets, leaving employees
with twice as many clients to provide services to. Moreover, the workload
of the supportive staff increased as the administrative tasks intensified.
Without getting additional capacity, employees had to work up to twice as
hard, threatening their well-being and performance.
Our intervention focused on work engagement and empowerment
as well-being indicators. We specifically focused on these two indicators, as
Oldham and Hackman (2010) argue that job crafting may result in
beneficial effects via control (i.e., empowerment), which is important when
dealing with organizational change (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Moreover,
Bakker, Tims and Derks (2012) argue that job crafting may result in
beneficial effects via work engagement, which helps employees adapt to
change (Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2010).Work
engagement refers to a positive, fulfilling work related state of mind,
characterized by vigor (feeling energized and resilient), dedication (feeling
enthusiastic and inspired) and absorption (being immersed by one’s work)
(Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). Work engagement is positively
related to well-being, as engaged employees report lower levels of
psychological distress and physical complaints (Shimazu & Schaufeli,
2009). Moreover, engaged employees are more satisfied with life and report
higher levels of performance (Shimazu & Schaufeli, 2009).
Empowerment refers to increased intrinsic task motivation through
delegation of responsibilities and authority to the lowest organizational
level (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). When people get adequate
responsibilities and authority in their work, they may feel empowered and
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motivated to carry out their work-related tasks (Spreitzer, 1995). In turn,
people perform better, as they are able to handle customer needs and
problems efficiently (Chiang & Jang, 2008). Empowerment, may help
employees to feel in control when adapting to organizational changes
(Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Moreover, empowerment is related to wellbeing, as it provides employees with the feeling that they have the
resources, energy and competences to complete the tasks at hand (Diener &
Biswas-Diener, 2005).
Working in an environment with insufficient resources and
additional demands caused by organizational change (i.e., the doubling of
targets), may negatively affect work engagement and empowerment
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Lamm & Gordon, 2010). Therefore, we expect
employee well-being to decline. However, employees may be able to
temper this process through job crafting. Organizational change refers to a
shift in job demands and job resources to which employees have to adapt
(Van den Heuvel et al., 2010). Job crafting focuses on maximizing job
resources and challenges, and minimizing hindering job demands. Thus, by
restoring job demands and job resources, job crafting may help to uphold
work engagement and empowerment during times of change (Miller, 2015;
Petrou et al., 2016). We expect the intervention group to uphold their levels
of work engagement and empowerment, while the control group declines
as a result of the organizational changes.
H2: The control group will experience a decrease in a) work engagement and b)
empowerment, whereas the intervention group will not.
Providing services in times of change
Our intervention focused on two types of service quality: service-oriented
task performance and empowering service. Service-oriented task
performance, finding its roots in task performance (Motowidlo & Van
Scotter, 1994), is defined as ‘the provision of high quality services to
customers and clients in order to meet organizational and customer goals’
(Hulshof, Demerouti &Le Blanc, unpublished manuscript). The construct
highlights the importance of the relationship between client and service
employee through active listening, expectation management and emotional
support. Service-oriented task performance in the unemployment sector
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refers to the provision of high quality services to unemployed candidates
and potential employers to effectuate successful mediation.
Empowering service finds its roots in the concept of empowering
leadership. Empowering leadership involves a replacement of power from
management to employees having the autonomy and capacities to take
initiative and make decisions about daily events (Amundsen & Martinsen,
2014). The leader-subordinate relationship is hierarchical, just as the
caseworker – unemployed client relationship. Caseworkers not only
support their customer, they also (financially) sanction them when they
break the rules. Thus, empowering leadership may be applicable in the
service context too. We named this type of service ‘empowering service’
and it refers to the replacement of power from caseworkers to unemployed
customers having the autonomy and capacities to take initiative and feel
responsible to make decisions about their job search.
When crafting their job, employees shape the conditions necessary
to perform optimally. At the same time, job crafting helps diminishing the
effect of hindering work aspects opposing optimal performance (Tims &
Bakker, 2010). This may be especially relevant during times of change, as it
helps employees to prioritize what is needed to uphold performance
(Baltes, 1997). We therefore expect the intervention group to uphold their
performance levels during organizational change compared to the control
group.
H3: The control group will experience a decrease in (a) service-oriented task
performance and (b) empowering service, whereas the intervention group will not.
Finally, we examined whether the intervention had effects on performance
as observed by others and on objective performance (defined as the
percentage of successfully mediated customers based upon one’s yearly
target). Therefore customer-rated performance measures and objective
performance data were taken into account. We examined whether
customers of the intervention group rate the performance of their
caseworkers more positively than customers of the control group. We
measured three months and one year after the intervention and based our
time-frame on the work of Lally, Van Jaarsveld, Potts and Wardle (2010)
who showed that it takes about 66 days to form habits. After three months,
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employees had at least 66 days to practice their job crafting techniques.
After one year we measured again, as by then the organizational changes
were fully implemented. This way we examined whether the effects of the
intervention were still noticeable for others during ‘quiet times’.
Regarding the objective performance measure, we examined
whether employees in the intervention group showed higher percentages
of successfully mediated customers (based upon their yearly target)
compared to employees in the control group.
H4: (a) Three months and (b) one year after the intervention, customer-rated
performance measures will be higher in the intervention group than in the control
group.
H5: Eight months after the intervention, employees in the intervention group show
higher percentages of successfully mediated customers (based upon their yearly
target) compared to the control group.
Method
Study design and participants
The intervention took place in a department of a Dutch unemployment
agency. Participants worked in three physically separated locations. Using
a waiting list control group design, the largest location served as
intervention group, whereas the smaller two served as control group.
Participation was voluntary and participants were recruited through
messages in the company newsletter and presentations during work
meetings. The intervention was conducted during times of organizational
change, as management decided to double all targets without providing
any additional resources. However, these changes were announced after
the pre-measure was filled out, just several days before the start of the
intervention. Therefore, no measures of change indicators are incorporated
into our study.
At T1 the intervention group consisted of 74 employees (N = 149,
response rate 49.7%); the control group of 89 employees (N = 144, response
rate 61.8%). Dropout at T2 was 13.2% in the intervention group and 31.5%
in the control group, leaving N = 66 for the intervention group and N = 61
for the control group respectively. The dropout pattern was completely
78

Chapter 3
random (MAR/MCAR; χ2 = 128.3, df = 133, p = n.s.) and participants
dropping out at T2 did not significantly differ from the other participants at
T1 on the study variables. Participants in both groups did not differ on
their initial responses, except for increasing challenging demands, where
the intervention group reported higher levels than the control group
(Mdifference = 0.35; p = 0.01). As some participants did not work directly with
customers, we could not assess their performance in terms of providing
services. Therefore, these employees were excluded from the performance
measures resulting in Nintervention group = 44; Ncontrol group = 33. Two weeks before
and six weeks after the intervention both groups were asked to fill out a
questionnaire. Two weeks before, three months and one year after the
intervention customer-rated performance measures were collected to
explore whether performance effects were noticed by customers.
The intervention group consisted of 49 women (66.2%) and 25 men
(33.8%). On average they were 46.1 years old (SD = 10.2), worked 18.1 years
(SD = 11.3) for the organization and 5.3 years (SD = 6.0) in their current
position. They worked 32.6 hours (SD = 6.6) a week. The control group
consisted of 60 women (67.4%) and 29 men (32.6%). On average
participants were 46.3 years old (SD = 10.9), worked 18.23 years (SD = 11.2)
for the organization and 5.2 years (SD = 5.0) in their current position. They
worked 31.5 hours (SD = 7.2) a week. The control group matched the
intervention group regarding gender, age, tenure and position in the
organization.
The workshop
The design of the workshop was in line with other job crafting
interventions (e.g., Gordon et al., 2017) and was tailored to the needs of the
unemployment agency. Day 1 (5.5 hours) focused on theory and practicing
with job crafting. Participants set 4 SMART goals (Doran, 1981) and worked
on them in the following weeks. They received handouts of the
presentation and a workbook to take notes and formulate job crafting goals.
The first author, who is an experienced trainer, gave the workshops herself.
The workshop focused on employee’s needs, past (success) experiences and
their current and desired work situation. To make sure the intervention
covered the needs of employees, interviews (N = 19) were held with
employees from various departments prior to the intervention. The

79

Chapter 3
interviews showed that people felt the need for a manageable workload,
clear targets and more performance feedback. During the training, these
findings were used to inspire and set examples. On day 2 (six weeks after
day 1), participants reflected upon their experiences and thought about
ways to implement job crafting in their work routines after the
intervention. Nine workshops were given, with a maximum of 12
participants per group.
Measures
Job crafting: Job crafting was measured using the Job Crafting Scale (JCS)
developed by Tims et al. (2012). The scale consists of 21 items, representing
four sub-dimensions: increasing structural resources (5 items, α T1/T2:
.79/.83), increasing social resources (5 items, α T1/T2: .77/.78), decreasing
hindering demands (6 items, α T1/T2: .76/.77) and increasing challenging
demands (5 items, α T1/T2: .88/.88). Items were measured on a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from 1=never to 5=always. Cronbach’s alphas for the overall
construct (T1/T2) were .84/.84.
Work engagement: Work engagement was assessed using the short version
of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli et al., 2006). Nine
items represent three sub dimensions: vigor (3 items, α T1/T2: .84/.85),
dedication (3 items, α T1/T2: .91/.89) and absorption (3 items, α T1/T2: .79/.75).
Items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 0=never to
6=always. Cronbach’s alphas for the overall construct (T1/T2) were .92/.91.
Empowerment: Empowerment was measured using the 12-item scale
developed by Spreitzer (1995). This scale consists of four sub dimensions:
competence (3 items, α T1/T2: .90/.93), self-determination (3 items, α T1/T2:
.92/.88), impact (3 items, α T1/T2: .93/.92) and meaning (3 items, α T1/T2:
.95/.95). Items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from
1=never to 7=always. Cronbach’s alphas for the overall construct (T1/T2)
were .89/.89.
Service-oriented task performance: Service-oriented task performance was
assessed using the 5-item scale developed by Hulshof, Demerouti and Le
Blanc, (manuscript under review); α T1/T2:.89/.89. Items were measured on a
5-point Likert scale ranging from 1=totally disagree to 5=totally agree.
Empowering service: Empowering service was measured using an adapted
version of the Empowering Leadership Scale (ELS) (Amundsen &
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Martinsen, 2014). Eighteen items were adapted to match a service
providing environment (α T1/T2: .94/.92). Items were measured on a 5point Likert scale ranging from 1=never to 5=always.
Customer-rated empowering service: Customer-rated performance measures
were assessed using the 18 items of the Empowering service scale,
transcribed to the customer’s perspective. Customers rated the
performance of their advisor (1=completely disagree; 5=completely agree).
Cronbach’s alphas T1/T2/T3: .98/.98/0.96. T1: 97 responses for 37 advisors
(2.6 responses on average), T2: 103 responses for 48 advisors (2.1 responses
on average) and T3: 201 responses for 36 advisors (5.6 responses on
average).
Objective performance data: The unemployment agency provided us with an
overview of the number of successfully mediated customers per employee,
the target that was set for that year and the extent (percentage) to which
that target was met. Data were provided at the end of the year, eight
months after the intervention.
Strategy of analysis
CFA’s – all showing an adequate fit – were conducted to determine the
validity of our measures (details are available upon request via the first
author). Hypotheses were tested using two-way repeated measures (RM)
ANOVAs. We determined whether changes in the dependent variable were
the result of the interaction between group (intervention group vs. control
group) and time (pre- vs post-measure). Time was used as within-person
factor and group as between-person factor. We applied a Bonferroni
correction to control for the inflation of error due to the number of
analyses. Moreover, we conducted paired sample t-tests to explore
differences within the groups. Other-rated and objective performance
measures were analyzed using t-tests.
Results
Table 2 shows the intercorrelations between the study variables. Table 3
shows the means, standard deviations and t-tests for T1 and T2 variables.
Table 4 shows the results of RM-ANOVAs (time, group and interaction
effects). H1a-H1d are rejected because the interaction effects of the RMANOVAs were not significant (Fincreasing structural resources = 0.57, df = 1,125,
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0.57**

0.45**

0.35** 0.31**

0.14

0.17

-0.05

-0.08 < -0.01

0.29** 0.54** 0.55** 0.50** 0.28** 0.38**

3

Note: Correlations within the pre-(T1) measure are shown under the diagonal, correlations within
the post-(T2) measure are shown above the diagonal. *p <0.05; ** p < 0.01.

-0.04

2. Decreasing hindering demands

1. Increasing structural resources

1

Table 2. Intercorrelations between the study variables for the pre- (T1) and
post- (T2) measure (NT1 = 163; NT2 = 127).
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Table 3. Mean, SD, t-test, and effect size for the study variables.

Empowerment (T2)

Empowerment (T1)

Work engagement (T2)

Work engagement (T1)

JC: increasing challenging demands (T2)

JC: increasing challenging demands (T1)

JC: increasing social resources (T2)

JC: increasing social resources (T1)

JC: decreasing hindering demands (T2)

JC: decreasing hindering demands (T1)

JC: increasing structural resources (T2)

JC: increasing structural resources (T1)

Variable

4.55 0.36 0.61 0.55ca

5.11 0.71

5.07 0.74 - 0.56 0.58

4.74 0.93

4.83 1.01 1.18

3.53 0.73

3.51 0.75 - 0.44 0.66

2.72 0.50

2.70 0.49 - 0.44 0.66

2.57 0.61

2.42 0.53 - 2.76 0.008**

4.00 0.55

3.99 0.52 -0.12

M
0.90

pa

3.87

3.81

M

0.58 - 0.16

0.47

0.48 - 1.32

SD

0.87

0.19

pb

0.03

0.03

0.13

Cohen’s D

Control group

Cohen’s D

2.44

0.59

0.40

t

0.02

2.46

0.64 - 0.85

0.26

2.51

0.04

0.74

0.60
3.16

0.72

2.53

3.11

0.91

- 0.07

4.92

0.94

0.39

4.74

0.67

0.87

0.03

5.23

0.66

0.07

0.10

- 0.20

5.06

0.73 - 1.11 0.28cb

0.05*

4.37

0.69

2.04

- 0.09

4.44

0.45 - 0.45 0.66cb

- 0.26

4.27

0.39

0.02*

0.06

- 0.08

0.05

4.30

2.49

Experimental group

Service-oriented task performance (T1)d

4.52 0.38

t

Service-oriented task performance (T2)d

4.33 0.40 - 0.41 0.69ca

SD

Empowering service (T1)d

4.35 0.37

0.24

Empowering service (T2)d

Note: JC = job crafting. adf = 65; bdf = 60;. cNexperimental group = 44; Ncontrol group = 33. cadf = 43; cbdf = 32; *p ≤ 0.05; **p < 0.01.
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84

0.49
0.85
0.06

3.81 0.053

JC: increasing challenging demands 9.18 0.03*
0.06 0.81
0.23 0.63
1.43 0.23a
0.33 0.57a

JC: increasing social resources

Work engagement

Empowerment

Service-oriented task performance

Empowering service

Note: JC = job crafting. df = 1, 125. adf = 1, 75. *p ≤ 0.05.

0.09

0.22

0.08

0.07

0.20 0.66

0.47

0.004

0.02

0.02

<0.001

0.07

0.03

0.002

0.03

power ƞ2partial

JC: decreasing hindering demands

p

3.60 0.06

F

JC: increasing structural resources

Variable

RM ANOVA:
Main effect group

0.71

0.34

0.06

0.35

p

0.21

0.36 0.55a

0.16 0.69a

1.58

5.39 0.02*

0.14

0.91

3.52

0.88

F

0.09

0.07

0.24

0.63

0.07

0.16

0.46

0.15

0.005

0.002

0.01

0.04

0.001

0.007

0.03

0.007

power ƞ2partial

RM ANOVA:
Main effect time

p

0.004 0.95a

1.50 0.22a

4.33 0.04*

0.60 0.44

0.90 0.35

0.16 0.69

2.61 0.11

0.57 0.45

F

0.05

0.23

0.54

0.12

0.16

0.07

0.36

0.12

power

<0.001

0.02

0.04

0.005

0.007

0.001

0.02

0.005

ƞ2partial

RM ANOVA: Interaction
effect (group * time)

Table 4. Repeated measures ANOVA’s (main and interaction effects) for the study variables.
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p = n.s.; Fincreasing social resources = 0.16, df = 1,125, p = n.s.; Fdecreasing hindering demands =
2.61, df = 1,125, p = n.s.; Fincreasing challenging demands = 0.90, df = 1,125, p = n.s.).
However, when conducting t-tests to explore the growth patterns within
both groups, results showed that the intervention group experienced an
increase in decreasing hindering demands (t = -2.76, df = 65, p < 0.01) from
T1 to T2, while the control group did not (t = -0.16, df = 60, p = n.s.). Thus,
even though H1a-d are rejected based on the RM-ANOVAs, the t-test for
decreasing hindering demands provides some support for hypothesis 1c.
Note that we also found a main effect of group for increasing challenging
demands (F = 9.81, df = 1,125, p = 0.03), where the intervention group
reported higher levels of increasing challenging demands than the control
group.
Hypotheses 2a-b suggested that the control group experienced a
decrease in work engagement and empowerment compared to the
intervention group. Based on the RM-ANOVAs H2a is rejected as the
interaction was not significant (Fwork engagement = 0.66, df = 1,125, p = n.s.). H2b
is accepted (Fempowerment = 4.33, df = 1,125, p = 0.04), as empowerment in the
control group is declining (t = 2.49, df = 60, p = 0.02) over time, while in the
experimental group it is not (t = -0.56, df = 65, p = n.s.), see Figure 1.

