
 

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 .11  

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 

outcome) 

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

Engagement as outcome) 

Parameter Estimate SD 
Standardized 

estimate 

 
Estimate SD 

Standardized 

estimate 

 
Estimate SD 

Standardized 

estimate 

Within-person level 

(Level 1) 
           

Control: day  

outcome 
-.10** .04 -.18**  -.14** .03 -.30**  .09** .03 .20** 

Control: day  PA .06* .02 .16**  .06* .02 .16*  .05* .02 .14* 

Control: day  Eff .04* .02 .14*  .04* .02 .13*  .04
† 

.02 .12
† 

Path aw1 

(NMEPA) 
.17** .05 .26*  .17** .06 .26**  .13* .06 .19* 

Path aw2 

(NMEEff) 
.03 .04 .06  .02 .05 .03  .01 .05 .01 

Path bw1 

(PAoutcome) 
.18 .14 .13  .23

† 
.13 .17

† 
 .17 .12 .14 

Path bw2 

(Effoutcome) 
.10 .18 .05  .02 .16 .01  .33* .14 .20* 
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Path c w 

(NMEoutcome) 
.02 .04 .02  -.17

† 
.09 -.19

† 
 .09 .09 .12 

Indirect effect1 (PA) .03 .03   .03
† 

.03   .02 .02  

Indirect effect2 (Eff) .00 .01   .00 .01   .00 .02  

Residual variance 

outcome 
.49** .06   .38** .05   .31** .04  

Residual variance 

PA 
.23** .03   .23** .03   .24** .03  

Residual variance in 

Eff 
.14** .02   .14** .02   .14** .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. 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 

outcome) 

 
1-(1,1)-1 mediation model 

(Job Crafting: SC as outcome) 

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

Engagement as outcome) 

Parameter Estimate SD 
Standardized 

estimate 

 
Estimate SD 

Standardized 

estimate 

 
Estimate SD 

Standardized 

estimate 

Between-person level 

(Level 2) 
           

Intercept .97 .79   .05 1.08   -.14 .92  

Path ab1 

(NMEPA) 

.29
 

.19 .19  .30 .19 .20  .34
† 

.19 .23
† 

Path ab2 

(NMEEff) 
.03 .13 .04  .04 .13 .04  .05 .14 . 06 

Path bb1 

(PAoutcome) 
.44** .12 .56**  .30 .17 .26  1.10** .15 .78** 

Path bb2 

(Effoutcome) 
-.14 .19 -.12  -.04 .26 -.02  .17 .23 .08 

Path c b 

(NMEoutcome) 
.41* .16 .36*  .76** .21 .44**  .13 .20 .06 

Indirect effect1 (PA) .12 .09   .07 .08   .36
† 

.22  
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Indirect effect2 (Eff) -.00 .03   .00 .04   .00 .04  

Residual variance 

outcome 
.22** .08   .63** .15   .39** .11  

Residual variance 

PA 
.67** .13   .67** .14   .66** .13  

Residual variance 

Eff 
.30** .08   .29** .06   .30** .11  

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 

 

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: 

SR as predictor) 

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

SC as predictor) 

 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Standardized 

estimate 

 
Estimate SE 

Standardized 

estimate 

 

Within-person level (Level 1)         

Control: day  eng .08* .03 .18*  .07* .03 .16*  

Control: day  PA .05* .02 .11*  .04 .02 .11
 

 

Control: dayEff -.03
 

.02 .-.01
 

 -.01 .02 -.03  

Path aw1 (craftPA) .24** .04 .42**  .16** .05 .32**  

Path aw2 (craftEff) .06 .05 .14  .11* .05 .26*  

Path bw1 (PAeng) .33** .10 .30**  .32** .10 .28**  

Path bw2 (Effeng) .19 .14 .14  .18 .14 .13  

Path c w (crafteng) -.09 .07 -.14  -.08 .07 -.14  

Indirect effect1 (PA) .08** .03   .05** .02   

Indirect effect2 (Eff) .01 .01   .02 .02   
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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) 

 

Parameter Estimate SE 
Standardized 

estimate 

 
Estimate SE 

Standardized 

estimate 

 

Between-person level (Level 2)         

