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The purpose of this study was to investigate job crafting and its relationship with work engagement and job 
satisfaction within the South African context. This research is important as job crafting has been shown to 
have a positive influence on employee motivation. A cross-sectional survey design was used to collect 
primary data from organisations in the mining and manufacturing industries of South Africa (N = 470). The 
results of multi-group structural equation modelling showed that the original four-factor structure of the job 
crafting scale was supported by the data, but that a three-factor structure was necessary due to a 
discriminant validity concern regarding two job crafting dimensions. Regression results revealed that 
increasing structural job resources with challenging job demands, and increasing social job resources were 
significant predictors of work engagement in both groups. Contrary to expectations decreasing hindering job 
demands was a negative predictor of job satisfaction in the mining group. Furthermore, increasing social job 
resources was also a significant predictor of job satisfaction in both groups. This study indicates the 
importance of job crafting for work engagement and job satisfaction in organisations. 
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1 Introduction 
In South Africa, mining contributes to about 18 per cent of gross domestic product (GDP) and to 
over 50 per cent of foreign exchange earnings (Smit, 2013). Similarly, manufacturing has been 
said to contribute to about 17 per cent of GDP (StatsSA, 2015) – indicating that both sectors are 
invaluable to the growth and success of the South African economy. However, in recent years 
these sectors have been impacted by frequent labour unrest (legal and wildcat strikes) and 
uncertainty surrounding employment (layoffs and retrenchments) and production are a great 
concern. For example, in platinum mining, a R 24 billion loss was estimated due to strike action 
(Steyn, 2014). Therefore, employees and organisations can benefit from employees who are 
proactive as organisations depend on their employees’ proactivity in order to maintain competitive 
advantage due to constant changes in the market (Wagner & Hollenbeck, 2015). This can be 
accomplished by having optimally motivated employees within a climate that takes the 
organisation forward. In the organisational behaviour literature employee motivation of this nature 
is most often referred to as work engagement – a positive, work-related frame of mind that is 
characterised by high levels of energy (vigour) and dedication in and to one’s work (Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2004). Furthermore, in line with the job demands-resources model (JD-R; Bakker, 
Demerouti & Sanz-Vergel, 2014), employees who receive the necessary job resources and have an 
optimal level of job demands (work characteristics) are not only motived and engaged, but are also 
overall more likely to be satisfied with their jobs. Job satisfaction can be defined as “a positive (or 
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negative) evaluative judgment one makes about one's job or job situation” (Weiss, 2002:175). If 
employee work engagement and job satisfaction are not optimal, it can lead to various detrimental 
outcomes for the organisation, such as reduced commitment, lower productivity and increased 
employee turnover intention (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; De Beer, Rothmann Jr. & Pienaar, 
2012) – all of which are undesirable to an organisation as productivity and retention of talent are 
important aspects for business success which impacts the bottom-line. 

Traditionally, from an organisational perspective, employees have been considered as 
passengers in their jobs and job (re)design was considered a reactive task – but an alternative has 
been posited that enables job (re)design at the individual level (see Tims & Bakker, 2010). 
Employees who experience work engagement have been shown to create their own great places to 
work (Bakker, 2010). Organisations would therefore (and do) benefit from employees who take 
proactive initiatives in moulding their work characteristics (demands and resources) to best fit 
their needs and requirements (Parker, Williams & Turner, 2006). In this sense, the organisation 
itself is not the sole proprietor of employee motivation and well-being, but employees themselves 
take action to increase their engagement and satisfaction with work by taking responsibility for 
altering job characteristics of their own volition (Tims, Bakker & Derks, 2013). An employee 
therefore enters a job and proactively changes task-aspects of the job to better suit him or her 
(Bakker, Tims & Derks, 2012). This proactive behaviour and personal initiative has been coined: 
Job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job crafting is, in the context of the JD-R model, 
about moulding a job according to the employee’s preferences, skills, and abilities – and thereby 
making actual changes in levels of job demands and job resources (Berg & Dutton, 2008; Tims, 
Bakker & Derks, 2012). It is important to note that job crafting and job (re)design are not 
interchangeable terms. Job redesign considers changes to the job as a whole and is a top-down 
approach, while job crafting is more concerned with task-related aspects of the job and is a 
bottom-up approach (Berg & Dutton, 2008; Tims et al., 2012). Thus, in line with the JD-R model, 
job crafting addresses job demands and job resources (Tims & Bakker, 2010), which can 
positively influence employee motivation, work engagement and job satisfaction. 

