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Abstract

Based on the multilevel Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory, job crafting as a proactive behavior, psychological capital
(PsyCap) as a personal resource, and work engagement dynamically interact in the form of a daily gain cycle, reinforced by
general levels of well-being. To explore these multilevel relationships, we conducted a daily diary study over two workweeks
with a sample of 192 employees and 1,433 daily observations. Given the rise of hybrid work, we analyzed employees’ work
location as an additional contextual factor. Multilevel analyses revealed positive and reciprocal relationships between daily
levels of job crafting, PsyCap, and work engagement, supporting the proposed gain cycle. However, relationships varied
by job crafting type. While seeking resources and seeking challenges showed positive reciprocal links with work engage-
ment, reducing demands showed a negative reciprocal relationship. Furthermore, only seeking resources was positively and
reciprocally related to PsyCap. We also found differential effects for office and remote workdays, suggesting that job craft-
ing behaviors and their effectiveness depend on employees’ work location. While general well-being did not moderate the
daily gain cycle but exerted direct effects, additional analyses revealed a moderating role of personality traits. Our findings
highlight the importance of considering boundary conditions and differentiating between job crafting dimensions in future
research on gain cycles. By explaining why the same proactive behaviors may be effective for some employees but not oth-
ers, and on some days but not others, this study provides valuable guidance for interventions aimed at enhancing employee
health and adaptability in hybrid work environments.

Keywords Multilevel job demands-resources theory - Daily gain cycles - Job crafting - Personal resources - PsyCap -
Hybrid work

The focus on employee health and strategies for its enhance-
ment has been long-standing in organizational research
(Bliese et al., 2017). Among the various theories developed
to explain employee health, the Job Demands-Resources
(JD-R) theory has emerged as one of the leading frame-
works (Bakker et al., 2023b; Demerouti et al., 2001). This
theory postulates that job characteristics can be classified
into job demands and job resources, which trigger distinct
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health-related processes. One promising way for employ-
ees to shape their job-related demands and resources and to
actively participate in designing their own work environment
is through job crafting (Tims et al., 2012; Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001). As a proactive, bottom-up approach to job
redesign, job crafting enables employees to optimize the fit
between the job itself and their individual needs, skills, and
preferences (Tims et al., 2013, 2022).

While the original JD-R theory’s assumptions about
causal influences of job characteristics on employee well-
being have been widely supported by research, the theory
has substantially evolved over the past decades (Bakker
et al., 2023b). Major theoretical innovations include the
role of the individual in the form of job crafting and per-
sonal resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Longitudi-
nal JD-R research has further shown that the health-related
processes operate through reciprocal pathways (Guthier
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et al., 2020; Lesener et al., 2019), supporting the notion of
dynamic cycles for resource gain, commonly referred to as
gain cycles (Salanova et al., 2010). Building on principles
from the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll,
1989, 2002; Hobfoll et al., 2018), revised versions of the
JD-R theory propose that employees can create their own
gain cycle in which job crafting positively and reciprocally
relates to job and personal resources such as psychological
capital (PsyCap) and work engagement. That is, employees
who proactively craft their jobs by increasing job resources
and optimizing job demands generate new and strengthen
existing resources, both job-related and personal. These
resources increase their work engagement, which, in turn,
stimulates employees to remain proactive in shaping their
jobs, thereby perpetuating a gain cycle involving proactive
behaviors, resource accumulation, and work engagement
over time (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Bakker et al., 2023b).

Importantly, job resources, related work engagement,
and job crafting have been shown to fluctuate from day to
day within individuals (Bakker, 2014; Bakker et al., 2014;
Demerouti, 2014; Simbula, 2010; Tadi¢ et al., 2015). For
instance, employees who are generally engaged and moti-
vated to increase their resources through job crafting may
occasionally experience “off-days” during which they feel
momentarily tired. These within-person variations call for
more complex approaches that differentiate fluctuating
states and stable traits, and further consider the multilevel
relationships between short-term intraindividual varia-
tions and longer-term outcomes (Bakker & Costa, 2014;
Ilies et al., 2015). In this vein, Bakker (2015) introduced
the multilevel version of JD-R theory, which outlines how
daily within-individual (state-level) and general between-
individual (trait-level) effects may interact. Compared to the
original JD-R theory, this multilevel approach suggests that
the mutual reinforcement of proactive behaviors, resources,
and work engagement manifests in the short term, forming
a within-person gain cycle that employees can enter on a
daily basis. The multilevel JD-R theory further posits that
employees’ general or stable levels of well-being reinforce
this daily gain cycle, aligning with COR theory’s princi-
ple that sustained resource gains can trigger a so-called
gain spiral (Hobfoll, 2002; Hobfoll et al., 2018; Salanova
et al., 2010). Ultimately, the daily gain cycle is proposed to
enhance longer-term employee outcomes, such as job perfor-
mance (Bakker, 2015). Based on this view, the gain cycle’s
core mechanisms are shaped by stable manifestations and
can themselves lead to longer-term outcomes.

However, although the multilevel JD-R theory (Bakker,
2015; Bakker et al., 2023b) proposes these dynamic inter-
actions, existing research faces several shortcomings that
inform the present study. First, most prior studies do not
differentiate between fluctuating within- and stable between-
individual effects but predominantly examine stable levels
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of the gain cycle’s focal constructs (Sonnentag & Meier,
2024). For instance, Vogt et al. (2016) have shown that
individuals who engage in comparatively more job crafting
than others reach higher PsyCap levels over periods of three
months. Other longitudinal studies found support for longer-
term reciprocal relationships between job and/or personal
resources and work engagement (e.g., Hakanen et al., 2008;
Reis et al., 2015; Simbula et al., 2011; Xanthopoulou et al.,
2009). Despite their initial evidence for between-person gain
cycles, these studies overlook that job crafting (e.g., Petrou
et al., 2012), PsyCap (e.g., Sytine et al., 2019), and work
engagement (e.g., Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019) can fluctuate
over days and weeks within individuals. However, previous
daily and weekly diary studies accounting for short-term
fluctuations of job crafting and work engagement are also
limited, as they have largely neglected the role of fluctuat-
ing personal resources (e.g., Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019;
Bakker et al., 2019; Kooij et al., 2020; Lopper et al., 2023;
Petrou et al., 2012, 2017), thereby only covering parts of
the proposed gain cycle and lacking an understanding of
how its three core constructs simultaneously interact. In
addition, except for Lopper et al. (2023), these studies pri-
marily examine unidirectional relationships. Based on this,
we already know that employees can use daily and weekly
job crafting to build their own work engagement (Bakker &
Oerlemans, 2019; Petrou et al., 2012, 2017), but we do not
know yet to what extent daily within-person variations in job
crafting lead to different daily levels of PsyCap and work
engagement, and vice versa. Consequently, the foundational
mechanisms of the within-person gain cycle (Bakker, 2015)
have yet to be fully established on a daily basis.

Second, most studies on gain cycles lack attempts to com-
bine multiple levels in their analyses. Specifically, beyond
differentiating between fluctuating states and stable traits,
scholars call for multilevel approaches examining how state
and trait levels of variables interact, thereby contributing
to a more comprehensive understanding of employee well-
being (Bakker, 2015; Bakker & Costa, 2014; Bakker &
Demerouti, 2017; Ilies et al., 2015). Based on COR theory,
the multilevel JD-R theory posits that stable traits reinforce
the impact of daily fluctuations in job crafting on resources
and work engagement. Individuals with high general levels
of well-being may be better equipped and more likely to
effectively increase their daily resources and work engage-
ment through job crafting, which, in turn, fosters their future
work engagement (Bakker, 2015). However, research to date
provides only preliminary evidence for a link between state-
and trait-levels of well-being (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2016;
Bakker et al., 2023c). Empirical studies that distinguish
these multilevel effects by simultaneously scrutinizing all
three core constructs of the gain cycle, particularly at vary-
ing levels, remain scarce (Sonnentag & Meier, 2024). Yet,
an empirical exploration of the proposed daily dynamics and
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their interaction with stable manifestations of well-being
provides the necessary theoretical foundation for investigat-
ing employee outcomes of this interplay, such as indicators
for job performance (Bakker, 2015).

Third, the past decades have witnessed an ongoing trans-
formation in the work environment (Parker et al., 2017; Wes-
sels et al., 2019), drawing attention to additional contextual
factors that may influence the proposed daily gain cycle. In
particular, a shift toward hybrid work models has recently
emerged, combining traditional (on-site) and alternative (off-
site) forms of work (Lamovsek et al., 2025). As a result,
employees may change their work location multiple times
over a few days, leading to fluctuating working conditions
(Biron & van Veldhoven, 2016; Stasita-Sieradzka et al.,
2023; Toscano et al., 2025). However, there is a lack of stud-
ies examining short-term fluctuations in situational features
of the work environment and their impact on employees’
daily work experiences (Ilies et al., 2024a). Within the JD-R
framework, it has recently been acknowledged that employ-
ees working in dynamic environments experience frequent
changes in job characteristics, requiring regular adjustments
in their proactive behaviors to maintain well-being and moti-
vation at work (Demerouti & Bakker, 2023). Recent qualita-
tive research indeed indicates that employees adjust their job
crafting strategies to align with the specific characteristics
of different work settings (Randel et al., 2024). As the effec-
tiveness of job crafting can vary depending on the context in
which it occurs (Boehnlein & Baum, 2022; Lazazzara et al.,
2020), we assume that employees’ daily work location is a
critical contextual boundary condition that not only shapes
daily crafting behaviors but also influences their proposed
interplay with PsyCap and work engagement.

Against this background, our study aims to analyze the
daily interplay of job crafting, PsyCap, and work engage-
ment while considering the moderating role of employees’
general well-being and their daily work location in hybrid
work environments.

By adopting a multilevel perspective that emphasizes
short-term daily dynamics and their interactions with spe-
cific boundary conditions, we provide empirical evidence
for JD-R theory’s multilevel application and enhance our
understanding of proactive job design within this frame-
work. Specifically, employing a daily diary approach enables
us to capture the day-level reciprocal relationships of the
gain cycle proposed by the multilevel JD-R theory (Bakker,
2015). Additionally, the integration of general well-being
as a moderating factor allows for a deeper understanding
of how both stable and fluctuating elements of well-being
interact and contribute to overall employee health, whereas
the consideration of employees’ daily work location adds
to our knowledge of fluctuating boundary conditions (Ilies
et al., 2015). This foundational understanding of the gain
cycle’s core mechanisms and boundary conditions provides

future researchers with a framework for investigating how
these daily dynamics translate into employee (e.g., perfor-
mance) outcomes. As we introduce hybrid work as a novel
contextual factor that modulates the effectiveness of daily
crafting behaviors, we further address questions on how and
for whom job crafting works, explaining why the same pro-
active behaviors may be effective for some employees but
not others, and on some days but not others. From a practical
viewpoint, this study provides valuable multilevel insights
into the conditions that facilitate the daily interplay of job
crafting, PsyCap, and work engagement, offering guidance
for the development of more effective organizational inter-
ventions tailored to hybrid work environments (Demerouti,
2025).

Theoretical Background and Development
of Hypotheses

The Multilevel Nature of JD-R Theory

Compared to the original JD-R theory (Bakker & Demer-
outi, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001), the multilevel version
of JD-R theory introduces three key extensions aimed at (1)
differentiating between state and trait variables, (2) incor-
porating personality traits, and (3) integrating within- and
between-person approaches by outlining interactions of state
and trait variables (Bakker, 2015). Based on these exten-
sions, the multilevel JD-R theory argues that the proposed
positive and reciprocal health-related effects are exerted in
the relatively short term: job crafting, personal resources,
and work engagement are assumed to fluctuate within indi-
viduals and to mutually reinforce each other in a gain cycle
sustained across momentary, daily, and weekly levels. The
multilevel JD-R theory further differs from its original ver-
sion by the proposition that stable traits (e.g., overall well-
being, personality) moderate the impact of daily fluctuations
in job crafting on resources and work engagement (Bakker,
2015; Bakker et al., 2023b).

The notion of positive gain cycles within this multi-
level approach is partly grounded in COR theory (Hobfoll,
1989, 2002; Hobfoll et al., 2018), a motivational framework
asserting that the acquisition and accumulation of resources
serve as a central driver that initiates and sustains employ-
ees’ behaviors. According to COR theory’s basic tenets,
employees actively strive to maintain and accumulate (job
and personal) resources they personally value in order to
successfully adapt to their environment and withstand stress-
ful events (Hobfoll, 2002). In addition, COR theory postu-
lates that resources do not function in isolation but clus-
ter together in so-called resource caravans (Hobfoll et al.,
2018). This implies that employees with greater resources
are better equipped to gain additional resources, resulting in
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a positive gain process that underpins the proposed mutual
reinforcement of proactive behaviors, resource accumula-
tion, and work engagement over time (Bakker et al., 2023b).
COR theory’s principle that those with enduring resources
are more capable of resource gain further aligns with Bak-
ker’s (2015) idea that relatively stable or chronic well-being
amplifies the impact of daily job resources on work engage-
ment and job crafting.

Daily Gain Cycles between Job Crafting, PsyCap,
and Work Engagement

As a specific form of proactive behavior at work, job crafting
allows employees to better align the characteristics of their
jobs with individual needs and preferences, thereby improv-
ing person-job fit (Tims & Bakker, 2010). Integrated into
the JD-R theory, job crafting is defined as “[...] the changes
that employees may make to balance their job demands and
job resources with their personal abilities and needs” (Tims
et al., 2012, p. 174). Accordingly, employees can modify
their own job characteristics by increasing (structural and
social) job resources, increasing challenging job demands,
and decreasing hindering job demands (Tims et al., 2012,
2013). A substantial body of empirical evidence already
indicates that employee-initiated, bottom-up adjustments
to job demands and job resources are linked to a variety
of favorable health- and work-related outcomes (Rudolph
et al., 2017).