Figure 1: Interaction effect of group (intervention and control) * time (T1 and T2)
for employee empowerment.
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For work engagement we found a main effect of time (F = 5.39, df =
1,125, p = 0.02). Therefore, we conducted t-tests to examine the growth
patterns within each group over time. Results showed that the control
group experienced a decrease in work engagement (t = 2.04, df = 60, p =
0.05), while the intervention group did not (t = 1.18, df = 65, p = n.s.).
Overall, H2b is accepted while H2a is rejected, although the t-test provided
some preliminary support for a buffering effect on work engagement in the
intervention group.
Hypotheses 3a-b suggested that the intervention group was able to
maintain their levels of service-oriented task performance and empowering
service, while the control group could not. Based on the interaction effects
of the RM-ANOVAs and t-tests, both H3a and H3b are rejected as both
employees in the control group and the intervention group were able to
maintain their (self-rated) levels of performance (Fservice-oriented task performance =
1.50, df = 1,75, p = n.s., tsevice-oriented task performance = 0.61, df = 43, p = n.s.; Fempowering
service = 0.004, df = 1,75, p = n.s., tempowering service = -0.41, df = 43, p = n.s.). As the
observed power for hypotheses 1-3 is low to moderate (0.05 – 0.54), we
however, cannot rule out a type II error.
Hypothesis 4 suggested that customer-rated empowering service
was higher for the intervention group compared to the control group three
months and one year after the intervention. As it was impossible to
schedule an appointment with their caseworker during follow-up (T2/T3)
for all customers of T1, we were unable to conduct RM-ANOVAs and had
to rely on t-tests. We found no differences between the groups before the
start of the intervention (t = 0.49, df = 94, p = n.s.) and three months after the
intervention (t = -0.21, df = 101, p = n.s.). Therefore, hypothesis 4a is rejected.
We did find an effect one year after the intervention, as the intervention
group was rated more positively than the control group (t = -2.51, df = 179, p
= 0.01). Therefore, hypothesis 4b is accepted.
Hypothesis 5 suggested that eight months after the intervention,
objective performance was higher for the intervention group compared to
the control group. We found no differences in objective performance
between both groups (t = 0.25, df = 67, p = n.s.). Therefore H5 is rejected.
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Discussion
This paper examined the effects of a 2-day job crafting intervention
maintaining employee well-being and performance during organizational
change. In day 1 employees learned how to craft their job and in day 2
reflected on their job crafting behavior. The intervention had no effect on
job crafting behavior, self-rated performance and objective performance.
However, the intervention was successful in maintaining well-being (i.e.,
empowerment). Moreover, one year after the intervention performance
effects were noticeable for customers, as employees in the intervention
group were rated more favorably compared to the control group. Overall,
results show that the intervention is a promising tool to uphold employee
well-being and empowering service during times of change.
The intervention had little effect on job crafting behavior. None of
the RM-ANOVAs showed an increase in job crafting behavior. However, ttests showed a significant increase in decreasing hindering demands for the
intervention group. These results must be interpreted with caution, as the ttest is less robust than the RM-ANOVA. A possible explanation for the
small effect on job crafting behavior may be found in the organizational
changes going on. Due to the increased workload, employees may have
provided fewer social resources to each other as they had other priorities.
Structural resources may have been harder to get, as the organization
required employees to do more with less means. Moreover, the new targets
may be considered a (huge) challenge in itself. Therefore, employees may
not have had sufficient time (or motivation) to seek additional challenges.
Our findings are in line with the work of Demerouti et al. (2017), who
showed that a job crafting intervention was hardly able to enhance job
crafting behavior during times of austerity measures, with the exception of
reducing demands. It thus seems that a job crafting intervention is able to
enhance job crafting behavior during small organizational change (Gordon
et al., 2017), but not during more profound organizational change.
We did find that the intervention was able to maintain well-being,
as empowerment levels in the intervention group were preserved, whereas
the control group declined. Furthermore, t-tests showed some evidence that
the intervention may be effective to uphold work engagement, as it
decreased in the control group but not in the intervention group. However,
this effect was not supported by the RM-ANOVAs and therefore must be
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interpreted with caution. Overall, we conclude that the job crafting
intervention is promising to sustain employee well-being during times of
change, as the intervention helped to prevent feelings of powerlessness due
to organizational changes (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Moreover, it
provided employees with the confidence that they were able to reach their
(work-related) goals (Diener & Biswas-Diener, 2005).
The intervention had no effect on self-rated performance. This may
be due to the time lag between the two measurement points. Employees
experiencing high job demands over a prolonged period of time may
become chronically exhausted, which negatively affects their performance
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). A timeframe of six weeks may have been too
short to be considered as ‘prolonged exposure’. Another reason may be that
people tend to be more lenient towards their own performance (Holzbach,
1978). To overcome this, we took customer-rated measures of performance
into account. Unexpectedly, we did not find any differences between the
groups three months after the intervention. However, after one year, the
intervention group was rated significantly more positively by their
customers than the control group. A possible explanation for this delayed
effect may be that behavioral change takes time. Lally et al. (2010) showed
that on average it took 66 days to develop daily routines, but the range of
habit formation was widespread, from 18 up to 254 days. The more
complex the behavior and the more unstable the environment, the longer it
takes for people to form habits. After three months, it may therefore have
been too early to notice any differences. As habit formation can take up
quite some time, it may also explain why we did not find an effect for
objective performance. We examined objective performance eight months
after the intervention. However, it took customers one year to notice
differences in the provision of services. One may expect that if it takes one
year to notice differences in service performance, it takes even longer to
notice effects on objective performance. Nevertheless, our findings
emphasize the importance of training employees to craft their job, as it
helps to enhance customer satisfaction over time.
Practical implications
Many organizations are dealing with changes these days: they have to
innovate and work more efficiently to keep their customers satisfied
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(Chiang & Jang, 2008). Therefore, it is important to examine the effects of
interventions not only during ‘quiet times’ but also during times of
organizational change. Furthermore, as our intervention provides
promising results for maintaining empowerment and customer satisfaction,
it emphasizes the importance of providing people with sufficient
responsibilities and autonomy to adapt to the organizational changes. This
way, their well-being can be preserved, while customer satisfaction can
flourish.
Limitations and future research
This study has some limitations. First, almost all variables were measured
using self-reports, which may result in common method bias (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Although self-reports were used to
capture private experiences (e.g., work engagement, empowerment)
(Conway & Lance, 2010) and customer-rated and objective measures of
performance were included, future studies could try to incorporate more
other-rated or objective measures (e.g., peer ratings of job crafting) when
possible.
Second, we did not have a completely randomized study design.
Participation was encouraged through presentations in work meetings and
messages in the organization’s newsletter. However, we cannot rule out
that only participants willing to change participated. This is underlined by
the fact that the intervention group reported higher levels of increasing
challenging demands than the control group prior to the intervention.
Therefore, we cannot rule out some sort of selection bias.
Lastly, due to organizational difficulties, it was impossible to collect
other-rated performance measures from the same customer over time.
Therefore, we were forced to rely on t-test instead of RM-ANOVAs. Future
research including other-rated performance measures should aim to
incorporate follow-ups enabling more advanced statistical methods.
Future research should examine the effectiveness of job crafting
interventions in other contexts as well. We were among the first to explore
the job crafting intervention during more profound organizational change.
However, our results are mixed and not always in line with our
expectations. This highlights the importance of tailor-made interventions
(Harden, Peersman, Oliver, Mauthner, & Oakley, 1999), designed to meet
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the requirements of different organizational phases (Swerissen & Crisp,
2004). More in-depth knowledge on the effects of job crafting interventions
in various phases is valuable, as only then interventions can adequately
meet the specific needs of employees and organizations.
Conclusion
This study examined the potential of a job crafting intervention during
times of organizational change that intensified the workload. Results
showed that the intervention successfully protected employee
empowerment. However, the intervention had little effect on job crafting
behavior and self-rated and objective performance. Therefore, the
intervention seems valuable only as a means to protect employee wellbeing. Furthermore, this study emphasizes the importance of examining job
crafting interventions in different organizational phases, as only then they
can be adequately tailored to meet the specific needs of employees and
organizations.
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Introduction
Since the economic crisis in 2008, many people lost their job. Although in
the past years, the labor market has shown some recovery, in the
Netherlands there are to date still 473.000 unemployed people (5.3% of the
labor population) with 2.9 unemployed persons per vacancy. Moreover, in
2016 the Dutch government spent 20.2 billion on unemployment benefits
(UWV, 2017a, 2017b). Besides the immense economic costs of
unemployment, it is also detrimental for the unemployed themselves.
Unemployment is related to lowered levels of health and well-being, as it
may result in a range of stress-related ailments, such as anxiety, depression
and even suicide (Wanberg, 2012). Given the personal and societal costs
related to unemployment, it seems worthwhile to examine ways to help the
unemployed find reemployment.
Trying to find a new job is something people have to do on their
own initiative. That is, they have to be proactive. Proactivity is related to
one’s job search behavior (Kanfer, Wanberg, & Kantrowitz, 2001; Zacher,
2013), such that proactive people spend more time on preparatory job
search activities (e.g., exploring possibilities) and active job search activities
(e.g., networking behavior) (Brown, Cober, Kane, Levy, & Shalhoop, 2006).
In the current study we focus on a specific form of proactivity:
reemployment crafting, which refers to the proactive, self-initiated
behaviors undertaken by the unemployed to shape their job search in a
way that aligns with their wishes and preferences (cf. Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001). Reemployment crafting enables the unemployed to shape (or
create) the conditions necessary to perform optimally. It is distinctive from
proactivity, as proactivity refers to seeing opportunities and acting upon
them (Crant, 1995), whereas reemployment crafting refers to shaping the
conditions needed to see meaningful opportunities and act upon them.
Reemployment crafting thus precedes and/or complements proactive job
search behavior. Reemployment crafting finds its roots in the Job DemandsResources (JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and the job crafting
literature (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012; Tims &
Bakker, 2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Trying to find a new job takes
a lot of time. Some even link the job search process to holding a full time
job (Amundson & Borgen, 1982). Therefore, we examine whether a leading
framework in industrial psychology is also applicable to the context of
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being unemployed. Using two longitudinal studies, we examine whether
the unemployed craft their job search like employees craft their job and
whether it may be enhancive to job search performance.
Many studies using the JD-R model focus on employee performance
(e.g., Demerouti, Bakker, & Gevers, 2015; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2014; Van
Wingerden, Bakker, & Derks, 2016). In a similar way, we focus on the most
prevalent performance outcome for the unemployed: finding
reemployment. We expect reemployment crafting to be positively related to
the chances of finding reemployment by stimulating two behaviors that are
crucial when trying to find a new job: career exploration and networking
behavior (Lambert, Eby, & Reeves, 2006; Zikic & Klehe, 2006). Furthermore,
we propose that there are two situational factors (i.e. contingencies) for
which reemployment crafting is particularly beneficial: when subjective
goal attainment and social support are low. Both have motivational
characteristics (Grebner, Elfering, & Semmer, 2010; Vinokur & Caplan,
1987) and when low, reemployment crafting may help the unemployed
compensate to uphold motivation and job search performance (Hobfoll,
2001).
This study contributes to the literature in at least three ways. First,
we turn to the what of reemployment crafting. Using the JD-R model and
the job crafting literature, we examine whether the unemployed proactively
shape their job search and whether it is beneficial for the chances of finding
reemployment. This way, we generalize the applicability of a well-proven
theoretical framework in industrial psychology to a context with high
societal relevance.
Second, we turn to the why of reemployment crafting by examining
the mechanisms through which reemployment crafting relates to the
chances of finding reemployment. We focus specifically on career
exploration and networking behavior (both intensity and quality) and
examine how they are related to the chances of finding a new job.
Lastly, we turn to the when of reemployment crafting. Using a diary
approach, we explore the short-term daily dynamics of reemployment
crafting and examine the effects of two contingency factors. This way, we
add to the literature by not only showing that reemployment crafting is
beneficial, but also showing under which conditions reemployment
crafting may be extra valuable.
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Reemployment crafting: Why and what?
Having a job provides people with structure in their daily lives. It helps
them to form a coherent social identity and a sense of purpose (Jahoda,
1981, 1982). As people are proactive agents in their job, they may craft (i.e.,
make small changes to) their job to further align it with their wishes and
preferences (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). This enables them to
experience meaning and engagement in their work (Bakker, Tims, & Derks,
2012; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Moreover, job crafting enables
employees to gather the resources they need to successfully carry out their
work-related tasks (Petrou et al., 2012). Lastly, employees craft their job to
assert control over their work, to create a positive self-image and to fulfill
the need for connectedness (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Being
unemployed deprives people of the benefits of having a job. The
unemployed have to deal with many uncertainties which they cannot
control (Price, Friedland, & Vinokur, 1998). They receive rejections, making
it hard to uphold a positive self-image and, as they do not belong to an
organization, their social circle ‘is getting smaller’ (Jahoda, 1981, 1982). Job
crafting contributes to feelings of control, a positive self-image and
connectedness (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), exactly those aspects that
the unemployed lack. Moreover, as it takes considerable time and energy to
find a new job, we suggest that the strategies used by job crafters may also
be beneficial for people who are unemployed.
In the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti, Bakker,
Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001), job crafting refers to the changes an
employee makes in his/her job demands and job resources (Tims & Bakker,
2010). In line with this, we operationalize reemployment crafting as the
changes the unemployed make in their job search resources and job search
demands when trying to find reemployment. Job search demands are those
physical, psychological or contextual aspects of the job search that require
sustained physical or mental effort and are thus associated with physical
and psychological costs (cf. Demerouti et al., 2001), such as financial
hardship and high levels of uncertainty. Job search resources are the
physical, psychological and contextual aspects of the job seeking process
that 1) may be beneficial for achieving job search goals, 2) are able to reduce
the effects of job search demands and their associated physical and
psychological costs and 3) may be helpful for personal growth and
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development (cf. Demerouti et al., 2001), such as social support and
autonomy. Through reemployment crafting, the unemployed shape their
job search activities in similar ways as job crafters shape their work
activities in order to experience meaning and motivation (Bakker et al.,
2012; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). In line with the work of Petrou et al.
(2012), we define three types of reemployment crafting: seeking resources,
seeking challenges and reducing demands to examine how the
unemployed proactively shape (i.e., craft) their job search.
Seeking resources
According to the conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 2001), human
motivation is aimed at the accumulation of resources which are relevant to
protect other valued resources. There are some universally valued
resources such as health, well-being and a positive sense of self (Hobfoll,
2011). As the unemployed experience lower levels of health and well-being
(Jahoda, 1981; Wanberg, 2012) and have to deal with rejections (making it
hard(er) to uphold a positive sense of self), seeking resources may be
especially valuable. It may include proactive behaviors such as asking for
feedback on a motivation letter or asking advice on how to apply for a
specific job or at a specific organization (Lee, 1997).
Reducing demands
Demands are those aspects of the job search that exceed one’s capabilities
and therefore get in the way of reaching job search goals (Tims & Bakker,
2010). By reducing demands, the unemployed may be able to attain their
job search goals without excessive effort and loss of well-being. Reducing
demands may include behaviors such as trying to make the quest for work
emotionally (e.g., trying to ruminate or worry less) or mentally (e.g., not
looking for vacancies online 24/7) less intense.
Seeking challenges
Scholars (e.g., Podsakoff, LePine, & LePine, 2007) have argued that when
demands are positively interpreted, they may be seen as challenges.
Although challenges need the investment of time and energy (and
therefore could be classified as demands) they do not deplete one’s energy
and are not associated with ill-health and dissatisfaction (Tims & Bakker,
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2010). They are, however, related to goal achievement, motivation and
engagement (Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & Boudreau, 2000; Van den
Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, & Lens, 2008). When unemployed, it may
be difficult to stay motivated to pursue one’s job search, so seeking
challenges may be an effective strategy to uphold one’s motivation. Seeking
challenges may include proactive behaviors such as learning how to
network or how to make an online video résumé.
Study 1
The aims of the first study were threefold: 1) examine whether the
unemployed craft their job search in a similar way as employees craft their
job, 2) explore the possible benefits of reemployment crafting on job search
performance and subsequently 3) on the chances of finding reemployment.
We propose that the context of being unemployed has similarities
with the work context: both take a considerable amount of time
(Amundson & Borgen, 1982) and both deal with uncertainties (Price et al.,
1998; Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970), leading some researchers to state
that finding a new job is a fulltime job itself (Amundson & Borgen, 1982).
Therefore, we expect that people may deal with their situation in
comparable ways (Lazarus, 1993). That is, the unemployed may optimize
their resources and demands in a similar way as employees do. Thus, the
unemployed craft their job search context using the same strategies as job
crafters: seeking resources, seeking challenges and reducing demands.
H1: Reemployment crafting will show a similar three-factor structure as job
crafting with seeking resources, seeking challenges and reducing demands as
factors.
How reemployment crafting may benefit the unemployed
Previous research has shown that job crafting is positively related to
performance (e.g., Bakker et al., 2012; Demerouti, et al., 2015; McCelland,
Leach, Clegg, & McGowan, 2014). When crafting their job, employees align
their working conditions with their needs and abilities (Tims & Bakker,
2010) to create a challenging work environment that fosters enthusiasm and
absorption (Bakker et al., 2012). This way, they are more willing to focus
their attention to the tasks that need to be done, enhancing performance
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(Beal, Weiss, Barros, & Macdermid, 2005). In a similar vein, we expect
reemployment crafting to be related to job search performance, such that
the unemployed craft a challenging job search environment, enhancing
engagement and increasing the chances of finding a job. We specifically
focus on networking behavior and career exploration, as these are
particularly fruitful ways to find a new job (Forret, 2014; Van Hoye, Van
Hooft, & Lievens, 2009; Wanberg, Kanfer, & Banas, 2000; Zikic & Klehe,
2006). We expect reemployment crafting to be positively related to
networking behavior and that this relationship is mediated by career
exploration.
In the ambidexterity literature, scholars have focused on how
organizations deal with a changing environment. Specifically, how can
organizations re-invent themselves after disruptive (technological) changes
have threatened their business model (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2007).
Organizations can overcome these threats using exploitation (using and
restructuring the available assets) and exploration (gaining new
information on alternatives) (March, 1991). It is argued that exploitation
may be useful in the short run, but self-destructive in the long run. Thus, to
enhance entrepreneurship and sustainability over time, exploration is
important (March, 1991). Losing one’s job is a serious threat to one’s
‘personal business model’ and one could argue that the unemployed have
to re-invent themselves to create another successful business model (i.e., a
new job opportunity). They may do so via exploitation and exploration.
Exploitation may be useful in the short run. However, exploration may be
especially useful if one is unemployed over a prolonged period of time.
Career exploration is described as the goal-directed behaviors and
cognitions aimed at gaining new information about job opportunities
(Berlyne, 1960 and Jordaan, 1963 as cited in Stumpf et al., 1983), including
environmental and self-exploration. Through environmental exploration the
unemployed proactively gather information that allows them to make
informed career decisions. Through self-exploration, the unemployed reflect
upon their interests, values and experiences to gain a more comprehensive
understanding of the self (Zikic & Klehe, 2006). Career exploration is a
preparatory job search activity, whereas networking behavior is an active
job search activity (Blau, 1994). Career exploration thus precedes
networking behavior (March, 1991).
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Most research on networking among the unemployed focuses on
networking intensity (Blau, 1993; Lambert et al., 2006; Wanberg et al., 2000).
Networking intensity is described as the scope and frequency of
networking behaviors displayed (Wanberg et al., 2000). However,
networking intensity alone is not sufficient. As Lambert et al. (2006)
mention “people can engage in a great deal of networking but not obtain
high-quality information because of the types of contacts that they have”
(p. 352). Thus, not only the scope and frequency of networking behavior
matter, its quality is also of influence on successfully finding a new job.
The precise nature of the construct of networking quality has
received little research attention, although scholars have pointed out its
relevance (e.g., Van Hooft, Wanberg, & Van Hoye, 2012; Wanberg et al.,
2000). One exception is the work of Lambert et al. (2006), who focus on the
diversity of one’s network and the perceived value of the quality of the
information obtained through networking. Although their work is
promising, items do not (always) reflect behavioral actions undertaken by
the unemployed (i.e., one can have a diverse network, but if one does not
engage in networking this diversity will not be of any help). Building on
the work of Lambert et al. (2006) we took a behavioral perspective
distinguishing two dimensions of networking quality: network influence
and network progression. Network influence refers to the knowledge and
status of the persons with whom to network (e.g., they are experts in their
field and/or have an interesting network themselves) (Widén-Wulff et al.,
2008). Network progression refers to the extent to which networking ‘gets one
ahead’ (e.g., being introduced to another person or a possible job lead)
(Widén-Wulff et al., 2008). In the current study we focus on both
networking intensity and networking quality and expect reemployment
crafting to be related to networking behavior via career exploration (see
Figure 1):
H2: Career exploration (T2) mediates the positive relationship between T1 a)
seeking resources, b) seeking challenges and c) reducing demands and T3
networking intensity.
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H3: Career exploration (T2) mediates the positive relationship between T1 a)
seeking resources, b) seeking challenges and c) reducing demands and T3
networking quality.

Figure 1. Proposed research model Study 1.
Finding

reemployment
Engaging in networking behavior is related to higher chances of finding
reemployment (Lambert et al., 2006), as people who engage in networking
behavior may gain additional information, affect (friendship), power and
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ingratiation (enhancing one’s likability) (Kaplan, 1984; Liden & Mitchell,
1988; Michael & Yukl, 1993). Therefore, they are assumed to gain more
career-relevant information, advice, feedback, job interviews and job offers
compared to those who do not use their network1 (Forret, 2014; Van Hoye,
et al., 2009). Thus, the unemployed engaging in networking behavior gain
additional means to enhance their chances of finding reemployment.
H4: People utilizing their network to a higher extent (i.e., having a high network
intensity and networking with people of high quality) are more likely to regain
reemployment a) three and b) six months after the study was conducted.

Method study 1
We conducted a longitudinal study among customers of a Dutch
unemployment agency with three measurement points (six weeks apart)
over a 12 week period. All variables were measured at all three points in
time. Participants were highly educated (61.9% had at least a bachelor
degree), unemployed for at least 4 months and aged between 28 and 65.
Moreover, participants did not have any mental or physical disabilities that
would impede with their chances of gaining reemployment. Participants
were recruited through email messages and personal letters that were sent
to their home address by the unemployment agency. All questionnaires
were administered online. When participants completed the whole study,
they received a coupon (of €10) for a nearby bistro.
In total, 350 unemployed customers were invited to participate in
the study, 278 responded (79.4% response rate). Of these people 46.4% were
1

One could argue that seeking resources and networking behavior are the same, as in both
cases one may seek feedback and advice. However, we would like to emphasize that seeking
resources is a broader construct than networking behavior. It refers to gathering those
aspects relevant for one’s job search that help to achieve goals, help to stay motivated and
stimulate personal development (Demerouti et al., 2001). These can be aimed at the social
aspects of one’s job search (e.g., asking for advice), but also at the more structural aspects of
one’s job search (e.g., time management). Networking behavior is only targeted at social
aspects, as it refers to the building of a system of people, that help to provide career relevant
information and social support (Gould & Penley, 1984). Thus, although there is some
overlap between the constructs, seeking resources is much broader than just networking
behavior.
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male, 53.6% were female. On average, people were 51.6 (SD = 9.0) years old,
unemployed for 15.4 (SD = 8.6) months and had 15.9 (SD = 8.0) months of
unemployment benefits left. Between T1 and T2 28 people (10.1%) found
reemployment, leaving 250 possible responses for T2. Between T2 and T3
13 people (4.7%) found reemployment, leaving 237 possible responses. At
T2, 189 participants responded (dropout 24.4%) and at T3 166 participants
responded (dropout 30.0%). Dropout was completely at random
(MAR/MCAR; χ2 = 899.54 df = 878 p = 0.30). When exploring the mean
differences on the study variables (reemployment crafting, career
exploration and networking behavior) participants who dropped out had
slightly higher scores (mean difference 0.19) on T1 seeking challenges (t =
1.97; p = 0.05). However, on all other study variables there were no
differences.
Measures
Unless indicated otherwise, participants were asked to reflect upon their
experiences in the past month. Moreover, all items were rated on a 5-point
scale ranging from 1 = does not apply to me, to 5 = totally applies to me.
Reemployment crafting: Reemployment crafting was assessed using an
adapted version of the 10 item job crafting scale developed by Petrou, et al.
(2012). For an overview of the items, see Table 1. The scale consisted of
three subscales: seeking resources, seeking challenges and reducing demands. All
items were modified to match the context of unemployed. Seeking
challenges: 4 items (e.g., ‘I have tried to learn new things when looking for a
job’), α from 0.79 to 0.82, mean α = 0.81. Decreasing hindering demands: 3
items (e.g., ‘I have tried to ensure that my quest for work is emotionally less
intense’), α from 0.82 to 0.86, mean α = 0.84. Seeking resources: 3 items (e.g.,
‘I have asked others for feedback on my job search performance’), α from
0.61 to 0.77, mean α = 0.68.
Career exploration: Career exploration was measured using the 6-item
subscale environment exploration of the Career Exploration Survey (CES)
(Stumpf et al., 1983). An example item was ‘I obtained information on
specific jobs or companies’. Cronbach’s alpha’s ranged from 0.77 to 0.81,
mean α = 0.79. We did not include the subscale self-exploration as the focus
of this study was on job search behavior. As self-exploration focuses on
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Seeking resources
1. (Today) I have asked others for feedback on my job search
performance
2. (Today) I have asked others for advice
3. (Today) I have asked my advisor at the unemployment agency for
advice*
Seeking challenges
1. (Today) I have tried to learn new things when looking for a job
2. (Today) I undertook more activities to find a new job than I had
planned
3. (Today) I have tried to raise the bar in my quest for work
4. (Today) I have tried to make my quest for work more challenging
Reducing demands
1. (Today) I have tried to ensure that my quest for work is emotionally
less intense
2. (Today) I have made sure that my quest for work is mentally
less intense
3. (Today) I have tried to ensure that my quest for work is physically
less intense

Seeking resources

1. Today I have asked others for feedback on my job performance

3. Today I have asked my supervisor for advice

Seeking challenges

1. Today I have tried to learn new things at work

2. Today I have asked for more tasks when I finished my work

4. Today I have asked for more odd jobs

Reducing demands

1. Today I have tried to ensure that my work is emotionally
less intense

2. Today I have made sure that my work is mentally
less intense

3. Today I have tried to ensure that my work is physically
less intense

Note: * item was excluded after conducting (multilevel) CFA’s.

3. Today I have asked for more responsibilities

2. Today I have asked colleagues for advice

Transcribed items

Original items (Petrou et al., 2012)

Table 1. Overview of the crafting items, transcribed to match the context for the unemployed.
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internal reflection and does not represent actual behavior, this subscale was
excluded.
Networking intensity: Networking intensity was measured using a shortened
version (6 items) of the Network Intensity Scale by Wanberg, et al. (2000).
Example items were ‘I spoke with previous employers or business
acquaintances about their knowing of potential job leads’ and ‘I talked with
friends or relatives about possible job leads’. Cronbach’s alpha’s ranged
from 0.84 to 0.86, mean α = 0.85.
Networking quality: Networking quality was assessed using four items
based on the work of Lambert et al. (2006). Items were ‘In the past month, I
had contact with someone …’ ‘who can help me get along in my area of
expertise’, ‘of influence in my area of expertise’, (influence) ‘who can
immediately do something for me’ and ‘who will introduce me to a
company / another interesting contact’ (progression). Cronbach’s alpha’s
ranged from 0.87 to 0.90, mean α = 0.89.
Reemployment status: Three and 6 months after the third measure was
conducted, the unemployment agency provided an overview of
participants who successfully gained reemployment. We examined
whether networking behavior at T3 was related to reemployment status 3
and 6 months after the study was conducted. For those who found
reemployment during the study period, we used the measure closest to the
starting date of their new job (either the T1 or T2 measure).
Strategy of analysis
Data were analyzed using a full cross-lagged panel design in AMOS,
version 22. We conducted confirmatory factor analyses (CFA’s). All
constructs were modeled using latent variables. We inspected the
measurement model for each point in time. Moreover, we examined
whether the scales were filled out consistently over time, using longitudinal
invariance analyses (Kang, Mcneish, & Hancock, 2016). In longitudinal
invariance analyses, all different measurement occasions are included in
one analysis. First, an unconstrained model is estimated, which serves as
the comparison model. Second, a constrained model (constraining both
factor loadings and factor variances) is estimated. When the fit of the
constrained model is significantly worse than the fit of the unconstrained
model, scales are not invariant (implying they were not filled in
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consistently over time). Furthermore, we tested the hypothesized model
using structural equation modelling (SEM). A full cross-lagged panel
design was used, meaning that all variables were measured and modelled
at each point in time. This way, we could control for earlier levels of the
dependent variables. We evaluated our model based on the χ2, CFI, TLI and
RMSEA (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). Lastly, we conducted logistic
regression analyses to examine the effects of networking behavior on
reemployment status.
Results study 1
Tables 2A-C provide an overview of the means, standard deviations and
correlations among the study variables.
Confirmatory factor analyses
Reemployment crafting was modeled as three latent factors with 3 items for
seeking resources, 4 for seeking challenges and 3 for reducing demands.
The latent factors were allowed to correlate. For seeking resources, the item
‘I asked my advisor of the unemployment agency for advice’ did not show
a good fit on latent factor. Factor loadings significantly improved after
deleting this item. Probably the unemployed do not experience their
advisor as a resource, as the advisor not only supports the unemployed,
but is also allowed to sanction (Behncke, Frölich, & Lechner, 2010).
Although model fit was adequate including the item, model fit significantly
improved when the item was removed. Therefore, it was excluded from
further analyses. At all points in time, modelling reemployment crafting
this way showed a good fit to the data. CFI’s, TLI’s and IFI’s were all above
0.95, RSMEA’s were below 0.08. Moreover, the three factor model showed a
better fit to the data than a one factor model (see Table 3). These results
confirm our first hypothesis that reemployment crafting has the same
three-factor structure as job crafting, with seeking resources, seeking
challenges and reducing demands as subscales. Networking quality was
modeled as two latent factors, both including two items. The latent factors
were allowed to correlate. Data showed a good fit, as CFI’s, TLI’s and IFI’s
were all above 0.99 and RSMEA’s were below 0.01. Moreover, we examined
whether networking quality and networking intensity were different
factors, by comparing a two factor model (networking quality and
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2

3

4

Table 2A. Means, standard deviations and correlations (T1).
1

5

6

7

8

9

9.0 -0.29**

-

-

SD

8.6 -0.15* 0.67**

<0.01

0.05

-

M

51.6

-0.07 0.38**

-0.06

0.53**

-

15.4
8.0

-0.13*

-0.04

-

2. Age

15.9

0.12

-0.31** -0.27**

-0.03

-

3. Unemployed (months)

2.89 0.77

0.05

<0.01

1. Gender

4. Months left receiving
unemployment benefits

3.13 0.73

0,08

0.56** 0.57** -0.08

0.11

-

5. Seeking resources

2.93 0.92 -0.05

0.04

0.54** 0.37** -0.12* 0.50**

0.11

-

6. Seeking challenges

2.91 0.82 -0.01 -0.21** -0.20**

0.04

0.41** 0.27** -0.02 0.43** 0.63**

-

7. Reducing demands

-0.08

0.09

-

8. Career exploration

-0.10

-0.08

0.19** -0.05 0.07

10 11

-

0.06 0.05 -

-

3.34 0.75

-0.04
0.08

0.10

9. Networking intensity

2.91 0.83 -0.10

10. Networking quality

0.06

0.24 0.43

-0.43** -0.32** -0.26**

11. Reemployment status
Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.
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2.89 0.80
3.05 0.72
2.99 0.88
2.87 0.86
3.21 0.77
2.81 0.82
0.24 0.43

5. Seeking resources

6. Seeking challenges

7. Reducing demands

8. Career exploration

9. Networking intensity

10. Networking quality

11. Reemployment status

Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.

15.9

4. Months left receiving
unemployment benefits
8.0

8.6

15.4

3. Unemployed (months)

9.0

-

51.6

-

SD

2. Age

1. Gender

M

0.08

-0.07

0.05

-0.01

0.05

-0.03

0.03

-0.06

-0.14*

-0.29**

-

1

-

3

-0.02

-

4

-

5

0.01

-0.01

0.06

0.02

-

6

-

7

-0.15

0.10 0.43** 0.38** 0.09
-0.43** -0.32** -0.26** 0.20** 0.13 -0.04

-0.13

-0.20** -0.16* < 0.01 0.58** 0.46** 0.04

-0.40** -0.35** -0.03 0.49** 0.65** -0.05

0.10

-0.29** -0.22** -0.05 0.62**

-0.22** -0.18*

0.37** < 0.01

0.67**

-

2

Table 2B. Means, standard deviations and correlations (T2).

-

9

0.12

-

10

11

0.08 0.07 -

0.50** 0.67**

0.56**

-

8
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SD
-

1

2

3

4

Table 2C. Means, standard deviations and correlations (T3).
M
-

5

6

7

8

9

-0.14* 0.67**

51.6 9.0 -0.29**

0.37** < 0.01

-

2. Age
15.4 8.6
-0.06

-0.21** -0.11 < -0.01

0.03

1. Gender

3. Unemployed (months)
15.9 8.0

0.02

0.56** 0.64** -0.18*

-0.12 -0.32** -0.26** < 0.01 0.58**

0.07

0.01

0.70** 0.52** -0.06 0.53**

0.20*

-

4. Months left receiving
unemployment benefits
2.87 0.83

0.06

0.56** 0.40** 0.05 0.49** 0.71**

0.13

-

5. Seeking resources

3.08 0.74

-0.07 -0.30** -0.31**

0.10

-0.14

0.09

-

6. Seeking challenges

2.97 0.85

-0.18*

-0.13

-

7. Reducing demands

2.78 0.82

0.11

-0.16*

0.11

-0.11

-

8. Career exploration

3.16 0.74

-0.05

-0.43** -0.32** -0.26** 0.10

-0.09

-

9. Networking intensity

2.82 0.85

0.08

0.09

-

10. Networking quality

0.24 0.43

10

-

0.11 0.17*

-

11. Reemployment status
Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.
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-
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Networking intensity and quality: 2 factor
vs 1 factor model

Reemployment crafting: 3 factor vs 1 factor
model

79.89
94.90

T2
T3

328.68

T3

71.35

331.45

T2

T1

333.16

T1

ΔΧ2

3

3

3

3

3

3

0.10

0.09

0.09

0.49

0.49

0.49

0.13

0.13

0.09

0.66

0.65

0.65

0.10

0.09

0.09

0.48

0.49

0.48

0.07

0.07

0.06

0.26

0.21

0.24

Δdf ΔCFI ΔTLI ΔIFI ΔRMSEA

Table 3. Confirmatory factor analyses reemployment crafting and networking behavior.
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Networking intensity) as separate factors with a one factor model. The two
factor model showed an adequate fit to the data. CFI, TLI and IFI’s were all
above 0.92, RMSEA’s were slightly too high (ranging from 0.09 to 0.11).
However, the data fitted the two factor model better than the one factor
model (see Table 3).
Longitudinal invariances
Based on the measurement models above, longitudinal invariance analyses
were conducted to examine whether the same factors were examined over
time (Kang et al., 2016). All constructs were stable over the three
measurement points (see Table 4 for an overview), as longitudinal
invariance was achieved for each construct.
Testing the full cross-lagged panel design
H2 and H3 predicted that career exploration (T2) mediated the positive
relationship between T1 reemployment crafting and T3 networking
intensity (H2) and T3 networking quality (H3). First we examined whether
T1 reemployment crafting was related to T2 career exploration. While
controlling for T1 career exploration, seeking challenges was positively
related to T2 career exploration (γ = 0.25, p < 0.001). However, seeking
resources (γ = -0.006, p = n.s.) and reducing demands (γ = -0.02, p = n.s.)
were unrelated to T2 career exploration.
Second, we examined whether T2 career exploration was related to
T3 networking intensity and T3 networking quality. While controlling for
T1 and T2 networking intensity, we found no support for the relationship
between T2 career exploration and T3 networking intensity (γ = 0.05, p =
n.s.). However, T2 career exploration was positively related to T3
networking quality (γ = 0.11, p = 0.02) even when controlling for T1 and T2
networking quality.
Lastly we examined the full cross-lagged panel model (see Figure
2). As there was no relationship between T2 career exploration and T3
networking intensity, we could not test for a mediation effect from T1
reemployment crafting to T3 networking intensity. Therefore H2 is rejected.
However, for networking quality we found a significant mediation effect
from T1 seeking challenges to T3 networking quality. The bootstrap
estimate (2000 rep.) was 0.037, p = 0.02. The 95% bias-corrected confidence
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90

115.34

FL and FV constrained

39

44.13

FL and FV constrained

25

43.65

FL and FV constrained

14

24.85

FL and FV constrained

9.24/8

3.58/10

11.29/12

14.13/18

Note: FL = factor loadings; FV = factor variances. N = 153.

6

15.51

Unconstrained

Networking quality

15

40.07

Unconstrained

Networking intensity

27

33.13

Unconstrained

Career exploration

72

101.21

df Δχ2/Δdf

Unconstrained

Reemployment crafting

χ2

Table 4. Results of the longitudinal invariance tests.

