Table 6a

Multilevel Models Predicting Nonwork Mastery Experiences from Work Engagement (Within-Person Results)

Daily Work Engagement-> Nonwork Mastery Experiences

Parameter Estimate SE Standardized estimate

Within-person level (Level 1)

Control: day > NME .05 .03 A1
Work Engagement -.05 .08 -.05
Residual variance 35** .05

Note. Models are random intercepts models; n = 73 at the person level. Average number of observations per person = 4.93.
SE = standard error. Standardized estimates are indicted for path coefficients. NME=Nonwork mastery experiences. Day = Day of

Week.
*p<.05. **p<.01. 'p<.10.
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Table 6b

Multilevel Models Predicting Nonwork Mastery Experiences from Work Engagement (Between-Person Results)

Daily Work Engagement-> Nonwork Mastery Experiences

Parameter Estimate SE Standardized estimate

Between-person level (Level 2)

Intercept 2.35** .25
Work Engagement .09 .05 22
Residual variance 20** .06

Note. Models are random intercepts models; n = 73 at the person level. Average number of observations per person = 4.93.

SE = standard error. Standardized estimates are indicted for path coefficients. NME=Nonwork mastery experiences.
*p<.05. **p<.01. 'p<.10.
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Table 7a

Multilevel Mediation Models Predicting Daily Job Crafting and Work Engagement from NME, Positive Affect, and Efficacy Beliefs

(Within-Person Results)

1-(1,1)-1 mediation model
(Job Crafting: SR as outcome)

1-(1,1)-1 mediation model
(Job Crafting: SC as

1-(1,1)-1 mediation model (Work
Engagement as outcome)

outcome)
Parameter Estimate SD Stano!ardlzed Estimate SD Stand_ardlzed Estimate SD Stano!ardlzed
estimate estimate estimate
Within-person level
(Level 1)
Control: day = _10%% 04 -18%* 4% 03 -30%* 09%* 03 20%*
outcome
Control: day = PA .06* .02 16** .06* .02 16* .05* .02 14*
Control: day > Eff 04* 02 14* 04* 02 13* .04 .02 121
Path w1 Kk * Kk *ok * *
(NME->PA) 17 .05 .26 17 .06 .26 .13 .06 .19
Path a,.
(NME->EF) .03 .04 .06 .02 .05 .03 .01 .05 .01
Path bwl ¥ "
(PA>outcome) .18 14 13 .23 13 17 17 12 .14
Path b, 10 .18 05 02 .16 01 33* 14 20%

(Eff>outcome)
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Path c,

-7t _19"
(NME-=>outcome) .02 .04 .02 17 .09 .19 .09 .09 12
Indirect effect; pa) .03 .03 037 .03 .02 .02
Indirect effect, g .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .02
Residual variance
A49%* 06 38** .05 31** .04
outcome
Residual variance 23%% 03 23%% 03 245 03
PA
Residual variance in
14** .02 14** .02 14** .02

Eff

Note. Models are 1-(1,1)-1 mediation models with random intercepts and fixed slopes. Indirect Effect 1 refers to indirect path through
Positive Affect. Indirect Effect 2 refers to indirect path through Efficacy Beliefs. SD = Posterior standard deviation. Standardized
estimates are indicted for path coefficients; NME = Nonwork Mastery Experiences; Day = Day of the Week; PA=Positive Affect.
Eff=Efficacy Beliefs.