With regard to resources, the early JD-R theory (Bak-
ker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001) focused
on the relationship between job-related resources and work
engagement. Later, the concept of resources was broad-
ened to include personal resources (Demerouti & Bakker,
2023). A key example of personal resources is the concept
of PsyCap (for a meta-analysis, see Loghman et al., 2023).
Drawing from COR theory’s notion of resource caravans,
PsyCap refers to a higher-order construct consisting of four
personal resources: “(1) having confidence (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 et al., 2007, p. 3).
As PsyCap reflects an individual’s positive psychological
state of development and is known to be reciprocally related
to employee health (Kuhlmann & Siif3, 2024), it is increas-
ingly recognized as a key personal resource in occupational
health psychology.

The third component of the proposed gain cycle is work
engagement, conceptualized as “[...] a positive, fulfill-
ing, work-related state of mind that is characterized by
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vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002,
p.- 74). Overall, work engagement signifies a high level
of energy and a strong sense of identification with one’s
work, representing a positive and highly activated form of
employee well-being (Bakker, 2022). Building on COR
theory (Hobfoll, 2002), engaged employees are motivated
to stay engaged by proactively initiating their own gain
cycle of resources and engagement through job crafting
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Bakker et al., 2023b).

Accounting for within-person variability, the multilevel
JD-R theory posits that job crafting, personal resources such
as PsyCap, and work engagement influence each other posi-
tively and reciprocally on a daily basis, each serving as both
predictors and outcomes of the others (Bakker, 2015; Bakker
et al., 2023b). Supporting this notion, daily diary studies
on the relationship between job crafting and work engage-
ment revealed that on days when employees craft their jobs,
they can increase their own daily work engagement (e.g.,
Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019; Demerouti & Peeters, 2018;
Demerouti et al., 2015; Petrou et al., 2012). Similarly, Bak-
ker et al. (2019) found a daily positive relationship between
strengths use as a proactive behavior, positive affect, and
work engagement. Regarding the reversed effect, a weekly
diary study by Lopper et al. (2023) indicates that job craft-
ing, work engagement, and performance are reciprocally
related from week to week. Longitudinal studies examin-
ing mainly between-person differences have furthermore
provided support for the notion that job crafting and work
engagement (e.g., Harju et al., 2016; Lichtenthaler & Fisch-
bach, 2019) as well as personal resources and work engage-
ment (e.g., Reis et al., 2015; Simbula et al., 2011; Xantho-
poulou et al., 2009) mutually reinforce each other. Although
this previous research provides some evidence for positive
cycles, to date, no studies have simultaneously examined the
day-level reciprocal relationships of job crafting, PsyCap,
and work engagement while distinguishing their short-term
intraindividual variations from between-person differences.
Building on COR theory’s tenet regarding the development
of cycles for resource gain (Hobfoll, 2002; Hobfoll et al.,
2018) and based on the assumption of daily gain cycles as
proposed by the multilevel JD-R theory (Bakker, 2015), we
derive the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a: Daily job crafting and daily PsyCap are
positively and reciprocally related.

Hypothesis 1b: Daily job crafting and daily work
engagement are positively and reciprocally related.
Hypothesis Ic: Daily PsyCap and daily work engage-
ment are positively and reciprocally related.

Meta-analytic evidence from mainly between-person
studies indicates that distinct job crafting dimensions have
different antecedents and outcomes, depending on their pro-
motion- or prevention-focus (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach,
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2019). While promotion-focused job crafting (i.e., increas-
ing job resources and challenges) generally shows positive
relationships with work outcomes, prevention-focused job
crafting (i.e., decreasing job demands) tends to show more
complex and sometimes mixed relationships (Rudolph et al.,
2017). In daily diary research, job crafting is typically cat-
egorized into “seeking resources,” “seeking challenges,”
and “reducing demands” (Petrou et al., 2012), which have
also been shown to exert differential effects. Demerouti et al.
(2015) identified daily seeking resources as the most benefi-
cial dimension, whereas daily reducing demands was found
to have detrimental effects on job performance. Similarly,
Petrou et al. (2012) found a negative relationship between
daily levels of reducing demands and work engagement.
Complementing this, Bakker and Oerlemans (2019) showed
that daily job crafting can have both positive and negative
implications for daily work engagement depending on the
specific crafting dimension. Taken together, the strategies
of daily seeking resources and challenges typically enhance
work outcomes. However, the role of reducing job demands
within gain cycles is less clear. Most studies found negative
effects on work outcomes (e.g., Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019;
Demerouti et al., 2015; Frederick & VanderWeele, 2020;
Petrou et al., 2012), some found no relationship (Demerouti
& Peeters, 2018; Tims et al., 2013), and some exceptions
even found positive relationships under certain circum-
stances (Demerouti et al., 2017). Conceptually, on the one
hand, reducing job demands could preserve resources and
prevent resource depletion (Hobfoll et al., 2018), potentially
maintaining energy for work engagement (Demerouti et al.,
2017). On the other hand, continuously reducing demands
might reflect avoidance behavior that prevents personal
growth and resource acquisition (Petrou et al., 2012), pos-
sibly undermining engagement and the development of per-
sonal resources like PsyCap (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019).
Given these mixed findings and the novel context of examin-
ing job crafting behaviors within daily gain cycles involving
PsyCap, an exploratory approach is warranted. Against this
background, we formulate an open research question:

Research Question 1: Are the distinct job crafting
dimensions differently related to PsyCap and work
engagement?

The Moderating Role of General Well-Being

We postulate that general levels of employees’ well-
being influence the short-term daily dynamics between
job crafting behaviors, PsyCap, and work engagement.
This is based on the multilevel JD-R theory’s proposition
that individuals differ in their capacity to deal with job
demands and job resources depending on their relatively
stable or chronic well- or ill-being (Bakker, 2015) and on

COR theory’s corollary that those with more stable key
resources are more capable of resource gain, triggering a
“gain spiral” (Hobfoll, 2002; Hobfoll et al., 2018). Accord-
ing to COR theory, a greater initial reservoir of resources
enables employees to acquire and accumulate additional
resources, which tend to form resource caravans over time
(Hobfoll, 2002). In other words, the repeated acquisition
of resources expands the enduring resource pool, which, in
turn, increases the likelihood of subsequent resource gain.
In this vein, it is proposed that when employees’ general
well-being is higher, the impact of daily job resources on
work engagement and job crafting is more strongly posi-
tive (Bakker, 2015; Bakker et al., 2023b). Referring to
allostatic load effects described by Ilies et al. (2015), Bak-
ker (2015) further argues that repeated exposure to daily
job resources may result in high levels of aggregated daily
engagement, which, in turn, feeds back to general work
engagement (see also Bakker & Costa, 2014).

Empirical research provides preliminary support for these
assumptions. For instance, Bakker and Oerlemans (2016)
demonstrated that enduring burnout and work engage-
ment interact with the effect of everyday work activities on
momentary needs satisfaction and happiness. Further, Griep
et al. (2021) found that the relationship between fluctuations
in emotions and daily job crafting is moderated by stable
personal growth initiatives. A related result was obtained
by Bakker et al. (2019), showing that daily strengths use
correlates more strongly with daily positive affect and daily
work engagement when extraversion is high and neuroticism
is low. Moreover, a recent weekly diary study by Bakker
et al. (2023c) indicates a moderating role of chronic burn-
out on the within-person loss cycle of weekly job demands,
maladaptive behaviors, and burnout symptoms. Specifically,
their results showed that the impact of weekly job demands
on self-undermining behaviors and burnout symptoms was
stronger for individuals who were already relatively high
(versus low) on chronic burnout. Building on these research
findings, which combine stable traits with fluctuating states,
and drawing from COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 2018) and
Bakker’s (2015) multilevel JD-R theory, we hypothesize that
general well-being moderates the daily gain cycle between
job crafting, PsyCap, and work engagement:

Hypothesis 2a: The positive and reciprocal relation-
ship between daily job crafting and daily PsyCap is
stronger when employees’ general well-being is higher.
Hypothesis 2b: The positive and reciprocal relation-
ship between daily job crafting and daily work engage-
ment is stronger when employees’ general well-being
is higher.

Hypothesis 2c: The positive and reciprocal relationship
between daily PsyCap and daily work engagement is
stronger when employees’ general well-being is higher.
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The Moderating Role of Hybrid Work

With hybrid work arrangements, the combination of working
on-site and working off-site (e.g., from home or remotely
at another location outside the conventional office by using
information and communication technology) is increasingly
taking hold (Lamovsek et al., 2025; Nagshbandi et al., 2024;
Toscano et al., 2025). A growing number of employees
switch between different workplaces multiple times within
one workweek, leading to dynamic working conditions and
changing job characteristics (Stasita-Sieradzka et al., 2023).
While off-site work has been associated with increased job
resources such as autonomy and work-life balance (Allen
et al., 2021; Biron et al., 2023), it also introduces height-
ened job demands such as social isolation and work-home
interference (J. Wang, 2021). Within the JD-R framework,
remote work represents a demanding context that confronts
employees with challenges (e.g., lack of social resources)
and increases the importance of certain job resources (e.g.,
social support) as well as employees’ proactive attempts to
optimize their work environment (Demerouti & Bakker,
2023). Based on COR theory, recent research further sug-
gests that job crafting enables employees to build a resource-
ful work environment and helps them cope with remote work
challenges (Goel et al., 2023; Ingusci et al., 2021; L. Liu
et al., 2021; J. Wang, 2021).

To date, there is limited understanding of how different
work locations influence the core constructs and mecha-
nisms of the proposed within-person gain cycle (Bakker,
2015). Yet, it is known that especially job crafting and its
effectiveness are highly context-dependent (Lazazzara et al.,
2020). In this regard, a recent qualitative study by Randel
et al. (2024) demonstrated how employees adapt their indi-
vidual crafting strategies to align with the specific charac-
teristics of open office versus virtual work configurations,
thereby enhancing perceived performance in both work
settings. Regarding the effectiveness of proactive behaviors
in dealing with demanding remote work situations, daily
diary research (Bakker et al., 2023a) further indicates that
employees working from home perform better on days they
use more playful work design, conceptualized as proactively
creating conditions within work activities that foster fun and
competition (Bakker & van Wingerden, 2021; Scharp et al.,
2021). In a similar vein, Mikikangas et al. (2022) identified
employees’ proactive job crafting behaviors and self-efficacy
as crucial facilitators of work engagement in remote work-
ing situations.

While it appears plausible that the office provides a more
supportive work environment with greater perceived oppor-
tunities to craft one’s job (Lazazzara et al., 2020), job craft-
ing may be more challenging when working remotely due
to a lack of perceived crafting opportunities. Accordingly,
employees might tend to engage in less job crafting on days
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working remotely than in the office. However, the present
study primarily focuses on the effectiveness of job crafting
behaviors depending on (fluctuating) contextual boundary
conditions, i.e., the moderating influence of employees’
work location on the daily interplay of job crafting with
PsyCap and work engagement. In this respect, we argue that
job crafting in response to demanding remote work situa-
tions represents an effective strategy for maintaining motiva-
tion and well-being (Demerouti, 2023; Demerouti & Bakker,
2023). Therefore, it should have a stronger impact on Psy-
Cap and work engagement when employees work remotely
compared to working in the office. Similarly, given that Psy-
Cap as a key personal resource mainly works under high
demands (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007), we propose a stronger
effect of PsyCap on job crafting behaviors and work engage-
ment on remote workdays, when employees may be more
likely to face both resource scarcity and heightened demands
(Demerouti & Bakker, 2023). Taken together, we hypoth-
esize that employees’ daily work location is an additional
contextual boundary condition moderating the daily gain
cycle between job crafting, PsyCap, and work engagement:

Hypothesis 3a: The positive and reciprocal relation-
ship between daily job crafting and daily PsyCap is
stronger while working remotely than in the office.
Hypothesis 3b: The positive and reciprocal relation-
ship between daily job crafting and daily work engage-
ment is stronger while working remotely than in the
office.

Hypothesis 3c: The positive and reciprocal relationship
between daily PsyCap and daily work engagement is
stronger while working remotely than in the office.

Figure 1 illustrates our conceptual model. The study
hypotheses were preregistered on the Open Science Frame-
work (https://osf.io/jzkps).

Method
Procedure and Sample

We conducted a diary study with one daily measurement
over the course of ten consecutive working days in April
2024. In line with other experience sampling studies (e.g.,
Rivkin et al., 2025; Schweitzer et al., 2023), our sample was
recruited via Prolific Academic, an online panel provider
offering access to high-quality data. Participants recruited
through Prolific Academic tend to be more diverse and gen-
erate higher-quality data compared to those recruited from
other platforms such as Mechanical Turk and Crowd Flower
(Palan & Schitter, 2018; Peer et al., 2017). The suitability
of Prolific Academic for repeated measures data collection
in psychometric research has also been demonstrated in a
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Fig. 1 Conceptual Model Note.
H=Hypothesis; PsyCap =Psy-
chological Capital.

General Well-Being

Daily Job Crafting

Daily PsyCap

- F| Daily Work Engagement }4 -

H3G c

Daily Work Location

Note. H = Hypothesis; PsyCap = Psychological Capital.

multisample study (Stanton et al., 2022). To ensure high-
quality data collection, we incorporated best practice recom-
mendations for web-based research (Aguinis et al., 2021;
Porter et al., 2019).