0.31

0.96

0.50

0.72

p

0.99

0.99

0.98

0.97

0.99

0.99

0.99

0.99

0.99 0.99

0.97 0.99

0.98 0.98

0.95 0.97

0.99 0.99

0.99 0.99

0.99 0.99

0.98 0.99

0.04

0.06

0.04

0.06

0.02

0.02

0.03

0.03

CFI TLI IFI RMSEA
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Figure 2: Full cross-lagged panel model Study 1.

interval did not include zero: 0.005 – 0.085. This indicates a significant
indirect effect of seeking challenges on networking quality via career
exploration. H3B is therefore accepted. We did not find a significant
mediation effect for seeking resources and reducing demands, rejecting
H3A and H3C. The model fit of the full cross-lagged panel design was
adequate: χ2 = 180.52, df = 80, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.92, IFI = 0.96, RMSEA =
0.07.
H4 predicted that people using their network to a higher extend
would be more likely to gain reemployment 3 and 6 months after the study
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was conducted. A binary regression was used to examine the effects of both
networking quality and networking intensity on reemployment status.
Three months after the study was conducted there was no significant effect
of networking quality (β = 0.15, p = n.s.) on reemployment status. However,
we found a trend for networking intensity (β = 0.34, p = 0.10). Thus H4A is
rejected, although a trend for networking intensity was detected. Six
months after the study, we again found no effect of networking quality (β =
0.21, p = n.s.) on reemployment status. However, the trend on networking
intensity was still visible (β = 0.34, p = 0.08). Thus H4B is rejected, although
a trend for networking intensity was detected.
Discussion study 1
This study aimed to introduce the construct of reemployment crafting and
to examine its effects on job search behavior over time. Results showed that
the unemployed craft their job search in similar ways as employees craft
their job. Moreover, we found that reemployment crafting was positively
related to job search performance: seeking challenges was positively related
to networking quality over time, and this relationship was mediated by
career exploration. These results highlight the potential of crafting outside
the work domain and show the importance of self-initiated, proactive
behaviors that enable the unemployed to shape their job search. Moreover,
our results show that exploration precedes exploitation, which is in line
with the ambidexterity literature (March, 1991). We found no effects for
seeking resources and reducing demands on job search behavior, implying
that seeking challenges seems the most effective way to enhance job search
behavior over time. Thus, to continue one’s job search over a sustained
period of time, the unemployed need to challenge themselves during the
process. Lastly we found some preliminary support (i.e., a trend) for the
effects of networking intensity on reemployment status. However,
networking quality had no effect. This implies that the frequency with
which the unemployed engage in networking behavior is of greater
importance than with whom they network. These findings contradict
earlier work of scholars who point at the relevance of networking quality
(e.g., Van Hooft et al., 2012; Wanberg et al., 2000).
Overall, Study 1 showed that reemployment crafting seems at least
partially beneficial for the unemployed. However, many questions remain
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unanswered. For example, does the process uncovered in this study hold
on a daily basis? As job crafting occurs both over sustained periods of time
and on a daily basis (Lyons, 2008; Petrou et al., 2012), the same may hold
for reemployment crafting. Can the unemployed reap the same benefits of
reemployment crafting on a daily basis as over a sustained period of time?
Furthermore, are there contingency factors that affect the effectiveness of
reemployment crafting on job search behavior? We do not know. To
overcome these shortcomings, we turn to Study 2.
Study 2: Daily diary study
The aims of the second study were threefold: 1) gain insights into the shortterm, daily dynamics of reemployment crafting on job search behavior 2)
examine contingency factors possibly affecting the effectiveness of
reemployment crafting and 3) explore the effects of day-level networking
on reemployment status over time.
Previous research has shown that employees not only craft their job
over sustained periods of time (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013), but also on a
daily basis (Petrou et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2014). In a similar way, we
examine whether the unemployed craft their job search on a daily basis and
explore the effects of day-level reemployment crafting on one’s job search
activities. This way, we enhance our understanding of reemployment
crafting by taking a within person approach (comparing the effects of
reemployment crafting on days that people report high vs. low levels of
reemployment crafting) instead of a between person approach (Study 1,
examining the differences between people high and low on reemployment
crafting) (Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 2010). Day-level job crafting
has yielded similar results in terms of performance and engagement as job
crafting over a more prolonged period of time (Petrou et al., 2012; Tims et
al., 2014). Therefore, we expect that reemployment crafting, in line with the
arguments of hypotheses 2 and 3, is related to networking behavior via
career exploration, not only over a sustained period of time, but also on a
daily basis. We expect that on days that the unemployed craft their job
search, they show higher levels of networking behavior (both quality and
intensity) as reemployment crafting helps satisfying basic psychological
needs (cf. Tims & Bakker, 2010), elevating enthusiasm and engagement (cf.
Bakker et al., 2012) and resulting in more willingness to devote attention to
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networking behavior (cf. Beal et al., 2005). As March (1991) and Blau (1994)
argue that exploration is best to precede exploitation, we propose that the
positive relationship between day-level reemployment crafting and
networking behavior is mediated by career exploration:
H5: Day-level career exploration mediates the positive relation between day-level a)
seeking resources, b) seeking challenges and c) reducing demands and day-level
networking intensity.
H6: Day-level career exploration mediates the positive relation between day-level a)
seeking resources, b) seeking challenges and c) reducing demands and day-level
networking quality.
From reemployment crafting to career-exploration: contingency factors
Reemployment crafting may have a positive effect on career exploration, as
through reemployment crafting the unemployed can shape their job search
to align with their wishes and preferences (cf. Bakker et al., 2012). This
holds for all the unemployed. However, we propose that there are two
conditions under which reemployment crafting may be especially
beneficial: when the unemployed experience low levels of subjective goal
attainment and low levels of social support. Both are resources that help
the unemployed to stay motivated (Grebner et al., 2010; Vinokur & Caplan,
1987). However, on days that these resources are (nearly) absent,
reemployment crafting may act as a compensating mechanism helping the
unemployed to uphold their motivation (Hobfoll, 2001).
Subjective goal attainment refers to the extent to which people make
progression towards, reach or exceed their predefined goals (Grebner et al.,
2010; Sonnentag, 2002). Subjective goal attainment is related to feelings of
success, positive affect and motivation (Fredrickson, 2001; Grebner et al.,
2010). When experiencing adequate levels of subjective goal attainment,
this may help the unemployed to perform optimally and to pursue when
facing difficulties (Sonnentag, 2002).
In a similar way as subjective goal attainment, social support is
related to motivation. Social support refers to the perceived amount of
available and received support from others (Vinokur & Van Ryn, 1993).
Social support is positively related to job search intention and motivation
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(Van Yperen & Hagedoorn, 2003; Vinokur & Caplan, 1987). Social support
enables people to cope with the negative effects of job loss and facilitates
continued job search efforts, as social support helps the unemployed to see
their job search activities as meaningful and worthwhile (Kanfer et al.,
2001). Thus, when receiving adequate levels of social support, people are
able to cope with the situation and keep up their motivation when
encountering setbacks.
Although reemployment crafting is positively related to career
exploration in general, we expect it to be more beneficial on days that
people experience low levels of subjective goal attainment or social
support. During these days, people lack the motivational benefits coming
from subjective goal attainment and social support. Reemployment crafting
may help the unemployed to craft their job search in a way that aligns with
their needs and preferences. This way the unemployed may experience
motivation coming from other sources than subjective goal
attainment/social support (Hobfoll, 2001), enabling them to uphold their
levels of career exploration:
H7: Day-level goal attainment moderates the relationship between day-level
reemployment crafting behavior (seeking resources (a), seeking challenges (b) and
reducing demands (c)) and day-level career exploration, such that reemployment
crafting is more beneficial on days that people experience low levels of goal
attainment than on days that people experience high levels of goal attainment.
H8: Day-level social support moderates the relationship between day-level crafting
behavior (seeking resources (a), seeking challenges (b) and reducing demands (c))
and day-level career exploration, such that reemployment crafting is more
beneficial on days that people experience low levels of social support than on days
that people experience high levels of social support.
Finding reemployment
Networking behavior is related to higher chances of finding reemployment
(Forret, 2014; Lambert et al., 2006; Van Hoye et al., 2009). However, little is
known about the effects of daily networking behaviors on reemployment
status over time. Daily behavior can provide insight into work habits that
are predictive of performance over time (Bolger, Davis, & Rafaeli, 2003).
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For example, previous research has shown that one’s absorption (as a part
of work engagement) in work was able to predict performance (i.e., the
number of publications) up to three years later (Dubbelt, Rispens, &
Demerouti, 2016). Thus, current behavior may not only predict short-term
performance, but also have lagged effects. As networking behavior is an
important predictor of reemployment status (e.g., Van Hoye et al., 2009),
we examine whether both networking intensity and networking quality –
as measured during a ‘regular’ week – are positively related to
reemployment status three months, six months and one year after the study
was conducted.
H9: People utilizing their daily network to a higher extent (i.e., having a high
network intensity and networking with people of high quality) on average per
week, are more likely to regain reemployment a) three months, b) six months and c)
one year after the study was conducted.
Method
Study design and participants
We conducted a daily diary study in the unemployed people were followed
for 4 consecutive days. The questionnaire was the same each day as we
aimed to capture within-person fluctuations in reemployment crafting,
career exploration, networking behavior, social support and goal
attainment over time. All participants were unemployed for at least 6
months, highly educated (65.4% had at least a bachelor degree) and were
aged between 28 and 49 and did not have any mental or physical
disabilities that would impede with their chances of regaining
reemployment. Participants were recruited through email messages, letters
and phone calls. All questionnaires were administered online. During the
study participants received a daily invitation email with a link to the dairy
questionnaire. When participants fully completed the study, they received
a coupon (of €10) for a nearby bistro.
Overall, 264 participants were invited. 200 participants (75.8%)
responded at least one day, 151 (57.1%) participants completed the whole
study. Of these 151, 15 responses were excluded as they came from people
who (via special legislation) were starting their own business and thus,
were not actively seeking a job. This left us with 136 (51.2%) complete
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responses. Participants were on average 41.8 (SD =4.7) years old; 34.6% of
the respondents were male, 65.4% were female. On average, they were
unemployed for 12.4 (SD = 6.0) months.
Measures
Unless indicated otherwise, all items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging
from 1 = does not apply to me, to 5 = totally applies to me. For
reemployment crafting, career exploration, networking intensity and
networking quality, we used the same scales as in study 1. In line with
other studies (e.g., Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti, & Hetland, 2012), items
were adjusted to refer to ‘today’. Cronbach’s alphas were all above 0.70 for
all constructs over all days.
Subjective goal attainment: Subjective goal attainment was assessed using the
subscale goal attainment from The Subjective Occupational Success Scale
(Grebner et al., 2010). The scale consisted of three items (α ranged from 0.79
to 0.86, mean α = 0.82). An example item is ‘Today I achieved good results
in my quest for work’.
Social support: Social support was measured using the social support scale
by Vinokur & Van Ryn (1993). The scale consisted of four items (α ranged
from 0.75 to 0.85, mean α = 0.79). An example item is ‘Today, people
listened to me when I needed to talk’.
Reemployment status: Three months, 6 months and one year after the diary
study, the unemployment agency provided an overview of participants
who successfully gained reemployment.
Analysis
As we followed participants for 4 consecutive days, observations were not
independent from each other (Hox, 2002). To control for this, multi-level
analyses were necessary. We used MLwiN 2.25 (Rasbash, Browne, Healy,
Cameron, & Charlton, 2012) to analyze our data. Multilevel CFA’s were
conducted using MPlus version 7.3 (Muthén & Muthén, 2014). Mediation
effects were tested using bootstrapping (Hayes, 2013). Moderation effects
were tested using the procedure of Aiken and West (1991). Using a logistic
regression analysis, we aggregated the mean score of networking intensity
and networking quality during the diary period to examine whether it was
related to reemployment status 3, 6 and 12 months later.
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To examine whether a two-level model would explain the data
better than a single level model (Dierdorff & Ellington, 2008) we calculated
the intraclass correlation (ρ). The intraclass correlation illustrates the
amount of variance that can be attributed to the different levels of analysis.
For our outcome variables networking intensity (ρ = 0.60) and networking
quality (ρ = 0.60), results showed that 40% of the variance can be attributed
to within-person fluctuations. For the remaining factors in the model, the ρ
indicated that 59% to 69% of the variance can be explained by within
person fluctuations, emphasizing the importance of using a multi-level
model to test our hypotheses.
Results
Table 5 shows the mean, standard deviations and (multi-level) correlations
of the study variables. First we examined the three factor structure of daylevel reemployment. As in study 1, the item ‘Today I’ve asked my advisor
at the unemployment agency for advice’ did not load well on the factor
seeking resources. Probably because the unemployed do not see their
advisor as a resource, as (s)he is allowed to sanction as well (Behncke et al.,
2010). Moreover, if they have contact with their advisor, this probably is
not on a daily basis. Therefore, this item was excluded from further
analyses. However, we found support for the suggested three-factor
structure on the day-level of analysis as the data had a good fit: χ2 = 106.25,
df = 48, p < 0.001. RMSEA = 0.04, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.97, SRMR = 0.04/0.07.
Furthermore, we examined the factor structure of day-level networking
quality, as this scale was developed for the purpose of this study. The
multilevel CFA (using two factors: ‘network influence’ (item 1 and 2) and
‘network progression’ (item 3 and 4)) showed a good fit to the data: χ2 =
3.44, df = 2, p = 0.18. RMSEA = 0.03, CFI = 1.00, TLI = 0.99, SRMR =
0.003/0.02. Results showed the following factor loadings: Influence 0.77 –
0.81 (within), 0.96 – 0.97 (between); Progression 0.75 – 0.86 (within), 0.82 –
0.97 (between).
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Table 5. Means, standard deviations and correlations.
7

8

9

10

11

1

6

-

5

SD

0.04

-0.04 0.48***

4

M
-

0.05 0.27**

0.44** 0.29**

3

4.68

0.05 0.36** -0.18**

-0.03

0.28*** 0.16*** 0.17***

2

41.78
5.97

-0.01 -0.02

0.06

1. Gender
2. Age
12.39

-0.04 -0.06

0.71 <0.001 0.03

6.89

0.02

-0.05

-

3. Unemployed (months)
10.78

0.04

0.04

0.01

<0.01 -0.01

-

4. Months left receiving
unemployment benefits
2.34
0.73

0.04

-0.03 0.26*** 0.15*** 0.16*** 0.56***

-

5. Seeking challenges
2.13

0.90

-0.03 < -0.01 -0.02
-0.08

0.57*** 0.32*** 0.34*** 0.49*** 0.45***

-

6. Reducing demands
2.34

0.73

0.03

-

7. Seeking resources
2.29

0.86

-0.04

0,01 <-0.01 -0.05 0.59*** 0.33*** 0.36*** 0.29*** 0.27*** 0.59***

-

8. Networking intensity

2.32

0.69

-0.03

-

9. Networking quality

2.32

0.94

-

10. Career exploration

2.67

0.87 0.10** -0.12** -0.05 -0.09* 0.38*** 0.27*** 0.43*** 0.13*** 0.12*** 0.26*** 0.33***

-

11. Subjective goal attainment

2.70

-

12. Social support

Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01 *** p ≤ 0.001. Correlations in Italic are multi-level correlations, the non-italic are single level correlations.
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Hypotheses
Hypotheses 5 and 6 predicted day-level career exploration to mediate the
positive relationship between day-level (a) seeking resources, (b) seeking
challenges and (c) reducing demands with day-level networking intensity,
respectively networking quality. As can be seen from Table 6, career
exploration mediated the relationship between seeking resources and
networking intensity (γseeking resources = 0.20, p ≤ 0.001 and γcareer exploration = 0.41, p
≤ 0.001), and seeking resources and networking quality (γseeking resources = 0.24,
p ≤ 0.001 and γcareer exploration = 0.46, p ≤ 0.001). Moreover, career exploration
mediated the relationship between seeking challenges and networking
intensity (γseeking challenges = 0.18, p ≤ 0.001 and γcareer exploration = 0.41, p ≤ 0.001),
and seeking challenges and networking quality (γseeking challenges = 0.18, p ≤
0.001 and γcareer exploration = 0.46, p ≤ 0.001). As there was no significant
relationship between reducing demands and networking intensity and
between reducing demands and networking intensity, career exploration
could not be a mediator in these relationships. All mediations were
significant as shown by the Sobel tests and bootstrapping results in Table 7
(networking intensity: Tseeking resources = 6.22, p ≤ 0.001, CI: 0.08 – 0.15; Tseeking
challenges = 7.54, p ≤ 0.001, CI: 0.18 – 0.30, networking quality: Tseeking resources =
5.98, p ≤ 0.001, CI: 0.09 – 0.17; Tseeking challenges = 7.09, p ≤ 0.001, CI: 0.20 – 0.34).
Overall H5A-B and H6A-B were accepted as day-level career exploration
mediated the relationship between day-level seeking resources and daylevel networking behavior (both intensity and quality) and between daylevel seeking challenges and day-level networking behavior (both intensity
and quality). H5C and H6C were rejected as the relationship between daylevel reducing demands and day-level networking behavior (both intensity
and quality) was non-significant, excluding day-level career exploration as
a mediator.
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Table 6. Model results for networking intensity and networking quality.

Gender
0.01 (0.01)

0.04 (0.09)

B (SE)

M1

-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

0.04 (0.09)

B (SE)

M2

0.01 (0.01)

-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

0.04 (0.09)

B (SE)

M3

-0.00 (0.01)

-0.00 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.09 (0.10)

B (SE)

M1

-0.01 (0.01)

-0.00 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.10 (0.11)

B (SE)

M2

-0.00 (0.01)

-0.00 (0.01)

0.00 (0.01)

-0.10 (0.11)

B (SE)

M3

Networking quality

Age
-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

Networking intensity

Unemployment duration
0.01 (0.01)

Individual level

Months left receiving
unemployment benefits

Seeking resources

-0.06 (0.04)

0.37 (0.05)*** 0.18 (0.05)***

0.23 (0.03)*** 0.20 (0.03)***

-0.06 (0.06)

0.39 (0.06)***

0.27 (0.04)***

-0.09 (0.05)

0.18 (0.06)**

0.24 (0.04)***

Day level

Seeking challenges

-0.04 (0.05)

0.25 (0.04)

0.20 (0.01)

0.26 (0.04)

1456.92

0.45 (0.03)

0.30 (0.05)

1310.79

0.33 (0.02)

0.33 (0.04)

1256.58

0.29 (0.02)

0.34 (0.05)

0.46 (0.06)***

0.22 (0.03)

0.23 (0.02)

1027.35

0.41 (0.05)***

Reducing demands
Career exploration

Individual level

0.33 (0.02)

1091.46

Variance components

Day level

1260.79

Model fit (-2 log likelihood)

Note: B = unstandardized parameter estimate, SE = Standard error, ** p ≤ 0.01 *** p ≤ 0.001.
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Career exploration

Career exploration

Career exploration

Career exploration

Career exploration

Seeking challenges

Reducing demands

Seeking resources

Seeking challenges

Reducing demands

Networking quality

Networking quality

Networking quality

Networking intensity

Networking intensity

Networking intensity

y

-

7.09 ***

5.98 ***

-

7.54 ***

6.22 ***

Sobel test t-value

Note: Bootstrapping was performed with 2000 repetitions, *** p ≤ 0.001.

Career exploration

m 

Seeking resources

x

-

0.20

0.09

-

0.18

0.08

-

0.34

0.17

-

0.30

0.15

Lower level Upper level

Bootstrap 95%

Table 7. Mediation effects of career exploration on the relationship between reemployment
crafting and networking intensity and networking quality.
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H7 predicted day-level subjective goal attainment to moderate the
positive relationship of day-level (a) seeking resources (b) seeking
challenges and (c) reducing demands with day-level career exploration.
Table 8 shows that seeking resources (γ = 0.07, p ≤ 0.05) and seeking
challenges (γ = 0.47, p ≤ 0.001) are both positively related to career
exploration, whereas reducing demands shows no relationship (γ = 0.05, p =
n.s.) with career exploration. As can be seen in model 3 (Table 8) subjective
goal attainment is a significant moderator of the relationship between
seeking resources and career exploration (γ = -0.15, p ≤ 0.001). The
moderation is represented in Figure 3 and shows that seeking resources is
more beneficial on days that the unemployed experience low (vs. high)
levels of subjective goal attainment.

Figure 3. Moderation effect of subjective goal attainment on the relationship
between seeking resources and career exploration.

Model 4 (Table 8) describes the moderation effect of subjective goal
attainment in the relationship between seeking challenges and career
exploration. This moderation effect is significant (γ = -0.15, p ≤ 0.001) and
can be found in Figure 4. In line with the previous moderation, results
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show that seeking challenges is more beneficial on days that the
unemployed experience low (vs. high) levels of subjective goal attainment.

Figure 4. Moderation effect of subjective goal attainment on the relationship
between seeking challenges and career exploration.

The moderation effect of subjective goal attainment on the
relationship between reducing demands and career exploration (model 5,
Table 8) is not significant (γ = -0.05, p = n.s.), Reducing demands is not
(more) effective on days that the unemployed experience low (vs. high)
levels of subjective goal attainment. Therefore H7A and H7B are accepted
and H7C is rejected.
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Table 8. Moderator effects of goal attainment on the relationship between reemployment crafting and
career exploration.

Age

Gender

-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.08 (0.09)

B (SE)

M1

-0.00 (0.01)

-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.09 (0.09)

B (SE)

M2

-0.00 (0.01)

-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.10 (0.09)

B (SE)

M3 (SR)

-0.00 (0.01)

-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.09 (0.09)

B (SE)

M4 (SC)

-0.00 (0.01)

-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.09 (0.09)

B (SE)

M5 (RD)

Career exploration

Unemployment duration

-0.00 (0.01)

Individual level

Months left receiving unemployment benefits

0.07 (0.03)*

0.05 (0.03)

0.03 (0.03)

0.04 (0.03)

Day level
Seeking resources (SR)

0.47 (0.04)*** 0.29 (0.05)*** 0.30 (0.05)***

0.03 (0.04)

0.29 (0.05)***

Seeking challenges (SC)

0.03 (0.04)

0.26 (0.03)***

0.03 (0.04)

0.25 (0.03)*** 0.25 (0.03)***

-0.05 (0.05)

0.05 (0.04)

Subjective goal attainment

-0.15 (0.04)*** -0.15 (0.05)**

Reducing demands (RD)

Moderation ( reemployment crafting x subjective goal attainment)

Individual level

0.28 (0.02)

0.19 (0.03)

982.52

0.19 (0.01)

0.22 (0.03)

907.55

0.16 (0.01)

0.22 (0.03)

909.80

0.16 (0.01)

0.22 (0.03)

919.45

0.16 (0.01)

0.23 (0.03)

Variance components

Day level

1172.76

Model fit (-2 log likelihood)

Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01 *** p ≤ 0.001. The word reemployment crafting (as described in the moderator in model 3 – 5) represent
respectively seeking resources (SR) seeking challenges (SC) and reducing demands (RD).
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H8 predicted day-level social support to act as a moderator on the
positive relationship between day-level a) seeking resources, b) seeking
challenges and c) reducing demands and day-level career exploration.
Results (see Table 9, model 3) show that social support indeed moderates
the relationship between seeking resources and career exploration (γ = 0.20, p ≤ 0.001). Figure 5 shows that seeking resources is more beneficial on
days that the unemployed experience low (vs high) levels of social support,
thereby supporting H8A.

Figure 5. Moderation effect of social support on the relationship between seeking
resources and career exploration.

We also found a moderation effect (Table 9, model 4) for social support on
the relationship between seeking challenges and career exploration (γ = 0.25, p ≤ 0.001). As can be seen from Figure 6, results are in line with our
hypothesis as seeking challenges is especially beneficial on days that the
unemployed experience low (vs. high) levels of social support, thereby
supporting H8B.
Lastly, there was a significant moderation effect (see Table 9, model
5) for social support on the relationship between reducing
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Table 9. Moderator effects of social support on the relationship between reemployment crafting and
career exploration.

Age

Gender

-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.09 (0.09)

B (SE)

M1

-0.00 (0.01)

-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.09 (0.09)

B (SE)

M2

-0.00 (0.01)

-0.01 (0.01)

0.02 (0.01)

-0.10 (0.08)

B (SE)

M3 (SR)

-0.00 (0.01)

-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.09 (0.08)

B (SE)

M4 (SC)

-0.00 (0.01)

-0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.10 (0.09)

B (SE)

M5 (RD)

Career exploration

Unemployment duration

-0.00 (0.01)

Individual level

Months left receiving unemployment benefits

0.07 (0.03)*

0.08 (0.03)*

0.08 (0.03)*

0.07 (0.03)*

Day level
Seeking resources (SR)

0.05 (0.04)

0.49 (0.04)***

0.07 (0.04)

0.47 (0.04)*** 0.48 (0.04)*** 0.48 (0.04)***
0.06 (0.04)

0.02 (0.04)

0.22 (0.03)

0.18 (0.01)

0.21 (0.03)

960.25

0.18 (0.01)

0.22 (0.03)

961.44

0.18 (0.01)

0.22 (0.03)

0.05 (0.04)

0.01 (0.04)

0.19 (0.03)

0.19 (0.01)

962.68

-0.20 (0.05)*** -0.25 (0.05)*** -0.22 (0.05)***

0.01 (0.04)

Seeking challenges (SC)
Reducing demands (RD)
Subjective goal attainment
Moderation ( reemployment crafting x social support)

Individual level

0.28 (0.02)

982.52

Variance components

Day level

1172.76

Model fit (-2 log likelihood)

Note: * p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01 *** p ≤ 0.001. The word reemployment crafting (as described in the moderator in model 3 – 5) represent
respectively seeking resources (SR) seeking challenges (SC) and reducing demands (RD).
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demands and career exploration (γ = -0.22, p ≤ 0.001). As shown in Figure 7,
reducing demands seems especially beneficial on days that the
unemployed experience low (vs high) levels of social support, thereby
supporting H8C.
H9 predicted networking intensity and networking quality to be
related to reemployment status a) 3 months, b) 6 months and c) one year
after the diary study was conducted. Networking intensity was not
significantly related to reemployment status a) 3 months (β = -0.99, p = n.s.),
b) 6 months (β = -0.94, p = n.s.) and one year (β = -0.13, p = n.s.) after the
diary study. However, networking quality was positively related to
reemployment status a) 3 months after the diary study: (β = 1.33, p = 0.02).
Looking at EXP(β), results showed that people who reported high
networking quality during our diary study were 3.78 [CI: 1.43 – 9.97] times
more likely to gain reemployment within three months after the study. This
effect was still visible 6 months after the study: (β = 0.99, p = 0.03) with an
EXP(β) of 2.68 [CI: 1.11 – 6.45] indicating that people who reported higher
levels of networking quality during the diary study were 2.68 times more
likely to gain reemployment within the six months after our study. The
effects of networking quality on reemployment status faded out one year
after the study (β = 0.60, p = n.s.) as results became non-significant. Overall,
H9A-C were rejected for networking intensity. For networking quality,
H9A-B were accepted and H9C was rejected.
Discussion study 2
Study 2 was conducted to gain insight into the daily dynamics of
reemployment crafting on job search behavior. Results replicated and
extended the findings of Study 1. Day-level seeking challenges and seeking
resources were positively related to day-level networking behavior (both
intensity and quality). Day-level reducing demands was, in line with Study
1, not beneficial for the unemployed, as seeking resources and seeking
challenges outnumbered the effects of reducing demands. Thus, seeking
challenges seems most effective for the unemployed, both in the short and
long run, followed by seeking resources, which is mostly beneficial in the
short run. Moreover, results replicated the mediating effect of career
exploration in the relationship between reemployment crafting and
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Figure 6. Moderation effect of social support on the relationship between seeking
challenges and career exploration.