*p<.05. **p<.01. 'p<.10.
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Table 7b

Multilevel Mediation Models Predicting Daily Job Crafting and Work Engagement from NME, Positive Affect, and Efficacy Beliefs
(Between-Person Results)

1-(1,1)-1 mediation model
(Job Crafting: SR as

1-(1,1)-1 mediation model (Work

1-(1,1)-1 mediati del
(1,1)-1 mediation mode Engagement as outcome)

(Job Crafting: SC as outcome)

outcome)
Parameter Estimate SD Stano!ardlzed Estimate SD Stand_ardlzed Estimate SD Stano!ardlze(
estimate estimate estimate
Between-person level
(Level 2)
Intercept 97 .79 .05 1.08 -14 .92
Path ab]_ + +
(NME>PA) .29 19 19 .30 19 .20 34 19 23
Path dp2
(NME>EFf) .03 A3 .04 .04 13 .04 .05 14 .06
Path bbl
A4x* 12 56** . A7 2 1.10** A I8**
(PA->outcome) 56 30 6 0 ° 8
Path bbz
-14 A -12 -.04 2 -.02 A7 2 .
(Eff>outcome) o 0 6 0 3 08
Path cy,
A1* A .36* J76** 21 A4** A 2 .
(NME—->outcome) 6 36 6 3 0 06

Indirect effect; pa) 12 .09 .07 .08 367 22
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Indirect effect, g -.00 .03 .00 .04 .00 .04

Residual variance

outcome 22** .08 63** 15 39** 11
Ez\&dual variance 67 13 67%* 14 B6** 13
Residual variance 30%* 08 20%% 06 30%* 11

Eff

S304NOS3d ONIATING

Note. Models are 1-(1,1)-1 mediation models with random intercepts and fixed slope. Indirect Effect 1 refers to indirect path through
Positive Affect. Indirect Effect 2 refers to indirect path through Efficacy Beliefs. SD = Posterior standard deviation. Standardized
estimates are indicted for path coefficients. NME = Nonwork Mastery Experiences; PA=Positive Affect. Eff=Efficacy Beliefs.
*p<.05. **p<.01. 'p<.10.
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Table 8a
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Multilevel Mediation Models Predicting Daily Work Engagement from Job Crafting, Positive Affect, and Efficacy Beliefs (Within-
Person Results)
1-(1-1)-1 mediation model (Job Crafting: 1-(1,1)-1 mediation model (Job Crafting:
SR as predictor) SC as predictor)
Parameter Estimate SE Stano!ardized Estimate SE Stano!ardized
estimate estimate
Within-person level (Level 1)
Control: day - eng .08* .03 .18* 07* .03 16*
Control: day = PA .05* .02 A1 .04 .02 A1
Control: day—>Eff -.03 .02 -.01 -01 .02 -.03
Path a,, (craft->PA) 247%* .04 A2** 16** .05 32%*
Path a,, (craft->Eff) .06 .05 14 A1* .05 .26*
Path b,; (PA->eng) 33** 10 30** 32** 10 28**
Path b,,, (Eff>eng) 19 14 14 18 14 13
Path c, (craft>eng) -.09 07 -14 -.08 .07 -14
Indirect effect; pa) .08** .03 .05** .02

Indirect effect, e, .01 .01 .02 .02

8¢T



Residual variance eng 31** .04 31** .04
Residual variance PA .26%* .03 28*%* .03
Residual variance Eff 19** .02 19** .02

Note. Models are 1-(1,1)-1 mediation models with random intercepts and fixed slopes. Indirect Effect 1 refers to indirect path through
Positive Affect. Indirect Effect 2 refers to indirect path through Efficacy Beliefs. SE = standard error. Standardized estimates are
indicted for path coefficients. Day = Day of Week. Eng = work engagement. SR = Seeking Resources. SC = Seeking Challenges.
Craft=Job Crafting.