Currently, no studies have been conducted on job crafting within the South African context. 
Due to its importance to organisations, a gap has been identified that needs to be addressed. 
Therefore, the present study aims to determine the factor structure of a recently proposed job 
crafting scale. In addition, we investigate the relationship of job crafting with work engagement 
and job satisfaction – two important indicators of employee motivation within mining and 
manufacturing organisations in South Africa.  

2 Literature review 

2.1 Deconstructing job crafting 
Initially, it was hypothesised that job crafting comprises three components: i) increasing job 
resources, ii) increasing challenging job demands, and iii) decreasing hindering job demands (cf. 
Tims et al., 2012). Specifically, increasing one’s level of job resources may have an impact on 
overall work engagement and motivation, as job resources have been shown to be the most 
important indicators of employee motivation - as presented in the motivational process of the JD-R 
model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner and Schaufeli (2001) 
describe job resources as the organisational aspects of the job that are instrumental in achieving 
work goals and may also reduce job demands. Some examples of job resources are social support, 
increased autonomy and participation in decision-making processes (Burke & Richardsen, 1993). 
Conversely, Demerouti et al. (2001:501), and Schaufeli and Bakker (2004:296) define job 
demands as “those physical, psychological, social, or organisational aspects of the job that require 
sustained physical and psychological effort and are therefore associated with certain physiological 
and psychological costs”. However, in terms of challenging job demands, research has shown that 
stimulating and challenging job tasks impact employee motivation positively (Crawford, LePine & 
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Rich, 2010; LePine, Podsakoff & LePine, 2005), whereas hindering job demands have been shown 
to be related to employee exhaustion and cynicism (LePine et al., 2005; Van den Broeck, De 
Cuyper, De Witte & Vansteenkiste, 2010). Hindering job demands contribute to the eroding of 
energy and health impairment that leads to burnout and eventually being unwell (Tadic, Bakker & 
Oerlemans, 2015). Job crafters therefore address their job demands and job resources in a variety 
of constructive ways, like seeking resources (e.g., more autonomy on certain tasks, asking 
supervisors for more feedback regarding their performance), seeking challenges (e.g., challenging 
job demands to increase their mastery and personal growth), and reducing demands (e.g., 
hindering demands such as role conflict) (cf. Petrou et al., 2012).  

The original development and validation study of the job crafting scale by Tims and colleagues 
revealed a four-factor structure for job crafting. Two of the original hypothesised factors were 
retained: i) increasing challenging demands and ii) decreasing hindering job demands; and two ‘new’ 
factors both represented the hypothesised concept of increasing job resources-behaviour and were 
labelled: iii) increasing structural job resources (e.g. autonomy, learning opportunities and variety) 
and iv) increasing social job resources (e.g. feedback, colleague support and supervisory coaching) 
(see Tims et al., 2012). The current study aimed to confirm this four-factor structure in a South-
African sample of miners and manufacturers. Therefore the following hypothesis was stated: 

H1. The job crafting scale consists of a four-factor structure. 

2.2 Work engagement and job crafting 
Work engagement is classically defined as a “positive, work-related state of mind in employees 
characterised by vigour, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma & 
Bakker, 2002:74). The core components of engagement comprise vigour and dedication (Bakker, 
Albrecht & Leiter, 2011; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), whereas absorption has been considered a 
more divergent component resulting from having the necessary vigour and dedication in one’s 
work (see Langelaan, 2007). Vigour reflects high levels of energy and mental resilience at work 
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010), whilst dedication reflects “a sense of 
significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge” (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004:295). 