Figure 7. Moderation effect of social support on the relationship between reducing
demands and career exploration.
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networking behavior, again showing that exploration precedes exploitation
(Blau, 1994; March, 1991). Furthermore, results showed that reemployment
crafting may be extra beneficial on days when subjective goal attainment
and social support are low, as people lack the motivational benefits coming
from these contingency factors. Reemployment crafting then act as a
compensating mechanism to uphold one’s level of job search behavior.
Lastly, results showed that day-level networking quality – but not intensity
– was able to predict reemployment status over time. Thus, on a daily basis,
it seems valuable to focus on networking quality over intensity, because –
as Lambert et al. (2006) mention – one can engage in a great deal of
networking behavior, but it is the quality of the networking that makes a
difference.
General discussion
Based on the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and subsequent job
crafting literature (Tims & Bakker, 2010), this paper introduced the concept
of reemployment crafting: the proactive, self-initiated behaviors
undertaken by the unemployed to shape their job search in a way that
aligns with their wishes and preferences. Using two longitudinal studies,
we showed that the unemployed indeed craft their job search, that this is
related to performance and that there are contingency factors affecting the
effectiveness of reemployment crafting. Furthermore, we showed that
reemployment crafting is indirectly related to the chances of finding
reemployment, as networking behavior was predictive of reemployment
status.
Thus, the unemployed craft their job search in a similar way as
employees craft their job. That is, they make small adjustments to their job
search demand and job search resources to align their job search process
with their needs and abilities. They do so on a daily basis, as well as over a
prolonged period of time. Furthermore, the unemployed use the same
mechanism as employees to craft their job search, as our results confirmed
the three factor structure of reemployment crafting with seeking resources,
seeking challenges and reducing demands as separate dimensions (Petrou
et al., 2012). These results add to the literature by showing that the JD-R
model and the subsequent job crafting literature can be generalized to the
context of unemployment.
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Moreover, our study provides insight into the reasons why the
unemployed may craft their job search, as reemployment crafting is
positively related to job search behavior. Thus, reemployment crafting may
help the unemployed to perform at an optimal level. Specifically our results
show that reemployment crafting is positively related to networking
behavior and that this relationship is mediated by career exploration both
over time and within days. That is, when the unemployed craft their job
search, they explore more career related options, which is positively related
to heightened levels of networking behavior. This is in line with the
ambidexterity literature (March, 1991), emphasizing that exploration
precedes exploitation (Blau, 1994). In a similar way as with job crafting
(Demerouti et al., 2015; McCelland et al., 2014), reemployment crafting is
related to performance. These findings strengthen the generalizability of
the JD-R model and job crafting literature to the context of being
unemployed.
Furthermore, our results suggest that there are contingency factors
(i.e., situations) for which reemployment crafting is extra beneficial: on days
that subjective goal attainment and/or social support are low. Subjective
goal attainment and social support are both resources, generally thought of
as fueling motivation (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). If these resources are
absent, it may be harder for the unemployed to uphold their motivation.
However, our findings indicate that reemployment crafting may be one of
the strategies through which the unemployed can uphold their job search
motivation, even when other resources are lacking. This way we contribute
to the literature by not only showing why the unemployed craft their job
search process, but also advance our understanding of potential
moderators (when) affecting the effectiveness of reemployment crafting.
Lastly, these results add to the literature, as we focused not only on
networking intensity, but also on networking quality. Although scholars
have highlighted the importance of networking quality for reemployment
(e.g., Van Hooft et al., 2012; Wanberg et al., 2000), differentiating between
the different aspects of the construct and testing how these are related to
reemployment chances has received little attention (with the exception of
the work of Lambert et al. (2006)). Taking a behavioral perspective on
networking quality, we build on the work of Lambert et al. (2006) to further
operationalize the construct. This is important as one can have a high
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quality network with influential people, but if one does not engage in
networking behavior, this will not help. Furthermore, our results improve
our understanding of the importance of networking behavior (both quality
and intensity) to enhance one’s chances of finding reemployment.
Networking quality and networking intensity both seem promising in their
own way, as networking quality seems to be more effective in the short
run, whereas networking intensity seems promising in the long run.
However, as only a trend was detected for networking intensity, these
results must be interpreted with caution.
Although most results were in line with our expectations, there
were some unexpected findings. First, reducing demands was unrelated to
networking behavior both in Study 1 and Study 2. Reducing demands may
help the unemployed reach their job search goals without excessive effort
and loss of well-being (Tims & Bakker, 2010). This could make the job
search easier and it could enhance the experience of meaning and
motivation (Bakker et al., 2012; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). However,
people may reduce demands for other reasons, for example to prevent
exhaustion (Demerouti, 2014). Therefore, it may be that reducing demands
does not relate to a motivational process, but is more related to a healthimpairment process (Petrou et al., 2012).
Second, although seeking resources was related to career
exploration within days, it was unrelated to career exploration over time. A
possible explanation for these findings may be found in the timeframe used
(Roe, 2014). When seeking resources, the unemployed for example ask
advice on how to best apply at a specific organization. The advice may be
helpful in that situation and therefore be positively related to career
exploration on a daily basis. However, it may be that the advice given at T1
(for that specific situation) is of no help at T2 when the circumstances
differ. When seeking challenges, people proactively invest time and effort
to challenge themselves to use additional skills (Tims & Bakker, 2010).
Mastering skills may be more widely applicable than the advice sought in a
specific situation, explaining why seeking challenges is related to career
exploration both within days and over time, while seeking resources is only
related to career exploration within days.
Third, we expected reemployment crafting to be indirectly related
to networking behavior. In Study 2 we found support for this assumption.
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However, in Study 1 we found that seeking challenges was only related to
networking quality but not to networking intensity. Networking intensity
is measured using items as ‘Talking to friends and relatives about possible
job leads’. The unemployed may do this quite often, for example when
catching up with friends and it may be easily forgotten, especially if it does
not lead to any results (Von Restorff, 1933). People may thus underestimate
their networking intensity over time, as it may be part of regular
conversations. However, on a day-level, it is easier to recall what actions
people have undertaken, leading to a more accurate estimate.
Practical implications
Not only does our research contribute to the literature, it also holds
practical value. First, our results are of relevance for caseworkers and
policy makers in the unemployment agencies. Caseworkers could explain
how the unemployed may craft their job search and when to focus on what
type of networking behavior. Moreover, they can explain under what
conditions reemployment crafting is most beneficial. Policy makers could
integrate the knowledge gained from this study into their procedures and
training programs. They could for example provide a training in which
people learn about (the benefits of) reemployment crafting, or they could
integrate the knowledge regarding the effects of networking intensity and
quality into their workshops.
Second, our research shows that the unemployed may benefit from
crafting their job search themselves. Seeking resources and seeking
challenges stimulate the unemployed to explore options and use their
network. Undertaking activities like learning new skills and seeking
feedback, advice and support may thus be advisable for the unemployed,
as it will help them to pursue their job search. Our results also show the
importance of social support and subjective goal attainment in continuing
one’s job search. People need to receive adequate support from family and
friends and benefit from setting small goals and experiencing feelings of
progression. However, if these resources are lacking, reemployment
crafting may be used as a compensation mechanism to uphold one’s
motivation.
Lastly, this study emphasizes the importance of networking
behavior. In the short run, preferring network quality over network
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intensity seems wise. However, in the long run, networking intensity may
be more of help to increase the chances of finding reemployment.
Limitations and future research
Our research is not without limitations. First, we mainly used self-ratings to
capture job search performance. These are sensitive to common method
bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) and therefore not the
most superior method to use (Conway & Lance, 2010). Although our
ultimate performance measure (reemployment status) was objective, future
research should try to incorporate more objective measures of career
exploration and networking behavior as well.
Second, in Study 2 we cannot make causal inferences about the
proposed models. Although the models were chronologically and
theoretically correct and in line with Study 1, for which we did establish
causality, future research could focus on (quasi-) experimental research
designs that may contribute to establishing causality.
Lastly, in line with the job crafting literature, we expected
reemployment crafting to have a positive effect on meaning and motivation
(Bakker et al., 2012; Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016). We did not include these
constructs in our studies as we focused on behavioral aspects. However,
future research should try to incorporate these constructs to examine
whether reemployment crafting is indeed related to career exploration via
meaning and motivation.
Future research could also focus on the trainability of
reemployment crafting. As job crafting is trainable (e.g., Dubbelt, 2016; Van
den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 2012; Van Wingerden, Bakker, & Derks,
2016), it may be that reemployment crafting is trainable as well. It would be
interesting to examine the effects of a reemployment crafting training on
job search performance, motivation and well-being to see if it has similar
(positive) effects as a job crafting intervention.
Conclusion
Unemployment has detrimental effects both for the individual affected and
for society. Therefore, examining ways to help people deal with their
unemployment is valuable. Reemployment crafting is a promising
proactive technique the unemployed can use to optimize their job search
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performance. By seeking resources and seeking challenges the unemployed
can uphold their motivation and experience meaning in their job search.
Via career exploration, reemployment crafting helps the unemployed to use
their network (both quality and intensity) to a higher extent and ultimately
increase their chances of finding reemployment.
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Introduction
Although unemployment rates are dropping in the aftermath of the
economic crisis, still many people are affected by unemployment. In the
United States and the Netherlands, 4.1% of the labor population is
currently unemployed (CBS, 2018; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018).
Unemployment is not only related to economic losses, but also has a
tremendous impact upon the lives of the unemployed themselves. Being
unemployed is related to lowered levels of health and well-being (MckeeRyan, Song, Wanberg, & Kinicki, 2005; Wanberg, 2012). Moreover, being
unemployed discharges people from the manifest (income) and latent (e.g.,
time structure, status and identity) benefits from having a job (Jahoda, 1981,
1982). Therefore, management scholars regard the process of being
unemployed as highly stressful and emotionally exhausting (e.g., Lim,
Chen, Aw, & Tan, 2015; Mckee-Ryan et al., 2005).
Over the years, several scholars have developed interventions to
help the unemployed deal with their stressful and exhausting situation. For
example, Akkermans, Brenninkmeijer, Schaufeli and Blonk (2015) focused
on career competencies, career self-management and well-being, whereas
Brenninkmeijer and Blonk (2011) focused on strengthening self-efficacy,
self-confidence and problem solving skills (Caplan, Vinokur, Price, & Van
Ryn, 1989). Others have addressed emotional competences, employability
(Hodzic, Ripoll, Lira, & Zenasni, 2015) and self-presentation (Hall, Gradt,
Goetz, & Musu-Gillette, 2011). However, none of these interventions has
focused on maintaining well-being by stimulating the conservation of
resources (COR) (Hobfoll, 1989). COR theory holds that people strive to
build, protect and retain resources, and that well-being declines once
people are threatened by the potential or actual loss of these valued
resources (Hobfoll, 1989). People value resources, as they help them to stay
motivated and engaged (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). That is, they provide
people with the energy needed to complete the tasks at hand. This may be a
crucial factor to uphold performance and well-being during
unemployment, as Lim et al. (2015) note that energized job seekers are
better able to sustain and focus their job search. In the current intervention,
we therefore aim to stimulate the COR among the unemployed and
examine whether this ‘type’ of intervention indeed has a positive effect on
their well-being, job search behavior and reemployment chances.
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Our intervention is based on the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R)
model (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). Guided by this
model, we focus specifically on job crafting (Tims & Bakker, 2010;
Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) and psychological capital (PsyCap)
(Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). Both job crafting and PsyCap have been
highly influential in positive psychology and industrial and organizational
(I-O) psychology, where they have shown to be related to employee wellbeing and performance. As there are parallels between having a job and
having to find a job (i.e., both take a considerable amount of time, both may
cause stress, both have deadlines, etc.) and some state that having to find a
job is a fulltime job itself (Amundson & Borgen, 1982), we examine whether
a leading theory and approach in the work domain is valuable in the
context of being unemployed too. We explore the potential of job crafting
and PsyCap as means to enable the unemployed to build, protect and
retain their resources, so they can enhance their well-being and job search
behavior (Hobfoll, 1989). Moreover, we examine whether the intervention
serves the ultimate goal of increasing the chances of finding reemployment.
This way, we contribute to the literature not only by heeding to the call of
Lim et al. (2015) to examine the effects of interventions focusing on energy
management among the unemployed, we also combine insights from
positive psychology with subsequent theorizing in I-O psychology and
explore its potential in the context of being unemployed. Using a quasiexperimental pre-test post-test control group design, this study offers a first
causal test of the applicability of the JD-R theory among the unemployed.
First, we will elaborate upon the theoretical background of the
intervention and the (learning) principles upon which it was built. After
that, we will explain how the intervention should enhance well-being and
job search performance and how this in turn is related to an increase in the
chances of finding reemployment.
The Job Search Demands-Resources (JSD-R) intervention: its theoretical
foundation
The basic premise of the JD-R model is that each work environment has its
own unique job demands and job resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). In
a similar way, we theorize that the context of being unemployed has its
own unique job search demands and job search resources (Hulshof,
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Demerouti & Le Blanc, manuscript under review). Job search demands
refer to those aspects of the job search process that require sustained
physical or mental effort and are therefore associated with certain physical
and psychological costs (cf. Demerouti, et al., 2001). Job search resources
are those aspects of the job search that 1) are beneficial in achieving one’s
job search goals, 2) are able to reduce the effects of job search demands and
their associated costs and 3) are helpful for personal growth and
development (cf. Demerouti et al., 2001). Employees who adjust their job
demands and resources to align with their personal needs and abilities are
crafting their job (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). In a
similar way, the unemployed can adjust their job search resources and
demands to align with their personal needs and abilities. We call this
reemployment crafting and define it as the proactive, self-initiated
behaviors the unemployed undertake to shape their job search in ways that
align with their wishes and preferences (Hulshof et al., manuscript under
review). In line with JD-R theory, reemployment crafting is operationalized
as the changes the unemployed make in their job search demands and their
job search resources (cf. Tims & Bakker, 2010).
We distinguish three types of reemployment crafting: seeking
resources, seeking challenges and reducing demands (cf. Petrou,
Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012; Hulshof et al., manuscript
under review). When seeking resources, the unemployed proactively look
for things that can help them in their job search (e.g., seeking feedback or
asking for advice). When seeking challenges, the unemployed proactively
look for opportunities to develop themselves or to master new skills (e.g.,
learning how to network or make an online video résumé). When reducing
demands, the unemployed proactively reduce the impact of those aspects
of their job search that get in the way of reaching one’s goals (e.g., not
looking for vacancies 24/7 or making the job search emotionally less
intense). Hulshof et al. (manuscript under review) conducted a longitudinal
and diary study, showing that reemployment crafting is positively related
to job search behavior, both over time and within days. People who craft
their job search report higher levels of career exploration and networking
behavior (both quantity and quality), which in turn is related to increased
chances of finding a job. Furthermore, although reemployment crafting is
beneficial in general, it is especially beneficial on days that the unemployed
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experience little progression in their job search (i.e., subjective goal
attainment) and/or lack social support. Reemployment crafting thus
enables the unemployed to enhance their job search behavior, even during
‘off-days’, which is ultimately related to increased chances of finding a job.
Lately the JD-R model has been extended by incorporating the role
of personal resources into the model (Bakker, 2011). Personal resources are
positive self-evaluations that are commonly linked to resiliency and an
individual’s sense of ability to control and impact the environment in a
successful manner (Hobfoll, Johnson, Whitehead, & Jackson, 2003). A
personal resource that is malleable and that can be developed through
relatively short interventions is PsyCap (Luthans, Avey, Avolio, Norman,
& Combs, 2006). PsyCap refers to an individual’s positive psychological
state of development that is characterized by four elements: 1) self-efficacy:
the confidence to invest the necessary effort to succeed a challenging task;
2) optimism: a positive attribution to succeed now and in the future; 3)
hope: holding on to one’s goals and, if necessary, redirecting paths to
successfully achieve one’s goals; and 4) resiliency: when facing problems
and adversity, sustaining and bouncing back and beyond to succeed
(Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007; Luthans & Youssef, 2007). The
four components have a synergistic effect in which the whole is greater
than the sum of its parts (Dawkins, Martin, Scott, & Sanderson, 2013) and
represent ‘who you are and who you are becoming’ (Luthans et al., 2006).
According to COR theory, personal resources – like the four
resources making up PsyCap – do not come in isolation, as people try to
accumulate their resources to protect and enhance themselves (Hobfoll,
1989; Pearlin et al., 1981). Having more resources (i.e., higher levels of
PsyCap) makes people less vulnerable to resource losses and enables them
to gain additional resources that can help them to pursue their tasks at
hand (Hobfoll, 2001), resulting in higher levels of well-being and
performance (e.g., Avey, Luthans, Smith, & Palmer, 2010; Luthans et al.,
2007). Although research on PsyCap has mainly been conducted in the
work context, some attempts have been made to examine the potential of
PsyCap in the context of unemployment. For example, Rani (2015) and
Sabaityte and Dirzyte (2016) showed that PsyCap is positively related to
well-being among the unemployed, and Avey, Luthans and Jensen (2009)
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showed that PsyCap may help to combat negative thoughts occurring from
losing one’s job.
There is a growing body of research indicating that both job crafting
and PsyCap are trainable and have favorable effects on outcomes like work
engagement self-efficacy and performance (Gordon et al., 2017; Luthans et
al., 2006; Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 2015). Recently, Van
Wingerden, Bakker and Derks (2016a) even showed that a JD-R
intervention (combining job crafting and PsyCap simultaneously) was able
to enhance job crafting behavior and PsyCap levels, while at the same time
enhancing employee well-being and performance. Inspired by their work,
we developed a Job Search Demands-Resources (JSD-R) intervention,
combining reemployment crafting and PsyCap to enhance well-being and
job search behavior among the unemployed. We developed a three-day
training intervention in which the latest insights of a meta-analysis on the
effectiveness of job search interventions were incorporated. Liu, Huang and
Wang (2014) showed that a successful intervention should integrate
teaching job search skills and self-presentation, promote goal-setting and
proactivity, boost self-efficacy and enlist social support, with the
combination of skills and motivational aspects being most effective. In our
intervention, all these elements were integrated (for an overview, see Table
1A-C), although we put a stronger emphasis on motivational aspects than
on job search skills, as the predominant focus of the intervention was on
managing unemployed people’s well-being in order to enhance their job
search behavior. Furthermore, we built our intervention on the experiential
learning theory (Kolb & Kolb, 2011; Kolb, Boyatzis & Mainemelis, 2000) and
goal-setting theory (Locke & Latham, 2002, 2006)
Experiential learning theory emphasizes the importance of past
experiences in learning and behavioral change. The four stages relevant for
learning are all incorporated in the intervention (see Table 1A-C). Learning
begins with a concrete behavioral experience, followed by reflection (stage
1 and 2). Then, in the third stage, individuals have abstract ideas of the
benefits of the new behavior and in the fourth stage, individuals actively
experiment with the behavior to create new experiences (Kolb et al., 2000).
As learning is cyclic, after stage 4, people start in phase 1 again (Kolb &
Kolb, 2011). However, learning alone is not sufficient to change behavior.
To stimulate the implementation of newly learned behavior, goal setting is
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PsyCap literature (e.g., Luthans & Youssef, 2007). Emphasizing how PsyCap can be
beneficial in ones’ job search (e.g. stress reduction (Avey et al., 2009), well-being (Rani,
2015) and performance (Peterson, Luthans, Avolio, & Walumbwa, 2011).

Focusing on all four aspects of PsyCap:
Optimism: exercise based on the positive visualization technique (Riskind, Sarampote, &
Mercier, 1996). People had to imagine how one could really mess up a job interview and
how one could perform outstandingly.
Hope: Brainstorm session (Litchfield, 2008) in which participants sought as many options
as possible for a small job search goal.
Self-efficacy: focusing on self-directed success (Bandura, 2009) by letting people present
what they learned during the day.
Resilience: Learning by analogy exercise (Carbonell, 1983): In small groups participants
chose a job search problem they all could relate to. They sought past (successful)
experiences trying to overcome a similar problem and reflected upon the value of these
experiences for the current problem.

Providing real-life examples of PsyCap, based on the interviews conducted

Aspects of the intervention reflecting experiential learning theory

Table 1A. Overview of the intervention (PsyCap, day 1).
Steps
1: Concrete experiences
2: Reflection

3: Abstract concepts

4: Creating new
experiences

Homework between day 1 and day 2:
Week 1: Participants wrote down three things that made their day valuable (Seligman,
Steen, Park, & Peterson, 2005).
Week 2: Participants wrote down three things that they did during the day to help others
(Tkach & Lyubomirsky, 2006).

157

158

Based on the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), emphasizing how
reemployment crafting benefits job search performance measures such as career
exploration and networking behavior (Hulshof et al., manuscript under review).
Setting 4 SMART (specific, measurable, attainable, realistic and time-bound) goals
(Doran, 1981) for the weeks after the first day of the intervention (week 1: seeking
resources, week 2: reducing demands, week 3: seeking challenges, week 4: seeking
resources). This way, participants practiced with all reemployment crafting
strategies at least once.
In couples: thinking about possible facilitating factors and obstacles for the SMART
goals set. This helped explore obstacles (how to deal with them) and facilitating
factors (how to optimally use them) in reaching goals.
Weekly reminders (per e-mail) to encourage goal achievement (Fry & Neff, 2009).





4: Creating new
experiences

3: Abstract concepts

Mapping exercise (Davies, 2011): participants mapped a regular week when looking
for a job. They distinguished between resources and demands in their job search
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).
Learning by analogy exercise (Carbonell, 1983): participants retrieved past
(successful) reemployment crafting experiences and reflected (in small groups)
upon the value of these experiences for current situations.



2: Reflection







Providing real-life examples of reemployment crafting, based on the interviews
conducted.



Aspects of the intervention reflecting experiential learning theory

1: Concrete experiences

Steps

Table 1B. Overview of the intervention (Reemployment crafting, day 2).
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Table 1C. Overview of the intervention (Reflection session, day 3).



Celebrating successes to enhance ownership and self-confidence (e.g.,
Sawyer et al., 2007).

Real-life reemployment crafting experiences in the weeks between day 2
and 3 and the PsyCap examples from between day 1 and day 2.

Aspects of the intervention reflecting experiential learning theory



Steps

2: Reflection



Emphasizing the benefits of PsyCap and reemployment crafting based
upon the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007).

1: Concrete experiences

3: Abstract concepts



Looking ahead: discussing how to implement the use of PsyCap and
reemployment crafting strategies into the (daily) job search process.