Participants were screened to be at least 18 years old,
work full-time in a hybrid setting (i.e., a combination of
on-site and off-site work), have at least one colleague and
supervisor, reside in Germany, Austria, or Switzerland, be
native German speakers, and have a Prolific approval rate of
at least 90%. After giving their informed consent, eligible
participants first completed a general pre-survey capturing
stable variables (e.g., general well-being and personality
traits), sociodemographic characteristics (e.g., age, gender,
educational level, professional experience, tenure, mana-
gerial responsibility, experience with remote work), and
information about their current work situation (e.g., fixed
rules for core workdays). Starting on the following Mon-
day, participants received daily surveys at the end of ten
consecutive working days (two workweeks) at 5 p.m. We
first asked if participants had worked on that day and, if yes,
assessed daily levels of job crafting behaviors, PsyCap, and
work engagement as well as their work location. We then
collected further information about their working day (e.g.,
changes in the work location throughout the day, number
of working hours, time spent in virtual meetings, physical
presence of supervisors and/or colleagues, potential stress-
ful work-related and/or private incidents). If participants did
not respond within the first three hours after receiving the
daily survey link, we sent them a reminder through Pro-
lific’s mailing system. To reduce recall bias, the link to each
daily questionnaire was valid only until 3 a.m. the follow-
ing day. Furthermore, to ensure attentiveness, participants
had to pass several attention checks. The compensation
for completing the general pre-survey was £1.25. For each

completed daily survey, participants received £0.55. Fol-
lowing Gabriel et al.’s (2019) recommendations to increase
response rates, we offered a conditional monetary incentive
of £0.30 for completing all daily surveys on at least 8 out of
10 days. With this bonus payment, participants could receive
a maximum compensation of up to £7.05.

Initially, 200 participants completed the pre-survey, of
which we excluded 8 because of failing attention checks or
being too fast. As recommended by Nezlek (2011), we only
included data from participants who filled out at least two
consecutive workdays of the daily diary. Since that was the
case for all remaining participants, our final sample con-
sisted of 192 employees (person-level response rate: 96%)
who provided data on 1,433 workdays (day-level response
rate: 74.6%). This sample size is in line with recommenda-
tions for experience sampling studies provided by Gabriel
et al. (2019) and meets the criteria outlined by Ohly et al.
(2010) for drawing meaningful conclusions in diary study
designs. Further, the obtained response rates correspond
with average person- and day-level response rates reported
in previous research (Fisher & To, 2012) and are comparable
with previously published daily diary studies (e.g., W. Liu
et al., 2023; Scharp et al., 2022; Schweitzer et al., 2023).

The sample comprised 68 women (35.42%), 122 men
(63.54%), and two participants of diverse gender (1.04%),
with a mean age of 32.85 years (SD =7.35), ranging from
21 to 65 years. The majority of participants held a uni-
versity degree (73.96%). The mean tenure was 4.45 years
(SD=4.48), and 33.85% of the sample had managerial
responsibility. On average, participants worked 39.59 hours
per week (SD=7.34), with an average of 21.77 hours spent
working in the office (SD=10.83). 28.13% of participants
reported fixed attendance rules specifying when they had to
work on-site. Most days, participants worked in the office
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(740 times), followed by working from home (596 times).
Working somewhere else, i.e., from locations other than
the office or home, was reported 97 times. These locations
included client offices, construction sites, craft businesses
at different locations, external service locations, and vari-
ous training and seminar centers, illustrating a wide variety
of work locations beyond traditional office settings. Ethi-
cal approval for the study’s design and methodology was
granted by the German Association for Experimental Eco-
nomic Research e.V.

Measures

All constructs were assessed in German, with items taken
from validated scales. If necessary, items of the daily survey
were adapted to the day level.

General well-being. To measure employees’ general well-
being, we used the German version (Janke & Glockner-Rist,
2012) of the Satisfaction With Life Scale (Diener et al.,
1985), which assesses affective and cognitive-evaluative
components of well-being with five items (e.g., “In most
ways my life is close to my ideal.”). Each item was rated on a
7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Personality. According to Bakker’s (2015) multilevel
JD-R theory, personality is a trait-like variable that is sta-
ble over time and differs between individuals, whereas job
characteristics and work engagement can fluctuate from day
to day, thus differing within individuals. Building on this
notion, the person X situation approach (Bakker et al., 2023b)
incorporates the stability of the person and the variability of
the situation in one overall model, proposing that personality
traits moderate the daily interplay of fluctuating job crafting
behaviors, resources, and work engagement. Although we
did not explicitly formulate a hypothesis in this regard, we
included personality measures in the pre-survey question-
naire to address this proposition through additional analy-
ses. We measured the Big Five personality factors (consci-
entiousness, neuroticism, extraversion, agreeableness, and
openness to experience) with ten items using the Big Five
Inventory by Rammstedt and John (2007). A sample item is
“I get nervous and insecure easily.” Answers were provided
on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (does not apply to me) to
5 (fully applies to me).

Daily job crafting. To assess day-level job crafting, we
used the Daily Job Crafting Scale developed by Petrou et al.
(2012). The original 10 items were translated into Ger-
man using the translation-back-translation method (Brislin,
1970), ensuring reliability and validity of the administered
scale. Seeking (structural and social) job resources was
measured with four items (e.g., “T have asked colleagues for
advice.”), whereas seeking challenges (e.g., “I have asked
for more responsibilities.”) and reducing demands (e.g., “I
have made sure that my work is mentally less intense.””) were
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measured with three items each. Participants rated each item
on a 5-point scale from 1 (did not apply to me today) to 5
(fully applied to me today).

Daily PsyCap. We assessed day-level PsyCap using two
items for each of its four components, taken from validated
scales and adapted to the daily context, as was the case in
previous daily diary studies (e.g., Kuonath et al., 2021;
Martinez-Corts et al., 2015; Merolla et al., 2021; Xantho-
poulou et al., 2012). For self-efficacy, we used two items
from Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s (1995) German General
Self-Efficacy Scale. Optimism was measured using two
items from the German version (Glaesmer et al., 2008) of
the Life Orientation Test-Revised (Scheier et al., 1994).
Hope was assessed with two items from the German ver-
sion (Reschke et al., 2005) of the Hope Scale by Snyder et al.
(1997). Resilience was measured using two items from the
German version (Schumacher et al., 2005) of the Resilience
Scale by Wagnild and Young (1993). All items were rated
on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree).

Daily work engagement. Day-level work engagement was
measured using the German version of the 3-item short-
form Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Lincke et al., 2021;
Schaufeli et al., 2006), adapted to a daily basis (e.g., “Today,
I was enthusiastic about my job.”). Answers were provided
on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). Adapting the trait version of the UWES for
day-specific assessment has also been done in prior daily
diary studies (e.g., Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019; Breevaart
et al., 2012; Gerpott et al., 2022).

Daily work location. Lastly, as part of the daily surveys,
participants were asked about their work location (“Where
did you mainly work today?”’). They responded by selecting
one of three options: in the office, from home, or remotely at
another location outside the conventional office, which had
to be specified in an open response field.

Analytical Procedure

Given the employed daily diary design, our data followed
a multilevel structure with daily observations (n=1,433)
nested within persons (N=192). To account for this hierar-
chical dependence of the data (i.e., day-level measurements
—level 1 — nested within individuals — level 2), we tested
our hypotheses with multilevel structural equation modeling
(MLSEM, Preacher et al., 2010) using Mplus 7.4 (Muthén
& Muthén, 2017).

Before conducting the main analyses, we calculated intra-
class correlations (ICCs) for our daily variables, showing the
amount of variance attributed to within-person (i.e., day-
level) versus between-person (i.e., trait-level) variation. Sub-
sequently, we person-mean-centered all level-1 predictors
to account for within-person effects (Ohly et al., 2010). An
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Table 1 Descriptive Statistics, Intraclass Correlations, Reliabilities, and Correlations

Variable M SO ICC o, o, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Daily Job Crafting (SR) 2.66 096 42 .61 .79 - .69%kx (076 27 60%F% 14 -.19* 202

2. Daily Job Crafting (SC) 194 1.01 .51 84 .92 30 21 A1 Ag#kE 10 -.15% A7

3. Daily Job Crafting (RD) 2.78 1.03 .53 .72 77 -.15%¥* -04 - .00 .00 .04 =11 -.07

4. Daily PsyCap 424 0.86 .51 93 78 24w I7EEx (7 - A49%kx 00 .08 AQsk
5. Daily Work Engagement 2.83 095 .49 .82 91  28##k  DD#kk  _3dk Sk -.04 .02 37k
6. WFH (vs. WITO) 042 049 30 - - S20% %k 0%k (12%% - 06% S 3 -.30%%% - 05

7. WSE (vs. WITO) 0.07 025 .61 - - -.02 -.05%%  -.06 .03 10%* - 19EE -.03

8. General Well-Being 451 1.16 - - 89 - - - - - - - -

Note. Correlations below the diagonal refer to the within-person level (n=1,433); correlations above the diagonal refer to the between-person
level (N = 192). ICC Intraclass Correlation Coefficient; w,, Within-Person Reliability; w, Between-Person Reliability; SR Seeking Resources;
SC Seeking Challenges; RD Reducing Demands; PsyCap Psychological Capital; WFH Working from Home; WITO Working in the Office;

WSE Working somewhere else
“p<.05. ¥p < 01, #*%p < 001

exception was employees’ daily work location, which we
dummy-coded with working in the office as the reference
category, resulting in two variables (one for the compari-
son of working from home versus working in the office and
one for the comparison of working somewhere else versus
working in the office). The level-2 moderator (i.e., general
well-being) was centered at the grand mean. Further, we per-
formed multilevel confirmatory factor analyses (MCFA) to
test for construct validity and conducted reliability analyses
for both levels of analysis, following the recommendations
of van Alphen et al. (2022).

We conducted our analyses using robust maximum
likelihood estimation and applied Satorra-Bentler scaled
chi-square difference tests based on the loglikelihood
values and scaling correction factors to compare models
(Satorra & Bentler, 2001, 2010). To avoid overly com-
plex modeling, we used observed variables in place of
latent variables (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019; Sadikaj et al.,
2021). We ran two sets of analyses. First, we specified
main-effects-only models with fixed effects. Second, we
specified models in which we included the interaction
terms of the same-level moderator (i.e., work location)
and the cross-level moderator (i.e., general well-being). In
the second model, we specified the slopes of the proposed
direct effects at the within-person level as random and
then regressed them on general well-being at the between-
person level (Sadikaj et al., 2021).

Results
Variance Composition and Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive statistics, ICCs, reliabilities, and correlations

at the day level and person level are presented in Table 1.
The ICCs ranged between .30 and .61, indicating substantial

within-person variation and justifying the application of sub-
sequent multilevel modeling. To examine the data’s factor
structure, we conducted MCFA. A five-factor model consist-
ing of three factors for daily job crafting (seeking resources,
seeking challenges, reducing demands), a second-order fac-
tor for daily PsyCap loading on its four dimensions, one
for daily work engagement, and one for general well-being
demonstrated acceptable fit (x2=1022.00 (454), scaling
correction factor=1.15, CFI=.94, TLI=.93, RMSEA =.03,
SRMR-within =.04, SRMR-between =.10). This model fit
the data significantly better than a model with one job craft-
ing factor (Ax2=170.25 (12), p <.001) and one with a first-
order PsyCap factor (Ax2=283.78 (24), p <.001). As the
MCFA indicated that modeling job crafting as three distinct
factors provided the best fit to the data, we proceeded with
hypothesis testing for each job crafting dimension individu-
ally. The data and analysis code are available from the cor-
responding author upon request.

Hypotheses Testing

Table 2 displays the fit statistics of the baseline path mod-
els, while the corresponding coefficients are reported in
Table 3. Regarding Hypothesis 1a (relationship between
job crafting and PsyCap), we found partial support: The
results showed a positive reciprocal relationship between
daily seeking resources and PsyCap. However, the other
job crafting dimensions (seeking challenges and reduc-
ing demands) showed no significant relationships with
PsyCap. Hypothesis 1b (relationship between job crafting
and work engagement) was largely supported: Both daily
seeking resources and seeking challenges showed positive
reciprocal relationships with daily work engagement. In
contrast, reducing demands exhibited a negative reciprocal
relationship with work engagement. Hypothesis 1c (rela-
tionship between PsyCap and work engagement) was fully
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Table 2 Fit Statistics for Dependent Variable

x2/df

Scaling Cor- CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR, AIC

Baseline Models rection Factor
Job Crafting Dimensions ~ 22.21/8**%  0.92 .98 .93 .04 .02 16,806.15
PsyCap 17.04/6**  1.11 .99 93 .04 .02 15,781.87
‘Work Engagement 15.62/6* 1.13 99 94 03 .02 15,773.61

Note. CFIComparative Fit Index; TLI Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approxi-
mation; SRMR , Standardized Root Mean Square Residual Within; A/C Akaike Information Criterion; Psy-

Cap Psychological Capital
"p<.05. #¥p <.01. *¥¥p <001

Table 3 Estimated Path Coefficients of the Direct Effects

Job Crafting SR Job Crafting SC Job Crafting RD PsyCap Work Engagement
Predictor b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE
Direct Effects

Job Craft- 0.08%* 0.03 0.10%* 0.03
ing SR

Job Craft- 0.03 0.03 0.09%* 0.03
ing SC

Job Craft- 0.02 0.03 —0.07%* 0.03
ing RD

PsyCap 0.15**  0.05 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.05 0.58%*%#* 0.03

Work 0.21#**  0.04 0.18%*** 0.05 —0.13**  0.05 0.48%** 0.03
Engage-
ment

WEFH (vs. —=0.30%**  0.05 —0.15%*%  0.05 0.15%%  0.06 0.04 0.03 -0.08 0.04
WITO)

WSE (vs. —0.42%** (.10 —0.40***  0.08 -0.16 0.12 0.01 0.08 0.29* 0.13
WITO)

General  0.11 0.06 0.10 0.05 -0.05 0.06 0.2 %% 0.05 0.21%#%** 0.05
Well-
Being

Note. SRSeeking Resources; SCSeeking Challenges; RDReducing Demands; PsyCap Psychological Capital; WFH Working from Home;

WITO Working in the Office; WSE Working somewhere else
“p<.05. ##p < 01, **¥p < 001

supported: The results showed a strong positive reciprocal
relationship between daily PsyCap and daily work engage-
ment. With regard to our research question, these findings
indicate that the daily gain cycle depends on the specific
job crafting dimensions.