*p<.05. **p<.01.
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Table 8b

Multilevel Mediation Models Predicting Daily Work Engagement from Job Crafting, Positive Affect, and Efficacy Beliefs (Between-

Person Results)

1-(1-1)-1 mediation model (Job Crafting:
SR as predictor)

1-(1,1)-1 mediation model (Job Crafting:
SC as predictor)

Standardized

Standardized

Parameter Estimate SE estimate Estimate SE estimate
Between-person level (Level 2)

Intercept -.02 .88 -.08 .86

Path a,; (craft>PA) 22* A1 .26* A2 A2 .16
Path ay, (craft—> Eff) .05 .10 .07 -.06 .10 -.10
Path by; (PA->eng) 1.42%* 26 TT** 1.55%* 23 86**
Path by, (EffF>eng) -11 26 -.05 -18 27 -.08
Path ¢, (craft=>eng) 42* .16 27* 19 15 15
Indirect effect; pa) 29* A7 A7 A7

Indirect effect, e -.00 .03 .00 .03

Residual variance eng .38** A2 38** A3

Residual variance PA 39** .09 A5** .10
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Residual variance Eff 32%* .08 32** .07

Note. Models are 1-(1,1)-1 mediation models with random intercepts and fixed slopes. Indirect Effect 1 refers to indirect path through
Positive Affect. Indirect Effect 2 refers to indirect path through Efficacy Beliefs. SE = standard error. Standardized estimates are
indicted for path coefficients. Eng = work engagement. SR = Seeking Resources. SC = Seeking Challenges. Craft=Job Crafting.
*p<.05. **p<.01.
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Table 9

Summary of Results

Description

Within-person Findings

Between-person
Findings

H1: NME positively
related to work
engagement

Ns; Not supported

Supported

H2a: NME positively
related to seeking
resources behavior

Ns; Not supported

Supported

H2b: NME positively
related to seeking
challenges behavior

Ns; Not supported

Supported

H3a: Seeking
resources positively
related to work
engagement

Ns; Not supported

Supported

H3b: Seeking
challenges positively
related to work
engagement

Ns; Not supported

Supported

H4a: Seeking
resources mediates the
relationship between
NME and work
engagement

Ns; Not supported

Supported

H4b: Seeking
challenges mediates
the relationship
between NME and
work engagement

Ns; Not supported

Ns; Not supported

H5: Work engagement
positively related to
NME

Ns; Not supported

Ns; Not supported

RQ1a: Positive affect
and efficacy beliefs
mediate the
relationship between
NME and seeking
resources behavior

Ns; Not supported

Ns; Not supported

RQ1b: Positive affect
and efficacy beliefs
mediate the
relationship between
NME and seeking

Ns; Not supported

Ns; Not supported
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challenges behavior

RQ2: Positive affect
and efficacy beliefs
mediate the
relationship between
NME and work
engagement

Ns; Not supported

Ns; Not supported

RQ3a: Positive affect
and efficacy beliefs
mediate the
relationship between
seeking resources
behavior and work
engagement

Supported (via positive affect,
not efficacy beliefs)

Supported (via positive
affect, not efficacy
beliefs)

RQ3b: Positive affect
and efficacy beliefs
mediate the
relationship between
seeking challenges
behavior and work
engagement

Supported (via positive affect,
not efficacy beliefs)

Ns; Not supported

Note. NME=Nonwork mastery experiences.



Figure 1. Model of Hypothesized Relationships

Dayd Day d+1

At work

| |
: : At home
| - |
[ Job Crafting |
: (a) Seeking Resources :
| (b) Seeking Challenges I
|
: H2ab '
| |
| |
| |
| H3ab/H4ab '
| H5 Nonwork
Nonwork | I Mastery
Mastery : Work Engagement | Experiences
Experiences | H1 |
| |
| |
| !

Note. Model refers to relationships at the within-person level of analysis only. Between-person relationships are not hypothesized.
Nonwork mastery experiences were assessed in the morning before beginning work and refer to experiences the prior evening duri
nonwork. Job crafting behaviors were assessed mid-day and refer to behaviors that employees have engaged since beginning work
day. Work engagement was assessed at the end of the workday before leaving for home.