4: Creating new
experiences
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important (Schunk, 1990). Goal-setting theory (Locke & Latham, 2002, 2006)
emphasizes the importance of goals as a means to enhance performance.
Goals provide direction and energy. Moreover, goals help people pursue.
Lastly, goals indirectly affect behavioral action via the enhancement of
arousal and the use of strategies and knowledge (Locke & Latham, 2002).
Goal setting thus is a powerful means to stimulate the implementation of
newly learned behavior. Therefore, the JSD-R intervention focused on goal
setting to stimulate the unemployed to learn how to implement
reemployment crafting and PsyCap into their job search routines:
H1: Participants in the intervention show an increase in (a) seeking resources, (b)
seeking challenges, (c) reducing demands and (d) PsyCap from pre- to post-test,
whereas the control group does not.
The JSD-R intervention: Enhancing well-being
As being unemployed over a prolonged period of time is highly stressful,
the unemployed may deplete their resources, resulting in prolonged fatigue
and loss of well-being (Lim et al., 2015; Wanberg, 2012). Therefore, it is
important to explore ways to prevent this from happening. In the current
intervention, we do so by stimulating reemployment crafting behavior and
boosting PsyCap levels. We hereby specifically focus on affective wellbeing, fatigue severity, and motivation to undertake activities as indicators
of well-being.
Affective well-being is conceptualized using two dimensions:
positive and negative affect (Van Katwyk, Fox, Specter, & Kelloway, 2000).
Positive affect refers to the extent to which people feel active, alert and
enthusiastic. The more positive affect one experiences, the more engaged,
concentrated and full of energy one is (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988).
Negative affect refers to the extent to which people experience subjective
distress and aversive mood states. People high on negative affect report
higher levels of anger, fear, guilt, nervousness and other negative emotions
(Watson et al., 1988).
Acute fatigue is a daily experience that can be overcome by periods
of rest or detachment (Bültmann et al., 2000; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015).
However, prolonged fatigue is more complicated, as the normal
compensating mechanisms are no longer effective (Meijman, 1991 as
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described in Bültmann et al., 2000). Prolonged fatigue may negatively affect
one’s well-being and performance due to declining motivation, interest,
commitment and loss of concentration (Meijman & Schaufeli, 1996).
We expect the intervention to prevent participants from
experiencing fatigue (i.e. higher levels of motivation and lower levels of
fatigue severity) and a loss of well-being (i.e., more positive affect and less
negative affect), as the intervention – through experiential learning and
goal setting – stimulates the building, protection and retaining of resources
(Hobfoll, 1989; cf. Van Wingerden et al., 2016a). When crafting their job
search, the unemployed can proactively seek new resources (i.e., seeking
resources or seeking challenges) and reduce the impact of the aspects of
one’s job search that are too demanding (i.e., reducing demands). This
should provide them with additional resources which they can use to
prevent fatigue and enhance their well-being (cf. Bakker & Demerouti,
2007). The same holds for PsyCap. People experiencing high levels of
PsyCap hold a positive evaluation of the availability of resources (Avey, et
al., 2010). That is, they are more hopeful, resilient, efficacious and
optimistic, because they feel they have sufficient resources available. If
people feel that there are sufficient resources available, they can focus on
building, protecting and retaining these resources (Hobfoll, 1989). This
way, the unemployed not only can prohibit potential or actual loss of
resources, they can also gain additional resources. This should help them to
feel more energized and motivated in their job search, enhancing their wellbeing (Avey et al., 2010; cf. Bakker & Demerouti, 2007):
H2: Participants of the intervention show an increase in (a) positive affect and (b)
motivation and a decrease in (c) negative affect and (d) fatigue from pre- to posttest, whereas the control group does not.
We expect the intervention to have a positive indirect effect on well-being
via reemployment crafting and PsyCap. Increases in reemployment crafting
behavior may help the unemployed to arrange the conditions (resources
and challenges) necessary to feel well (cf. Tims & Bakker, 2010; cf. Van den
Heuvel et al., 2015). Moreover, increases in PsyCap may result in more
positive evaluations of the availability of resources, resulting in higher
levels of well-being (Avey et al. 2010).
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H3: The intervention will affect (a) positive affect, (b) motivation, (c) negative
affect and (d) exhaustion through (I) seeking resources, (II) seeking challenges (III)
reducing demands and (IV) PsyCap.
The JSD-R intervention: Enhancing job search behavior
It may take up to one year or even longer for people to find reemployment
(Lim et al., 2015). Therefore, it is important for the unemployed to shape
their job search in a way that helps them to stay motivated, that enables the
experience of progression (i.e., subjective goal attainment) and that makes
their job search as effective and successful as possible.
Previous research has shown that career exploration and
networking behavior are especially fruitful techniques to find
reemployment (Forret, 2014; Lambert, Eby, & Reeves, 2006; Zikic & Klehe,
2006). Career exploration refers to the purposive behaviors and cognitions
that afford access to new information about jobs, organizations and
occupations in order to foster career progression (Berlyne, 1960 and
Jordaan, 1963, as described in Stumpf et al., 1983). Career exploration has
two dimensions: environmental exploration and self-exploration.
Environmental exploration focuses on proactively gathering information that
allows the individual to make informed career decisions. Self-exploration
focuses on reflecting upon one’s interests, values and experiences to gain a
deeper understanding of one’s self (Zikic & Klehe, 2006). Through career
exploration, the unemployed may discover for which organizations and in
what function they want to work. Once this is known, people may identify
potential stakeholders that can help them. That is, they may use their
network.
Logue (1993) states that 60 to 90% of the people find their job via
their network (as described in Lambert et al., 2006) and a poll of the Society
for Human Resource Management showed that 95% of the respondents
used their network when trying to find a new job. (Society for Human
Resource Management (2002), as described in Forret, 2014). Networking
thus seems an effective strategy to find reemployment. Most studies on
networking behavior have focused on networking intensity (e.g., Blau,
1993; Wanberg, Kanfer, & Banas, 2000), which refers to the scope and
frequency of the networking behaviors displayed. However, networking
intensity alone may not be sufficient, as Lambert et al. (2006) mention
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“people can engage in a great deal of networking but not obtain highquality information because of the types of contacts they have” (p. 352).
Thus, not only the intensity with which the unemployed use their network
matters, the quality is of importance too. Networking quality refers to the
perceived influence of the persons with whom one is networking and the
progression made through this networking behavior (Hulshof et al.,
manuscript under review). Both network intensity and quality are
positively related to the chances of finding reemployment (Wanberg et al.,
2000, Hulshof et al., manuscript under review).
However, to stay motivated, continue exploring options and using
one’s network over a sustained period of time, it is important for the
unemployed to feel like they are getting closer to their ultimate goal of
finding a new job. In other words, they need to experience subjective goal
attainment. Subjective goal attainment refers to the extent to which people
make progression towards, reach or exceed their predefined goals
(Grebner, Elfering, & Semmer, 2010; Sonnentag, 2002). Subjective goal
attainment is related to feelings of success and positive affect, helping the
unemployed to stay motivated. Moreover, subjective goal attainment can
help the unemployed to pursue their job search, even when facing
difficulties (Fredrickson, 2001; Sonnentag, 2002).
We expect the intervention to have a positive effect on job search
behavior (i.e., career exploration and networking behavior), as the
unemployed learn how to integrate reemployment crafting and PsyCap
into their job search routines. This way, the unemployed can proactively
build, protect and retain their resources (Hobfoll, 1989; cf. Van Wingerden
et al., 2016a), which they then can invest to enhance their job search
behavior (cf. Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, Hulshof et al., manuscript under
review). Moreover, by focusing on goal-setting and the celebration of
successes, the JSD-R intervention enhances the experience of subjective goal
attainment. This should help the unemployed to stay motivated and pursue
their job search over time, resulting in higher levels of job search behavior:
H4: Participants in the intervention show an increase in (a) subjective goal
attainment (b) career exploration, (c) networking intensity and (d) networking
quality from pre- to post-test, whereas the control group does not.
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As with well-being, we expect the intervention to have a positive indirect
effect on job search behavior via reemployment crafting and PsyCap.
Reemployment crafting enables the unemployed to arrange the conditions
(resources and challenges) needed to perform optimal (Hulshof et al.,
manuscript under review; cf. Tims & Bakker, 2010). Moreover, the four
components of PsyCap act as individual motivators to succeed, enabling
the unemployed to enhance their job search performance (Avey, Reichard,
Luthans, & Mhatre, 2011).
H5: The intervention will affect (a) subjective goal attainment, (b) career
exploration, (c) networking intensity and (d) networking quality through (I)
seeking resources, (II) seeking challenges (III) reducing demands and (IV) PsyCap.
The JSD-R intervention and finding reemployment
Training the unemployed to implement reemployment crafting and
PsyCap into their job search routines provides them with new behavioral
techniques they can use to enhance their well-being and job search
behavior. Previous research has shown that both well-being (Brouwer,
Bakker, & Schellekens, 2015) and job search behavior are related to higher
levels of reemployment chances (for a meta analysis, see Kanfer, Wanberg,
& Kantrowitz, 2001). Therefore, we expect the participants in the
intervention to be more likely to gain reemployment in the six months
following the intervention compared to the control group.
H6: Participants in the intervention will be more likely to gain reemployment (a)
three and (b) six months after the intervention compared to the control group.
Method
Study design and participants
We developed a 3 day training intervention to enable the unemployed to
craft their job search and to enhance their levels of PsyCap. The
effectiveness of the intervention was examined using a pre-posttest design
in which we compared the intervention group (N= 146) with a control
group (N = 275). Both groups filled out 3 online questionnaires: just before
the start of the intervention, just before the third day of the intervention
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and 6 weeks after the intervention was completed. Data were analyzed
using repeated measures ANOVA’s in SPSS.
The intervention was conducted among highly educated (61.4% had
at least a Bachelor’s degree) unemployed customers of a Dutch
unemployment agency. Participation was voluntary and participants were
invited by the first author via e-mails and letters sent by the unemployment
agency. Participants were aged between 28 and 65 and unemployed for at
least four months. Moreover, they did not have any physical or mental
disabilities that would impede with their chances of gaining
reemployment. Overall 1308 people were invited to participate in the
intervention, and 146 (11.2%) agreed. For the control group 721 people
were invited, 275 (38.1%) responded. At T2, 5 people (3.4%) in the
intervention group (N = 146) and 28 people (10.2%) in the control group (N
= 275) dropped out because they found reemployment, leaving 141
participants in the intervention group and 247 participants in the control
group. In the intervention group 96 (of the 141) participants responded at
T2 (dropout 31.9%), in the control group 189 (of the 247) responded
(dropout 23.5%). At T3, 12 people (8.2%) in the intervention group (N =
141) and 13 people (4.7%) in the control group (247) dropped out because
they found reemployment, leaving 129 participants in the intervention
group and 234 participants in the control group. In the intervention group
(N = 129) 85 participants responded (dropout 34.1%) at T3, in the control
group (N = 234) 166 participants responded (dropout 29.1%). The dropout
pattern was completely random (MAR/MCAR: χ2 = 1392.60, df = 1375, p =
0.36) and participants dropping out did not differ significantly from the
other participants on most of the study variables, with the exception of
their financial situation (t = 2.51, p = 0.01) and PsyCap (t = 2.20, p = 0.03).
Specifically, people dropping out worried more about their financial
situation, but they also reported higher levels of PsyCap, indicating that
they were more optimistic and hopeful that they would find a job than
people who completed the whole study.
At T1, in the intervention group (N = 146) 61.6% was female, 38.4%
was male. People were on average 49.2 years old (SD = 7.3 years) and were
unemployed for 16.9 months (SD = 9.7 months). They had, on average 13.5
months (SD = 8.5 months) left receiving unemployment benefits. In the
control group (N = 275) 53.8% was female, 46.2% was male. People were on
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average 51.6 years old (SD = 9.0 years) and were unemployed for 15.4
months (SD = 8.6 months). They had, on average 15.9 months (SD = 8.0) left
receiving unemployment benefits. The control group (N = 275) matched the
intervention group based on gender, age and unemployment duration. The
groups differed in months left receiving unemployment benefits (t = 2.44,
df = 412, p = 0.02) as the intervention group had only 14 months left,
whereas the control group had 16 months left.
The training intervention
Day 1 (5.5 hours) focused on theory and practicing with PsyCap. Day 2 (5.5
hours) focused on theory and practicing with reemployment crafting and
day 3 (3 hours) was an evaluation session. For an in-depth overview of the
intervention, see Table 1A-C. In the weeks between the training days,
participants received small homework assignments. In the two weeks
between the first and second day, participants received two assignments. In
week 1 participants conducted a gratitude exercise, writing down three
small things that made each day memorable (Emmons & McCullough,
2003; Sheldon & Lyubomirsky, 2006). In week 2 participants wrote down
three acts of kindness they carried out each day (Otake, Shimai, TanakaMatsumi, Otsui, & Fredrickson, 2006). During the six weeks between the
second and the third day participants worked on their 4 reemployment
crafting goals. Weekly e-mails were sent to remind the participants of their
homework. The first author, who is an experienced trainer, provided the
training sessions in collaboration with four experienced trainers from the
unemployment agency. To make sure all trainers had the same knowledge
about PsyCap and reemployment crafting a train-the-trainer session was
organized, which was led by an external trainer. To make sure the
intervention covered the needs of the unemployed, structured interviews
(N = 13) were conducted before the intervention was designed. These
interviews showed that people struggled with their resilience and
motivation, especially after being rejected for a position. Moreover, people
expressed the need for social support and the feeling that one is moving
forward (although the actual proof of this progression, i.e., a new job, may
not be there yet). During the training, these findings were used to set
examples and to inspire the unemployed to craft their job search. Overall 14
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groups, with a maximum of 12 participants per group, received the
training.
Measures
For all constructs described below, participants were asked to reflect upon
their experiences in the past month, unless indicated otherwise. Five-point
Likert scales ranging from (1) never to (5) always/very often were used for
all scales, unless indicated otherwise.
Training variables:
Reemployment crafting: Reemployment crafting was assessed using the
reemployment crafting scale developed by Hulshof et al. (manuscript
under review). The scale consists of 9 items, representing three dimensions.
Seeking resources: 2 items, e.g., I ask others for feedback on my job search
performance; correlation T1-T3 between 0.69 – 0.78. Seeking challenges: 4
items, e.g., I try to learn new things when looking for a job; α T1-T3
between 0.80 – 0.82. Reducing demands: 3 items, e.g., I try to make sure my
job search is emotionally less intense; α T1-T3 between 0.83 – 0.85. The
overall α for reemployment crafting T1-T3 was between 0.75 – 0.79.
Psychological capital (PsyCap): PsyCap was measured using the shortened
version of the PsyCap Questionnaire (PCQ) developed by Luthans et al.
(2007). Items were adjusted to match the context of the unemployed (e.g., ‘I
always look on the bright side of things regarding my job’ was adjusted to
‘I always look on the bright side of things regarding my job search’). The
scale consisted of four sub dimensions: hope (3 items, e.g., Right now I see
myself as being pretty successful in my job search; α T1-T3 between 0.82 –
0.85, optimism (3 items, e.g., ‘I always look on the bright side of things
regarding my job search’; α T1-T3 between 0.74 – 0.78, resilience (3 items,
e.g., ‘I can get through difficult times in my job search because I’ve
experienced difficulties before’; α T1-T3 between 0.49 – 0.63, self-efficacy (3
items, e.g., ‘I feel confident to set targets/goals in my job search’; α T1-T3
between 0.79 – 0.82. The overall α for PsyCap T1-T3 was between 0.87 –
0.90. Items were measured on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from (1)
strongly disagree to (6) strongly agree.
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Well-being
Fatigue severity and motivation: Fatigue severity and motivation were
assessed using the 12 items of the Checklist Individual Strain (CIS)
developed by Bültmann et al. (2000). An example item of the subscale
Fatigue severity (8 item) was ‘In the past two weeks I felt tired’; α T1-T3
between 0.95 – 0.96. An example item of the subscale Motivation (4 items)
was ‘In the past two weeks I was full of plans’; α T1-T3 between 0.73 – 0.77.
Items were measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) does not
apply to me to (5) totally applies to me.
Positive and negative affect: Positive and negative affect were assessed using
a shortened version (16 items) of the PANAS (Watson et al., 1988). An
example item of positive affect was ‘In the past two weeks I felt excited’; α
T1-T3 between 0.92 – 0.94. An example item of negative affect was ‘In the
past two weeks I felt angry’; α T1-T3 between 0.90 – 0.91. Both positive and
negative affect were measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1)
does not apply to me to (5) totally applies to me.
Performance indicators
Subjective goal attainment: Subjective goal attainment was assessed using the
sub scale ‘goal attainment’ from the Occupational Success Scale (Grebner et
al., 2010). This scale was originally developed in a work setting, so items
were adjusted to match the context of the unemployed. An example item
was ‘I’ve achieved good results in my job search’. The item ‘I completed my
job search activities’ did not fit the data well, as the Cronbach’s alpha was
0.55, way below the cutoff score of 0.70 to be acceptable (George & Mallery,
2003). After excluding the item, Cronbach’s alpha T1-T3 ranged from 0.85 –
0.86.
Career exploration: Career exploration was assessed using the subscale
environmental exploration (6 items) from the Career Exploration Survey
(Stumpf et al., 1983). An example item was ‘In the past month, I’ve sought
information on specific areas of career interest’; α T1-T3 ranged from 0.78 –
0.81.
Network intensity: Network intensity (5 items) was measured using the
Network Intensity Scale developed by Wanberg et al. (2000). An example
item was ‘I spoke with previous employers or business acquaintances
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about their knowing of potential job leads’; α T1-T3 ranged from 0.83 –
0.87.
Networking quality: Networking quality was measured using the
networking quality scale developed by Hulshof et al. (manuscript under
review). The scale consisted of four items and an example item was ‘I’ve
contacted somebody who can introduce me to an organization/another
interesting contact’. Cronbach’s alpha T1-T3 ranged from 0.87 – 0.90.
Reemployment status: Three months and six months after the intervention
was conducted, the unemployment agency provided an overview of
participants successfully gaining reemployment. We examined whether the
scores on the other study variables (at T1, T2 and T3) were predictive of
finding reemployment three and six months after the intervention, using a
logistic regression analysis.
Control variable:
Financial situation: To control for the effects of getting closer to the end of
one’s unemployment benefits (and getting into serious financial trouble)
we asked participants the following three questions: To what extent do you
‘experience financial trouble due to your job loss’, ‘do you currently worry
about your financial situation’ and ‘do you expect financial trouble in the
future’. Cronbach’s alpha T1-T3 was 0.89 each time. Items were assessed
using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) not at all to (5) a lot.
Strategy of analysis
Data were analyzed using General Linear Modelling (GLM) repeated
measures in SPSS using only the complete data (N = 73 intervention group;
N = 153 control group) to examine the effects of the intervention over time.
A three-way repeated measure analysis of variance was conducted with a
time (T1, T2 and T3) by group (intervention and control) design. Time
served as the within-person factor, group as between-person factor. Using
multilevel analysis in MLwiN, we examined whether reemployment
crafting and PsyCap acted as mediators in the effects of the intervention on
the outcome variables by following the four steps of Baron and Kenny
(1986). Lastly we conducted a Mann-Whitney U test using the complete
dataset (N = 146 intervention group; N = 275 control group) to examine the
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effects of the intervention on reemployment status three and six months
after the study was conducted.
Results
Table 2A-2C shows the intercorrelations between the study variables on T1
– T3. Table 3 shows the means, standard deviations and results of the
repeated measures ANOVA’s for the study variables. Fist, as we controlled
for the effects of getting near the end of one’s unemployment benefits, we
examined whether the intervention had an effect on financial situation
during the study period. We found no effects (main or interaction) on
financial situation (F = 2.25, p = n.s.) over time. Second, we examined
whether there was a trainer-effect in our intervention groups. We found no
effect, as there were no significant differences between the groups led by
the different trainers.
H1A-D predicted participants’ levels of reemployment crafting and
PsyCap to significantly increase after the intervention, both compared to
base-line levels (T1) and compared to a control group. For seeking
resources (F = 4.57, p = 0.01), seeking challenges (F = 3.56, p = 0.03) and
PsyCap (F = 9.10, p < 0.001) we found a significant time x group effect of the
intervention between the groups, showing that the changes in
reemployment crafting and PsyCap scores between the groups were
different. There was a significant increase in seeking resources (F (2,71) =
5.86, p < 0.01) from T1 to T2 and T3, a significant increase in seeking
challenges (F (2,71) = 3.33, p = 0.04) from T1 to T2 (but not T3) and a
significant increase in PsyCap (F (2,71) = 7.01, p < 0.01) from T1 to T2 and T3
in the intervention group. The control group showed no increase over time.
For reducing demands we did not find an effect of the intervention (F =
1.01, p = n.s.), nor was there a significant increase of reducing demands
over time. Overall H1A, H1B and H1D are accepted and H1C is rejected.
H2A-D predicted participants’ levels of well-being to significantly
increase after the reemployment crafting intervention, both compared to
base-line levels (T1) and compared to a control group. We found a
significant time x group effect of the intervention between groups for
negative affect (F = 5.39, p < 0.001) and motivation (F = 3.40, p = 0.03), but
not for positive affect (F = 2.19, p = n.s.) and fatigue severity (F = 2.33, p =
n.s.). We found that participants in the control group increased on negative
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5

6

-

7

8

Table 2A. Intercorrelations among the study variables at T1 (N = 421).
4

-

3

1. Seeking resources
0.53**
0.04

2

2. Seeking challenges
0.05

1

3. Reducing demands
0.52** 0.58** -0.04

-

4. Career exploration

0.54** 0.41** -0.05 0.49**

0.02 0.48** 0.66**

-

5. Networking intensity

0.42** 0.32**

-

6. Networking quality

0.19** 0.36** 0.13* 0.23** 0.30** 0.36**

-

7. PsyCap

9

10

11

0.11* 0.20** -0.11* 0.14** -0.05 0.15** 0.27** -0.11*

-

9. Financial situation

-0.01 -0.06 -0.12* -0.06 -0.12* 0.14** 0.40** 0.16** 0.26**

8. Subjective goal attainment 0.25** 0.40** 0.03 0.30** 0.20** 0.32** 0.46**

10. Exhaustion

0.09 0.21** 0.12* 0.20** 0.15** 0.26** 0.46** 0.22** 0.22** 0.71**

-

11. Motivation

0.05 0.13** 0.16** 0.11* 0.12* 0.24** 0.53** 0.23** 0.29** 0.74** 0.77**

12

-

0.05 -0.15** 0.05 0.13** 0.14** 0.49** 0.15** 0.41** 0.68** 0.55** 0.67**

-

12. Positive affect

0.01

-

13. Negative affect
Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.
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0.03

13. Negative affect

Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.

0.17** 0.14* 0.22** 0.06 0.13* 0.24** 0.61** 0.21** 0.30** 0.74** 0.78**

12. Positive affect

0.02 -0.05 0.06 -0.07

-0.09

-

12

0.41** -0.08 0.39** 0.62** 0.53** 0.66**

0.43** -0.12* 0.22**

-

0.24** 0.27** 0.16** 0.18** 0.16** 0.28** 0.54** 0.23** 0.17** 0.71**

11. Motivation

-0.10

-

-0.11 -0.06 -0.03 -0.01 -0.07

-

10. Exhaustion

0.10 -0.05 0.05 -0.08 0.17** 0.22** -0.05

0.07

9. Financial situation

-

0.40** 0.55** 0.04 0.50** 0.38** 0.47** 0.57**

8. Subjective goal attainment

-

0.29** 0.44** 0.20** 0.35** 0.30** 0.43**

7. PsyCap

-

0.44** 0.42** 0.15* 0.50** 0.67**

6. Networking quality

-

11

0.59** 0.47** 0.11 0.55**

10

5. Networking intensity

-

9

0.50** 0.66** 0.02

8

4. Career exploration

-

7

0.13* 0.13*

6

3. Reducing demands

-

5

0.60**

4

2. Seeking challenges

3

-

2

1. Seeking resources

1

Table 2B. Intercorrelations among the study variables at T2 (N = 283).
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6

-

7

8

Table 2C. Intercorrelations among the study variables at T3 (N = 249 ).
5

-

4

0.61**
0.05

3

1. Seeking resources

0.10

2

2. Seeking challenges

0.55** 0.62** -0.01

1

3. Reducing demands

0.04 0.53**

-

4. Career exploration
0.68** 0.53**

0.12 0.49** 0.69**

-

5. Networking intensity

0.54** 0.45**

0.11 0.36** 0.37** 0.51**

-

6. Networking quality

0.32** 0.44**

-

7. PsyCap

9

10

11

-0.12

0.09 0.14*

-0.07 -0.03 -0.09 0.19** 0.42** -0.14* 0.34**

8. Subjective goal attainment 0.42** 0.49** 0.12 0.47** 0.40** 0.51** 0.59**
9. Financial situation

-0.03 -0.07

-

10. Exhaustion

0.15* 0.18** 0.20** 0.11 0.17** 0.29** 0.51** 0.26** 0.26** 0.73**

0.11 -0.03 0.22** 0.28** -0.11

11. Motivation

0.11 0.17** 0.20** 0.11 0.19** 0.32** 0.58** 0.30** 0.38** 0.78** 0.81**

12

-

0.07 -0.13* 0.21** 0.50** 0.17** 0.47** 0.70** 0.63** 0.74**

-

12. Positive affect

<0.01 <0.01 -0.07

-

13. Negative affect
Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.
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3.20

2.96

2.96

3.28

2.80

3.31

2.33

2.57

3.41

3.85

2.67

3.20

Seeking challenges

Reducing demands

Career exploration

Networking intensity

Networking quality

Positive affect

Negative affect

Exhaustion

Motivation

PsyCap

Goal attainment

Financial situation

Control

1.02 2.97 1.09

0.77 2.72 0.88

0.73 4.07 0.78

0.69 3.51 0.69

0.88 2.37 0.90

0.81 2.97 0.71

0.73 3.40 0.76

0.89 2.91 0.83

0.70 3.34 0.78

0.83 2.91 0.82

0.78 2.88 0.78

0.70 3.13 0.73

0.78 2.89 0.77

SD Mean SD

Note: * p ≤ 0.05, ** p ≤ 0.01, *** p ≤ 0.001

2.95

Seeking resources

Mean

Intervention

T1

3.06

2.89

4.07

3.47

2.54

2.23

3.37

2.89

3.32

3.31

3.18

3.31

3.18

1.08

0.78

0.76

0.72

0.84

0.75

0.72

0.82

0.71

0.86

0.80

0.70

0.80

2.84

2.58

3.94

3.39

2.40

2.11

3.34

2.80

3.20

2.87

2.89

3.05

2.89

1.05

0.84

0.77

0.71

0.85

0.69

0.75

0.82

0.77

0.86

0.80

0.72

0.80

SD

Control

Mean SD Mean

Intervention

T2

3.11

2.87

4.02

3.42

2.52

2.21

3.33

3.00

3.30

3.28

3.07

3.25

3.07

Mean

Control

1.03

0.80

0.75

0.72

0.86

0.80

0.83

0.85

0.77

0.70

0.86

0.72

0.86

2.81 1.02

2.57 0.83

3.94 0.78

3.38 0.74

2.48 0.91

2.16 0.74

3.33 0.80

2.82 0.85

3.15 0.74

2.78 0.82

2.87 0.83

3.08 0.74

2.87 0.83

SD Mean SD

Intervention

T3

0.37

0.03*

0.01**

p

0.23

0.66

0.78

Power

0.88

0.11

0.03*

0.10

0.64

0.47

0.84

0.45

2.25

6.89

0.11

0.03*

0.46

0.92

9.10 < 0.001*** 0.98

3.40

2.33

5.39 < 0.01**

2.19

8.26 < 0.001*** 0.96

5.97 < 0.01**

16.42 < 0.001*** 1.00

1.01

3.56

4.57

F

RM ANOVA

Table 3: Means, SD and repeated measures ANOVA’s for the variables in the intervention.