We also found direct effects of general well-being and the daily
work location (see lower section of Table 3). General well-being
positively predicted PsyCap and work engagement. Working
from home versus in the office negatively predicted daily seeking
resources and challenges but positively predicted daily reducing
demands. Working somewhere else versus in the office negatively
predicted daily seeking resources and challenges but positively
predicted work engagement.

Adding random slopes and interaction terms improved
the fit for models predicting daily levels of job craft-
ing dimensions (Ax2=159.50 (24), p <.001), PsyCap
(Ax2=52.39 (16), p<.001), and work engagement
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(Ax2=54.92 (16), p<.001). However, the general well-
being interactions were non-significant, therefore rejecting
Hypothesis 2 (see Table 4).

The proposed moderation of the daily work location
(Hypothesis 3) was mainly unsupported (see Table 5). Only
the positive effect of PsyCap on seeking resources was
stronger when working from home compared to working in
the office (see Fig. 2), whereas the positive effect of work
engagement on seeking resources and the reversed positive
effect of seeking resources on work engagement were stronger
when working in the office compared to working from home
(see Figs. 3 and 4).

Additional Analyses

The supplemental material provides detailed results of
the additional analyses. First, we tested whether common
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Table 4 Estimated Path Coefficients of the Interaction with General Well-Being

Job Crafting SR Job Crafting SC

Job Crafting RD PsyCap Work Engagement

Predictor b SE b SE

b SE SE b SE

Interactions with General Well-Being
Job Crafting SR
*General Well-Being
Job Crafting SC
*General Well-Being
Job Crafting RD
*General Well-Being
PsyCap
*General Well-Being
Work Engagement*General
Well-Being

0.01 0.04  0.05 0.05

0.03 0.03  0.04 0.04

—-0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02

0.02 0.03 0.01 0.02

0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02

0.00 0.04 0.00 0.03

0.03 0.03 -0.01 0.02

Note. SR Seeking Resources; SC Seeking Challenges; RD Reducing Demands; PsyCap Psychological Capital

p<.05. #p< 01, #¥%p < 001

Table 5 Estimated Path Coefficients of the Interaction with Work Location

Job Crafting SR

Job Crafting SC

Job Crafting RD PsyCap Work Engagement

Predictor b SE b

SE

b SE SE b SE

Interactions with Work Location

Job Crafting SR
*WFH (vs. WITO)
Job Crafting SR
*WSE (vs. WITO)
Job Crafting SC
*WEH (vs. WITO)
Job Crafting SC
*WSE (vs. WITO)

Job Crafting RD
*WFH (vs. WITO)

Job Crafting RD
*WSE (vs. WITO)
PsyCap

*WFH (vs. WITO)
PsyCap

*WSE (vs. WITO)
Work Engagement
*WFH (vs. WITO)

Work Engagement
*WSE (vs. WITO)

0.22% 0.10 0.02

—-0.02 0.29 -0.05

-0.16* 0.08 0.02

0.06 0.16 -0.11

0.10

0.20

0.08

0.11

0.09 0.05 —0.10* 0.05

0.01 0.12 0.04 0.10

-0.07 0.05 —-0.03 0.05

-0.03 0.13 -0.07 0.11

-0.07 0.06 0.02 0.06

—0.04 0.11 0.01 0.13

-0.13 0.09 -0.02 0.07

0.03 0.17

0.01 0.08 —0.06 0.05

—-0.08 0.18 —-0.04 0.11

Note. SRSeeking Resources; SCSeeking Challenges; RDReducing Demands; PsyCap Psychological Capital; WFH Working from Home;

WITO Working in the Office; WSE Working somewhere else
“p<.05. ¥p < 01, #¥%p < 001

method bias affected our data by including a CFA marker
variable. The correlations between the marker variable and
our study variables were small and non-significant, rang-
ing from -.05 to .11 (all ps >.05), suggesting that common
method bias is not a substantial concern in our data.
Second, although not the main purpose of our paper, we
tested the gain cycle regarding next-day (rather than same-
day) relationships. To do so, we used random intercept

cross-lagged panel models (RI-CLPM) with reciprocal
relationships, in which we were able to analyze autoregres-
sive and cross-lagged effects from one day to the next. We
conducted three RI-CLPM to examine the reciprocal links
between each job crafting dimension (i.e., seeking resources,
seeking challenges, and reducing demands) and both work
engagement and PsyCap (Lopper et al., 2023). As expected
from the previous analyses, the within-day correlations

@ Springer



684

Journal of Business and Psychology (2026) 41:673-695

Fig.2 Plot of the Interaction 5
Effect of PsyCap with the Work

Location on Seeking Resources
4.5

o
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Note. PsyCap = Psychological Capital.
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Fig. 3 Plot of the Interaction
Effect of Work Engagement
with the Work Location on
Seeking Resources 4.5

Seeking Resources
w

o

—— Working in the Office

- -» - Working from Home

Low Work Engagement High Work Engagement

between the job crafting dimensions, PsyCap, and work
engagement were positive. However, except for one negative
significant cross-lagged relationship from work engagement
to seeking resources, there were no significant cross-lagged
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relationships, indicating that employees’ proactive behav-
iors, personal resources, and work experiences are tightly
coupled within each workday but relatively independent
across days.
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Fig.4 Plot of the Interaction 5
Effect of Seeking Resources

with the Work Location on

Work Engagement 4.5
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Third, following the person X situation approach of the
multilevel JD-R theory, we additionally tested whether per-
sonality traits moderate the daily interplay between (fluctuat-
ing) job crafting behaviors, PsyCap, and work engagement.
The results suggest that the strength and direction of the
daily gain cycle may depend on an individual’s personal-
ity profile, with extraversion and openness to experiences
strengthening the cycle, and neuroticism, agreeableness, and
conscientiousness having mixed effects.

Extraversion positively moderated the effect of daily
work engagement on daily seeking resources (b=0.16,
SE=0.05, p=.002) and the reciprocal effect (b=0.08,
SE=0.06, p=.008). Moreover, extraversion had positive
main effects on daily levels of seeking resources (b=0.19,
SE=0.05, p<.001), seeking challenges (b=0.15, SE=0.06,
p=.008), PsyCap (b=0.13, SE=0.05, p=.007), and work
engagement (b=0.22, SE=0.05, p<.001). Openness to
experience positively moderated the effect of daily PsyCap
on daily seeking resources (b=0.13, SE=0.06, p=.023).

In contrast, neuroticism negatively moderated the effect
of daily PsyCap on daily seeking resources (b=-0.17,
SE=0.08, p=.032) but positively moderated the effect of
daily seeking resources on daily work engagement (b=0.12,
SE=0.04, p=.004) and the effect of daily work engage-
ment on daily PsyCap (b=0.09, SE=0.04, p=.025). Neu-
roticism also had a direct negative effect on daily PsyCap
(b=-0.21, SE=0.05, p<.001). Agreeableness negatively
moderated the effect of daily PsyCap on daily seeking
challenges (b=-0.21, SE=0.08, p=.009) and the recip-
rocal effect (b=-0.13, SE=0.05, p=.007) but positively

moderated the effect of daily work engagement on daily
seeking challenges (b=0.11, SE=0.05, p=.037) and
vice versa (b=0.12, SE=0.05, p=.016). Furthermore,
agreeableness had a direct positive effect on daily seeking
resources (b=0.16, SE=0.06, p=.006). Conscientiousness
positively moderated the effect of daily work engagement
on daily reducing demands (b=0.17, SE=0.08, p=.036)
and directly negatively affected daily reducing demands
(b=-0.21, SE=0.07, p=.002).

Discussion

This study investigated the daily interplay of job crafting as
a proactive work behavior, PsyCap as a personal resource,
and work engagement within the framework of the multi-
level JD-R theory. Multilevel analyses demonstrated that job
crafting, PsyCap, and work engagement influence each other
reciprocally on a daily basis. Following research question 1,
our results revealed that these reciprocal relationships differ
depending on the type of daily job crafting, with seeking
resources having positive effects, seeking challenges hav-
ing mixed effects, and reducing demands having detrimental
effects. This supports our first hypothesis regarding seeking
resources but not regarding seeking challenges and reducing
demands. Concerning our second hypothesis, stable mani-
festations of well-being directly strengthened daily PsyCap
and daily work engagement, while personality traits exerted
both direct and moderating effects on the daily gain cycle.
Additionally, this study revealed employees’ work location
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as a critical contextual factor. Contrary to our third hypoth-
esis, the daily work location exerted mainly direct effects,
such that promotion-focused job crafting behaviors were
more pronounced on days working in the office compared
to days working remotely, whereas prevention-focused job
crafting behaviors were more pronounced on days work-
ing from home than on days working in the office. The few
significant interactions observed suggested that the posi-
tive reciprocal relationship between seeking resources and
work engagement was stronger on office workdays, whereas
PsyCap’s impact on seeking resources was stronger on days
working from home.

Theoretical Contributions

This study contributes to JD-R theory’s multilevel appli-
cation and our understanding of proactive work behaviors
in several ways. Providing the first empirical evidence for
the proposed day-level relationships between job crafting
as a proactive behavior, PsyCap as a personal resource, and
work engagement, we extend research on single relation-
ships within this gain cycle (see e.g., Alessandri et al., 2018;
Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019; Vogt et al., 2016). However,
our findings propose theoretical refinements in three key
areas beyond mere empirical validation. Specifically, we
demonstrate the need to (1) incorporate both within- and
between-person levels in theorizing gain cycles, (2) differ-
entiate between gain cycle-strengthening promotion-focused
and gain cycle-weakening prevention-focused forms of job
crafting, and (3) specify boundary conditions that elevate
and strengthen certain gain cycle relationships.

First, we advance both JD-R theory and COR theory by
investigating the time frame and level of gain cycles. While
traditional research grounded in these theories has primarily
focused on static between-person effects, our study contrib-
utes to a more recent strand of literature examining dynamic
within-person relationships at shorter intervals (see e.g.,
Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019; Lopper et al., 2023; Pap et al.,
2023). By incorporating a daily within-person perspective,
we shift the focus from a static to a dynamic theoretical
understanding of the interplay between job crafting, personal
resources, and work engagement, thereby answering calls for
a more nuanced differentiation of within- and between-per-
son effects when analyzing gain cycles (Bakker, 2015; Bak-
ker et al., 2023b; Sonnentag & Meier, 2024). Specifically,
by establishing intraindividual gain cycles happening within
days, we provide empirical evidence supporting the notion
that job crafting, PsyCap, and work engagement are mal-
leable variables fluctuating within individuals across days.
While job crafting, work engagement, and their respective
relationships have already been investigated at short-term
time frames (see e.g., Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019; Lopper
et al., 2023; Pap et al., 2023; Petrou et al., 2012, 2017),
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work-related PsyCap has not been analyzed on a daily basis
yet (for an exception analyzing daily PsyCap of university
students, see Sytine et al., 2019).

Our findings highlight that the corollaries and propo-
sitions of both COR and JD-R theory should distinguish
between within- and between-person levels. While those
individuals with greater resources may be better positioned
for gains than others with fewer resources (as emphasized
in COR theory’s first corollary), the same individual can
also experience varying resource gain capabilities depend-
ing on their daily resource states (Bakker, 2015). However,
our additional analyses revealed that these relationships
do not manifest as reciprocal gain cycles across days. This
indicates that the proposed gain cycles operate primarily
within days rather than across days. One potential explana-
tion for the lack of day-to-day relationships draws on needs
satisfaction perspectives of job crafting (de Bloom et al.,
2020; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2014). These suggest that
successful job crafting may satisfy employees’ needs within
the same day, temporarily reducing the motivation for subse-
quent proactive behaviors on the next day, thus not increas-
ing resources and work engagement on the next day (Lopper
et al., 2023). Similarly, high work engagement may lead to
intense resource and physiological depletion (Baethge et al.,
2021), leaving fewer resources available for job crafting on
the next day. This aligns with research showing that engage-
ment can increase job demands over time (Sonnentag et al.,
2010). Additionally, the relationships between our study
variables may be more complex than linear, possibly follow-
ing curvilinear patterns that are not captured by traditional
cross-lagged analyses (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013; Reis et al.,
2016). For instance, moderate levels of job crafting might
be most beneficial for next-day resources and engagement,
while very high or low levels could have diminishing returns
or even negative effects.

Second, we advance theoretical understanding by dem-
onstrating that gain cycles operate differently depending
on the specific job crafting dimension involved. Early job
crafting conceptualizations treated both promotion- and
prevention-oriented forms of job crafting as beneficial
for motivation, health, and performance (Tims & Bakker,
2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). However, studies
revealed that promotion- and prevention-focused types
of job crafting can have differential impacts on employee
outcomes (Bindl et al., 2019; Demerouti et al., 2015;
Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019; Rudolph et al., 2017).
In line with and further adding to these research findings,
our study provides evidence that promotion-focused craft-
ing strategies, i.e., daily seeking resources and challenges,
contribute to positive gain cycles, whereas prevention-
focused crafting strategies, i.e., daily reducing demands,
do not support resource accumulation and can even impede
work engagement.
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Specifically, our results suggest that seeking resources is
part of a positive gain cycle involving both daily PsyCap and
daily work engagement. In contrast, seeking challenges fos-
tered a daily gain cycle with work engagement only, show-
ing no significant relationship with PsyCap. While there is
some functional alignment between PsyCap and seeking
resources, as both are inherently resource-oriented (Luthans
& Youssef-Morgan, 2017; Teng et al., 2020), the act of seek-
ing a challenge may primarily represent a resource invest-
ment rather than an immediate resource gain (Hobfoll et al.,
2018). Increases in PsyCap are thus more likely to emerge
after the challenge has been successfully navigated. On the
day a new challenge is sought, this proactive behavior could
even be perceived as temporarily taxing (Parker et al., 2019),
potentially creating a neutral or ambiguous immediate effect
on an individual’s PsyCap. Additionally, individuals with
high PsyCap may be more strategic and selective in their
behavior, recognizing that challenge-seeking could lead to
overload (Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). Next to this,
they may already operate at an optimal challenge level.