Intercept -.02 .88   -.08 .86   

Path ab1 (craftPA) .22* .11 .26*  .12 .12 .16  

Path ab2 (craftEff) .05 .10 .07  -.06 .10 -.10  

Path bb1 (PAeng) 1.42** .26 .77**  1.55** .23 .86**  

Path bb2 (Effeng) -.11 .26 -.05  -.18 .27 -.08  

Path c b (crafteng) .42* .16 .27*  .19 .15 .15  

Indirect effect1 (PA) .29* .17   .17 .17   

Indirect effect2 (Eff) -.00 .03   .00 .03   

Residual variance eng .38** .12   .38** .13   

Residual variance PA .39** .09   .45** .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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

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 during 

nonwork. Job crafting behaviors were assessed mid-day and refer to behaviors that employees have engaged since beginning work that 

day. Work engagement was assessed at the end of the workday before leaving for home.  

H4ab refers to the hypothesized mediation models.  

Nonwork 

Mastery 

Experiences  

Job Crafting  
(a) Seeking Resources 

(b) Seeking Challenges 

 

Work Engagement  

Nonwork 

Mastery 

Experiences  

Day d+1 
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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 

 

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).   

 



BUILDING RESOURCES  136 
 

References 

Amabile, T. M., Barsade, S. G., Mueller, J. S., & Staw, B. M. (2005). Affect and 

creativity at work. Administrative Science Quarterly, 50(3), 367-403. 

Ashford, S. J., & Black, J. S. (1996). Proactivity during organizational entry: The role of 

desire for control. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 199-214. 

Ashford, S. J., Blatt, R., & VandeWalle, D. (2003). Reflections on the looking glass: A 

review of research on feedback-seeking behavior in organization. Journal of 

Management, 29, 773-799.  

Bakker, A. B., Albrecht, S. L., & Leiter, M. P. (2011). Key questions regarding work 

engagement. European Journal of Work & Organizational Psychology, 20, 4-28.  

Bakker, A. B., & Bal, P. M. (2010). Weekly work engagement and performance: A study 

among starting teachers.  Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 

83, 189-206. 

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands-resources model: State of the 

art. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 22, 309-328.  

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., Oerlemans, W., & Sonnentag, S. (2013). Workaholism and 

daily recovery: A day reconstruction study of leisure activities. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 34, 87-107. 

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. I. (2014). Burnout and work 

engagement: The JD-R approach. Annual Review of Organizational Behavior, 1, 389-

411.  

Bakker, A. B., Tims, M., & Derks, D. (2012). Proactive personality and job performance: 

The role of job crafting and work engagement. Human Relations, 65, 1359-1378.  



BUILDING RESOURCES  137 
 

Bakker, A. B., & Xanthopoulou, D. (2009). The crossover of daily work engagement: 

Test of an actor-partner interdependence model. Journal of Applied Psychlogy, 94, 

1562-1571.  

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in 

social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. 

Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 51, 1173-1182.  

Bauer, D. J., Preacher, K. J., & Gil, K. M. (2006). Conceptualizing and testing random 

indirect effects and moderated mediation in multilevel models: New procedures and 

recommendations. Psychological Methods, 11, 142-163.  

Berg, J. M., Dutton, J. E., & Wrzesnieski, A. (2013). Job crafting and meaningful work. 

In B. J. Dik, Z. S. Byrne, & M. F. Steger (Eds.), Purpose and meaning in the 

workplace (pp. 81-104). Washington, D. C.: American Psychological Association.  

Berg, J. M., Wrzesniewski, A., & Dutton, J. E. (2010). Perceiving and responding to 

challenges in job crafting at different ranks: When proactivity requires adaptivity. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31,  158-186.  

Biggs, A., Brough, P., & Barbour, J. P. (2013). Strategic alignment with organizational 

priorities and work engagement: A multi-wave analysis. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 35, 301-317.  

Bindl, U. K., & Parker, S. K. (2011). Proactive work behavior: Forward-thinking and 

change-oriented action in organizations. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), APA handbook of 

industrial and organizational psychology, (Vol. 2) (pp.567-598). Washington, D. C.: 

American Psychological Association.  



BUILDING RESOURCES  138 
 

Bindl, U. K., Parker, S.K., Totterdell, P., & Hagger-Johnson, G. (2012). Fuel of the self-

starter: How mood relates to proactive goal regulation. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 97, 134-150.  

Binnewies, C., Sonnentag, S., & Mojza, E. J. (2009). Daily performance at work: Feeling 

recovered in the morning as a predictor of day-level job performance. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 30, 67-93.  