Proactive behaviour and work engagement have shown a positive relationship, i.e. the act of 
being proactive has shown to increase work engagement (Bakker et al., 2012). Indeed, broaden-
and-build theory posits that positive affect broadens attention, cognition and action, which, in turn, 
leads to an increase in resources (Fredrickson, 2001; Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005). Job crafting 
is an example of proactive behaviour and longitudinal research has found that job crafting is a 
mediator in the process of increasing work engagement and person-environment fit (Lu, Wang, 
Lu, Du & Bakker, 2014). Job resources have also been shown to be the strongest predictors of 
work engagement (Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti & Xanthopoulou, 2007). Therefore, proactive 
actions by an individual that mobilises (and increases) job resources, decreases hindering job 
demands, and increases challenging aspects of a job, leads to work engagement (Bakker et al., 
2012; Petrou et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2013). Based on the above the following 
hypothesis was stated: 

H2. Job crafting has a positive relationship to work engagement 

2.3 Job satisfaction and job crafting 
Job satisfaction is an affective state and indicates the overall level of satisfaction that an employee 
has towards his or her job situation (Weiss, 2002). It has also been argued that job satisfaction is a 
more passive state compared to work engagement, which is considered a more active one (Warr & 
Inceoglu, 2012). This can be explained in the context of the circumplex model of emotion 
(Russell, 1980, 2003), which positions job satisfaction as characterised by low activation with 
positive (pleasant) affect – and work engagement having this positive affect but with high arousal 
(activation). Research has also shown that adequate job resources improve the job satisfaction 
levels of employees (Sousa-Poza & Sousa-Poza, 2000). For example, increasing the quality of the 
exchange relationship with the supervisor (supervisor support - a social resource) has shown to 
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increase job satisfaction and organisational citizenship behaviour (Li, Liang & Crant, 2010). 
Therefore, the act of crafting can also increase the job satisfaction of employees (Tims et al., 
2013). The following hypothesis is stated: 

H3. Job crafting has a positive relationship to job satisfaction. 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the psychometric properties of the job crafting scale 
and its relationship with work engagement and job satisfaction within the South African context. 

3 Research methods 
This study consisted of a cross-sectional design (Struwig & Stead, 2001). Cross-sectional research 
collects data at one point in time and considers the relationships between variables at that time 
(Struwig & Stead, 2001; Welman, Kruger & Mitchell, 2011). Therefore, primary data was 
collected from the organisations via survey implementation.  

3.1 Research participants 
The participants (N = 470) comprised of 260 employees in the mining sector (55.7 per cent of the 
sample), and 210 employees in the manufacturing sector (44.3 per cent of the sample). The mean 
age of the participants was 37.92 (SD=11.4). Male participants numbered 263 (56 per cent) while 
females numbered 207 (44 per cent). The majority of the participants stated that they were married 
or living with a partner (63 per cent), whereas the minority indicated that they were remarried (3 
per cent). The participants who were employed on a full-time basis numbered 451 (95.9 per cent), 
with 19 (4.1 per cent) employees indicated they were employed on a part-time basis. A total of 267 
participants indicated their home language as being an African-language (56.8 per cent), whereas 
199 participants’ language was of Western-Germanic (English / Afrikaans) origin (42.3 per cent). 

3.2 Measuring instruments 
The measuring instruments used for the current study are described below. Please note that the 
reliability coefficients of the current study scales are provided in the results section below. 

3.2.1 Biographical questionnaire 
Standard biographical questions were used to determine the biographical characteristics of the 
participants, such as year of birth and gender. 

3.2.2 Job crafting 
Job crafting was measured with the Job Crafting Scale (JCS) developed by Tims et al. (2012). This 
scale uses a 5-point rating scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Often). The JCS posits four 
underlying factors measured by 21 items (e.g. ‘I make sure that my work is mentally less intense’ 
and ‘When there is not much to do at work, I see it as a chance to start new projects’). This scale 
reported Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of above 0.70 for all of the factors (Tims et al., 2012). 