Furthermore, as evidenced by the negative reciprocal
relationship found in this study, the prevention-focused
strategy of daily reducing demands initiates a loss cycle
with work engagement. This effect resembles that of self-
undermining behaviors, which can also lead to disengage-
ment (Bakker & Wang, 2020; Bakker et al., 2023c). The
non-significant relationship with PsyCap further suggests
that reducing demands may function as a coping strategy
(Demerouti, 2014) which prevents resource loss but simul-
taneously fails to contribute to the resource growth neces-
sary to build PsyCap. Additionally, individuals with higher
PsyCap feel capable of handling existing demands (Luthans
& Youssef-Morgan, 2017) and may thus be less inclined to
use this strategy. Accordingly, while all job crafting dimen-
sions influence the motivational state of work engagement,
we found that only seeking resources contributes to the
development of personal resources, underscoring its central
role in gain cycles involving PsyCap. Contributing to our
understanding of job crafting, these findings indicate that
JD-R theory’s gain cycle propositions need a clearer distinc-
tion between energy-generating, promotion-focused crafting
strategies and energy-depleting, prevention-focused crafting
strategies (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019), with different tem-
poral dynamics and resource mechanisms operating even
within promotion-focused job crafting.

Third, we contribute to a deeper understanding of con-
textual factors and boundary conditions at the within- and
between-person level of gain cycles, showing that some rela-
tionships within gain cycles are more context-dependent,
while others remain stable across different settings. In par-
ticular, our results suggest that certain proactive behaviors
and their effectiveness are highly dependent upon the work
context: Participants engaged in less promotion-focused

job crafting on remote workdays compared to days work-
ing in the office, regardless of whether this remote work
was carried out from home or another location outside the
conventional office. On the contrary, prevention-focused job
crafting was more pronounced on days working from home
than on office workdays. Moreover, while the relationships
between PsyCap, work engagement, seeking challenges, and
reducing demands appear relatively context-independent, the
relationships involving seeking resources tend to be more
context-dependent, varying notably across different work
settings (Lazazzara et al., 2020). For the JD-R theory, this
implies that context-dependency does not apply universally
to all relationships within the daily gain cycle but rather
depends on the specific relationship in question: Whereas the
relationship between PsyCap and work engagement develops
relatively independently, the antecedents and effects of seek-
ing resources are dependent upon the work location, with
the positive effect of PsyCap on seeking resources being
stronger when working from home compared to working in
the office, and the positive reciprocal relationship between
work engagement and seeking resources being stronger
when working in the office compared to working from home.

Furthermore, beyond this day-level (fluctuating) bound-
ary condition, we contribute to the literature on person-level
(stable) boundary conditions that help explain why employ-
ees experience good versus bad days at work (Sonnentag
et al., 2025). Specifically, our findings reveal that while
employees’ general well-being affects the baseline level
of gain cycles by positively predicting PsyCap and work
engagement, personality traits influence both baseline levels
and the strength of gain effects, with extraversion and open-
ness to experiences strengthening the cycle, and neuroticism,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness having mixed effects.
Concerning the multilevel JD-R theory (Bakker, 2015),
this suggests that personality traits are more influential in
determining the effectiveness of the daily gain cycle, while
general well-being primarily serves to elevate the baseline
levels of the daily gain cycle’s core constructs. This aligns
with previous studies on the moderating impact of stable
personality traits on daily health processes (Bakker et al.,
2019; Ilies et al., 2024b; Op den Kamp et al., 2018; Scharp
et al., 2019) but warrants further investigation in future
research, as other studies have also found moderating effects
of general well-being (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2016; Bakker
et al., 2023c¢). In sum, the theoretical advances that can be
derived from this study provide a more nuanced understand-
ing of when, how, and at what level employees successfully
accumulate (personal) resources through proactive behaviors
while accounting for both situational constraints and indi-
vidual differences.

Beyond enhancing resource theories, our study contrib-
utes to the emerging literature on hybrid work arrange-
ments. As non-traditional, alternative work arrangements
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such as remote and hybrid work become increasingly
prevalent (Lamovsek et al., 2025), understanding their
impact on organizational behaviors and specifically on
proactive approaches to job redesign is crucial (J. Wang,
2021). While initial research has examined the rela-
tionship between employees’ (daily) place of work and
(daily) job performance (Nagshbandi et al., 2024; Tos-
cano et al., 2025), we offer a fine-grained perspective on
how hybrid work designs affect employees’ daily proac-
tive behaviors and resource management strategies. This
aligns with qualitative job crafting research emphasizing
the context-dependent nature of job crafting behaviors
(Lazazzara et al., 2020). In this vein, different work set-
tings, such as open office and virtual office configura-
tions, have recently been found to shape an individual’s
job crafting strategies (Randel et al., 2024). Expanding
this knowledge, our findings uncover systematic differ-
ences in employees’ behavioral patterns depending on
their daily work location in hybrid work environments:
Promotion-focused crafting behaviors were more prevalent
in office work settings compared to remote work settings
(whether working from home or somewhere else), whereas
prevention-focused crafting behaviors dominated in work-
ing from home settings. One explanation for this may lie
in the perceived controllability of the work environment.
At home, employees can structure their workday flexibly,
enabling them to actively reduce demands (e.g., managing
interruptions by colleagues, creating ergonomic comfort,
or adjusting their work schedule to personal needs). In
contrast, working from somewhere else could involve less
control over one’s working conditions (e.g., fixed to client
schedules, unfamiliar environments), which may limit the
feasibility of actively reducing job demands. Additionally,
when working from home, blurred boundaries between
work and home domains may be particularly salient. This
might increase the tendency to reduce job demands in
order to be more active or responsive in the home domain
(e.g., attending to household responsibilities or caregiv-
ing duties), referring to compensatory processes between
crafting behaviors at work and home (Demerouti et al.,
2020; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). Conversely, working
from somewhere else may foster a stronger work-related
mindset due to less work-home interference and enhance
engagement by offering a more stimulating or socially rich
work environment (Bakker, 2022). It is important to note,
however, that such effects likely depend on the specific
“somewhere else” location. In our sample, these settings
varied widely and included client offices, construction
sites, external service locations, and training or seminar
venues.

However, working somewhere else was associated with
higher daily work engagement, suggesting that certain
non-office locations may offer unique opportunities for
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engagement despite reduced job crafting behaviors. By
providing a change of scenery and offering stimulating
or novel conditions, these locations may enhance work
engagement in ways that differ from both home and office
environments. For instance, working in cafés or at client
sites may expose employees to new stimuli or facilitate
spontaneous social interactions, thereby creating a socially
dynamic work atmosphere that can boost energy and moti-
vation (Bakker, 2022). Similarly, working in co-working
spaces and being surrounded by other working individuals
may promote focus and motivational states by reducing
non-work distractions and counteracting feelings of social
isolation sometimes associated with working from home
(L. Liu et al., 2021).

In sum, these findings provide deeper insights into the
differential influences of on-site versus remote workdays
(Biron & van Veldhoven, 2016; Stasita-Sieradzka et al.,
2023), thereby adding to recent research on the effective-
ness of individual proactive (job crafting) strategies in
remote work (Demerouti, 2023). Moreover, based on the
results of our study, it is plausible to assume that different
job crafting strategies may be easier or harder to apply
depending on the work location. For example, request-
ing feedback, advice, or additional challenging tasks may
be easier when colleagues are physically nearby in the
office (Y. Liu et al., 2022), whereas employees working
from home may experience less social pressure and more
autonomy (Allen et al., 2021), facilitating the reduction
of job demands. Furthermore, the moderating influence
of work location found in the present study might be less
significant for employees scoring high on extraversion, as
they find it less challenging to engage in job crafting while
working from home. Alternatively, the effect could be the
opposite, with extraverted employees thriving even more
on days with greater availability of job resources (Bakker
et al., 2023b). Yet, research on the differential impact of
hybrid work locations on proactive behaviors and health-
related outcomes is only beginning to emerge, and the pre-
sent study offers valuable foundations for future research.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Despite the strengths of our study, its results have to be
interpreted in light of several limitations. A key limitation
is that we measured all variables at the same time point at
the end of each workday and analyzed these relationships
within days, limiting causal inference. While the multilevel
JD-R theory proposes that gain cycles operate at multiple
temporal levels, including daily fluctuations (Bakker, 2015),
our design cannot definitively establish the mutual causality
implied by true reciprocal relationships. However, we chose
this approach because these daily cycles are theoretically
distinct from longer-term reciprocal relationships, as they
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capture the immediate interplay between proactive behav-
iors, resources, and engagement occurring within the natural
cycle of a single workday. This design also enabled us to
analyze our daily moderator (work location). Our supple-
mentary cross-lagged analyses of day-to-day relationships
revealed mostly non-significant associations, supporting our
focus on within-day dynamics. The diary approach further
allowed us to examine these within-day relationships with
greater ecological validity and reduced recall bias compared
to longer-term longitudinal studies.

While conducting same-time measurements raises the
possibility of common method bias, results from our con-
firmatory factor analyses and the marker variable analysis
suggest that this is not a substantial concern in our data.
Nevertheless, although our findings indicate that job craft-
ing, PsyCap, and work engagement tend to rise and fall
together within days in theoretically predicted ways, causal
interpretations require caution. Future research could
strengthen causal inference by incorporating multiple meas-
urement points within days (e.g., morning, afternoon, and
evening assessments) to better trace the temporal sequence
of effects. Additionally, combining daily measurements with
longer-term assessments could reveal how daily gain cycles
accumulate to produce more enduring changes in employee
well-being and behavior over time. Such multi-wave designs
are particularly valuable for testing whether bidirectional
relationships reflect true reciprocal causation and for ana-
lyzing change processes using latent change score models
(McArdle, 2009; Sonnentag & Meier, 2024). Furthermore,
future studies could examine whether variability in employ-
ees’ daily work location affects the gain cycle, i.e., if the
effects depend on how frequently employees change their
work location within a given workweek.

Another limitation is that we did not include further out-
come variables in our study. While examining these out-
comes would have provided insights into the downstream
effects of daily gain cycles, we deliberately focused on estab-
lishing the cycle’s existence and boundary conditions first.
This decision reflected both theoretical and practical consid-
erations: Theoretically, understanding the core mechanisms
is a crucial step before examining the effects on distal out-
comes. Practically, given the novel perspective of our study
and the complexity of capturing daily fluctuations across
multiple variables, adding performance measures would
have increased participant burden and potentially compro-
mised response quality in our intensive design (Fritz et al.,
2024). The focus on general well-being and hybrid work as
contextual boundary conditions has already added consider-
able complexity to the research design.

However, having established evidence for these daily
gain cycles, future research could extend our findings. Spe-
cifically, JD-R theory postulates that the short-term positive
and reciprocal relationships between proactive behaviors,

job and personal resources, and work engagement result in
increased job performance (Bakker et al., 2023b). Based on
our findings regarding the different job crafting dimensions
and incorporating insights from Demerouti et al. (2015),
these performance benefits primarily emerge from promo-
tion-focused dimensions of job crafting, whereas the preven-
tion-focused dimension of reducing demands may be part of
a loss cycle that diminishes daily performance. Successful
performance, in turn, is likely to reinforce the gain cycle
itself: Task completion provides feelings of competence
and mastery that strengthen personal resources (PsyCap),
while positive performance experiences motivate further job
crafting behaviors and fuel work engagement (Alessandri
et al., 2018; Lopper et al., 2023). Over time, these beneficial
effects could accumulate to predict improvements in longer-
term performance (Shockley et al., 2012). Recent findings by
Toscano et al. (2025) further suggest that these performance
effects may manifest differently depending on the work loca-
tion. On remote workdays, performance and health benefits
primarily stem from enhanced concentration and reduced
interruptions, while on office workdays, they might emerge
through increased access to social resources and reduced
isolation (Biron & van Veldhoven, 2016). Thus, the cycle’s
effectiveness may depend on how well employees adapt their
job crafting strategies to each location’s advantages while
minimizing its drawbacks.

Third, we did not consider and analyze the possibility
of a gain spiral (Bakker et al., 2023b). Yet, it is plausible
to assume that positive effects accumulate over time, such
that initial gains in proactive behaviors, resources, and work
engagement create a virtuous cycle where each increment
leads to further improvements in these variables. Despite
methodological challenges, longitudinal studies tracking
changes in job crafting, PsyCap, and work engagement
over longer periods would be well-suited to investigate
such self-reinforcing feedback loops involving reciprocal
causal relationships and increases in the absolute levels of
variables (Bakker & Demerouti, 2024). By examining how
initial improvements of certain variables influence subse-
quent behaviors and outcomes, researchers can enhance their
understanding of the potential long-term benefits and sus-
tained positive effects. However, it would also be interesting
to challenge the prevailing assumption that more proactive
behaviors, resources, and engagement are always better, and
explore whether there is an optimal level of these variables
beyond which no further benefits are gained, or worse, nega-
tive effects might occur (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013). Address-
ing this issue in future research would also contribute to
a deeper understanding of the shape of (daily) gain cycles
(Sonnentag & Meier, 2024).

In addition, building on the JD-R theory’s proposition
regarding interconnected demands and resources from vari-
ous life domains (Bakker et al., 2023b; Demerouti & Bakker,
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2023), it might be interesting for future research to incor-
porate resources from home and personal domains into the
(daily) gain cycle. Against the backdrop of blurring bounda-
ries in hybrid work settings, the reciprocal interplay of work
and non-work demands and resources as well as job and
home crafting behaviors (e.g., Haun et al., 2023) may draw
a more realistic picture of the prevailing working life and
thus better explain the boundary conditions of employees’
proactive approaches to job redesign.