Chapter 5

Chapter 5
affect (Fnegative affect (2,151) = 3.12, p = 0.05) and experienced lower levels of
motivation (Fmotivation (2,151) = 3.11, p = 0.05.) over time, whereas the
intervention group stayed stable on both variables over time (Fnegative affect
(2,71) = 2.85, p = n.s..; Fmotivation (2,71) = 0.86, p = n.s.). Overall, H2A and H2C
were rejected, as the intervention had no effect here. H2B and H2D were
rejected as well. Although there was an effect of the intervention for
negative affect and motivation, it appeared that the effects were different
than expected (i.e., we found a stabilizing effect in the intervention group,
whereas the control group changed over time).
H4A-D predicted participants’ levels of job search behavior to
significantly increase after the reemployment crafting intervention, both
compared to base-line levels (T1) and compared to a control group. We
found a significant time x group effect of the intervention between groups
for subjective goal attainment (F = 6.89, p = 0.03), career exploration (F =
16.42, p < 0.001), networking intensity (F = 5.97, p < 0.01) and networking
quality (F = 8.26, p < 0.001). In the intervention group, we found a
significant increase from T1 to T2 and T3 for subjective goal attainment (F
(2,71) = 8.41, p < 0.01), career exploration (F (2,71) = 16.05, p < 0.001) and
networking quality (F (2,71) = 6.16, p < 0.01), while the control group stayed
stable over time. For networking intensity we found no significant
differences over time in the intervention group (F (2,71) = 0.51, p = n.s.).
However, we found a decrease in networking intensity in the control group
(F (2,151) = 7.91, p < 0.01). Thus, the intervention group showed no
differences in networking intensity, whereas the control group declined
over time. Overall H4A, H4B and H4D are accepted, whereas H4B is
rejected as the effect was in the opposite direction: the control group
showed a decline, instead of the intervention group showing an increase in
networking intensity.
H3 and H5 predicted that the intervention had effects on the
outcome variables through reemployment crafting and PsyCap. We used
the procedure of Baron and Kenny (1986) to test our assumptions. Step 1 is
met if the independent variable (i.e., group x time) has a significant effect
upon the outcome variable. Step 2 is met when the independent variable
predicts the mediator (i.e., reemployment crafting and/or PsyCap). Step 3
requires the mediator to predict the outcome and lastly, step 4 requires the
effect of the independent variable to become insignificant after the
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mediator is included. We found no significant mediation effect of
reemployment crafting and/or PsyCap for our indicators of well-being. The
training either did not have an effect on the outcome variable, making it
impossible to test a mediation effect (this holds for positive affect (H3A)
and fatigue severity (H3D)), or the effect of the intervention did not go via
reemployment crafting and/or PsyCap (this holds for motivation (H3B),
negative affect (H3C). However, using the procedure of Baron and Kenny
(1986), we did find a (partial) mediation effect for job search performance
with the exception of networking intensity (H5C)). Baron and Kenny
describe four steps to examine mediation effects.
We found a partial mediation effect of the intervention for
subjective goal attainment (H5A). Step 1 was met as the intervention had
an effect on subjective goal attainment (βGroup*T2 = 0.24, SE = 0.07, t = 3.61, p <
0.001; βGroup*T3 = 0.26, SE = 0.07, t = 3.46, p < 0.001). Step 2 was met for all
potential mediators (seeking resources, seeking challenges, reducing
demands an PsyCap) with the exception of T3 seeking challenges (βGroup*T3 =
0.07, SE = 0.05, t = 1.52, p = n.s.). The intervention thus had a significant
effect on T2/T3 seeking resources, reducing demands, PsyCap and T2
seeking challenges. Step 3 was met for seeking challenges (βSeeking challenges =
0.23, SE = 0.07, t = 3.40, p < 0.001) and PsyCap (βPsyCap = 0.31, SE = 0.05, t =
5.91, p < 0.001) but not for seeking resources (βSeeking resources = 0.05, SE = 0.05, t
= 0.92, p = n.s.). Lastly, in step 4 we found a partial mediation for seeking
challenges (βSeeking challenges = 0.23, SE = 0.07, t = 3.40, p < 0.001) and PsyCap
(βPsyCap = 0.29, SE = 0.05, t = 5.38, p < 0.001) as the effects of the intervention
were still significant too (βGroup*T2 = 0.14, SE = 0.07, t = 2.05, p < 0.05; βGroup*T3 =
0.17, SE = 0.07, t = 2.51, p < 0.05). Thus, the effects of the intervention on
subjective goal attainment were partially mediated by seeking challenges
(T2) and PsyCap (both T2 and T3), accepting H5A.
Furthermore, we found a partial mediation of seeking resources and
seeking challenges for career exploration (H5B). Step 1 was met as the
intervention had a significant effect on career exploration (βGroup*T2 = 0.39, SE
= 0.06, t = 6.27, p < 0.001; βGroup*T3 = 0.32, SE = 0.07, t = 4.79, p < 0.001). Step 2
was met for all potential mediators with the exception of T3 seeking
challenges. Step 3 was met for seeking resources (βSeeking resources = 0.13, SE =
0.04, t = 2.84, p < 0.01) and seeking challenges (βSeeking challenges = 0.27, SE = 0.03,
t = 4.22, p < 0.001), but not for reducing demands (βreducing demands = -0.01, SE =
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0.06, t = 0.42, p = n.s.) and PsyCap (βPsyCap = 0.03, SE = 0.05, t = 0.50, p = n.s.).
Lastly, step 4 was met as we found a partial mediation for seeking
resources (βSeeking resources = 0.09, SE = 0.04, t = 2.02, p < 0.05) and seeking
challenges (only at T2, as step 2 was not met for seeking challenges T3)
(βSeeking challenges = 0.27, SE = 0.06, t = 4.29, p < 0.001) while the effects of the
intervention were still significant too (βGroup*T2 = 0.35, SE = 0.06, t = 5.69, p <
0.001; βGroup*T3 = 0.30, SE = 0.07, t = 4.60, p < 0.001). Thus, the effects of the
intervention on career exploration went partially via seeking resources (T2
and T3) and seeking challenges (only T2), accepting H5B.
For networking quality (H5D) we found a full mediation of seeking
challenges and PsyCap at T2 and a partial mediation of PsyCap at T3. Step
1 was met as the intervention had a positive effect on networking quality
(βGroup*T2 = 0.12, SE = 0.06, t = 2.14, p < 0.05; βGroup*T3 = 0.23, SE = 0.06, t = 3.81, p
< 0.001). Step 2 was met for all potential mediators with the exception of T3
seeking challenges. Step 3 was met for seeking resources (βSeeking resources =
0.08, SE = 0.04, t = 2.11, p < 0.05), seeking challenges (βSeeking challenges = 0.15, SE
= 0.06, t = 2.64, p < 0.01) and PsyCap (βPsyCap = 0.25, SE = 0.04, t = 5.77, p <
0.001), but not for reducing demands (βreducing demands = 0.02, SE = 0.03, t = 0.60,
p = n.s.). Step 4 was met as we found a full mediation of seeking challenges
(βSeeking challenges = 0.15, SE = 0.06, t = 2.69, p < 0.01) and PsyCap (βPsyCap = 0.23,
SE = 0.04, t = 5.25, p < 0.001) at T2 since the effect of group*time became
insignificant. For T3 we found a partial mediation for PsyCap, as the effect
of group*time stayed significant (βGroup*T3 = 0.15, SE = 0.06, t = 2.57, p < 0.05),
accepting H5D.
H6 predicted that participants in the reemployment crafting
intervention were more likely to gain reemployment (a) three and (b) six
months after the intervention, compared to a control group. We conducted
a Mann-Whitney U test to examine the differences between the groups and
found no significant difference after three months (Z = - 0.40, p = n.s.).
Therefore H6A is rejected. Although the difference between the
intervention and the control group was non-significant, the unemployed in
the intervention group had a slightly higher chance to find reemployment:
20.55% in the intervention group compared to 18.90% in the control group.
The difference of 1.65% is statistically insignificant. However, practically
this difference might be of relevance, as with 473.000 unemployed in the
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Netherlands (UWV, 2017) an increase of 1.65% implies that 7805 additional
people find reemployment within three months after the intervention.
Six months after the intervention, we repeated the Mann-Whitney U
test and again found no significant difference between the groups (Z = 0.32, p = n.s.) Therefore H6B is rejected. However, the intervention group
still had a slightly greater chance of finding reemployment: 24.66 compared
to 23.27 (difference: 1.39%). Again, although the results are not statistically
significant, they practically are as they imply that, with 473.000
unemployed, 6575 additional people find reemployment within the six
months after the intervention.
Discussion
This paper examined the effectiveness of a JSD-R intervention (i.e., a
combination of reemployment crafting and PsyCap (cf. Van Wingerden et
al., 2016)) among the unemployed. The intervention was based on the JD-R
model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001) and stimulated
the unemployed to build, protect and retain their resources (Hobfoll, 1989).
To ensure behavioral change, the intervention focused on goal setting
(Locke & Latham, 2002) and incorporated all four stages of the learning
cycle of the experiential learning theory (Kolb & Kolb, 2012). To the best of
our knowledge, we are the first to examine the potential of JD-R theory and
subsequent interventions in the context of being unemployed. Our results
show that a JSD-R intervention can enhance well-being and foster job
search behavior. More specifically, the intervention had a positive effect on
the motivation to undertake activities and a negative effect on negative
affect. Furthermore, the intervention had a positive effect on subjective goal
attainment, career exploration and networking behavior (both intensity and
quality). These findings are not only theoretically but also practically
relevant, as the unemployed find themselves in a position that is highly
stressful and exhausting, potentially threatening their well-being and
performance (Lim et al., 2015; Mckee-Ryan et al., 2005; Sun, Song, & Lim,
2013). Investing in a JSD-R intervention may counter this process, as it
helps the unemployed to build, protect and retain their resources, helping
them to stay energized and perform optimally during their job search.
This study contributes to the literature in several ways. First, we
heed to the call of Lim et al. (2015) who advocate for the development of
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interventions focusing on energy management among the unemployed.
Based on COR and JD-R theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Hobfoll, 1989),
this intervention is among the first focusing on building, retaining and
protecting resources in order to enhance well-being and job search
behavior. As Loehr and Schwartz (2005) mention that one’s energy levels
may be the difference between motivated and unmotivated goal pursuit,
our results highlight the importance of crafting techniques and PsyCap in
order to enhance well-being and stimulate job search behavior.
Second, in line with earlier job crafting interventions (Gordon et al.,
2017; Van Wingerden, Bakker, & Derks, 2016b), our intervention showed
that reemployment crafting is trainable. Participants in the intervention
group reported significantly higher levels of seeking resources and seeking
challenges compared to the control group. This is of interest, as the
unemployed not only spontaneously craft their job search (Hulshof et al.,
manuscript under review), but the techniques used may also be
deliberately taught. Moreover, in line with PsyCap interventions developed
for the work context (Luthans et al., 2006; Van Wingerden et al., 2016a),
results revealed that participants in the intervention group were able to
boost their levels of PsyCap compared to the control group, implying that
PsyCap interventions are not only useful in the work domain, but are also
valuable in the domain of unemployment. Together these results show that
the two concepts originally developed for the work domain, are also useful
and trainable in the context of being unemployed. This way, we unite
literature from positive psychology and I-O psychology with the literature
on unemployment.
Furthermore, not only was the intervention able to enhance levels of
reemployment crafting and PsyCap among participants, our analyses also
showed that both constructs were (at least partly) responsible for the
changes observed in job search performance. That is, the intervention had
an effect on subjective goal attainment, career exploration and networking
behavior via reemployment crafting and/or PsyCap. Thus, the process of
making changes to one’s job search resources and demands and enhancing
one’s PsyCap are partly responsible for the changes observed in job search
performance. This way, we rule out a Hawthorne effect by showing that
simply participating in the intervention is not enough to explain the
observed changes in job search performance. However, for well-being a
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Hawthorne effect cannot be ruled out, as our results show that simply
being part of the intervention was enough to explain the changes observed
in negative affect and motivation.
Lastly, our intervention was based on experiential learning theory
(Kolb et al., 2000) and goal setting theory (Locke & Latham, 2002). Both
seem valuable to stimulate reemployment crafting and PsyCap among the
unemployed. By focusing on setting SMART goals (Doran, 1981),
enhancing feelings of goal progression (Grebner et al., 2010; Sonnentag,
2002) and celebration of successes (Sawyer, Brownson, & Toole, 2007)
participants were able to integrate reemployment crafting and PsyCap into
their job search routines. These strategies thus seem effective to enhance the
implementation of newly learned behavior. Moreover, although
experiential learning theory is mostly used in educational and management
development settings (Kolb & Kolb, 2012; Ng, Van Dyne, & Ang, 2009), our
study shows that experiential learning theory is valuable in other domains
as well.
Practical implications
Given the beneficial effects of the intervention, this study not only has
theoretical implications, it holds practical value as well. First, this study
emphasizes the importance of PsyCap and reemployment crafting to
uphold well-being and job search performance. The unemployed may do
this themselves by making small changes to their job search demands and
job search resources. Moreover, they may focus on creating success
experiences, brainstorm about options, use visualization techniques and
learn from past experience as means to uphold well-being and
performance.
Second, this intervention holds practical value for caseworkers
working with the unemployed on a daily basis. Most unemployment
agencies focus on output: finding a new job as soon as possible. Therefore,
most of the counseling sessions focus on application letters, résumés and
job interview tips. This study offers a complementary view, by showing the
importance of well-being in the process of finding a job (Lim et al., 2015).
Caseworkers may therefore discuss ways to uphold well-being and
performance over time by focusing on the beneficial effects of
reemployment crafting and PsyCap. Moreover, they can give small,
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practical assignments and/or homework (e.g., a brainstorm, visualization or
gratitude exercise) to boost crafting behavior and PsyCap among their
customers.
Lastly, this intervention holds practical value for policy makers.
Most unemployment agencies offer some sort of training intervention to
help the unemployed. However, these are mostly skill-driven (Lim et al.,
2015). Our study emphasizes the importance of a broader view to uphold
well-being and job search performance (Lim et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2014). To
optimize the effectiveness of interventions supporting the unemployed, a
combination of both skills and motivational approaches is needed (Liu et
al., 2014). Therefore, integrating PsyCap and reemployment crafting into
existing programs for the unemployed seems promising.
Limitations and future research
This study does not come without limitations. First, the response rate to
participate in the intervention was low (11.2%). We cannot rule out that
only those people who were open to change – or those who needed it most
– participated in the intervention. Furthermore, although the dropout
pattern was random, participants dropping out reported higher levels of
PsyCap and financial worrying. Thus, although the control group matched
the intervention group, we cannot completely rule out some sort of
selection bias.
Second, most of our measures (with the exception of reemployment
status) were self-ratings, which are sensitive to common method bias
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). When trying to capture
private experiences (e.g., affect, subjective goal attainment, exhaustion, etc.)
self-ratings are sufficient (Conway & Lance, 2010). However, for more
objective measures, other measurement methods (e.g. other-ratings) are
preferable (Conway & Lance, 2010). Therefore, future research should aim
to incorporate more objective measures of career exploration and
networking behavior whenever possible.
Lastly, our intervention was examined among unemployed people
who mostly held white collar jobs before losing their job. However, we do
not know whether the effectiveness of our intervention will be equally
strong among people who conducted blue collar work before becoming
unemployed. Future research should examine the effectiveness of the
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intervention among blue collar workers as well, to gain a deeper
understanding of the effectiveness of the intervention among people with
different educational backgrounds.
In the current intervention we focused on networking behavior, as it
is a promising way to find a new job (Forret, 2014; Lambert et al., 2006).
However, future studies may want to focus on other job search strategies as
well. For example, are reemployment crafting and PsyCap (equally) useful
when trying to find a new job via application letters and job interviews? Or
when applying for a job online using application videos? Moreover, future
research may want to incorporate specific job search demands and job
search resources and examine the effects of the intervention on them. For
example, what is the effect of the intervention on insecurity and lack of
control (demands), or on social support and feedback (resources)? We
encourage future researchers to examine the effects of the intervention on
these and other specific resources and demands, to gain a deeper
understanding of the ways in which the intervention may be useful for the
unemployed.
Conclusion
Being unemployed is a highly stressful situation. Therefore, finding ways
for people to deal with their situation in a more constructive way seems
worthwhile. In this paper, we examined the effectiveness of a JSD-R
intervention (i.e., a combination of reemployment crafting and PsyCap)
among the unemployed. We focused on well-being and job search behavior
as a means to increase the chances of finding reemployment. Both
reemployment crafting and PsyCap seem valuable constructs in helping the
unemployed deal with their stressful situation, as our intervention was able
to enhance their well-being and performance during the process of finding
a new job.
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Involuntary job loss is a serious problem, affecting the lives of many. To
date, in the Netherlands alone, 320.000 people are unemployed (UWV,
2018). Unemployment deprives people of the manifest and latent benefits
of having a job (Jahoda, 1981, 1982) and is negatively related to health and
well-being (Wanberg, 2012). Moreover, unemployment is related to societal
costs, as the unemployed waste their human capital and need to live of
social benefits. For both society and the individual, it is thus of great
importance to enhance our understanding of how to enable the
unemployed to find reemployment. As it is difficult to change the labor
market (320.000 new jobs are not easily created), we argue that it is
valuable to examine the effectiveness of proactive strategies (i.e., crafting)
that both the unemployed and their caseworkers can use as a means to
increase their chances of finding reemployment. Therefore, the main
question of this thesis was:
‘Does (job) crafting enhance the performance of unemployment agency employees
(i.e., providing services to customers to help end their unemployment) and that of
the unemployed (i.e., finding reemployment) and can it simultaneously protect the
well-being of both?’
To answer this question, this dissertation took an overarching approach to
examine how both employees of an unemployment agency and the
unemployed can enhance their performance (i.e., the provision of high
quality services and finding reemployment, respectively) and protect their
well-being (i.e., meaning in work, work engagement, fatigue and
motivation, respectively) using similar crafting strategies (i.e. job crafting
and reemployment crafting, respectively).
Answering the research questions
Q1: How can job crafting facilitate the provision of high quality services by
employees of unemployment agencies?
In Chapter 2, we examined whether daily job crafting behaviors were
related to the provision of high quality services. More specifically, we
examined whether daily seeking resources and seeking challenges were
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positively related to daily service-oriented task performance via daily
meaning in work and work engagement. Moreover, we examined whether
daily reducing demands had a negative effect on daily service-oriented task
performance via daily meaning in work and work engagement. We found
full support for our hypotheses. That is, daily seeking resources and
seeking challenges were indeed positively related to daily service oriented
task performance, whereas daily reducing demands was negatively related.
Moreover, daily meaning in work and work engagement acted as
mediators in the relationship between daily job crafting behaviors and
daily performance. Our results are in line with earlier studies examining
the job crafting – performance relationship (for a meta-analysis, see
Rudolph, Lavigne, Katz, & Zacher, 2017) and emphasize the role of
expansion oriented job crafting behaviors (i.e., seeking resources and
seeking challenges (Laurence, 2010)) as means to enhance performance.
Furthermore, our results add to the generalizability of job crafting as a
means to enhance performance, by showing that job crafting is not only
related to task performance (Demerouti, Bakker, & Halbesleben, 2015),
extra-role behaviors (Demerouti, Bakker, & Gevers, 2015), in-role
performance (Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012) and objective output (Dubbelt,
Rispens, & Demerouti, 2016), but also to the quality of the provision of
services. That individual job crafting behaviors enable service performance,
is in line with the work of McCelland, Leach, Clegg and McGowan (2014),
who showed that team crafting is related to performance in the service
sector. Although team crafting and individual job crafting are concepts at
different levels (Leana, Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009), our study
complements their findings by showing that not only team crafting efforts,
but also individual crafting behaviors affect the provision of services.
Moreover, this study sheds light on the reasons why employees
craft their job. Although the relationship between job crafting, work
engagement and performance was well-established (Bakker et al., 2012;
McCelland et al., 2014; Rudolph et al., 2017; Tims, Bakker, Derks, & Van
Rhenen, 2013), little was known about the process leading from job crafting
to work engagement, besides it probably being of motivational nature
(Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012). By examining the
role of meaning in work as a motivational factor mediating this
relationship, our study highlights that employees craft their job to
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experience heightened meaning in their work, leading to higher levels of
work engagement and ultimately affecting their performance.
To answer our research question: Job crafting can facilitate the
provision of high quality services on a daily basis via the enhancement of
day-level meaning in work and work engagement. Especially day-level
seeking resources and seeking challenges seem promising, as both are, via
meaning in work and work engagement, positively related to serviceoriented task performance. Day-level reducing demands, however, seems
to be an ineffective strategy, as it is – indirectly – negatively related to
service-oriented task performance. These findings imply that employees
themselves can, on a daily basis, contribute to creating the conditions that
are needed to provide high quality services. However, employees do need
to use the ‘right’ strategies, as not all job crafting strategies are beneficial.
This is in line with the work of Oldham and Hackman (2010) who argue
that job crafting may not be all beneficial, but also has a ‘dark side’ in
which job crafting behaviors may undermine performance.
Q2: Can a job crafting intervention help employees to provide higher quality
services during times of profound organizational change and if so, are these effects
noticeable for customers?
As job crafting was related to the provision of services, the question arose
to whether a job crafting intervention could enhance service quality,
especially during times of profound organizational change. This research
question was addressed in Chapter 3. We provided a 2-day job crafting
intervention in which participants learned how they could benefit from job
crafting. Participants set 4 personalized job crafting goals to work on for 4
weeks during times of profound organizational change. Results showed
that the intervention was hardly able to stimulate job crafting behavior
among the participants. Although some significant results were found for
decreasing hindering demands, these were only found using univariate ttests and were not supported by multivariate repeated measures
ANOVA’s. Therefore these results must be interpreted with caution and are
preliminary at best. Gordon et al. (2017) conducted promising work using a
job crafting intervention during small organizational changes, as they
found that the intervention was able to stimulate job crafting behavior,
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employee well-being and job performance. However, our results are more
in line with the work of Demerouti, Xanthopoulou, Petrou, and
Karagkounis (2017), who found that during times of profound
organizational change – as a result of austerity measures – it was very hard
to stimulate job crafting behavior by means of an intervention. Our results
imply that, even without austerity measures, a job crafting intervention
does not seem to be the most effective strategy during times of more
profound organizational change, as our intervention was also unable to
increase job crafting behavior in the intervention group.
Nonetheless, the intervention was able to protect employee wellbeing during times of change. That is, the intervention had a positive effect
on employee empowerment and possibly on work engagement, although
the latter was only found using t-tests and was not supported by the
multilevel repeated measures (RM) ANOVA’s and therefore must be
interpreted with caution. More specifically, empowerment and work
engagement remained stable in the intervention group, whereas the control
group showed a decline on both variables. Thus, whereas employees in the
control group experienced lower levels of well-being, employees in the
intervention group were able to maintain their levels of well-being. These
findings suggest that employees in the intervention group are able to adapt
more easily to the organizational changes, as they probably feel more
powerful and more in control during profound organizational change
(Conger & Kanungo, 1988). A similar line of thought may apply to work
engagement, as engaged employees are more creative and willing to go the
extra mile, enabling them to better adapt to the new circumstances (Van
den Heuvel, Demerouti, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2013; Van den Heuvel,
Demerouti, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2010). However, as these results were only
found using t-tests, our conclusions regarding work engagement are
preliminary at best.
Lastly, we examined whether a job crafting intervention was able to
enhance the provision of high quality services. Using self-rated, customerrated and objective measures of performance, we hardly found any effect of
the job crafting intervention on performance. That is, it was unable to
enhance the provision of high quality services during times of profound
organizational change (as rated by employees themselves and by their
customers). However, one year after the organizational changes were
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implemented, customer-rated performance was higher for employees
participating in the intervention, compared to employees in the control
group. Thus, customers were more positive about their caseworkers’
performance if they had participated in the intervention. It may be that
employees in the intervention group were able to adapt more effectively to
the organizational changes, as Demerouti et al. (2017) showed that a job
crafting intervention was able to enhance adaptive performance.
Furthermore, Chung, Du and Choi (2014) showed that training focusing on
adaptation during profound organizational change helped employees to
show higher levels of post-change performance – as rated by their
supervisors. This is completely in line with our findings, as we found that
customers rated the post-change performance of their advisors more
favorably for the advisors who received training during the organizational
change phase only.
Although we found an other-rated effect on performance, we found
no effect on objective performance (i.e., the number of clients successfully
mediated to new jobs), as there was no difference between the intervention
group and the control group regarding the number of successfully
mediated customers. Previous job crafting interventions have yielded
promising results for performance (e.g., Gordon et al., 2017; Van
Wingerden, Bakker, & Derks, 2016b). However, our work indicates that a
job crafting intervention is less effective during profound organizational
change, and that a delayed other-rated effect may be expected at best.
To answer our research question: A job crafting intervention
probably is not the most effective strategy to enhance well-being and
performance during times of profound organizational change. That is, an
intervention that is effective in a relatively quiet phase (i.e. when no
profound organizational changes are going on), may not be suitable for
organizations that are in a start-up phase, or in a reorganization phase.
Hence, we encourage researchers to examine the effects of well-established
organizational interventions during different organizational phases, so that
we ultimately can develop interventions that are tailor made to the specific
organizational phase (Harden, Peersman, Oliver, Mauthner, & Oakley,
1999; Swerissen & Crisp, 2004).
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Q3: Can the unemployed craft their job search in a similar way as employees and if
so, is this related to their chances of finding reemployment?
As there are several parallels between having a job and having to find a job
we, in Chapter 4, examined whether the unemployed could craft their job
search using similar strategies as employees do. Using a longitudinal and a
diary design, we found evidence that the unemployed shape their job
search in similar ways as employees shape their job. That is, the
unemployed craft their job search using seeking resources, seeking
challenges and reducing demands. We named these proactive behaviors
reemployment crafting: shaping the way one searches for his/her
reemployment. Results of our longitudinal study showed that seeking
challenges was especially useful for the unemployed, as it was positively
related to networking quality via career exploration. Our diary study
showed that on a day-level both seeking resources and seeking challenges
were positively related to career exploration and networking behavior.
Over time, networking quality turned out to be the best predictor of finding
reemployment, as participants in the diary study that were reporting high
levels of networking quality, were almost three to four times more likely to
find reemployment in the six months after the study was conducted.
Reemployment crafting is therefore indirectly related to the chances of
finding reemployment: the unemployed who craft their job search engage
in more networking behavior (both intensity and quality). In turn, in
particular networking quality is related to higher chances of finding
reemployment. Thus, reemployment crafting is (indirectly) effective as a
means to increase reemployment chances.
Our findings show that the strategies used by job crafters are
beneficial not only in the work domain, but also in the context of being
unemployed. These findings therefore show that the Job DemandsResources (JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and its
conceptualization of job crafting are transferrable to other contexts as well.
Focusing on the similarities between both contexts, we have shown that
people, regardless of the specifics of their situation, can proactively
optimize their resources and demands to enhance performance. This is
important, as it broadens the usability of the JD-R model and subsequent
job crafting behavior, by showing its effectiveness in more than one
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domain. Furthermore, viewing the job search process in terms of job search
demands and job search resources opens a whole new perspective for
scholars studying involuntary job loss, its consequences and possible
solutions.
Finally, answering the research question: Yes, the unemployed can
shape their job search in similar ways as employees craft their job. They use
the same strategies, namely seeing resources, seeking challenges and
reducing demands. Moreover, reemployment crafting has a positive effect
on performance (i.e., networking behavior, finding reemployment), which
is in line with the job crafting literature showing a positive link between job
crafting and performance (Rudolph et al., 2017).
Q4: Can an intervention strengthening reemployment crafting and PsyCap
simultaneously, help the unemployed craft their job search in a way that enhances
their well-being and performance? If so, does this contribute to their chances of
finding reemployment?
As training employees to enhance their job crafting behavior has provided
promising results (e.g., Dubbelt, 2016; Gordon et al., 2017; Van den Heuvel,
Demerouti, & Peeters, 2015; Van Wingerden et al., 2016b), in Chapter 5, we
examined whether reemployment crafting is trainable too. We did not
solely focus on crafting behavior, but broadened our perspective by
integrating the strengthening of personal resources. This is in line with
earlier work conducted in the organizational setting by Van Wingerden,
Bakker and Derks (2016a). These researchers incorporated personal
resources into the job crafting intervention and called this type of
intervention the JD-R intervention, referring to the JD-R model in which
personal resources have also been integrated (Bakker, 2011). As we focused
on job search demands and resources and our intervention was a
combination of reemployment crafting and personal resources, we called
our intervention the job search demands - resources (JSD-R) intervention.
As a personal resource we specifically focused on psychological capital
(PsyCap) (Luthans & Youssef, 2004). We developed a three day training
program (day 1: PsyCap, day 2: reemployment crafting, day 3: reflection
session) in which the unemployed learned to strengthen their PsyCap and
implement reemployment crafting into their (daily) job seeking routines.
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Participants focused on the positive and learned how to deal with setbacks.
Moreover, participants set four crafting goals and worked on them in the
subsequent weeks. Results showed that the intervention successfully
heightened levels of PsyCap as well as reemployment crafting behavior
(i.e., seeking resources and seeking challenges) among participants.
Moreover, the intervention successfully enhanced their well-being (i.e.,
heightened motivation and reduced negative affect) and performance (i.e.,
career exploration and networking behavior). Lastly, participants
experienced more subjective goal attainment, indicating that they felt they
were moving forward in their job search. The intervention, unfortunately,
had no effect on reemployment chances. Thus, although the intervention
was able to enhance well-being and job search performance, it was unable
to increase the actual chances of finding reemployment. One of the main
factors explaining why the intervention did not have an effect on
reemployment status may be that participants had already been
unemployed for 17 months on average when starting with the intervention.
There is ample evidence that the longer people are unemployed, the harder
it is to find reemployment (e.g., Aaronson, Mazumder, & Schechter, 2010;
Koen, Klehe, & Van Vianen, 2013). Although we found an effect on
(individual) performance, there was no effect on reemployment status.
Nevertheless, the intervention can still be considered valuable. When
unemployed, it is hard for people to uphold motivation (especially when
being rejected multiple times) and to keep continuing their job search
(Caplan, Vinokur, Price, & Van Ryn, 1989). Moreover, there is abundant
evidence that unemployment is related to impaired health (e.g., Dooley,
Fielding, & Levi, 1996; Lim, Chen, Aw, & Tan, 2015; Wanberg, 2012). Our
results show that it is important for the unemployed to create a job search
context in which sufficient resources (either personal or contextual) are
available, so they can deal with the demanding aspects of their job search.
This way, they are able to diminish the negative effects on their health,
while at the same time enhancing their job search behavior. Even though it
may not help them to find a job sooner, it does help them to cope with their
situation in a more effective and healthy manner.
Answering our last research question: Yes, an intervention focusing
on reemployment crafting and PsyCap, is able to help the unemployed
craft their job search in a way that enhances their well-being and job search
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performance. In particular seeking resources and seeking challenges seem
fruitful techniques that the unemployed can learn to integrate into their job
search routines. However, the intervention does not significantly contribute
to their chances of finding a new job.
Answering the main question
Summarizing the above and answering our main question:
‘Does (job) crafting enhance the performance of unemployment agency employees
(i.e., providing services to customers to help end their unemployment) and that of
the unemployed (i.e., finding reemployment) and can it simultaneously protect the
well-being of both?’
we conclude that crafting is a valuable means to enhance well-being and
performance, as both employees and the unemployed experience higher
levels of well-being. Moreover, in both groups crafting techniques are
related to higher performance levels: employees report higher levels of
service-oriented task performance (Chapter 2) and the unemployed report
higher levels of job search behavior, the latter in turn being related to
higher reemployment chances (Chapter 4). Furthermore, a JSD-R
intervention (i.e., a combination of reemployment crafting and PsyCap)
enables the unemployed to enhance their job search performance (Chapter
5). This implies that crafting is valuable both as a stand-alone technique
(Chapter 2 – 4) and when combined with PsyCap (Chapter 5). Contrary to
our expectations, the crafting intervention among employees was hardly
able to enhance the provision of high quality services (Chapter 3), probably
because a job crafting intervention is not the most effective during times of
profound organizational change.
Overall, we conclude that crafting enables employees and the
unemployed to stimulate their well-being and optimize their performance.
With regard to the ultimate goal of finding reemployment, our results are
somewhat mixed. We did find an indirect effect of reemployment crafting
on the chances of finding reemployment (Chapter 4) but we could not
replicate these findings in our training intervention (Chapter 5). Moreover,
job crafting among employees was unrelated to the number of participants
that are successfully mediated to potential new jobs (Chapter 3). Therefore
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we advocate the need for additional research to provide more insight into
the complex relationship between using crafting techniques – by both
employees of unemployment agencies and their unemployed customers –
and increasing the chances of finding reemployment.
Theoretical implications
This dissertation extends the unemployment literature by transferring an
influential model in organizational psychology, the JD-R model
(Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001), to the context of being
unemployed in order to advance our understanding of how the
unemployed may increase their chances of finding reemployment. Taking
an overarching approach, we examined whether both employees working
with the unemployed, and the unemployed themselves could benefit from
a similar approach to help increase the chances of finding reemployment.
Although previous research has focused on either the unemployed
themselves (e.g., Caliendo, Cobb-Clark, & Uhlendorff, 2010; Mckee-Ryan,
Song, Wanberg, & Kinicki, 2005) or their caseworkers (e.g., Behncke,
Frölich, & Lechner, 2010; Van Hooft, 2014), none of these studies has used a
similar same framework to optimize performance and well-being for both
caseworkers and the unemployed simultaneously. Focusing on the
similarities, instead of the differences between having a job and having to
find a job, we aimed to integrate knowledge from the work domain with
that of unemployment to advance our understanding of how to best help
(people working with) the unemployed to (stimulate them to) find
reemployment. Results reveal that crafting strategies that are valuable for
employees are also useful for the unemployed, as crafting is related to wellbeing and performance in both groups. Since both groups share the same
goal (i.e., finding reemployment for the unemployed as soon as possible),
examining the effects of such a combined approach offers a unique
perspective on how to best reach that shared goal. Even though our results
regarding reemployment status are somewhat mixed (i.e., no effect of job
crafting, but an indirect effect of reemployment crafting), this ‘dualmethod’ approach is still valuable, as it allowed us to study two important
stakeholders in the process of finding reemployment at the same time
instead of just one (i.e., either the caseworker or the unemployed).
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Another contribution of this dissertation is that we extend the
generalizability of the JD-R model to a context outside the work domain.
Viewing the unemployment process as a context with job search demands
and job search resources enabled us to examine the potential of (job) crafting
in this regard. Job crafting refers to adjusting one’s job resources and job
demands in a more favorable way (Tims & Bakker, 2010). We hypothesized
that the unemployed can adjust their job search resources and job search
demands in a similar way. Our hypotheses were in line with the work of
Petrou and Bakker (2016), who showed that the idea of job crafting is
transferrable to one’s leisure time. We contribute to the literature by
showing that the unemployed, like employees and people in their leisure
time, can indeed craft their job search. In particular seeking resources and
seeking challenges seem effective strategies to integrate into one’s job
search, which is in line with findings in the work domain (e.g., Demerouti,
et al., 2015; Demerouti, et al., 2015; Petrou et al., 2012). Previous research
has mainly focused on unemployment from an individual, self-regulatory
perspective (e.g., Kanfer, Wanberg, & Kantrowitz, 2001; Sun, Song, & Lim,
2013; Wanberg, 2012). However, examining unemployment from the
perspective of the JD-R model and subsequent crafting literature also takes
the personal environment (i.e., resources and demands) into account. This
opens up a whole new avenue for researchers, as it offers a broad
framework to systematically study and understand unemployment by
focusing on contextual factors that the unemployed can adjust themselves
to enhance their well-being and performance when looking for a job. This
way, the unemployed can (to some extent) combat the negative effects
associated with involuntary job loss (e.g., Lim et al., 2015; Mckee-Ryan et
al., 2005; Wanberg, 2012).
Furthermore, this dissertation broadens our understanding of the
potential of job crafting in a service context. Job crafting has been limitedly
studied in the service context, with the exception of the work of McCelland
et al. (2014). As they studied team crafting and not individual job crafting
behavior, we still lack detailed understanding in this area. This dissertation
took a first step in covering this gap, by showing that job crafting is related
to the provision of high quality services via meaning in work and work
engagement. Furthermore, by showing that job crafting is related to work
engagement via meaning in work we integrate two dominant streams of
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literature on job crafting. Job crafting in the JD-R model stems from the
organizational redesign perspective (Tims & Bakker, 2010), whereas job
crafting, as defined by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) stems from the
positive psychology approach. Although both approaches have been
around for several years, scholars have only recently begun integrating
both streams, by showing that job crafting (as conceptualized by the JD-R
approach) is related to meaning (Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016). However,
we are – to the best of our knowledge – the first to examine the full
mediation from job crafting to work engagement via meaning in work. This
is theoretically relevant as it provides us with a reason why the
unemployed craft their job. That is, to experience heightened meaning,
leading to higher levels of work engagement. This means that both streams
of literature are complementary and relevant in explaining why employees
craft their job.
Moreover, we examined the potential of a job crafting intervention
to enhance the provision of services during times of profound
organizational change. As previous results on job crafting interventions
were mixed (i.e., Gordon et al. (2017) found promising results during a
small organizational change, whereas Demerouti et al. (2017) found little
effect during profound organizational change as a result of austerity
measures), we focused on profound organizational change, but without
any austerity measures. In line with the work of Demerouti et al. (2017), we
found that our intervention was (almost) unable to enhance job crafting
behavior and performance. However, our intervention did have a
protective effect on well-being. Therefore, we add to the literature by
showing that a job crafting intervention probably is not the most effective
way to enhance performance (i.e., the provision of services) during times of
profound organizational change. However, it may be useful as a means to
protect employee well-being. Overall, our study stretches the importance of
examining the effectiveness of (the same) interventions during different
organizational phases (Swerissen & Crisp, 2004).
Lastly, we add to the literature by showing the effectiveness of a
new intervention to support the unemployed in their job search. Focusing
on a combination of reemployment crafting and PsyCap (i.e., a JSD-R
intervention (cf. Van Wingerden et al., 2016a)), we showed that both
constructs – although originally developed for the work domain – are
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beneficial and can be trained in the context of being unemployed. Doing so,
we also provide a first answer to the call of Lim et al. (2015), who
emphasize the need for the development of interventions among the
unemployed that focus on energy management as a means to enhance
performance. Seeking resources and seeking challenges seem the most
effective crafting strategies for the unemployed, as both are related to wellbeing and performance. The same holds for boosting one’s PsyCap levels.
These findings are in line with the conservation of resources theory
(Hobfoll, 1989, 2011). This theory emphasizes the importance of resources
as a means to uphold motivation and performance. Since the unemployed
lack the manifest and latent benefits (i.e., resources) of having a job (Jahoda,
1981, 1982), enhancing their (personal) resources – to compensate for the
lack of resources normally derived from having a job (Hobfoll, Johnson,
Whitehead, & Jackson, 2003) – seems worthwhile. In this regard, the
combination of reemployment crafting and PsyCap seems especially
valuable, as the unemployed not only learn how to boost their personal
resources, but also learn how to gather more resources from their
environment (either via seeking resources or seeking challenges). This way,
the unemployed can maximize their resources, enabling them in turn to
optimize their well-being and performance.
Strengths
A first strength of this dissertation is that it focused on caseworkers and the
unemployed simultaneously, to increase the chances for the unemployed to
find a job. We focused on the ability of both groups to influence their
(work) environment to create circumstances that enhance their well-being
and performance. These aims are in line with a broader trend in the
positive psychology literature (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Our
results indicate that through crafting behavior both groups can enhance
their performance, in terms of the provision of high quality services or in
terms of job search behavior. Although the results regarding the ultimate
goal – increasing the chances of finding a new job – are somewhat mixed
(i.e., no effect of job crafting, but an indirect effect of reemployment
crafting), they do emphasize the potential of crafting as a means to enhance
well-being. This is important as both groups were in a difficult position.
That is, the employees of the unemployment agency experienced a
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heightened workload as a result of the financial crisis and the
organizational changes going on, whereas the unemployed are in a position
generally described as highly stressful (Lim et al., 2015; Mckee-Ryan et al.,
2005; Sun et al., 2013). Finding new ways to help these people to deal with
their stressful situation, and enhancing their well-being and performance
are, of course, valuable.
A second strength of this dissertation is the use of field studies
among both employees and the unemployed. This not only increased the
ecological validity of our findings, but also made it possible to grasp the
perceptions and behaviors of employees who were undergoing major
organizational changes and of the unemployed who were facing the
difficulties related to having to find a new job. The added value of field
studies is that we can examine how something works in the ‘real world’
(i.e., either the work context or the context of being unemployed) in which
a variety of contextual factors influence behavior (Johns, 2006). Without
context, it is harder to predict and explain individual behavioral responses,
as context can affect the direction, intensity and meaning of a response.
Another advantage of this type of field studies is that they facilitate the
development of specific recommendations for organizations and policy
makers (Glasgow & Emmons, 2007). This may increase the effectiveness of
interventions developed by unemployment agencies in a more
comprehensive manner, as the interventions are evidence-based and not
only theory-driven. Furthermore, we enhanced the ecological validity of
our findings by conducting interviews with both caseworkers and the
unemployed before we started our data collection. This way, we made sure
that our research questions were relevant for caseworkers and their
unemployed customers.
A third and last strength of this dissertation is the use of different
and elaborated research designs to test our hypotheses. The advantage of
using a multi-method approach is that it provides insights from different
perspectives (e.g., self-rated performance, other rated performance,
objective performance) (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). This enhances our
understanding of the effectiveness of crafting strategies in the process of
finding a job, both among caseworkers (i.e., job crafting) and the
unemployed (i.e., reemployment crafting). We took a daily perspective
(Chapter 2 and 4), as well as a longitudinal perspective (Chapter 4) and
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conducted two quasi-experimental field studies (Chapter 3 and 5).
Therefore, this dissertation not only provides insights into the daily effects
of crafting and how this affects (same-day) performance, it also shows how
behavior at one point in time affects behavior at a later point in time.
Moreover, by conducting quasi-experimental field studies, we advanced
our understanding of the extent to which crafting behavior is trainable over
time and across settings.
Limitations
Besides their strengths, the studies conducted in this dissertation have
some limitations as well. First, in all studies we used self-reports.
Therefore, when interpreting our results, the possibility of common method
bias should be kept in mind (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff,
2003). This may result in an overestimation of the relationships between
study variables. However, we relied on the suggestions of Conway and
Lance (2010), who suggest the use of self-reports only when trying to
capture private experiences, such as feelings and attitudes, as they are
difficult to measure otherwise (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012).
In line with their suggestions we collected other-rated and objective
measures whenever possible to reduce the risk of common method bias. In
Chapter 3 we did so by integrating other-rated (i.e., customer rated) and
objective (i.e., number of customers successfully mediated) measures of
performance. In Chapter 4 and 5 we integrated objective measures (i.e.,
reemployment status) of performance as well. Although self-reports have
limitations, they nonetheless are a valuable source of information about
individuals’ perceptions.
Furthermore, we conducted our training intervention among
employees (Chapter 3) during times of profound organizational change.
However, we did not include any measures referring to the changes going
on. We extensively consulted the organization to check whether there were
upcoming organizational changes. We were told that there were no major
organizational changes planned in the near future. However, just a few
days after the first questionnaire was filled out and only a couple of days
before the training sessions would start, management announced that they
were going to double all targets. On such short notice, we could not include
any change-related measures into our pre-post measurement. Therefore,
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we can at best assume that the effects of our training need to be interpreted
in the light of the organizational changes going on. However, we cannot
know for sure. Of course, unforeseen circumstances are ever present in
field studies. Nonetheless, we would like to suggest to future researchers to
make sure that organizations under study understand what is meant by an
organizational change. We referred to any upcoming changes that might
affect the work environment and/or performance of employees. However,
the unemployment agency referred to top-down organizational changes
that would be implemented by the board on a nation-wide campaign. As
the doubling of all targets was a local initiative, they did not consider it to
be an organizational change that needed to be mentioned. So, it is of utmost
importance to prevent any miscommunication like this.
Another limitation is that we used the JD-R model (Demerouti et al.,
2001) and subsequent job crafting literature (Tims & Bakker, 2010) and
transferred it to the context of being unemployed without elaborately
studying if the unemployed indeed experience demands and resources in a
similar way as employees do. We conducted interviews among the
unemployed that confirmed that the unemployed experienced demands
and resources, but we did not examine whether demands lead to
exhaustion and lowered performance, and resources to engagement (or
heightened motivation) to increase performance. In the organizational
literature, the notion that employees could craft their job demands and job
resources to a certain extent, was put forward after ample evidence that job
demands led to exhaustion and job resources to work engagement (e.g.,
Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, 2008; Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte,
& Lens, 2008). We did not conduct such research, which is a weakness of
the current dissertation. Although our results are completely in line with
results as found in organizational settings, future research is needed to
unravel whether the JD-R model ‘works’ exactly the same in the context of
being unemployed as in a work context, or whether there are (subtle)
differences.
In Chapter 3 we collected customer-rated measures of performance.
Due to organizational difficulties it was impossible to collect multiple
performance measures from the same customer. It was impossible to
schedule the same customers for an appointment with their advisor during
the weeks that we were collecting data. Therefore, we needed to rely on
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customer ratings of different customers during the different measurements.
This led to the methodological disadvantage of not being able to conduct
repeated measures analyses. It would have been interesting to examine
whether the same customer saw progression in the service provided by
his/her caseworker over time. Unfortunately we were unable to do so. As
the measures collected came from different customers at different time
points (however, referring to the same caseworker), we can only conclude
that overall the performance of the intervention group was rated more
positively by their customers one year after the intervention. However, we
cannot make any inferences about growth patterns on an individual (i.e.,
caseworker) level.
Future research
Future research needs to focus on the JD-R model (Demerouti et al., 2001)
and its applicability in the context of being unemployed. That is, although
this dissertation focused on reemployment crafting, we lack evidence of the
role of specific job search resources and job search demands in the context
of being unemployed. Moreover, Lim et al. (2015) mention that fatigue is a
theme that is underrepresented in the unemployment literature. Therefore,
it would be interesting to examine the effects of different job search
demands and job search resources on fatigue/exhaustion using the JD-R
model. This would further advance our understanding of the role energy
levels play in the process of finding a new job. As the JD-R model was first
developed to describe burn-out in organizational settings (Demerouti et al.,
2001) and as researchers describe the process of job search as highly
stressful (e.g., Mckee-Ryan et al., 2005), it would be relevant to examine
(over time) to what extent the unemployed experience burn-out related
complaints in their job search. This would enhance our understanding of
the processes the unemployed go through when looking for a job.
Moreover, knowing more about fatigue and possible burn-out
related complaints would open up a whole new way of intervening and
helping the unemployed in their job search. We could lean on the body of
knowledge in the burnout domain to explore potential interventions and
treatments. Whenever necessary, these interventions need to be tailored to
the situation of being unemployed. However, based on the similarities
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between having a job and having to find a job, these programs might be
just as effective among the unemployed suffering from burnout complaints.
Another avenue for future research would be to examine the
effectiveness of the JSD-R intervention among the unemployed in different
(unemployed) populations. In our study (Chapter 5) we focused on the
long term unemployed, aged 28 – 65 who were relatively highly educated.
It would be interesting to examine what the effects of the intervention
would be if we focused on the short-term unemployed. A body of research
has shown that it is harder to find a new job when the unemployment
duration lengthens (e.g., Koen et al., 2013). Providing the JSD-R
intervention earlier on during unemployment may result in different
effects, potentially enhancing the chances of finding a new job.
Furthermore, focusing specifically on young unemployed people (<
28 years old) may yield different results. People under 28 are in many
instances just entering the labor market. Being relatively unexperienced,
the JSD-R intervention may help the young job seekers shape their job
search. Moreover, it would be interesting to see what the value of the JSD-R
intervention is for people who are poorly educated. Previous research has
shown that job crafting is both applicable for white- and blue-collar
workers (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012). While white-collar workers are
mostly high educated, in contrast, most blue-collar workers are low
educated. As blue-collar workers are able to craft their job, they may also
be able to craft their job search. In the Netherlands, training interventions
targeted at helping the low educated are not that effective (De Groot & Van
der Klaauw, 2017), therefore examining the potential of reemployment
crafting and the JSD-R intervention for this specific group seems valuable.
Scholars have pointed out that job crafting is not only beneficial for
organizations, but that job crafting also has a ‘dark side’. For example
Oldham and Hackman (2010) raise questions as to whether job crafting is
always beneficial. And what if the job crafting actions by individual
employees work for them (i.e., more meaning and work engagement) but
are detrimental for organizational processes? In particular reducing
demands has been linked to the ‘dark side’ of job crafting (if there is any) as
employees try to make the work emotionally, physically or mentally less
intense, which has been linked to possible task withdrawal (Petrou et al.,
2012). In a similar way, there might be a ‘dark side’ of reemployment
211