Binnewies, C., Sonnentag, S., & Mojza, E. (2010). Recovery during the weekend and 

fluctuations in weekly job performance: A week-level study examining intra-

individual relationships. Journal of Occupational and Organizaitonal Psychology, 83, 

419-441.  

Bledow, R., Schmitt, J., Frese, M., & Kuhnel, J. (2011). The Affective Shift Model of 

work engagement. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96, 1246-1257.  

Bliese, P. D. (2013). Multilevel: Multilevel functions. R Package Version 2.5. URL 

http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=multilevel.  

Bliese, P. D., & Ployhart, R. E. (2002). Growth modeling using random coefficient 

models: Model building, testing, and illustrations. Organizational Research Methods, 

5, 362-387.  

Breevart, K., Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2014). Daily self-management and 

employee work engagement. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 84, 31-38.  

Breevart, K., Bakker, A., B., Demerouti, E., & Hetland, J. (2012). The measurement of 

state work engagement: A multilevel factor analytic study. European Journal of 

Psychological Assessment, 28, 305-312.  

http://cran.r-project.org/package=multilevel


BUILDING RESOURCES  139 
 

Browne, W. J., & Draper, D. (2000). Implementation and performance issues in the 

Bayesian and likelihood fitting of multilevel models. Computational Statistics, 15, 

391-420.  

Cavanaugh, M. A., Boswell, W. R., Roehling, M. V., & Boudreau, J. W. (2000). An 

empirical examination of self-reported work stress among US managers. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 85, 65-74. 

Christian, M. S., Garza, A. S., & Slaughter, J. E. (2011). Work engagement: A quantitive 

review and test of its relations with task and contextual performance. Personnel 

Psychology, 64, 89-136.  

Clegg, C., & Spencer, C. (2007). A circular and dynamic model of the process of job 

design. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 80, 321-339. 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power anlaysis for the behavioral sciences (2
nd

 ed.). 

Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 155-159.  

Cole, M. S., Walter, F., Bedeian, A. G., & O’Boyle, E. H. (2012). Job burnout and 

employee engagement: A meta-analytic examination of construct proliferation. 

Journal of Management, 38, 1550-1581.  

Crant, J. M. (2000). Proactive behavior in organizations. Journal of Management, 26, 

435-462. 

Culbertson, S. S., Mills, M. J., & Fullagar, C. J. (2012). Work engagement and work-

family facilitation: Making homes happier through positive affective spillover. 

Human Relations, 65, 1155-1177.  



BUILDING RESOURCES  140 
 

de Bloom, J., Kompier, M., Geurts, S., de Weerth, C., Taris, T., & Sonnentag, S. (2009). 

Do we recover from vacation? Meta-analysis of vacation effects on health and well-

being. Journal of Occupational Health, 51, 13-25.  

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human 

behavior. New York, NY: Plenum Press.  

Demerouti, E., & Bakker, A. B. (2014). Job crafting. In M. C. W. Peeters, J. de Jong, & 

T. W. Taris (Eds.). An introduction to contemporary work psychology (pp. 414-433). 

Chichester, UK: Wiley-Blackwell.  

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Geurts, S. A. E., & Taris, T. W. (2009). Daily recovery 

from work-related effort during non-work time. Research in Occupational Stress and 

Well Being, 7, 85-123.  

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

demands-resources model of burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 499-512.  

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

Clarifying the relationship between work and family constructs. Academy of 

Management Review, 25, 178-199.  

Ellis, A. M., Bauer, T. N., Mansfield, L. R., Erdogan, B., Truxillo, D. M., & Simon, L. S. 

(2015). Navigating uncharted waters: Newcomer socialization through the lens of 

stress theory. Journal of Management, 41, 203-235. 

Enders, C. K., & Tofighi, D. (2007). Centering predictor variables in cross-sectional 

multilevel models: A new look at an old issue. Psychological Methods, 12, 121-138.  



BUILDING RESOURCES  141 
 

Eschelman, K. J., Madsen, J., Alarcon, G., & Barelka, A. (2014). Benefiting from 

creative activity: The positive relationship between creative activity, recovery 

experiences, and performance-related outcomes. Journal of Occupational and 

Organizational Psychology, 87, 579-598.  

Fay, D., & Frese, M. (2001). The concept of personal initiative: An overview of validity 

studies. Human Performance, 14, 97-124.  