3.2.3 Work engagement  
Work engagement was measured with items from the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-
17; Schaufeli, Bakker & Salanova, 2006). This measure classically consists of 17 items that are all 
scored on a 7-point rating scale ranging from 0 (Never) to 6 (Always). In this study only the 11 
items measuring the two core components of work engagement were used: Vigour, (e.g. ‘I can 
continue working for very long periods at a time’) and Dedication (e.g. ‘I find the work that I do 
full of meaning and purpose’) (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). The UWES has been used in South 
Africa with acceptable reliability (α = 0.78-0.89; Storm & Rothmann, 2003).  

3.2.4 Job satisfaction  
Job satisfaction was measured with the scale developed by Hellgren, Sjöberg and Sverke (1997). 
This three-item measure uses a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly 
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agree), to measure the individual’s satisfaction with his or her job (e.g. ‘I enjoy being at my job’). 
Within the South African context a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.80 was found for this scale 
(Pienaar, Sieberhagen & Mostert, 2007). 

3.3 Statistical analysis 
Multi-group confirmatory factor analysis (CFA; Brown, 2015) with structural equation modelling 
methods were implemented with Mplus 7.31 (Muthén & Muthén, 2015). The weighted least 
square (WLS) estimation method, specifically the mean and variance adjusted weighted least 
squares (WLSMV) estimator was used. The justification for this implementation is based on the 
ordered categorical nature of the items (and not continuous nature as would be assumed by 
maximum likelihood estimation). A recent study has also shown that WLSMV can perform better 
with categorical data, compared even to Bayesian implementations, when sample size is 200 or 
above (Liang & Yang, 2014). This approach was therefore considered appropriate to reach the 
objectives of the current study. The WLSMV estimation method provides the well-known global 
fit statistics for structural equation modelling methods: Comparative fit index (CFI; satisfactory 
values of 0.90 and above), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI; satisfactory values of 0.90 and above), and 
Root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA; satisfactory value below 0.08) (Van de 
Schoot, Lugtig & Hox, 2012).  

Even though a polychoric correlation matrix is used between items in the estimation process of 
WLSMV, a zero-order correlation matrix is generated for the latent variables as latent variables 
are estimated to be continuous variable values from the ordered categorical indicators. In terms of 
the effect sizes for the correlation values, r ≥ 0.30 was considered a medium practical effect, and r 
≥ 0.50 was considered a large practical effect (Cohen, 1988). Problematic discriminant validity 
between latent variables would be investigated for high correlational values, i.e. r ≥ 0.85 (Brown, 
2015). Any potential concern of discriminant validity would be addressed by the average variance 
extracted (AVE) versus the shared variance between the constructs (Farrell, 2010). This technique 
assumes sufficient discriminant validity only if the AVE of each latent factor is larger than the 
shared variance between the two constructs being compared.  

To determine the reliability of the constructs, alpha coefficients are normally calculated 
(Cronbach, 1951). However, Cronbach’s alpha has been shown to be an inaccurate estimate of 
internal consistency and in some cases a gross overestimate (Revelle & Zinbarg, 2009). Peters 
(2014) suggests abandoning Cronbach’s alpha in psychological research altogether for other 
alternatives like the omega coefficient (ω) with bootstrapped 95 per cent confidence intervals 
(CIs). This study heeded that call and calculated omega reliability coefficients with 10 000 
bootstrap replications which provides 95 per cent confidence intervals for the reliability estimates 
(reported in the results section below).  

Finally, a structural model was specified by adding regressions to the CFA (measurement) 
model in order to determine the standardised beta coefficients (β) and standard errors (S.E.) for the 
direction of relationships between the latent variables. Statistical significance for all parameters in 
the study was set at the normal 95 per cent level (p < 0.05). 