Practical Implications

The findings of this study offer several important practical
implications. First, our results demonstrate that job craft-
ing, PsyCap, and work engagement perpetuate each other
on a daily basis, suggesting that employees can initiate
their own “daily gain cycle”. Given the reciprocal nature
of this interplay, organizations and supervisors have mul-
tiple entry points for promoting such cycles among their
employees. To support daily job crafting, they should cre-
ate a resourceful and stimulating work environment that
encourages employees to tailor their jobs, particularly by
increasing access to social and structural resources. This
may help employees not only balance job-related demands
and resources but also build personal resources such as
PsyCap (by seeking resources) and enhance work engage-
ment (by seeking resources and challenges). As all three
components of the daily gain cycle function as both pre-
dictors and outcomes of one another, with no clear starting
point, human resource departments could also fuel the gain
cycle by offering workshops that target employees’ daily
PsyCap and/or daily work engagement. Previous research
has already demonstrated the effectiveness of interven-
tions aimed at increasing job crafting (Oprea et al., 2019),
personal resources (Bakker & van Wingerden, 2021), and
work engagement (Knight et al., 2017). However, based
on the insights of the present study, the distinct effects of
different job crafting strategies should be carefully consid-
ered in organizational practice. Specifically, the develop-
ment of personal resources appears to be most effectively
supported by encouraging employees to engage in seek-
ing resources, whereas work engagement can be fostered
through both seeking resources and challenges. In contrast,
the strategy of reducing demands should be approached
with caution, as it may have adverse effects on employees’
engagement.

A second key finding of this study, which is particularly
relevant given the increasing prevalence of hybrid work, is
that employees’ job crafting behaviors fluctuate from day to
day depending on their work location. To improve hybrid
work designs and foster favorable outcomes for both employ-
ees and organizations, supervisors should create supportive
conditions that encourage promotion-focused job crafting
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across all work locations, especially on days spent working
outside the office. For instance, this could involve offering
additional job resources (e.g., social support and feedback)
on remote workdays, when employees often perceive fewer
opportunities to engage in promotion-focused job craft-
ing behaviors and are more likely to reduce demands. As
supervisors play a key role in supporting employees’ use
of technology (B. Wang et al., 2020; B. Wang et al., 2021),
they could structure virtual communication channels to pro-
vide easy access to social job resources. This might include
establishing regular virtual “open door” hours for quick
consultations or initiating digital platforms for informal
peer-to-peer interactions. In addition, organizations might
designate certain office days for team projects and collabora-
tive challenges while structuring remote workdays to support
focused individual development activities. Creating virtual
communities of practice could further help employees to
share expertise and exchange best practices.

Third, our results revealed direct influences of general
well-being and a moderating role of personality, suggesting
that interventions should be tailored to employees’ stable
aspects. This implies that organizations should focus on
generally promoting employee well-being as a foundation
for higher baseline levels of gain cycles and should also
consider the personality profiles of their employees. For
instance, since extraversion strengthens the reciprocal rela-
tionship between work engagement and seeking resources,
organizations could provide additional structure and oppor-
tunities for less extraverted employees to engage in resource-
seeking behaviors, such as establishing clear protocols for
requesting feedback or creating low-threshold opportunities
for connecting with colleagues. Similarly, employees lower
in openness to experience and higher in neuroticism showed
weaker effects of PsyCap on seeking resources and may ben-
efit from more guided approaches to job crafting. Providing
concrete examples and step-by-step support could help these
employees feel more confident and comfortable in seeking
social and structural resources (Bakker et al., 2019).

Conclusion

This study outlines that job crafting as a proactive behav-
ior, PsyCap as a personal resource, and work engagement
dynamically interact in the form of a daily gain cycle. Focus-
ing on within-person variability, this dynamic interplay dif-
fers depending on the type of daily job crafting behavior,
with promotion-focused crafting having beneficial effects
but prevention-focused crafting having detrimental effects.
While stable manifestations of well-being do not signifi-
cantly moderate the relationships of the gain cycle and rather
exert direct influences, we provide evidence for a moderating
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influence of personality traits. Additionally, this study
reveals employees’ daily work location as a critical contex-
tual factor of the gain cycle, such that promotion-focused
job crafting is more pronounced on office workdays than on
remote workdays, whereas prevention-focused job crafting
dominates in remote work settings. Overall, the result pat-
terns highlight the need to consider, on the one hand, the
daily interplay of different job crafting strategies, PsyCap,
and work engagement, and, on the other hand, the mod-
erating role of contextual factors and boundary conditions
in fostering proactive job design and enhancing employee
health in hybrid work environments.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-025-10070-3.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt
DEAL.

Data Availability The data are available from the corresponding author
upon reasonable request.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a
copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Aguinis, H., Villamor, I., & Ramani, R. S. (2021). MTurk research:
Review and recommendations. Journal of Management, 47(4),
823-837. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320969787

Allen, T. D., Merlo, K., Lawrence, R. C., Slutsky, J., & Gray, C. E.
(2021). Boundary management and work-nonwork balance while
working from home. Applied Psychology, 70(1), 60-84. https://
doi.org/10.1111/apps.12300

Alessandri, G., Consiglio, C., Luthans, F., & Borgogni, L. (2018).
Testing a dynamic model of the impact of psychological capi-
tal on work engagement and job performance. Career Devel-
opment International, 23(1), 33—47. https://doi.org/10.1108/
CDI-11-2016-0210

Baethge, A., Junker, N. M., & Rigotti, T. (2021). Does work engage-
ment physiologically deplete? Results from a daily diary study.
Work & Stress, 35(3), 283-300. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678
373.2020.1857466

Bakker, A. B. (2014). Daily fluctuations in work engagement: An
overview and current directions. European Psychologist, 19(4),
227-236. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000160

Bakker, A. B. (2015). Towards a multilevel approach of employee
well-being. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 24(6), 839-843. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594
32X.2015.1071423

Bakker, A. B. (2022). The social psychology of work engagement:
State of the field. Career Development International, 27(1),
36-53. https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-08-2021-0213

Bakker, A. B., & Costa, P. L. (2014). Chronic job burnout and daily
functioning: A theoretical analysis. Burnout Research, 1(3),
112-119. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burn.2014.04.003

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands-resources
model: State of the art. Journal of Managerial Psychology,
22(3), 309-328. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job demands-resources
theory: Taking stock and looking forward. Journal of Occu-
pational Health Psychology, 22(3), 273-285. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0cp0000056

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2024). Job demands-resources
theory: Frequently asked questions. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 29(3), 188-200. https://doi.org/10.1037/
ocp0000376

Bakker, A. B., & Oerlemans, W. G. M. (2016). Momentary work hap-
piness as a function of enduring burnout and work engagement.
The Journal of Psychology, 150(6), 755-778. https://doi.org/10.
1080/00223980.2016.1182888

Bakker, A. B., & Oerlemans, W. G. M. (2019). Daily job crafting and
momentary work engagement: A self-determination and self-
regulation perspective. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 112,
417-430. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.12.005

Bakker, A. B., & van Wingerden, J. (2021). Do personal resources and
strengths use increase work engagement? The effects of a training
intervention. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 26(1),
20-30. https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000266

Bakker, A. B., & Wang, Y. (2020). Self-undermining behavior at work:
Evidence of construct and predictive validity. International Jour-
nal of Stress Management, 27(3), 241-251. https://doi.org/10.
1037/str0000150

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. 1. (2014). Burnout and
work engagement: The JD-R approach. Annual Review of Organ-
izational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 1(1), 389—
411. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091235

Bakker, A. B., Hetland, J., Olsen, O. K., & Espevik, R. (2019). Daily
strengths use and employee well-being: The moderating role of
personality. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psy-
chology, 92(1), 144-168. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12243

Bakker, A. B., Breevaart, K., Scharp, Y. S., & de Vries, J. D. (2023a).
Daily self-leadership and playful work design: Proactive
approaches of work in times of crisis. The Journal of Applied
Behavioral Science, 59(2), 314-336. https://doi.org/10.1177/
00218863211060453

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. (2023b). Job
demands—resources theory: Ten years later. Annual Review
of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behav-
ior, 10(1), 25-53. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgps
ych-120920-053933

Bakker, A. B., Xanthopoulou, D., & Demerouti, E. (2023c). How does
chronic burnout affect dealing with weekly job demands? A test
of central propositions in JD-R and COR-theories. Applied Psy-
chology, 72(1), 389-410. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12382

Bindl, U. K., Unsworth, K. L., Gibson, C. B., & Stride, C. B. (2019).
Job crafting revisited: Implications of an extended framework for
active changes at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 104(5),
605-628. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000362

Biron, M., & van Veldhoven, M. (2016). When control becomes a
liability rather than an asset: Comparing home and office days
among part-time teleworkers. Journal of Organizational Behav-
ior, 37(8), 1317-1337. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2106

Biron, M., Casper, W. J., & Raghuram, S. (2023). Crafting tele-
work: A process model of need satisfaction to foster telework

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-025-10070-3
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206320969787
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12300
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12300
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-11-2016-0210
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-11-2016-0210
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2020.1857466
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2020.1857466
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000160
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2015.1071423
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2015.1071423
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-08-2021-0213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burn.2014.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000376
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000376
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2016.1182888
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2016.1182888
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000266
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000150
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000150
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091235
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12243
https://doi.org/10.1177/00218863211060453
https://doi.org/10.1177/00218863211060453
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12382
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000362
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2106

692

Journal of Business and Psychology (2026) 41:673-695

outcomes. Personnel Review, 52(3), 671-686. https://doi.org/
10.1108/PR-04-2021-0259

Bliese, P. D., Edwards, J. R., & Sonnentag, S. (2017). Stress and
well-being at work: A century of empirical trends reflecting
theoretical and societal influences. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 102(3), 389-402. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000109

Boehnlein, P., & Baum, M. (2022). Does job crafting always lead to
employee well-being and performance? Meta-analytical evi-
dence on the moderating role of societal culture. The Interna-
tional Journal of Human Resource Management, 33(4), 647-685.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2020.1737177

Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Hetland, J. (2012). The
measurement of state work engagement. European Journal of
Psychological Assessment, 28(4), 305-312. https://doi.org/10.
1027/1015-5759/a000111

Brislin, R. W. (1970). Back-translation for cross-cultural research.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 1(3), 185-216. https://
doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301

de Bloom, J., Vaziri, H., Tay, L., & Kujanpdi, M. (2020). An identity-
based integrative needs model of crafting: Crafting within and
across life domains. Journal of Applied Psychology, 105(12),
1423-1446. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000495

Demerouti, E. (2014). Design your own job through job crafting.
European Psychologist, 19(4), 237-247. https://doi.org/10.1027/
1016-9040/a000188

Demerouti, E. (2023). Effective employee strategies for remote work-
ing: An online self-training intervention. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 142, Article 103857. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.
2023.103857

Demerouti, E. (2025). Time-spatial job crafting and other self-regu-
lation strategies in hybrid work: The impact of a self-training
intervention. Journal of Business and Psychology. Advance
online publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-025-10009-8

Demerouti, E., & Bakker, A. B. (2023). Job demands-resources theory
in times of crises: New propositions. Organizational Psychol-
ogy Review, 13(3), 209-236. https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386622
1135022

Demerouti, E., & Peeters, M. C. W. (2018). Transmission of reduction-
oriented crafting among colleagues: A diary study on the mod-
erating role of working conditions. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 91(2), 209-234. https://doi.org/10.
1111/joop.12196

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B.
(2001). The job demands-resources model of burnout. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499-512. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0021-9010.86.3.499

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., & Halbesleben, J. R. B. (2015). Pro-
ductive and counterproductive job crafting: A daily diary study.
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 20(4), 457-469.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039002

Demerouti, E., Xanthopoulou, D., Petrou, P., & Karagkounis, C.
(2017). Does job crafting assist dealing with organizational
changes due to austerity measures? Two studies among Greek
employees. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psy-
chology, 26(4), 574-589. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.
2017.1325875

Demerouti, E., Hewett, R., Haun, V., De Gieter, S., Rodriguez-Sanchez,
A., & Skakon, J. (2020). From job crafting to home crafting: A
daily diary study among six European countries. Human Rela-
tions, 73(7), 1010-1035. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719
848809

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The
satisfaction with life scale. Journal of Personality Assessment,
49(1), 71-75. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13

Edwards, J. R., & Rothbard, N. P. (2000). Mechanisms linking work
and family: Clarifying the relationship between work and family

@ Springer

constructs. The Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 178—
199. https://doi.org/10.2307/259269

Fisher, C. D., & To, M. L. (2012). Using experience sampling meth-
odology in organizational behavior. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 33(7), 865-877. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1803

Frederick, D. E., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2020). Longitudinal meta-
analysis of job crafting shows positive association with work
engagement. Cogent Psychology, 7(1), Article 1746733. https://
doi.org/10.1080/23311908.2020.1746733

Fritz, J., Piccirillo, M. L., Cohen, Z. D., Frumkin, M., Kirtley, O.,
Moeller, J., Neubauer, A. B., Norris, L. A., Schuurman, N. K.,
Snippe, E., & Bringmann, L. F. (2024). So you want to do ESM?
10 essential topics for implementing the experience-sampling
method. Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological
Science, 7(3), 1-27. https://doi.org/10.1177/251524592412679
12

Gabriel, A. S., Podsakoff, N. P., Beal, D. J., Scott, B. A., Sonnentag,
S., Trougakos, J. P., & Butts, M. M. (2019). Experience sampling
methods: A discussion of critical trends and considerations for
scholarly advancement. Organizational Research Methods, 22(4),
969-1006. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118802626