H4ab refers to the hypothesized mediation models.
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Figure 2. Multilevel Structural Equation Model Describing 1-1-1 Mediation Model
between Day-Level Nonwork Mastery Experiences, Job Crafting, And Work
Engagement

Obsarved did JC WE

Within

Note. dM=day-level nonwork mastery experiences; JC=job crafting (i.e., Seeking
Resources or Seeking Challenges); WE=work engagement.

Figure is based on Preacher et al. (2011).
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Appendix A
Standardized Announcement Email

Subject: Participation is strongly encouraged! PSU and [name of organization]
teaming up

Good [morning] team,

| am excited to inform you that researchers specializing in Industrial/Organizational
Psychology, at Portland State University (PSU), have asked [name of organization], and
particularly our group, to join forces with them to help conduct an exciting research
project aimed at understanding issues related to employee well-being and engagement.
We are thrilled that they have selected our group to participate in this research because
they understand our commitment to excellence to achievement!

They are looking for as many people to participate as possible in order to garner a more
representative and holistic picture of what it means to be an [department name] employee
at [name of organization]. Participation in the study will require you to provide
information about yourself and your work over a short period of time which you can do
during work hours. I strongly encourage everyone to consider participating in their study.

The study kicks off in [insert date]. Keep an eye out for an email from Allison Ellis, a
member of the research team, which will be sent out in the next several days. This email
will provide more information and details on how to get started.

Thank you,

[Insert Signature]
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Appendix B
Invitation Email Template

Subject: PSU and [name of organization] teaming up - Please participate in a study
by PSU!

Hi there! You are invited to participate in a research study that is being conducted by my
research team and | at Portland State University (PSU). This study is aimed at
understanding issues related to work-life balance and engagement and we want to hear
from you!

What’s involved?
This is a two-part study. If you sign up to participate we’ll be asking you to:

1) Complete 1 baseline survey by [insert date].

2) Beginning the week of [insert date], we’ll send you very short (about 5-10
minute) surveys throughout each day (M-F) that will ask you about yourself and
your work.

What’s in it for you?

For participating in our study we will be providing gift cards to Amazon.com! Plus,
you’ll be contributing to an interesting and exciting project that will inform our
understanding of work life.

What do you need to do to get started?

It’s important to note that your participation is entirely voluntary and any information
you provide will be kept totally confidential. Want more details? Interested in
participating? Please send me an email ASAP at ame2@pdx.edu and I’ll reply with
all the necessary information.

Thank you!

Allison Ellis, MS

By email: (ame2@pdx.edu)

By phone: (805) 610-0687
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Appendix C

Additional Information Page

Portland State

UNIVERSITY

Thank you for your interest in participating in our study! Below are the details regarding
the study and contact information should you have any questions. Based on your initial
interest you will be sent the baseline survey in the next couple days at which point you
can get started right away!

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Allison Ellis, Charlotte
Fritz, and Caitlin Demsky from Portland State University. The researchers hope to learn
more about work-life balance, engagement, and factors that impact behavior on the job.
You were selected as a possible participant in this study because of your experiences as a
full-time employee in the technology industry.

What will you do?

If you decide to participate, you will now be asked to complete a survey that will take
approximately 20 minutes to complete. This is the longest survey you'll be asked to take.
Because the current research is interested in changes throughout your workday, there will
be three very short surveys sent to you each day for one week (one in the morning,
afternoon, and at the end of your workday) - they will only take about 5-10 minutes.

What can you expect?

While participating in this study, it is possible that you may have thoughts or emotions
that arise that are associated with your experience of work, it is also possible that you
may experience a certain level of inconvenience associated with taking the time to
complete the surveys. We have attempted to safeguard against this by keeping surveys
very short and administering them at times that are most likely to be more convenient for
most people. For your participation in this study you will have the option to receive a gift
card to Amazon.com (amounts will vary based on participation) and may be entered into
a drawing for additional prizes. In addition, taking part in this study may help to increase
knowledge about work which may help others in the future.

How do we make sure you're information stays confidential?