4 Results 
Results of the structural equation modelling with Mplus, revealed the following: 

4.1 Measurement models (CFA), discriminant validity and reliability indicators 
The CFA results indicated that the four-factor measurement model for the components of job 
crafting showed a good fit to the data (CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.05). However, upon 
closer inspection it was found that two of the four factors (Increasing structural job resources and 
Increasing challenging job demands) had a correlation of 0.86 in both the mining and 
manufacturing groups, which is above the set cut-off of 0.85 for discriminant validity (Brown, 
2015). This then necessitated an investigation into the discriminant validity of these two constructs 
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in the sample, i.e. whether these two factors could indeed be meaningfully distinguished from each 
other or if they needed to be combined as one factor in order to continue with the study 
investigations. The AVE and the shared variance between the two constructs in the two groups 
showed that in mining it was a borderline case while in the manufacturing group more shared 
variance was explained between the factors than in each individual latent variable. This indicated 
that there were indeed concerns with discriminant validity and it was decided to combine these 
two factors into a new factor labelled: Increasing structural job resources and challenging demands 
(Increasing S-JR and C-JD), to investigate the remaining two hypotheses. H1 was therefore 
partially supported. 

The fit of the adjusted three-factor model to the data was also acceptable with deviations only 
occurring at the thousandth decimal (CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.05). In this instance, no 
inordinate correlations were found in the correlation table, i.e. rs < 0.85 in all instances (see Table 
2). The bootstrapped replicated omega reliability indicators showed that all three factors had 
acceptable reliability, i.e. internal consistency. More specifically, Increasing S-JR and C-JD 
(mining: ω = 0.77, 95% CI[0.71, 0.82]; manufacturing: ω = 0.83, 95% CI[0.79, 0.86]), Increasing 
social resources (mining: ω = 0.73, 95% CI[0.68, 0.77]; manufacturing: ω = 0.79, 95% CI[0.72, 
0.83]), and Decreasing hindering job demands (mining: ω = 0.76, 95% CI[0.70, 0.80]; 
manufacturing: ω = 0.80, 95% CI[0.74, 0.84]) all had values above 0.70 in both groups (Dunn, 
Baguley & Brunsden, 2014).  

4.2 Factor loadings and explained variance of the latent factors 
Table 1 presents the standardised factor loadings and variances explained of the individual items 
for each of the job crafting factors.  

Table 1 
Standardised factor loadings, standard errors and explained variance of the items for the job crafting factors 
Sector Factor Item Loading S.E. R2 Sector Loading S.E. R2 

Mining 

Increasing S-JR with C-JD 
 

1 0.57 0.05 0.33 

Manufacturing 

0.76 0.04 0.57 
2 0.71 0.04 0.50 0.76 0.04 0.57 
3 0.85 0.04 0.72 0.82 0.04 0.68 

4 0.81 0.04 0.65 0.84 0.03 0.70 
5 0.27 0.04 0.07 0.34 0.06 0.12 

17 0.62 0.04 0.58 0.56 0.05 0.54 
18 0.53 0.04 0.38 0.60 0.05 0.36 
19 0.55 0.04 0.47 0.72 0.04 0.46 

20 0.43 0.05 0.31 0.52 0.05 0.51 
21 0.59 0.04 0.25 0.66 0.04 0.42 

Increasing social job resources 

12 0.64 0.04 0.41 0.68 0.05 0.48 

13 0.71 0.04 0.41 0.77 0.04 0.47 
14 0.60 0.05 0.51 0.68 0.05 0.58 

15 0.65 0.04 0.37 0.76 0.05 0.47 
16 0.56 0.05 0.42 0.56 0.05 0.60 

Decreasing hindering job demands 

6 0.76 0.04 0.31 0.73 0.03 0.31 

7 0.62 0.04 0.38 0.60 0.04 0.31 
8 0.68 0.04 0.29 0.68 0.03 0.35 
9 0.56 0.05 0.31 0.71 0.03 0.52 