Chapter 6
crafting. This may particularly be the case if the unemployed make their job
search that less intense (either emotionally, mentally or physically) that
they lower their job search efforts. Future research could examine the
potential dark side of reemployment crafting and examine under which
conditions the unemployed are most likely to lower their job search efforts.
Our last suggestion for future research focuses on employee job
crafting. Although it is mentioned several times throughout this discussion,
we carried out our job crafting intervention during a period of profound
organizational change. As our results suggest a job crafting intervention is
not the most effective type of intervention during profound organizational
change, we strongly advocate the need for more intervention-based
research during different organizational phases. As our results stretch the
need for tailor made interventions targeted at the needs of the
organization(al phase), scholars are advised to adjust their interventions to
meet the requirements of each phase and examine its effectiveness
(Swerissen & Crisp, 2004). For example, Demerouti et al. (2017) excluded
seeking challenges from their intervention, as – due to austerity measures –
employees were already experiencing many challenges. Therefore, this
strategy seemed less useful in that situation. In line with this, researchers
need to take into account the different struggles associated with each
organization(al phase) and consider which elements of the intervention are
appropriate and which elements need to be excluded or added to enable
the intervention reach its maximum potential.
Practical implications
This dissertation has several practical implications. First, service
organizations need to be aware of the potential of job crafting as a means to
enhance performance. The results in this dissertation show that employees
who craft their job on a daily basis report higher levels of service-oriented
task performance (Chapter 2). Moreover, one year after a job crafting
intervention, customers rate the performance of their caseworkers more
positively compared to the performance of caseworkers in the control
group (Chapter 3). Organizations thus need to strive for an organizational
context that facilitates job crafting behavior. That is, employees need a
context that provides them with sufficient resources and opportunities to
craft their job. Organizations can either focus on spontaneous job crafting
212