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be linked to
you or identify you will be kept confidential. This information will be kept confidential
by asking you to create a participant code that only you know. This code will enable our
researchers to link each of your surveys together for the purpose of examining change
over the course of the week, but it will not be linked to your name. Please note any and
all information gathered from the study will be provided back to [name of organization]
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management in aggregate form only, which means your individual responses will not be
reported, only a summary of responses across all participating individuals.

Is my participation voluntary?

Your participation is voluntary. If you choose not to participate in the study it will not
affect your employment in any way. You may also withdraw from this study at any time
without affecting your employment.

More questions?

If you have questions or concerns about your participation in this study, please contact
Allison Ellis at Psychology Department, Portland State University, 1721 SW Broadway,
Portland, Oregon, 97207.

Researcher Bios

Allison M. Ellis is a graduate research assistant at Portland State University. Her research focuses
on employee health and well-being, especially as it relates to employee engagement and positive
performance-related behaviors including proactivity and creativity. She received her M.S. in
Industrial/Organizational Psychology from Portland State University, and is currently pursuing
her Ph.D. with focus in Occupational Health Psychology. (Portland State University, Psychology
Department, P.O. Box 751, Portland, OR 97207-0751, USA. Tel.: +1 805 610 0687, Fax: +1

(503) 725 3904, e-mail: ame2@pdx.edu).

Charlotte Fritz is anAssistant Professor in Industrial/Organizational Psychology at Portland
State University. She graduated with her Ph.D. in Industrial/Organizational Psychology from the
University of Braunschweig, Germany, in 2005. She then held a position as Assistant Professor in
Industrial/Organizational Psychology at Bowling Green State University from 2005 to 2009. In
her research she has examined relationships between job stress and unwinding from work on one
hand and employee well-being and performance on the other hand. In addition, she has conducted
research predictors and outcomes of proactive work behaviors. She is further interested in topics
related to occupational health such as interruptions at work, physical indicators of job strain, and
work-family conflict.

Caitlin A. Demsky is a graduate research assistant at Portland State University. Her research
focuses on employee health and well-being, particularly as it relates to the intersection of the
work-family interface and recovery from work. She received her M.S. in
Industrial/Organizational Psychology from Portland State University, and is currently pursuing
her Ph.D. with a focus in Occupational Health Psychology. (Portland State University,
Psychology Department, P.O. Box 751, Portland, OR 97207-0751, USA. Tel.: +1 313 717 3022,
Fax: +1 (503) 725 3904, e-mail: cademsky@pdx.edu).
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Appendix D
Trait-level Variables Assessed with Baseline Survey
Construct Sub-constructs | Source Number of Response
Items Scale
Positive Watson, Clark, 10 1-5
Affectivity & Tellegen
(1988)
Proactive Bateman & 6 1-7
Personality Crant (1993);
Siebert et al.
(1999)
Promotion Lockwood etal. |3 1-5
Focus (2002); Bono et
al. (2013,
working paper)
Need Competence Van den Broeck | 4 1-5
Fulfillment etal. (2010)
Relatedness Van den Broeck | 6 1-5
et al. (2010)
Autonomy Van den Broeck | 6 1-5
et al. (2010)
Job Crafting Increasing Tims et al. 21 1-5
Structural (2012)
Resources
Decreasing
Hindering Job
Demands
Increasing
Social Job
Resources
Increasing
Challenging Job
Demands
Work Vigor Schaufeli & 9 1-7
Engagement Bakker (2006)
Dedication
Absorption
Job Satisfaction Judge & llies 5 1-5
(2004), adapted
from Brayfield &
Rothe (1951)
Affective Meyer et al. 6 1-7