10 0.50 0.05 0.18 0.65 0.04 0.27 
11 0.64 0.05 0.35 0.69 0.04 0.44 

Notes: S-JR = structural job resources; C-JD = challenging job demands; all loadings significant at the p < 0.001 level; R2 = 
variance explained by the latent factor in indicator 
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Results of the three-factor model revealed that all the items of the individual job crafting factors 
had statistically significant factor loadings (λ). For example, for increasing S-JR with C-JD the 
item with the highest factor loading was item 3 in the mining group (“I try to learn new things at 
work”; λ = 0.85) and item 4 (“I make sure that I use my capacities to the fullest”; λ = 0.84) in the 
manufacturing group. For the second factor, Increasing social job resources, the item with the 
highest factor loading in both groups was item 13 (“I ask whether my supervisor is satisfied with 
my work”; mining: λ = 0.71; manufacturing: λ = 0.77). The final factor, Decreasing hindering job 
demands, also had the same item with the highest loadings in both groups, i.e. item 6 (“I make 
sure that my work is mentally less intense”; mining: λ = 0.76; manufacturing: λ = 0.73). All in all, 
the factor loadings had significant loadings to their corresponding factors, with acceptable 
variances explained by the latent variables in the corresponding observed indicators.  

4.3 Correlation matrix for the study variables 
Table 2 presents the zero-order correlation matrix for the three-factor model with work 
engagement and job satisfaction included.  

Table 2 
Correlation matrix for the latent variables in both groups 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Increasing S-JR with C-JD - 0.45* -0.07 0.46*  0.67** 
2. Increasing social job resources 0.73** - 0.16 0.32* 0.49* 

3. Decreasing hindering job demands 0.56** 0.47* - -0.15 -0.05 
4. Job satisfaction 0.51** 0.57** 0.36* -  0.70** 
5. Work engagement 0.52** 0.53** 0.25 0.68** - 

Notes: Mining below-left of the diagonal and manufacturing above-right of the diagonal; * = medium practical effect; ** = large 
practical effect 

In terms of the job crafting factors, it was interesting to note that in the mining group all of these 
factors correlated with each other with at least medium practical effect (rs = 0.47-0.73). 
Furthermore, work engagement was positively correlated with Increasing S-JR with C-JD  
(r = 0.52; large effect), Increasing social job resources (r = 0.53; large effect) and Decreasing 
hindering JD (r = 0.25; small effect). All three of the job crafting factors in the mining group also 
correlated positively to job satisfaction.  

In the manufacturing group Decreasing hindering job demands did not correlate with practical 
effect with Increasing social job resources (r = 0.16, p = 0.042) and didn’t at all correlate 
significantly with Increasing S-JR and C-JD (r = -0.07, p = 0.281). Increasing S-JR with C-JD and 
Increasing social job resources correlated positively practically significantly with work 
engagement (r = 0.67; r = 0.46) and job satisfaction (r = 0.49; r = 0.32). However, decreasing 
hindering job demands did not statistically significantly correlate with work engagement and 
correlated negatively with job satisfaction (r = -0.15). 

4.4 Structural model results 
Structural regression paths based on the hypotheses were added to the three-factor measurement 
model to establish the structural model. Table 3 presents the results of the structural model’s 
implementation.  

As can be seen from Table 3, in terms of work engagement in both groups: Increasing S-JR 
with C-JD had a significant positive relationship to work engagement (Mining: β = 0.33, S.E. = 
0.11, p = 0.002; Manufacturing: β = 0.56, S.E. = 0.05, p ≤ 0.001). Similarly, increasing social job 
resources had a significant positive relationship to work engagement in the mining (β = 0.33, S.E. 
= 0.11, p = 0.002) and manufacturing group (β = 0.24, S.E. = 0.06, p ≤ 0.001). In terms of 
Decreasing hindering job demands, there was no significant relationship to work engagement in 
either the mining (p = 0.211) or the manufacturing groups (p = 0.402). Therefore, H2 was only 
partially supported. 
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Table 3 
Regression results for the structural model 

Sector Structural regression path β S.E. p 

Mining 

Increasing S-JR with C-JD → Work engagement 0.33 0.11 0.002 
Increasing social JR → Work engagement 0.33 0.11 0.002 
Decreasing hindering JD → Work engagement -0.09 0.07 0.211 

Increasing S-JR with C-JD → Job satisfaction 0.17 0.12 0.151 
Increasing social JR → Job satisfaction 0.41 0.11 0.001 

Decreasing hindering JD → Job satisfaction 0.07 0.09 0.423 

Manufacture 

Increasing S-JR with C-JD → Work engagement 0.56 0.05 0.001 
Increasing social JR → Work engagement 0.24 0.06 0.001 