Gerpott, F. H., Rivkin, W., & Unger, D. (2022). Stop and go, where is
my flow? How and when daily aversive morning commutes are
negatively related to employees’ motivational states and behav-
ior at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 107(2), 169-192.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000899

Glaesmer, H., Hoyer, J., Klotsche, J., & Herzberg, P. Y. (2008). Die
deutsche Version des Life-Orientation-Tests (LOT-R) zum
dispositionellen Optimismus und Pessimismus. Zeitschrift fiir
Gesundheitspsychologie, 16(1), 26-31. https://doi.org/10.1026/
0943-8149.16.1.26

Goel, R., Game, A., & Sanz Vergel, A. (2023). Attachment and work
engagement in virtual teams: Promoting collaborative job craft-
ing. Small Group Research, 54(3), 311-334. https://doi.org/10.
1177/10464964221121801

Griep, Y., Vanbelle, E., van den Broeck, A., & De Witte, H. (2021).
Active emotions and personal growth initiative fuel employees’
daily job crafting: A multilevel study. BRQ Business Research
Quarterly, 25(1), 62-81. https://doi.org/10.1177/2340944421
1033306

Guthier, C., Dormann, C., & Voelkle, M. C. (2020). Reciprocal effects
between job stressors and burnout: A continuous time meta-
analysis of longitudinal studies. Psychological Bulletin, 146(12),
1146-1173. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000304

Hakanen, J. J., Perhoniemi, R., & Toppinen-Tanner, S. (2008). Posi-
tive gain spirals at work: From job resources to work engage-
ment, personal initiative and work-unit innovativeness. Journal
of Vocational Behavior, 73(1), 78-91. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jvb.2008.01.003

Harju, L. K., Hakanen, J. J., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2016). Can job craft-
ing reduce job boredom and increase work engagement? A three-
year cross-lagged panel study. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
95, 11-20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2016.07.001

Haun, V. C., Miilder, L. M., & Schmitz, A. (2023). From job crafting
to home crafting and back again: A shortitudinal study on the
spillover between job and home crafting. Journal of Occupa-
tional and Organizational Psychology, 96(2), 332-350. https://
doi.org/10.1111/joop.12417

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at con-
ceptualizing stress. The American Psychologist, 44(3), 513-524.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.44.3.513

Hobfoll, S. E. (2002). Social and psychological resources and adapta-
tion. Review of General Psychology, 6(4), 307-324. https://doi.
org/10.1037/1089-2680.6.4.307

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J.-P., & Westman, M. (2018).
Conservation of resources in the organizational context: The


https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-04-2021-0259
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-04-2021-0259
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000109
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2020.1737177
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000111
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000111
https://doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301
https://doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000495
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000188
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000188
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2023.103857
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2023.103857
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-025-10009-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866221135022
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866221135022
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12196
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12196
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039002
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1325875
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1325875
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719848809
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726719848809
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13
https://doi.org/10.2307/259269
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1803
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311908.2020.1746733
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311908.2020.1746733
https://doi.org/10.1177/25152459241267912
https://doi.org/10.1177/25152459241267912
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118802626
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000899
https://doi.org/10.1026/0943-8149.16.1.26
https://doi.org/10.1026/0943-8149.16.1.26
https://doi.org/10.1177/10464964221121801
https://doi.org/10.1177/10464964221121801
https://doi.org/10.1177/23409444211033306
https://doi.org/10.1177/23409444211033306
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000304
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2008.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2008.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2016.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12417
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12417
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.44.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.6.4.307
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.6.4.307

Journal of Business and Psychology (2026) 41:673-695

693

reality of resources and their consequences. Annual Review
of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behav-
ior, 5(1), 103-128. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgps
ych-032117-104640

Ilies, R., Aw, S. S. Y., & Pluut, H. (2015). Intraindividual models of
employee well-being: What have we learned and where do we
go from here? European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 24(6), 827-838. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.
2015.1071422

Ilies, R., Bono, J. E., & Bakker, A. B. (2024a). Crafting well-being:
Employees can enhance their own well-being by savoring,
reflecting upon, and capitalizing on positive work experiences.
Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organiza-
tional Behavior, 11(1), 63-91. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
orgpsych-110721-045931

Ilies, R., Liu, Y., Aw, S., Las Heras, M., & Rofcanin, Y. (2024b). Why
does using personal strengths at work increase employee engage-
ment, who makes the most out of it, and how? Journal of Occu-
pational Health Psychology, 29(2), 113—129. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0cp0000374

Ingusci, E., Signore, F., Giancaspro, M. L., Manuti, A., Molino, M.,
Russo, V., Zito, M., & Cortese, C. G. (2021). Workload, techno
overload, and behavioral stress during COVID-19 emergency: The
role of job crafting in remote workers. Frontiers in Psychology, 12,
Article 655148. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.655148

Janke, S., & Glockner-Rist, A. (2012). Deutsche version der satisfaction
with life scale (SWLS). Zusammenstellung sozialwissenschaftli-
cher Items und Skalen (ZIS). https://doi.org/10.6102/zis147

Knight, C., Patterson, M., & Dawson, J. (2017). Building work engage-
ment: A systematic review and meta-analysis investigating the
effectiveness of work engagement interventions. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 38(6), 792-812. https://doi.org/10.
1002/job.2167

Kooij, D. T. A. M., Nijssen, H., Bal, P. M., & van der Kruijssen, D. T.
F. (2020). Crafting an interesting job: Stimulating an active role
of older workers in enhancing their daily work engagement and
job performance. Work, Aging and Retirement, 6(3), 165-174.
https://doi.org/10.1093/workar/waaa001

Kuhlmann, R., & Siif3, S. (2024). The dynamic interplay of job char-
acteristics and psychological capital with employee health: A
longitudinal analysis of reciprocal effects. Journal of Occupa-
tional Health Psychology, 29(1), 14-29. https://doi.org/10.1037/
ocp0000368

Kuonath, A., Nossek, J., Nieberle, K. W., Kreitmeir, D., & Frey, D.
(2021). Servant leadership. Journal of Personnel Psychology,
20(4), 187-197. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000282

Lamovsek, A., Radevié, I., Mohammed, S. S., & Cerne, M. (2025).
Beyond the office walls: Work design configurations for task
performance across on-site, hybrid and remote forms of work.
Information Systems Journal, 35(1), 279-321. https://doi.org/
10.1111/isj.12542

Lazazzara, A., Tims, M., & Gennaro, D. (2020). The process of
reinventing a job: A meta—synthesis of qualitative job crafting
research. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 116(Part B), Article
103267. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2019.01.001

Lesener, T., Gusy, B., & Wolter, C. (2019). The job demands-resources
model: A meta-analytic review of longitudinal studies. Work &
Stress, 33(1), 76-103. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.
1529065

Lichtenthaler, P. W., & Fischbach, A. (2019). A meta-analysis on
promotion- and prevention-focused job crafting. European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 28(1), 30-50.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1527767

Lincke, H.-J., Vomstein, M., Lindner, A., Nolle, I., Hiberle,
N., Haug, A., & Niibling, M. (2021). COPSOQ III in Ger-
many: Validation of a standard instrument to measure

psychosocial factors at work. Journal of Occupational Medi-
cine and Toxicology, 16(1), Article 50. https://doi.org/10.1186/
$12995-021-00331-1

Liu, L., Wan, W., & Fan, Q. (2021). How and when telework
improves job performance during COVID-19? Job crafting as
mediator and performance goal orientation as moderator. Psy-
chology Research and Behavior Management, 14,2181-2195.
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S340322

Liu, Y., Xu, N., Yuan, Q., Liu, Z., & Tian, Z. (2022). The rela-
tionship between feedback quality, perceived organizational
support, and sense of belongingness among conscientious tel-
eworkers. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, Article 806443. https://
doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.806443

Liu, W., Bakker, A. B., Tse, B. T., & van der Linden, D. (2023). Does
playful work design ‘lead to’ more creativity? A diary study
on the role of flow. European Journal of Work and Organi-
zational Psychology, 32(1), 107-117. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1359432X.2022.2104716

Loghman, S., Quinn, M., Dawkins, S., Woods, M., Om Sharma, S., &
Scott, J. (2023). A comprehensive meta-analyses of the nomo-
logical network of psychological capital (PsyCap). Journal of
Leadership & Organizational Studies, 30(1), 108—128. https://
doi.org/10.1177/15480518221107998

Lopper, E., Milius, M., Reis, D., Nitz, S., & Hoppe, A. (2023).
Weekly reciprocal relationships between job crafting, work
engagement, and performance—a within-person approach.
Frontiers in Organizational Psychology, 1, Article 1200117.
https://doi.org/10.3389/forgp.2023.1200117

Luthans, F., Youssef, C. M., & Avolio, B. J. (2007). Psychological
Capital: Developing the Human Competitive Edge. Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/97801
95187526.001.0001

Luthans, F., & Youssef-Morgan, C. M. (2017). Psychological capi-
tal: An evidence-based positive approach. Annual Review
of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behav-
ior, 4(1), 339-366. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgps
ych-032516-113324

Mikikangas, A., Juutinen, S., Mikiniemi, J.-P., Sjoblom, K., &
Oksanen, A. (2022). Work engagement and its antecedents in
remote work: A person-centered view. Work & Stress, 36(4),
392-416. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2022.2080777

Martinez-Corts, I., Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., & Boz, M. (2015).
Spillover of interpersonal conflicts from work into nonwork: A
daily diary study. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology,
20(3), 326-337. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038661

McAurdle, J. J. (2009). Latent variable modeling of differences and
changes with longitudinal data. Annual Review of Psychol-
ogy, 60(1), 577-605. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.
60.110707.163612

Merolla, A. J., Bernhold, Q., & Peterson, C. (2021). Pathways to con-
nection: An intensive longitudinal examination of state and dis-
positional hope, day quality, and everyday interpersonal inter-
action. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 38(7),
1961-1986. https://doi.org/10.1177/02654075211001933

Muthén, B. O., & Muthén, L. K. (2017). Mplus User’s Guide: Statisti-
cal Analysis with Latent Variables (8" Ed.). Muthén & Muthén.

Nagshbandi, M. M., Kabir, 1., Ishak, N. A., & Islam, M. Z. (2024).
The future of work: Work engagement and job performance in
the hybrid workplace. The Learning Organization, 31(1), 5-26.
https://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-08-2022-0097

Nezlek, J. B. (2011). Multilevel Modeling for Social and Personality
Psychology. SAGE Publications Ltd. https://doi.org/10.4135/
9781446287996

Ohly, S., Sonnentag, S., Niessen, C., & Zapf, D. (2010). Diary stud-
ies in organizational research. Journal of Personnel Psychology,
9(2), 79-93. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000009

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2015.1071422
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2015.1071422
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-110721-045931
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-110721-045931
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000374
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000374
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.655148
https://doi.org/10.6102/zis147
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2167
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2167
https://doi.org/10.1093/workar/waaa001
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000368
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000368
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000282
https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12542
https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12542
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2019.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1529065
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1529065
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1527767
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12995-021-00331-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12995-021-00331-1
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S340322
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.806443
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.806443
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2022.2104716
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2022.2104716
https://doi.org/10.1177/15480518221107998
https://doi.org/10.1177/15480518221107998
https://doi.org/10.3389/forgp.2023.1200117
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195187526.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195187526.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113324
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113324
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2022.2080777
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038661
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163612
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163612
https://doi.org/10.1177/02654075211001933
https://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-08-2022-0097
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446287996
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446287996
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000009

694

Journal of Business and Psychology (2026) 41:673-695

Op den Kamp, E. M., Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2018).
Proactive vitality management in the work context: Development
and validation of a new instrument. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 27(4), 493-505. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1359432X.2018.1483915

Oprea, B. T., Barzin, L., Virgd, D., lliescu, D., & Rusu, A. (2019).
Effectiveness of job crafting interventions: A meta-analysis and
utility analysis. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 28(6), 723—741. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.
2019.1646728

Palan, S., & Schitter, C. (2018). Prolific.ac—A subject pool for online
experiments. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Finance,
17,22-27. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbef.2017.12.004

Pap, Z., Tisu, L., & Virgd, D. (2023). From personal resources to pro-
active work strategies and performance: Testing the antecedents
and outcomes of strengths use in a three-wave study. Career
Development International, 28(1), 55-72. https://doi.org/10.
1108/CDI-06-2022-0146

Parker, S. K., Morgeson, F. P., & Johns, G. (2017). One hundred years
of work design research: Looking back and looking forward.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(3), 403—420. https://doi.
org/10.1037/apl0000106

Parker, S. K., Wang, Y., & Liao, J. (2019). When is proactivity wise?
A review of factors that influence the individual outcomes of
proactive behavior. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology
and Organizational Behavior, 6(1), 221-248. https://doi.org/10.
1146/annurev-orgpsych-012218-015302

Peer, E., Brandimarte, L., Samat, S., & Acquisti, A. (2017). Beyond
the turk: Alternative platforms for crowdsourcing behavioral
research. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 70, 153—
163. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jesp.2017.01.006

Petrou, P., Demerouti, E., Peeters, M. C. W., Schaufeli, W. B., & Het-
land, J. (2012). Crafting a job on a daily basis: Contextual corre-
lates and the link to work engagement. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 33(8), 1120-1141. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1783

Petrou, P., Bakker, A. B., & van den Heuvel, M. (2017). Weekly job
crafting and leisure crafting: Implications for meaning-making
and work engagement. Journal of Occupational and Organiza-
tional Psychology, 90(2), 129-152. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.
12160

Pierce, J. R., & Aguinis, H. (2013). The too-much-of-a-good-thing
effect in management. Journal of Management, 39(2), 313-338.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311410060

Porter, C. O. L. H., Outlaw, R., Gale, J. P., & Cho, T. S. (2019). The use
of online panel data in management research: A review and rec-
ommendations. Journal of Management, 45(1), 319-344. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0149206318811569

Preacher, K. J., Zyphur, M. J., & Zhang, Z. (2010). A general multilevel
SEM framework for assessing multilevel mediation. Psychologi-
cal Methods, 15(3), 209-233. https://doi.org/10.1037/a002014 1

Rammstedt, B., & John, O. P. (2007). Measuring personality in one
minute or less: A 10-item short version of the Big Five Inven-
tory in English and German. Journal of Research in Personality,
41(1), 203-212. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jrp.2006.02.001

Randel, A. E., Galvin, B. M., & Alves, T. C. L. (2024). Job crafting to
ensure a balance between focus and connection. Applied Psychol-
ogy, 73(1), 296-322. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12480

Reis, D., Hoppe, A., & Schroder, A. (2015). Reciprocal relationships
between resources, work and study engagement, and mental
health: Evidence for gain cycles. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 24(1), 59-75. https://doi.org/10.
1080/1359432X.2013.834891

Reis, D., Arndt, C., Lischetzke, T., & Hoppe, A. (2016). State work
engagement and state affect: Similar yet distinct concepts. Jour-
nal of Vocational Behavior, 93, 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jvb.2015.12.004

@ Springer

Reschke, F. S., Reschke, K., & Krause, S. (2005). Kurzbericht zur
deutschen Version der Adult Dispositional Hope Scale (Sny-
der et al., 1991). Universitdt Leipzig, Institut fiir angewandte
Psychologie.