Organizational

(1993), adapted
from Allen &
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Commitment Meyer (1990)
Task Williams & 6 1-7
Performance Anderson
(1991), amended
by Lin
(unpublished
dissertation)
Personal Frese & Fay 7 1-7
Initiative (1997)
Creativity Tierney et al. 8 1-7
(1999)
Leader- Liden & Maslyn | 11 1-7
Member (1998)
Exchange
Justice Individuals’ Ambrose & 6 1-7
Perceptions personal justice | Schminke (2009)
experiences
Fairness of the
organization
generally
Segmentation Park et al. 4 1-7
Norms (2011), adapted
from Kreiner et
al. (2006)
Work Task Variety Morgeson & 4 1-5
Characteristics Humphrey
(2006)
Task 4
Significance
Job Complexity 4
Interdependence 3
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Appendix E

List of Items from Day-Level Measures

Morning Survey

RECOVERY EXPERIENCES

Recovery Experiences Questionnaire (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007)

Directions: Please respond to the following items with respect to how you spent your
time yesterday after work.

Response Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree

Mastery

1. I learned to do something new.

2. | sought out intellectual challenges.

3. 1 did things that challenged me.

4. | did something to broaden my horizons.

POSITIVE AFFECT
Positive Affect Negative Affect Scale (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988)

Directions: Please indicate to what extent you feel this way as of this morning.

Response Scale: 1=Very slightly or not at all to 5=Extremely

Interested
Excited
Strong
Enthusiastic
Proud

Alert
Inspired
Determined
. Attentive

0. Active

HOONoO~WLNE

EFFICACY BELIEFS
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Need fulfillment scale (Van den Broek et al., 2010)

Directions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements
as of this morning:

Response Scale: 1=Totally disagree to 5=Totally agree

| feel 1 am able to really master my tasks at my job.

| feel competent at my job.

| feel that 1 am good at the things | do in my job.

| have the feeling that | can even accomplish the most difficult tasks at work.

M owbdRE

Lunch time Survey
POSITIVE AFFECT

Directions: Please indicate to what extent you feel this way as of right now.

Response Scale: 1=Very slightly or not at all to 5=Extremely

1. Interested
2. Excited

3. Strong

4. Enthusiastic
5. Proud

6. Alert

7. Inspired
8. Determined
9. Attentive
10. Active

EFFICACY BELIEFS
Need fulfillment scale (Van den Broeck et al., 2010)

Directions: Please think about your morning at work and indicate the extent to which you
agree with the following statements. As of today:

Response Scale: 1=Totally disagree to 5=Totally agree
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| feel 1 am able to really master my tasks at my job.

| feel competent at my job.

| feel that 1 am good at the things | do in my job.

4. 1 have the feeling that I can even accomplish the most difficult tasks at work.

wn e

JOB CRAFTING
Job Crafting Scale adapted for the day-level (Tims et al., 2012; Petrou et al., 2012)

Directions: The following questions ask about your work experiences this morning.
Please indicate how often you have engaged in each of these activities so far today:

Response Scale: 1=Not at all to 5=Most of my day so far has been spent doing this
Day-Level Seeking Resources

This morning, | asked others for feedback on my job performance.
This morning, | asked my colleagues for advice.

This morning, | asked my supervisor for advice.

This morning, | tried to learn new things at work.

Howbde

Day-Level Seeking Challenges

5. This morning, | asked for more tasks if I finished my work.
6. This morning, | asked for more responsibilities.
7. This morning, | asked for more odd jobs.

WORK ENGAGEMENT
UWES Short adapted for day-level (Schaufeli et al., 2006; Tims et al., 2011)

Directions: The following 9 statements are about how you feel at work today. Please read
each statement carefully and select a response that best describes how frequently you felt
that way today.

Response Scale: 1=No, not at all, to 7=Yes, completely right

Vigor

8. 1. Today during work, I felt bursting with energy.

9. 2. Today during work, | felt strong and vigorous.

10. 3. Today when 1 got up in the morning, | felt like going to work.
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Dedication

11. 1. I was very enthusiastic about my work.
12. 2. Today, my job inspired me.

13. 3. I was proud of the work that I did.