Decreasing hindering JD → Work engagement -0.05 0.06 0.402 
Increasing S-JR with C-JD → Job satisfaction 0.37 0.07 0.001 
Increasing social JR → Job satisfaction 0.17 0.07 0.018 

Decreasing hindering JD → Job satisfaction -0.15 0.07 0.020 

Notes: β = Beta coefficient; S.E. = Standard error; p = Two-tailed statistical significance; S-JR = structural job resources; 
C-JD = challenging job demands; JD = job demands; JR = job resources 

In terms of job satisfaction in the mining group, Increasing S-JR with C-JD did not have a 
significant relationship to job satisfaction (p = 0.151), and the case was the same for Decreasing 
hindering job demands and job satisfaction (p = 0.423). However, Increasing social job resources 
did have a significant positive relationship to job satisfaction (β = 0.41, S.E. = 0.11, p ≤ 0.001). 
For the manufacturing group, Increasing S-JR and C-JD (β = 0.37, S.E. = 0.07, p ≤ 0.001), and 
Increasing social job resources (β = 0.17, S.E. = 0.07, p ≤ 0.001) both had significant positive 
relationships to job satisfaction. However, Decreasing hindering job demands had a significant 
negative relationship to job satisfaction (β = -0.15, S.E. = 0.07, p = 0.020). H3 was therefore also 
partially supported.  

5 Discussion 
The aim of this study was to investigate job crafting and its impact on both work engagement and 
job satisfaction in mining and manufacturing within the South African context. Structural equation 
modelling methods were applied to investigate the hypotheses.  

Hypothesis 1 was partially supported as the four-factor model could be confirmed in both 
groups, but due to a discriminant validity issue it was necessary to combine increasing structural 
job resources and challenging job demands in order to offset the potential of multicollinearity in 
the model, which would distort results. The newly formed three-factor model was also a good fit 
to the data, did not contain discriminant validity concerns, and consisted of the following factors: 
Increasing structural job resources with challenging job demands (Increasing S-JR with C-JD), 
increasing social job resources, and decreasing hindering job demands. Interestingly, Tims et al. 
(2012) originally hypothesised a three-factor model, but the final three-factor model 
operationalised in the current study did also not reflect their original three-factor expectation. As 
to why increasing structural job resources and challenging job demands combine as one-factor in 
this study, a potential explanation is that when employees increase their level of autonomy, their 
perceptions of responsibility and challenge increase as well. In addition, when actively seeking 
challenging and complex new projects, one may also increase opportunities for growth and 
development (i.e. a structural job resource).  

Hypothesis 2 was also partially supported; it was found in both the mining and manufacturing 
groups that Increasing S-JR with C-JD and Increasing social job resources had significant 
relationships to work engagement. This is in line with research that has stated that challenging job 
demands can increase employee motivation and work engagement levels (Bakker & Sanz-Vergel, 
2013; Christian, Garza & Slaughter, 2011). Furthermore, previous studies have also shown that 
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social support (e.g. colleague support and supervisory coaching) leads to an increase in employee 
work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter & Taris, 2008). 
However, in both groups Decreasing hindering job demands did not have a significant relationship 
to work engagement. Classically, the JD-R model presents no direct relationship to job demands 
(e.g., work overload) work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), and increased work 
engagement has only been associated with challenging demands at work (Langelaan et al., 2006; 
Schaufeli et al., 2001). Therefore, the finding that decreasing hindering job demands does not 
significantly affect work engagement, in these two groups, is not necessarily a counter-intuitive 
finding and is in line with other studies (see Tims, Bakker & Derks, 2015; Tims, Bakker & Derks, 
2014). Additionally, reducing workload may have a protective effect on well-being but also lessen 
employee urgency to action (Petrou et al., 2012).  