Chapter 6
behavior, which is – when in line with the organizational goals – a cost
effective manner to enhance individual job redesign (Tims & Bakker, 2010).
However, as job crafting potentially has a ‘dark side’ (Oldham & Hackman,
2010) – in which job crafting behaviors are in line with individual needs,
but may oppose organizational goals – organizations may also focus on
offering job crafting interventions to their employees. During these
interventions participants are deliberately taught how to implement job
crafting into their work routines, without threatening organizational goals.
Furthermore, our results provide insight into the reasons why employees
craft their job. They do so to enhance meaning in work (Chapter 2). As
organizations may not be very successful in creating a meaningful work
context using a top-down perspective (Tower Perris, 2003, as described in
Scroggins, 2008), a bottom-up approach such as job crafting may be more
promising. Thus, allowing employees to craft their job, either
spontaneously or via a job crafting intervention, helps to create a more
meaningful work context in which employees can provide optimal services
to their customers.
Second, our results provide valuable insights for caseworkers and
policy makers. For caseworkers the importance of our results are twofold.
First, caseworkers need to be aware of the fact that they can have an
influence on their job and work context, and that this influence enables
them to make their work more enjoyable (Chapter 2). That is, caseworkers
can craft their job to enhance their meaning in work and work engagement.
Moreover, our results show that if employees craft their job, they are able to
provide better services to their unemployed customers (Chapter 2 and 3).
Thus, employees need to be proactive in crafting their job in order to have a
pleasant work environment in which the can excel.
Moreover, our results emphasize the importance of focusing on the
well-being of the unemployed as a means to enhance their job search
performance (Chapter 4 and 5). In their consultations with the
unemployed, caseworkers need to discuss the importance of being
proactive in one’s job search, as proactivity is related to higher levels of job
search behavior (Kanfer et al., 2001). The unemployed can be proactive in
two ways: they can proactively seek for job opportunities (i.e., networking
behavior, career exploration), but they can also proactively shape their job
search process. That is, they can seek the resources and challenges they
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need to enable themselves to stay motivated when looking for a job
(Chapter 4). Furthermore, caseworkers need to focus on the levels of
PsyCap of their customers. Do the unemployed still experience optimism
and hope? Are they resilient and self-confident? If not, caseworkers can
discuss these themes with their clients and provide small exercises
(Chapter 5) to enhance the levels of PsyCap among their customers. This
enables the unemployed to continue their job search in a more pleasant
way.
Third, for policy makers, our results highlight the importance of
taking a broader perspective than solely focusing on skills to help the
unemployed. In the past, most scholars have supported the unemployed to
cope with their situation by focusing on enhancing their job seeking skills,
such as making a résumé, learning how to network and how to conduct a
job interview (Akkermans, Brenninkmeijer, Schaufeli, & Blonk, 2015; Blonk,
Cremer, Bol, & Heerema, 2007; Lim et al., 2015). Our results show that other
aspects are valuable as well. That is, proactively shaping the job search
process and focusing on high levels of PsyCap are useful too, as they help
the unemployed in continuing their job search while staying motivated. A
meta-analysis has shown that providing an intervention focusing on both
skills and well-being seems most effective to obtain reemployment (Liu,
Huang, & Wang, 2014). As in the Netherlands most organizations working
with the unemployed offer skill-related interventions (UWV, 2015),
combining these types of interventions with the work presented in this
dissertation would probably be most effective.
Fourth, the results presented in his dissertation have implications
for the unemployed themselves. They show that people can proactively
shape their job search and that this has beneficial effects on their well-being
and performance (Chapter 4 and 5). The unemployed may do so via
seeking resources and seeking challenges. That is, they may proactively
look for support, feedback and advice. Moreover, they may challenge
themselves by learning new skills and trying out new things outside of
their comfort zone (e.g., practicing an elevator pitch). Undertaking these
activities helps the unemployed to stay optimistic and hopeful.
Furthermore, it helps them to uphold their performance, in that the
unemployed who proactively craft their job search report higher levels of
career exploration and networking behavior. Our results also provide
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insights in the conditions under which reemployment crafting is most
beneficial (Chapter 4). We specifically focused on social support and
subjective goal attainment and results showed that on days that the
unemployed were lacking these resources, reemployment crafting enabled
them to keep up their motivation and their job search intensity. Overall,
our results emphasize the importance of focusing on activities that are
energizing (either via seeking resources and/or via seeking challenges), as
these activities help the unemployed to uphold their well-being and
performance during their job search. People may undertake these activities
over a prolonged period of time (Chapter 4 and 5), but more importantly,
they may undertake them on a daily basis, as even then they are beneficial
(Chapter 4). Thus, to enable the unemployed to continue their job search
over a prolonged period of time, it is advisable that they craft their job
search on a daily basis.
With regard to finding reemployment, this dissertation offers some
advice on how to best do so. We focused especially on networking
behavior, as this is an important predictor of finding reemployment (e.g.,
Forret, 2014; Lambert, Eby, & Reeves, 2006; Van Hoye, Van Hooft, &
Lievens, 2009). Our results show that, in the short run, network quality was
related to higher chances of finding a job, whereas in the long run network
intensity seemed more relevant (Chapter 4). This means that the
unemployed, in the short run, need to prefer quality over quantity.
However, in the long run the unemployed need to have as many
networking interactions as possible. In general, our advice would be to use
one’s network as much as possible and to always prefer quality over
quantity.
Lastly, our results have implications for the family and friends of
the unemployed, highlighting the importance of providing sufficient social
support. Social support is positively related to job search intention
(Vinokur & Caplan, 1987) and helps the unemployed to stay motivated
(Van Yperen & Hagedoorn, 2003). Thus listening to their concerns, worries
and struggles and encouraging them when facing challenges are valuable
means for the unemployed to continue their job search. Furthermore, our
results show that subjective goal attainment is important too. When
experiencing subjective goal attainment, people have the feeling that they
are getting close(r) to their (end)goal (Grebner, Elfering, & Semmer, 2010).
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This is related to feelings of success, positive emotions and motivation
(Fredrickson, 2001; Grebner et al., 2010) and helps the unemployed to keep
exploring options (Chapter 4). Family and friends can be of help by setting
small, reachable job search related goals, especially if the person being
unemployed is experiencing lack of progression. This way, the
unemployed can again experience success, which can in turn be shared and
celebrated together (Sawyer, Brownson, & Toole, 2007).
Conclusion
This dissertation showed that employees and the unemployed can enhance
their performance and well-being using similar crafting techniques to align
their job (search) with their needs and preferences. For both employees and
the unemployed, seeking resources and seeking challenges seemed the
most effective strategies to use. For employees these strategies enhanced
meaning in work and work engagement, ultimately affecting the provision
of high quality services (Chapter 2). Moreover, an intervention aimed to
enhance job crafting showed that during profound organizational change,
employees were able to uphold their well-being in terms of empowerment
and work engagement (Chapter 3). For the unemployed we showed that
these techniques enhanced job search behavior in terms of career
exploration and networking behavior (both quality and intensity) (Chapter
4). Furthermore, these techniques were trainable and the unemployed
could integrate them into their (daily) job search routines (Chapter 4 and 5).
Lastly, the intervention among the unemployed was able to enhance their
well-being (especially PsyCap) and performance.
Taken together, these results contribute to the literature by showing
that an influential model in work and organizational psychology is
transferrable to the context of being unemployed. Furthermore, we found
new ways to connect the unemployment literature to the positive
psychology literature as the concept of PsyCap appeared to be quite useful
for the unemployed. By looking at the direct (work) environment of
caseworkers and their unemployed customers, this dissertation offers
unemployment agencies, policy makers and the unemployed themselves
opportunities to create the conditions in which the unemployed can deal
with involuntary job loss in an optimal way. Crafting one’s environment
(especially seeking resources and seeking challenges) is beneficial, as it
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enhances well-being and performance in both groups. Policy makers can
offer training sessions to caseworkers and the unemployed that especially
stimulate these behaviors. Furthermore, the results in this dissertation offer
caseworkers and the unemployed themselves tools to proactively create the
conditions that are needed to thrive in one’s job (search). The findings in
this dissertation thus advance our understanding of how to best support
the unemployed in their job search.
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Let’s Go to Work: The Role of (Job) Crafting in the Process of Finding a Job
In this dissertation, we examined the role of crafting as a means to enhance
well-being and performance among both caseworkers working with the
unemployed and the unemployed themselves, all to serve the ultimate goal
of enhancing reemployment chances of the unemployed. As involuntary
job loss has tremendous consequences for the economy, for organizations
and for the unemployed themselves (Van Gyes & Szekér, 2013; Wanberg,
2012), scholars have, over the years, tried to support the unemployed by
performing research focusing either on the unemployed themselves or the
caseworker – client interaction (e.g., Behncke, Frölich, & Lechner, 2010; Van
Hooft, 2014; Liu, Huang, & Wang, 2014). However, none of these studies
have focused on techniques from which both the unemployed and their
caseworkers can benefit simultaneously. In this dissertation, we took an
overarching approach, examining whether both caseworkers and the
unemployed themselves can benefit from using similar proactive strategies
to shape their job (search) in order to enhance the chances of finding
reemployment. That is, we focused on strategies that helped both groups to
craft their job (search) environment through gaining more resources, more
challenges and reducing demands (cf. Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters,
Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010). The main research
question was:
‘Does (job) crafting enhance the performance of unemployment agency employees
(i.e., providing services to customers to help end their unemployment) and that of
the unemployed (i.e., finding reemployment) and can it simultaneously protect the
well-being of both?’
To find an answer to this question, we combined three streams of literature:
the unemployment literature, the literature on the Job Demands-Resources
(JD-R) model and the literature on positive psychology. The unemployment
literature offers a good starting point for understanding the consequences
of involuntary job loss, the challenges the unemployed face and the effect
of unemployment on well-being. That is, people who are involuntary
unemployed suffer from stress-related health impairments, such as
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physical ailments, anxiety, depression and even suicide (Wanberg, 2012).
Moreover, they are excluded from the manifest (i.e., income) and latent
(e.g., structure, status) benefits of having a job (Jahoda, 1981, 1982).
Unemployed people are continuously challenged, as they experience many
insecurities which they cannot control (Price, Friedland, & Vinokur, 1998).
They might get rejected many times, threatening their self-image, and as
they do no longer belong to an organization, their social circle is getting
smaller (Jahoda, 1981, 1982). To help them to overcome these setbacks, we
turned to the JD-R model (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli,
2001) and subsequently to the job crafting literature (Tims & Bakker, 2010;
Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).
Job crafting refers to the small changes individuals make to their job
to align it more with their wishes and preferences. It can be operationalized
as optimizing one’s job resources and job demands. Job demands are those
aspects of the work that require sustained effort and energy from
employees. Job resources are aspects of the work that help employees to
achieve goals, stimulate personal development and help to cope with the
prevailing job demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001).
Job crafting is positively related to well-being and performance (Rudolph,
Lavigne, Katz, & Zacher, 2017; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013). Moreover, job
crafting contributes to feelings of control, a positive self-image and
connectedness (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), exactly those aspects the
unemployed lack. In 4 empirical studies, we examined whether the
unemployed and their caseworkers would experience similar benefits from
crafting their job (search), in order to reach the ultimate goal: enhancing the
chances of finding reemployment.
After a general introduction in Chapter 1, Chapter 2 and 3 focused
on the employees of an unemployment agency. Chapter 4 and 5 focused on
the unemployed themselves. In Chapter 2, we describe a 4-day diary study
among employees of a Dutch unemployment agency. We examined why
these employees craft their job and whether job crafting was related to their
performance in terms of the provision of high quality services. We labeled
this type of performance ‘service-oriented task performance’ and it refers to
the provision of high quality services to customers and clients in order to
meet organizational and customer goals. In total, 156 employees filled out
the questionnaire at least 1 day, 106 employees completed the whole dairy
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study. We found that employees craft their job to make their work more
meaningful. This in turn leads to higher levels of work engagement, which
positively affect service-oriented task performance. Seeking resources and
seeking challenges both had a positive effect on meaning in work, work
engagement and service-oriented task performance, whereas reducing
demands was negatively related to meaning in work, work engagement
and service-oriented task performance. These results are in line with earlier
research that has shown that reducing demands may have opposite effects
compared to the other two crafting strategies (e.g., Petrou et al., 2012).
Thus, Chapter 2 showed that employees craft their job to enhance the
experience of meaning in work, whereby seeking resources and seeking
challenges seem to be the most effective strategies.
In Chapter 3, we asked ourselves the question whether a job
crafting intervention contributed to protecting employee well-being and
enhancing the provision of services during times of profound
organizational change. The intervention was conducted when management
doubled all employee targets, without providing them with additional
resources. In a 2-day training intervention, 74 employees were taught how
to implement the different job crafting strategies into their work routines.
We compared them with a control group of 89 employees who did not
receive any training. Results showed that the intervention had little effect
on job crafting behavior. We only found that employees in the intervention
group reported higher levels of reducing demands over time. However,
these results were only found using univariate t-tests and were not
supported by the multivariate RM-ANOVA’s. Our intervention did have
an effect on employee well-being, as the control group showed declined
levels of empowerment, whereas the intervention group stayed stable over
time. The same was true for work engagement, although these results were
only found using t-tests and were not confirmed using RM-ANOVA’s. The
intervention had no effect on self-reported levels of service-oriented task
performance, empowering service and objective performance (i.e., the
number of clients successfully mediated to a new job). However, one year
after the intervention, customers of employees in the intervention group
rated the performance of their caseworker more favorably compared to
customers of employees in the control group. Our results show that a job
crafting intervention is probably not the most effective intervention during
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times of profound organizational change, as the intervention hardly had an
effect on job crafting behavior and the provision of high quality services.
These results advance our understanding of the role of job crafting
during change processes, as previous research has provided mixed results.
For example, Gordon et al. (2017) showed that a job crafting intervention
was successful to enhance performance during a small organizational
change, whereas Demerouti, Xanthopoulou, Petrou and Karagkounis (2017)
found almost no effect of a job crafting intervention during times of
austerity measures. As our results are in line with the work of Demerouti et
al. (2017), they add to the evidence that a job crafting intervention is
probably not the best way to help employees adapt to more profound
organizational changes.
In Chapter 4 we turned to the unemployed. Using a longitudinal
and a daily diary study, we examined whether the unemployed craft their
job search in similar ways as employees craft their jobs. Moreover, we
examined whether they experienced comparable benefits from it in terms
of their well-being and job-search performance. Our longitudinal study
provided the first evidence that the unemployed indeed craft their job
search. 278 unemployed people filled out a questionnaire 3 times over a 3
month period. Results confirmed the same factor structure for
reemployment crafting as for job crafting. That is, the unemployed craft
their job using seeking resources, seeking challenges and reducing
demands. Moreover, in line with job crafting, reemployment crafting was
positively related to job search performance: the unemployed who crafted
their job search reported higher levels of career exploration and networking
behavior (both intensity and quality). The diary study (200 participants, 136
complete responses) showed that the unemployed do not only craft their
job search over a sustained period of time, but also on a daily basis. This is
in line with research on job crafting, showing that employees craft their job
both over a sustained period of time and on a daily basis (Lyons, 2008;
Petrou et al., 2012). Daily reemployment crafting was related to career
exploration and networking behavior (both intensity and quality).
Furthermore, we examined two contingency factors that may affect
the effectiveness of reemployment crafting: social support and subjective
goal attainment. Although reemployment crafting was beneficial for job
search performance in general, it was especially beneficial on days that
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social support and subjective goal attainment were low. On these days,
people lacked the benefits coming from these resources. However, through
reemployment crafting, they were able to compensate for the absence of
these resources (Hobfoll, 2001). This enabled them to uphold their job
search performance.
In Chapter 4 we also examined the effects of networking behavior
on reemployment chances, as networking behavior is an important
predictor of finding reemployment (Forret, 2014; Lambert, Eby, & Reeves,
2006; Van Hoye, Van Hooft, & Lievens, 2009). Our results showed that
unemployed people who report high levels of networking quality during
the diary study, were almost 3 to 4 times more likely to have found
reemployment in the six months after the diary study was completed than
unemployed reporting low levels of networking quality during the diary
study. However, in the long run, networking intensity seemed more
promising to enhance chances of finding reemployment, as we found a
positive trend for networking intensity in our longitudinal study, but no
effect of networking quality. Thus, networking quality matters only over a
short period of time, while networking intensity seems to be more
beneficial in the long run.
In Chapter 5 we examined whether reemployment crafting was
trainable and whether this would enhance job search performance.
Moreover, in this training intervention we also focused on psychological
capital (PsyCap). PsyCap is a construct that constitutes of hope, optimism,
self-efficacy and resilience (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007) and that
helps people deal with difficult situations. Moreover, it can be developed
through relatively short training interventions (Luthans, Avey, Avolio,
Norman, & Combs, 2006; Luthans, Avey, & Patera, 2008). Previous research
has shown that a combination of job crafting behavior and PsyCap in the
work setting is successful to enhance engagement and performance (Van
Wingerden, Bakker, & Derks, 2016). As the unemployed may benefit from
PsyCap (since they are in a difficult position) and as previous research (Van
Wingerden, et al., 2016) has already shown the effectiveness of a combined
PsyCap and job crafting intervention among employees, we examined
whether the unemployed could benefit from such an intervention too. We
developed a 3-day training program in which 146 unemployed participants
learned how to increase their PsyCap and how to integrate reemployment
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crafting into their (daily) job search routines. The control group consisted of
275 unemployed people. Results showed that the training was successful in
enhancing PsyCap (especially hope, optimism and self-efficacy) and
reemployment crafting behavior (i.e., seeking resources and seeking
challenges). Moreover, the training had a positive effect on job search
behavior (i.e., career exploration, networking intensity and networking
quality). Participants experienced more subjective goal attainment and they
had more motivation to undertake activities. Unfortunately the training
intervention did not have an effect on reemployment success, as there was
no difference between the control group and the intervention group in
reemployment status 3 and 6 months after the intervention. Nonetheless,
the intervention is promising to enhance well-being and job search
behavior among the unemployed.
To conclude, the findings in this dissertation suggest that both
caseworkers and their unemployed customers can benefit in comparable
ways from using similar proactive techniques to enhance their well-being
and performance. That is, by crafting their job, employees experience more
meaning in work, feel more empowered and are more engaged – all
indicators of well-being. Moreover, by crafting their job search, the
unemployed experience higher levels of PsyCap, motivation to undertake
activities and goal progression, which are also related to well-being.
Regarding performance, our results show that via crafting, employees can
enhance the provision of high quality services and the unemployed can
enhance their job search behavior (i.e., career exploration and networking
behavior). Although crafting in both groups did not enhance customers’
chances of finding reemployment (either via their caseworker or on their
own initiative), these findings nevertheless are promising: they provide
both groups with techniques that can be trained and used on a daily basis
to enhance their well-being and performance.
The content of this dissertation contributes to the scholarly
literature by integrating the unemployment literature with the general
literature on the JD-R model, the subsequent job crafting literature, and the
literature on positive psychology. It shows that techniques that have
proven to be effective in the work domain (i.e., job crafting and PsyCap)
can be transferred to the context of being unemployed. Moreover, both in
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the work domain and in the context of being unemployed, these techniques
have similar effects on well-being and performance.
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Let’s Go to Work: The Role of (Job) Crafting in the Process of Finding a Job
Onvrijwillige werkloosheid heeft grote consequenties voor de economie,
organisaties en voor het individu zelf (Van Gyes & Szekér, 2013; Wanberg,
2012). Daarom hebben onderzoekers door de jaren heen geprobeerd
werkzoekenden te ondersteunen door zich te richten op de werkzoekenden
zelf, of op de interactie tussen adviseur en werkzoekende (e.g., Behncke,
Frölich, & Lechner, 2010; Van Hooft, 2014; Liu, Huang, & Wang, 2014). Er is
echter nog geen onderzoek gedaan naar technieken waar werkzoekenden
en hun adviseurs beiden van kunnen profiteren. In dit proefschrift
onderzochten we de rol van crafting (letterlijk: ‘het vormgeven van’) als
techniek om het welzijn en de prestaties van werkzoekenden en hun
adviseurs te verhogen. We hebben gekozen voor een overkoepelende
aanpak en onderzochten of werkzoekenden en hun adviseurs kunnen
profiteren van het gebruik van vergelijkbare strategieën – gericht op
proactiviteit – om het (zoeken naar) werk vorm te geven. Dit alles om bij te
dragen aan het uiteindelijke doel: het vergroten van de
werkhervattingskansen voor de werkzoekenden. We hebben ons specifiek
gericht op craftingsstrategieën die beide groepen kunnen helpen met het
vormgeven van hun werk(zoek)omgeving: het vergroten van hulpbronnen,
het zoeken van uitdagingen en het verlagen van belemmerende eisen
(Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012; Tims & Bakker,
2010). De hoofdvraag van dit proefschrift was dan ook:
Draagt (job) crafting bij aan het verhogen van de prestatie van adviseurs (dat is:
het verlenen van service die bijdraagt aan het beëindigen van de werkloosheid) en
de prestaties van werkzoekenden (dat is: het zoekgedrag gericht op werkhervatting),
terwijl het welbevinden in beide groepen tegelijkertijd wordt beschermd?
Om deze vraag te kunnen beantwoorden, combineerden we inzichten uit
drie literatuurstromingen: de literatuur gericht op werkloosheid, het Job
Demands-Resources (JD-R) model en de positieve psychologie. De
literatuur over werkloosheid biedt een goed vertrekpunt om de
consequenties van onvrijwillige werkloosheid te begrijpen. Het geeft
inzicht in de uitdagingen waar werkzoekenden mee te maken krijgen en
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vergroot onze kennis over de effecten van werkloosheid op welbevinden.
Werkzoekenden ervaren meer stress-gerelateerde gezondheidsklachten
dan werkenden, denk aan lichamelijke ongemakken, angst, depressie en
zelfs zelfmoordneigingen (Wanberg, 2012). Verder worden werkzoekenden
uitgesloten van de tastbare (inkomen) en ontastbare (structuur, status)
voordelen van het hebben van werk (Jahoda, 1981, 1982) en worden zij
continu uitgedaagd, doordat ze geconfronteerd worden met vele
onzekerheden waar ze geen controle over hebben (Price, Friedland, &
Vinokur, 1998). Zo kunnen werkzoekenden vele malen worden afgewezen
voor een baan, wat negatieve effecten heeft op hun eigenwaarde. En
doordat ze niet langer onderdeel uitmaken van een organisatie, wordt hun
sociale kring steeds kleiner (Jahoda, 1981, 1982). Om werkzoekenden te
helpen omgaan met deze tegenslagen, nemen we het JD-R model
(Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) en de aanverwante job
crafting literatuur als uitgangspunt (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001).
Job crafting verwijst naar de kleine aanpassingen die mensen
maken in hun werk, om het beter aan te laten sluiten bij hun wensen en
behoeften. Job crafting kan geoperationaliseerd worden als het
optimaliseren van iemands werkhulpbronnen (job resources) en werk-eisen
(job demands). Werk-eisen zijn die aspecten van het werk die een langdurige
energie investering vragen, waar je moeite voor moet doen.
Werkhulpbronnen zijn die aspecten van het werk die medewerkers helpen
om hun doelen te behalen, die persoonlijke ontwikkeling stimuleren en die
helpen om te gaan met de eisen van het werk (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007;
Demerouti et al., 2001). Job crafting is positief gerelateerd aan welzijn en
het leveren van prestaties (Rudolph, Lavigne, Katz, & Zacher, 2017; Tims,
Bakker, & Derks, 2013). Verder draagt job crafting bij aan gevoelens van
controle, een positief zelfbeeld en verbondenheid (Wrzesniewski & Dutton,
2001), precies die aspecten die werkzoekenden missen. In 4 empirische
studies onderzoeken we of werkzoekenden en hun adviseurs dezelfde
voordelen ervaren van het vormgeven van hun werk(zoektocht) door
middel van crafting, en kijken of dit bijdraagt aan het ultieme doel: het
vergroten van de werkhervattingskansen van werkzoekenden.
Na een algemene inleiding in Hoofdstuk 1, focussen Hoofdstuk 2 en
3 zich op de medewerkers van UWV Werkbedrijf. Hoofdstuk 4 en 5 richten
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zich op de werkzoekenden zelf. In Hoofdstuk 2 beschrijven we een 4daagse dagboekstudie onder de medewerkers van UWV Werkbedrijf. We
onderzoeken waarom medewerkers hun baan craften en kijken of job
crafting gerelateerd is aan prestatie in de vorm van het verlenen van
hoogwaardige service. We noemen deze vorm van prestatie servicegeoriënteerde taakprestatie, wat verwijst naar het verlenen van hoogwaardige
diensten aan werkzoekenden en potentiële werkgevers om zo organisatieen klantdoelstellingen te halen. In totaal vulden 156 medewerkers de
vragenlijst tenminste 1 dag in. Honderdenzes medewerkers hebben de
volledige studie afgerond. Resultaten laten zien dat medewerkers hun
werk craften om meer zingeving te ervaren. Dit had een positief effect op
hun bevlogenheid in het werk, wat op z’n beurt een positief effect had op
de service-georiënteerde taakprestatie. Het verhogen van de hulpbronnen
en het zoeken van uitdagingen hadden een positief effect op het ervaren
van zingeving, bevlogenheid en service-georiënteerde taakprestatie. Dit
terwijl het verlagen van de belemmerende eisen een negatief effect had op
het ervaren van zingeving, bevlogenheid en service-georiënteerde
taakprestatie. Deze resultaten komen overeen met eerder onderzoek dat
aantoont dat het verlagen van de belemmerende eisen een
tegenovergesteld effect heeft in vergelijking met de andere twee strategieën
(Petrou et al., 2012). Hoofdstuk 2 liet dus zien dat medewerkers hun werk
craften om meer zingeving te ervaren, waarbij het verhogen van
hulpbronnen en het zoeken van uitdagingen de meest effectieve strategieën
lijken.
In Hoofdstuk 3 stelden we de vraag of een job craftingsinterventie
bij zou kunnen dragen aan het welzijn van medewerkers en het verhogen
van hun serviceprestatie ten tijde van grote organisatieveranderingen. De
interventie is uitgerold op het moment dat het management van UWV
Werkbedrijf besloot dat er 2 keer zoveel klanten gesproken moesten
worden, zonder dat hiervoor extra middelen beschikbaar kwamen. Tijdens
een tweedaagse trainingsinterventie hebben 74 medewerkers geleerd hoe
zij job craftingstechnieken konden inzetten om hun werk te optimaliseren.
Deze groep is vergeleken met een controlegroep van 89 medewerkers die
geen training ontvingen. Resultaten lieten zien dat de interventie weinig
effect had op het job craftingsgedrag van medewerkers. We vonden alleen
dat medewerkers in de interventiegroep over de tijd een toename in het
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verlagen van de belemmerde eisen rapporteerden. Dit laatstgenoemde
resultaat werd echter gevonden door analyses met behulp van univariate ttoetsen en werd niet ondersteund door de multivariate herhaalde metingen
ANOVA’s. De interventie had wel een effect op het behouden van welzijn,
aangezien de controlegroep een afname in empowerment rapporteerde,
terwijl de trainingsgroep stabiel bleef over tijd. Hetzelfde geldt voor
bevlogenheid, hoewel dit laatste wederom alleen bevestigd werd op basis
van t-toetsen en niet via herhaalde metingen ANOVA’s. De
trainingsinterventie had geen significant effect op service-georiënteerde
taakprestatie, empowering service (service die klanten in staat stelt hun
zoektocht naar werk zelf vorm te geven) en objectieve prestatie (het aantal
succesvol gemedieerde klanten). Echter, een jaar na de interventie
beoordeelden klanten van medewerkers uit de trainingsgroep de prestatie
van hun adviseur positiever dan klanten van medewerkers uit de
controlegroep.
Onze resultaten laten zien dat een job craftingsinterventie
waarschijnlijk niet de meest effectieve interventie is ten tijde van
organisatieverandering, aangezien deze nauwelijks invloed had op het job
craftingsgedrag en de serviceprestatie van medewerkers. Deze resultaten
dragen bij aan het vergroten van de kennis over job craftingsinterventies
ten tijde van organisatieveranderingen. Voorgaand onderzoek leverde
wisselende resultaten op, aangezien Gordon et al. (2017) vonden dat een
job craftingsinterventie succesvol was om prestatie te verhogen tijdens
kleine organisatieveranderingen, terwijl Demerouti, Xanthopoulou, Petrou
en Karagkounis (2017) lieten zien dat een job craftingsinterventie bijna geen
effect had ten tijde van bezuinigingsmaatregelen. Aangezien onze
resultaten aansluiten bij het werk van Demerouti et al. (2017), draagt dit bij
aan het bewijs dat een job craftingsinterventie waarschijnlijk niet de beste
manier is om medewerkers te helpen ten tijde van grote(re)
organisatieveranderingen.
In Hoofdstuk 4 richtten we ons op de werkzoekenden. Met behulp
van een longitudinale studie en een dagboekstudie onderzochten we of
werkzoekenden hun zoektocht naar werk op een vergelijkbare manier
vorm geven als medewerkers die hun baan craften. Ook onderzochten we
of werkzoekenden vergelijkbaar positieve effecten van crafting op hun
welzijn en prestatie ondervonden. Onze longitudinale studie leverde het
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eerste wetenschappelijke bewijs dat werkzoekenden hun zoektocht naar
werk inderdaad vormgeven op een manier de vergelijkbaar is met de
manier waarop medewerkers hun baan craften.
Tweehonderdachtenzeventig werkzoekenden vulden drie keer een
vragenlijst in over een periode van drie maanden. Resultaten bevestigden
dezelfde factorstructuur voor reemployment crafting (het vormgeven van de
zoektocht naar werk) als voor job crafting. Dat wil zeggen dat ook
werkzoekenden gebruik maken van het verhogen van de hulpbronnen, het
zoeken van uitdagingen en het verlagen van de belemmerende eisen.
Verder was reemployment crafting positief gerelateerd aan werkzoekprestatie: werkzoekenden die hun zoektocht craftten, waren meer bezig
met het verkennen van opties en netwerkten meer (zowel intensiteit als
kwaliteit). De dagboekstudie (200 deelnemers, 136 complete responses) liet
zien dat werkzoekenden hun zoektocht niet alleen vormgeven over een
langere periode, maar ook op dagelijkse basis. Dit komt overeen met
onderzoek naar job crafting dat laat zien dat medewerkers hun baan zowel
over de tijd als op dagelijks niveau vormgeven (Lyons, 2008; Petrou et al.,
2012). Op dagniveau is reemployment crafting gerelateerd aan het
verkennen van opties en netwerkgedrag (zowel intensiteit als kwaliteit).
Verder hebben we het effect van twee omstandigheden die de effectiviteit
van reemployment crafting zouden kunnen beïnvloeden onderzocht: a)
sociale steun vanuit de nabije omgevingen en b) het gevoel van
werkzoekenden zelf dat ze vooruitgang boeken in hun zoektocht naar een
nieuwe baan. Hoewel reemployment crafting in het algemeen nuttig is, was
het met name nuttig op dagen dat sociale steun en gevoelens van
vooruitgang laag waren. Op deze dagen misten mensen de voordelen van
deze hulpbronnen. Reemployment crafting helpt hen echter om te
compenseren voor de afwezigheid van deze hulpbronnen (Hobfoll, 2001),
waardoor mensen in staat waren hun werkzoek-prestatie op peil te
houden.
In Hoofdstuk 4 onderzochten we ook welke effecten netwerkgedrag
heeft op werkhervattingskansen, aangezien eerder onderzoek heeft
aangetoond dat netwerkgedrag een belangrijke voorspeller is voor het
vinden van nieuw werk (Forret, 2014; Lambert, Eby, & Reeves, 2006; Van
Hoye, Van Hooft, & Lievens, 2009). Onze resultaten laten zien dat
werkzoekenden die een hoge mate van netwerk kwaliteit rapporteerden
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gedurende de dagboekperiode, bijna 3 tot 4 keer meer kans hadden om
werk te vinden in de 6 maanden nadat de dagboekstudie was afgerond –
vergeleken met werkzoekenden die een lage mate van netwerk kwaliteit
rapporteerden gedurende de dagboekperiode. Echter, op de lange termijn
lijkt netwerk intensiteit een belangrijke(re) voorspeller van
werkhervattingskansen, aangezien onze longitudinale studie een positieve
trend liet zien voor netwerk intensiteit, maar geen significant effect voor
netwerk kwaliteit. Dus, op korte termijn is netwerk kwaliteit belangrijk,
terwijl op langere termijn netwerk intensiteit gunstiger is.
In Hoofdstuk 5 onderzochten we of een trainingsinterventie
reemployment crafting kon versterken en of de training een positief effect
had op werkzoek-gedrag. In deze interventie hebben we ons niet alleen op
crafting gefocust, maar ook op Psychologisch Kapitaal (PsyCap). PsyCap is
een verzamelnaam voor hoop, optimisme, self-efficacy en veerkracht
(Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). Het helpt mensen om te gaan met
lastige situaties en kan ontwikkeld worden met behulp van relatief korte
trainingsinterventies (Luthans, Avey, Avolio, Norman, & Combs, 2006;
Luthans, Avey, & Patera, 2008). Voorgaand onderzoek heeft laten zien dat
een combinatie van job crafting en PsyCap in het werkdomein succesvol
was om bevlogenheid en prestatie te verhogen (Van Wingerden, Bakker, &
Derks, 2016). Aangezien werkzoekenden zouden kunnen profiteren van
PsyCap (omdat ze in een moeilijke situatie zitten) en omdat onderzoek
heeft aangetoond dat een combinatie van PsyCap en job crafting effectief is
voor werknemers (Van Wingerden et al., 2016), hebben wij onderzocht of
werkzoekenden ook zouden kunnen profiteren van dit type interventie. We
ontwikkelden een driedaags trainingsprogramma, waarbij we 146
werkzoekenden leerden hoe ze hun PsyCap konden verhogen en hoe ze
reemployment crafting konden integreren in hun (dagelijkse) werkzoekroutines. De controlegroep bestond uit 275 werkzoekenden. Resultaten
lieten zien dat de training succesvol was om PsyCap (vooral hoop,
optimisme en self-efficacy) en reemployment crafting (vooral het vergroten
van hulpbronnen en het zoeken van uitdagingen) te verhogen. Verder had
de training een positief effect op werkzoek-gedrag (het verkennen van
opties, netwerk intensiteit en netwerk kwaliteit). Deelnemers hadden
sterker het gevoel dat ze vooruitgang boekten en ze hadden meer motivatie
om activiteiten te ondernemen. Helaas had de training geen effect op de
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werkhervattingskansen, aangezien er geen verschil was tussen de
interventie en de controlegroep drie en zes maanden na de training.
Desalniettemin is de training veelbelovend voor het op peil houden van het
welzijn van werkzoekenden en het stimuleren van hun werkzoek-gedrag.
Samengevat laten de resultaten in dit proefschrift zien dat zowel
adviseurs als werkzoekenden op vergelijkbare manieren kunnen profiteren
van proactieve craftingstechnieken om hun welzijn en prestaties te
verbeteren. Wat betreft welzijn werden zowel voor adviseurs/medewerkers
als voor werkzoekenden positieve effecten gevonden: Door hun werk
proactief vorm te geven, ervaren medewerkers hun werk als meer
betekenisvol, voelen zij zich meer empowered en zijn ze meer bevlogen. Op
een vergelijkbare manier ervaren werkzoekenden die hun zoektocht naar
werk proactief vormgeven meer PsyCap, motivatie om activiteiten te
ondernemen en vooruitgang. Met betrekking tot het leveren van prestaties
laten onze resultaten zien dat crafting medewerkers helpt om
hoogwaardige service te verlenen en dat crafting werkzoekenden helpt om
hun zoekgedrag (verkennen van opties, netwerken) te verhogen. Ondanks
dat crafting in beide groepen (adviseurs en werkzoekenden) niet bijdroeg
aan het vergroten van de werkhervattingskansen voor werkzoekenden, zijn
onze resultaten toch veelbelovend. Ze laten zien dat er voor beide groepen
trainbare technieken zijn die mensen (op dagelijkse basis) zélf kunnen
inzetten, om zo hun welzijn en prestaties te verhogen.
Dit proefschrift draagt bij aan de wetenschap door het integreren
van de literatuur over werkloosheid met die over het JD-R model en de
aanverwante job craftingsliteratuur alsmede de literatuur over de positieve
psychologie. Het laat zien dat technieken die bewezen effectief zijn in de
context van werk (job crafting en PsyCap) ‘vertaald’ kunnen worden naar
en toegepast kunnen worden op de context van werkloosheid. In beide
domeinen hebben deze technieken positieve effecten op welbevinden en
prestaties.
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