Absorption
14. 1. | completely lost myself in my work.

15. 2. | felt happy when | was working intensely.

16. 3. I was immersed in my work.

165
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Appendix F
Table of Means for Focal Variables from Day 1 through Day 5

Nonwork Seeking Seeking Work

Day Mastery
E . Challenges Resources Engagement

Xperiences

M SD M SD M SD M SD
1 (Mon) 3.05 g1 2.44 1.16 293 .95 439 1.37
2 (Tues) 278 .75 2.08 1.12 252 .98 440 1.30
3 (Wed) 295 .82 1.86 1.00 242 91 453 1.34
4 (Thurs) 286 .76 1.90 .96 247 91 466 1.16
5 (Fri) 2.93 .75 1.97 1.11 2.63 1.05 484 1.19

Figure F1. Mean Levels of Study Variables Across the Week
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Note. NME=Nonwork mastery experiences. jcSC=Job Crafting Seeking Challenges.
JcSR=Job Crafting Seeking Resources. Eng=Work Engagement



BUILDING RESOURCES 167

Appendix G
Additional Information on Growth Models

Figure G1. Relationship between Day of Week and Day-Level Work Engagement for 10

Random Participants
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Figure G2. Interaction Plot Showing Relationship Between Day of Week, Trait Work
Engagement, and Day-Level Work Engagement

HLM 2-Way Interaction Plot-Trait Engagement
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Day of Week

Note. Day of Week (0=Monday through 4=Friday)
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Figure G3. Interaction Plot Showing Relationship Between Day of Week, Trait Seeking
Structural Resources, and Day-Level Work Engagement
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Table G1. Growth Model Parameter Estimates for Day-Level Work Engagement

Variable Estimate SE t Value p
Intercept 4.38 0.15 30.14 .000
DAY 0.09 .03 2.75 .006

Note. Random intercepts and random slopes model. Estimates are unstandardized.
Day=Day of Week (0=Monday-5=Friday).

Table G2. Relationship Between Trait Work Engagement and Day-Level Work
Engagement Intercept and Slopes

Variable Estimate SE t Value p
Intercept -.10 12 -14 .888
DAY 41 23 1.79 .076
ENG (trait) .85 14 6.23 .000
DAY X ENG -.05 .04 -13 213
(trait)

Note. Estimates are unstandardized. Day=Day of Week (0=Monday-5=Friday).

Table G3. Relationship Between Trait Seeking Structural Resources and Day-Level
Work Engagement Intercept and Slopes

Variable Estimate SE t Value p
Intercept 18 1.12 16 876
DAY .84 33 2.53 .013
JCSTR (trait) 1.06 28 3.75 .000
DAY X JCSTR -.18 .08 -2.19 .030
(trait)

Note. Estimates are unstandardized. Day=Day of Week (0=Monday-5=Friday).
JCSTR=Job Crafting Seeking Structural Resources.
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Table G4. Relationship Between Trait Seeking Social Resources and Day-Level Work
Engagement Intercept and Slopes

Variable Estimate SE t Value p
Intercept 3.23 A7 4.21 .000
DAY .03 22 12 907
JCSCR (trait) 34 24 1.45 152
DAY X JCSCR .03 .07 43 667
(trait)

Note. Estimates are unstandardized. Day=Day of Week (0=Monday-5=Friday).
JCSCR=Job Crafting Seeking Social Resources.

Table G5. Relationship Between Trait Seeking Challenging Demands and Day-Level
Work Engagement Intercept and Slopes

Variable Estimate SE t Value p
Intercept 2.15 .79 2.74 .007
DAY 10 22 43 667
JCCD (trait) .59 21 2.83 .007
DAY XJCCD .01 .06 12 902
(trait)

Note. Estimates are unstandardized. Day=Day of Week (0=Monday-5=Friday).
JCSTR=Job Crafting Seeking Structural Resources.