In terms of job crafting and job satisfaction, hypothesis 3 was also only partially supported. In 
the mining group there was only one significant relationship, and that was the relationship 
indicating that Increasing S-JR may positively relate to job satisfaction. Similarly, this relationship 
was also significant in the manufacturing group. This is in line with research that has found that 
social support such as colleague support and immediate supervisor support is related to job 
satisfaction (Baruch-Feldman, Brondolo, Ben-Dayan & Schwartz, 2002; Ducharme & Martin, 
2000; Ellinger, Ellinger & Keller, 2003). Tims et al. (2013) found that job satisfaction is fuelled by 
resources such as autonomy and financial rewards. Furthermore, increasing S-JR with C-JD also 
had a significant relationship to job satisfaction, which is in line with research that has shown that 
an increase in job resources and challenging demands may lead to increased job satisfaction 
(LePine et al., 2005; Sousa-Poza & Sousa-Poza, 2000).  

Conversely, decreasing hindering job demands had a significant but negative relationship to job 
satisfaction. This result was unexpected, but also interesting. Previous research has stated that 
Decreasing hindering job demands can be a potential negative aspect of job crafting – i.e. it may 
result in task avoidance and procrastination (Oldham & Hackman, 2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 
2001), and this may then lead to lower levels of job satisfaction. Furthermore, the current research 
did not measure how successful employees are at achieving their job crafting goals, and as such 
we can only speculate why this relationship was evident. Perhaps the mere act of having to 
decrease hindering job demands could also be at such a level (and perhaps so unsuccessful) that it 
affects employee job satisfaction levels negatively – perhaps due to the rigidity of the regulated 
environment they find themselves in. As previously shown, hindrance demands affect job 
satisfaction negatively (LePine et al., 2005), and unsuccessful attempts at addressing these 
demands might lead to job dissatisfaction because the proactive behaviour is ineffective. More 
specifically, the appraisal of demands as being threatening or hindering evokes a negative 
emotional response and passive style of coping that can lead to avoidance and withdrawal (LePine 
et al., 2005). 

5.1 Limitations and recommendations 
The key limitation of this study was its cross-sectional nature and therefore assumptions of 
causality are cautioned. Although longitudinal research has been conducted in other contexts it 
remains necessary to investigate job crafting and its related outcomes within a South African 
context, over time. Furthermore, the results of the factor structure of job crafting in the current 
sample were interesting: While the original four-factor model could be confirmed with acceptable 
fit, a three-factor model was necessitated due to a discriminant validity concern between 
Increasing structural job resources and Increasing challenging job demands which had to be 
combined into one factor for thus study. Researchers in future studies of job crafting in South 
Africa should therefore ascertain if they face a similar situation by first considering the original 
four-factor model – in line with established literature - and investigate whether they face a similar 
situation in terms of discriminant validity as was the case in this study in order to elucidate the 
state of affairs within the South African context. This may also have been due to the interpretation 
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of the items (language used), and an item bias study could also be conducted in order to 
investigate the parameters, i.e. within and between person fit.  

A further limitation worth mentioning is that the current study only considered organisations in 
the mining and manufacturing sectors of South Africa - which are very important to the GDP of 
the South African economy, but somewhat limits the external validity of the findings. Future 
researchers should therefore also consider samples from other sectors such as information 
technology, higher education, and health care to answer questions surrounding job crafting. 
Finally, this study only considered positive consequences of job crafting but recent research has 
shown that detrimental effects (such as negative spill over to colleagues) are also possible 
(Demerouti, Bakker, & Halbesleben, 2015; Tims, Bakker & Derks, 2015) – indicating further 
possibilities for future research.  

5.2 Conclusion 
In conclusion, this study provided psychometric evidence for the factor structure and reliability of 
the job crafting scale. Job crafting was positively related to work engagement and job satisfaction 
in the mining and manufacturing industries. Specifically, increasing job resources and challenging 
job demands were positively related to work engagement and job satisfaction, whereas decreasing 
hindering job demands was unrelated or negatively related to these employee outcomes. Our 
findings suggest that supporting and enabling employees to craft their jobs by increasing their 
challenging job demands and resources (but not decreasing hindering job demands) may have a 
positive impact on both work engagement and job satisfaction.   
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