Rivkin, W., Gerpott, F. H., & Unger, D. (2025). There and back again:
The roles of morning- and evening commute recovery experi-
ences for daily resources across the commute-, work-, and home
domain. Human Relations, 78(3), 312-348. https://doi.org/10.
1177/00187267241236579

Rudolph, C. W, Katz, I. M., Lavigne, K. N., & Zacher, H. (2017).
Job crafting: A meta-analysis of relationships with individual
differences, job characteristics, and work outcomes. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 102, 112—138. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jvb.2017.05.008

Sadikaj, G., Wright, A. G., Dunkley, D. M., Zuroff, D. C., & Moskow-
itz, D. S. (2021). Multilevel structural equation modeling for
intensive longitudinal data: A practical guide for personality
researchers. In J. F. Rauthmann (Ed.), The Handbook of Person-
ality Dynamics and Processes (pp. 855-885). Academic Press.
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-813995-0.00033-9

Salanova, M., Schaufeli, W. B., Xanthopoulou, D., & Bakker, A. B.
(2010). The gain spiral of resources and work engagement: Sus-
taining a positive worklife. In A. B. Bakker & M. P. Leiter (Eds.),
Work engagement: A handbook of essential theory and research
(pp- 118-131). Psychology Press.

Satorra, A., & Bentler, P. M. (2001). A scaled difference chi-square
test statistic for moment structure analysis. Psychometrika, 66(4),
507-514. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02296192

Satorra, A., & Bentler, P. M. (2010). Ensuring positiveness of the
scaled difference chi-square test statistic. Psychometrika, 75(2),
243-248. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11336-009-9135-y

Scharp, Y. S., Breevaart, K., & Bakker, A. B. (2021). Using playful
work design to deal with hindrance job demands: A quantitative
diary study. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 26(3),
175-188. https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000277

Scharp, Y. S., Bakker, A. B., & Breevaart, K. (2022). Playful work
design and employee work engagement: A self-determination
perspective. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 134, Article
103693. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2022.103693

Scharp, Y. S., Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., & van der Linden, D.
(2019). Daily playful work design: A trait activation perspective.
Journal of Research in Personality, 82, Article 103850. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2019.103850

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., Gonzilez-Roma4, V., & Bakker, A. B.
(2002). The measurement of engagement and burnout: A two
sample confirmatory factor analytic approach. Journal of Hap-
piness Studies, 3(1), 71-92. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:10156
30930326

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Salanova, M. (2006). The measure-
ment of work engagement with a short questionnaire. Educa-
tional and Psychological Measurement, 66(4), 701-716. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471

Scheier, M. F., Carver, C. S., & Bridges, M. W. (1994). Distinguishing
optimism from neuroticism (and trait anxiety, self-mastery, and
self-esteem): A reevaluation of the life orientation test. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 67(6), 1063—1078. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.6.1063

Schumacher, J., Leppert, K., Gunzelmann, T., Strauf}, B., & Brihler, E.
(2005). Die Resilienzskala — Ein Fragebogen zur Erfassung der
psychischen Widerstandsfahigkeit als Personmerkmal. Zeitschrift
fiir Klinische Psychologie, Psychiatrie und Psychotherapie,
53(1), 16-39.

Schwarzer, R., & Jerusalem, M. (1995). General Self-Efficacy Scale
(GSE). APA PsycTests. https://doi.org/10.1037/t00393-000

Schweitzer, V. M., Gerpott, F. H., Rivkin, W., & Stollberger, J. (2023).
(Don’t) mind the gap? Information gaps compound curiosity


https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1483915
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2018.1483915
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1646728
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2019.1646728
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbef.2017.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-06-2022-0146
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-06-2022-0146
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000106
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000106
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012218-015302
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012218-015302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1783
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12160
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12160
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311410060
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318811569
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318811569
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2006.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12480
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2013.834891
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2013.834891
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267241236579
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267241236579
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-813995-0.00033-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02296192
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11336-009-9135-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000277
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2022.103693
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2019.103850
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2019.103850
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015630930326
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015630930326
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.6.1063
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.6.1063
https://doi.org/10.1037/t00393-000

Journal of Business and Psychology (2026) 41:673-695

695

yet also feed frustration at work. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 178, Article 104276. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.0bhdp.2023.104276

Shockley, K. M., Ispas, D., Rossi, M. E., & Levine, E. L. (2012). A meta-
analytic investigation of the relationship between state affect, dis-
crete emotions, and job performance. Human Performance, 25(5),
377-411. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2012.721832

Simbula, S. (2010). Daily fluctuations in teachers’ well-being: A diary
study using the job demands-resources model. Anxiety, Stress
& Coping, 23(5), 563-584. https://doi.org/10.1080/1061580100
3728273

Simbula, S., Guglielmi, D., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2011). A three-wave
study of job resources, self-efficacy, and work engagement
among Italian schoolteachers. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 20(3), 285-304. https://doi.org/10.
1080/13594320903513916

Slemp, G. R., & Vella-Brodrick, D. A. (2014). Optimising employee
mental health: The relationship between intrinsic need satisfac-
tion, job crafting, and employee well-being. Journal of Happiness
Studies: An Interdisciplinary Forum on Subjective Well-Being,
15(4), 957-977. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9458-3

Snyder, C. R., Hoza, B., Pelham, W. E., Rapoff, M., Ware, L.,
Danovsky, M., Highberger, L., Rubinstein, H., & Stahl, K. J.
(1997). The development and validation of the children’s hope
scale. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 22(3), 399-421. https://
doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/22.3.399

Sonnentag, S., & Meier, L. L. (2024). Gain and loss cycles revisited:
What to consider when testing key assumptions of conservation
of resources theory. Journal of Management Scientific Reports,
2(2), 154-167. https://doi.org/10.1177/27550311241247833

Sonnentag, S., Binnewies, C., & Mojza, E. J. (2010). Staying well
and engaged when demands are high: The role of psychologi-
cal detachment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(5), 965-976.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020032

Sonnentag, S., Volker, J., & Wehrt, W. (2025). Good and bad days at
work: A descriptive review of day-level and experience-sampling
studies. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 46(2), 207-226.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2796

Stanton, K., Carpenter, R. W., Nance, M., Sturgeon, T., & Villalongo
Andino, M. (2022). A multisample demonstration of using the
Prolific platform for repeated assessment and psychometric sub-
stance use research. Experimental and Clinical Psychopharma-
cology, 30(4), 432-443. https://doi.org/10.1037/pha0000545

Stasita-Sieradzka, M., Sanecka, E., & Turska, E. (2023). Not so good
hybrid work model? Resource losses and gains since the outbreak
of the COVID-19 pandemic and job burnout among non-remote,
hybrid, and remote employees. International Journal of Occu-
pational Medicine and Environmental Health, 36(2), 229-249.
https://doi.org/10.13075/ijomeh.1896.02026

Sytine, A. I, Britt, T. W., Sawhney, G., Wilson, C. A., & Keith, M.
(2019). Savoring as a moderator of the daily demands and psy-
chological capital relationship: A daily diary study. The Journal
of Positive Psychology, 14(5), 641-648. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17439760.2018.1519590

Tadi¢, M., Bakker, A. B., & Oerlemans, W. G. M. (2015). Challenge
versus hindrance job demands and well-being: A diary study on
the moderating role of job resources. Journal of Occupational
and Organizational Psychology, 88(4), 702—725. https://doi.org/
10.1111/joop.12094

Teng, E., Zhang, L., & Lou, M. (2020). Does approach crafting always
benefit? The moderating role of job insecurity. The Journal of
Psychology, 154(6), 426—445. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.
2020.1774484

Tims, M., & Bakker, A. B. (2010). Job crafting: Towards a new model
of individual job redesign. South African Journal of Industrial
Psychology, 36(2), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v36i2.841

Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Derks, D. (2012). Development and vali-
dation of the job crafting scale. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
80(1), 173-186. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.05.009

Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Derks, D. (2013). The impact of job craft-
ing on job demands, job resources, and well-being. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 18(2), 230-240. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0032141

Tims, M., Twemlow, M., & Fong, C. Y. M. (2022). A state-of-the-
art overview of job-crafting research: Current trends and future
research directions. Career Development International, 27(1),
54-78. https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-08-2021-0216

Toscano, F., Gonzalez-Roma, V., & Zappala, S. (2025). The influence
of working from home vs. working at the office on job perfor-
mance in a hybrid work arrangement: A diary study. Journal
of Business and Psychology, 40(2), 497-512. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10869-024-09970-7

van Alphen, T., Jak, S., Jansen in de Wal, J., Schuitema, J., & Peetsma,
T. (2022). Determining reliability of daily measures: An illustra-
tion with data on teacher stress. Applied Measurement in Edu-
cation, 35(1), 63=79. https://doi.org/10.1080/08957347.2022.
2034822

Vogt, K., Hakanen, J. J., Brauchli, R., Jenny, G. J., & Bauer, G. F. (2016).
The consequences of job crafting: A three-wave study. European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 25(3), 353-362.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2015.1072170

Wagnild, G. M., & Young, H. M. (1993). Development and psychomet-
ric evaluation of the resilience scale. Journal of Nursing Meas-
urement, 1(2), 165-178.

Wang, J. (2021). Research on the influence of dynamic work environment
on employees’ innovative performance in the post-epidemic era — the
role of job crafting and voice behavior. Frontiers in Psychology, 12,
Article 795218. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.795218

Wang, B., Liu, Y., & Parker, S. (2020). How does the use of infor-
mation communication technology affect individuals? A work
design perspective. The Academy of Management Annals, 14(2),
695-725. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0127

Wang, B., Liu, Y., Qian, J., & Parker, S. K. (2021). Achieving effective
remote working during the COVID-19 pandemic: A work design
perspective. Applied Psychology, 70(1), 16-59. https://doi.org/
10.1111/apps.12290

Wessels, C., Schippers, M. C., Stegmann, S., Bakker, A. B., van
Baalen, P. J., & Proper, K. 1. (2019). Fostering flexibility in the
new world of work: A model of time-spatial job crafting. Fron-
tiers in Psychology, 10, Article 505. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2019.00505

Wrzesniewski, A., & Dutton, J. E. (2001). Crafting a job: Revisioning
employees as active crafters of their work. Academy of Manage-
ment Review, 26(2), 179-201. https://doi.org/10.2307/259118

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W.
B. (2007). The role of personal resources in the job demands-
resources model. International Journal of Stress Management,
14(2), 121-141. https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.14.2.121

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B.
(2009). Reciprocal relationships between job resources, personal
resources, and work engagement. Journal of Vocational Behav-
ior, 74(3), 235-244. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2008.11.003

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B.
(2012). A diary study on the happy worker: How job resources
relate to positive emotions and personal resources. European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 21(4), 489—
517. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2011.584386

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2023.104276
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2023.104276
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2012.721832
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615801003728273
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615801003728273
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320903513916
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320903513916
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9458-3
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/22.3.399
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/22.3.399
https://doi.org/10.1177/27550311241247833
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020032
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2796
https://doi.org/10.1037/pha0000545
https://doi.org/10.13075/ijomeh.1896.02026
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2018.1519590
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2018.1519590
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12094
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12094
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2020.1774484
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2020.1774484
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v36i2.841
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032141
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032141
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-08-2021-0216
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-024-09970-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-024-09970-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/08957347.2022.2034822
https://doi.org/10.1080/08957347.2022.2034822
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2015.1072170
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.795218
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0127
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12290
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12290
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00505
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00505
https://doi.org/10.2307/259118
https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.14.2.121
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2008.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2011.584386

	Titelblatt_Apenbrink_final
	Apenbrink_Daily
	Daily Gain Cycles in Hybrid Work Environments: A Multilevel Study on the Reciprocal Interplay of Job Crafting, Psychological Capital, and Work Engagement
	Abstract
	Theoretical Background and Development of Hypotheses
	The Multilevel Nature of JD-R Theory
	Daily Gain Cycles between Job Crafting, PsyCap, and Work Engagement
	The Moderating Role of General Well-Being
	The Moderating Role of Hybrid Work

	Method
	Procedure and Sample
	Measures
	Analytical Procedure

	Results
	Variance Composition and Preliminary Analyses
	Hypotheses Testing
	Additional Analyses

	Discussion
	Theoretical Contributions
	Limitations and Directions for Future Research
	Practical Implications

	Conclusion
	References