Feurhahn, N., Sonnentag, S., & Woll, A. (2014). Exercise after work, psychological 

mediators, and affect: A day-level study. European Journal of Work and 

Organizational Psychology, 23, 62-79.  

Fredrickson, B. L., & Joiner, T. (2002). Positive emotions trigger upward spirals toward 

emotional well-being. Psychological Science, 13, 172-177.  

Frone, M. R. (2003). Work-family balance. In J. C. Quick & L. E. Tetrick (Eds.), 

Handbook of occupational health psychology (pp. 143-162). Washington DC: 

American Psychological Association. 

Fritz, C., Ellis, A. M., Demsky, C. A., Lin, B. C., & Guros, F. (2013). Embracing work 

breaks: Recovering from work stress. Organizational Dynamics, 42, 274-280. 

Fritz, M. S., & MacKinnon, D. P. (2007). Required sample size to detect the mediated 

effect. Psychological Science, 18, 223-239.  

Fritz, C., & Sonnentag, S. (2005). Recovery, health, and job performance: Effects of 

weekend experiences. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 10, 187-199.  







BUILDING RESOURCES  144 
 

Hobfoll, S. E. (2001). The influence of culture, community, and the nested‐self in the 

stress process: Advancing conservation of resources theory. Applied Psychology, 50, 

337-421.  

Hobfoll, S. E. (2011). Conservation of resources caravans in engaged settings. Journal of 

Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 84, 116-122.  

Hornung, S., Rousseau, D. M., Glaser, J., Angerer, P., & Weigl, M. (2010). Beyond top-

down and bottom-up work redesign: Customizing job content through idiosyncratic 

deals. Journal of Organziational Behavior, 31, 187-215.  

Hox, J. J. (2002). Multilevel analysis: Techniques and applications, 2
nd

 edition. New 

York, NY: Routledge. 

Iida, M. Shrout, P. E.,  Laurenceau, J.-P. & Bolger, N. (2012). Using diary methods in 

psychological research. In. H. Cooper (Ed.). APA handbook of research methods in 

psychology, Vol. 1, Foundations, planning, measures, and psychometrics. (pp. 277-

305). Washington, D. C.: American Psychological Association.  

Kahn, W. A. (1990). Psychological conditions of personal engagement and 

disengagement at work. Academy of Management Journal, 33, 692-724.  

Kenny, D. A., Korchmaros, J. D., & Bolger, N. (2003). Lower level mediation in 

multilevel models. Psychological Methods, 8, 115-128.  

Kinnunen, U., & Feldt, T. (2013). Job characteristics, recovery experiences, and 

occupational well-being: Testing cross-lagged relationships across 1 year. Stress & 

Health, 29, 369-382.  



BUILDING RESOURCES  145 
 

Kinnunen, U., Feldt, T., Siltaloppi, M., & Sonnentag, S. (2011). Job demands-resources 

model in the context of recovery: Testing recovery experiences as a mediators. 

European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 20, 805-832.  

Kira, M., van Eijnatten, F. M., & Balkin, D. B. (2010). Crafting sustainable work: 

Development of personal resources. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 

23, 616-632.  

Koopman, J., Howe, H., Hollenbeck, J. R., & Sin, H. (2015). Small sample mediation 

testing: Misplaced confidence in bootstrapped confidence intervals. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 100, 194-202. 

Kossek, E. E., Ruderman, M. N., Braddy, P. W., & Hannum, K. M. (2012). Work-

nonwork boundary management profiles: A person-centered approach. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 81, 112-128.  

Krajewski, J., Wieland, R., & Sauerland, M. (2010). Regulating strain states by using 

recovery potential of lunch breaks. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 15, 

131-139.  

Krull, J. L., & MacKinnon, D. P. (2001). Multilevel modeling of individual and group 

level mediated effects. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 36, 249-277.  

Kuhnel, J., Sonnentag, S., & Bledow, R. (2012). Resources and time pressure as day-

level antecedents of work engagement. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 

Psychology, 85, 181-198.  

Kulik, C. T., Oldham, G. R., & Hackman, J. R. (1987). Work design as an approach to 

person-environment fit. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 31, 278-296.  



BUILDING RESOURCES  146 
 

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping. NY: Springer.  

Leana, C., Appelbaum, E., & Shevchuk, I. (2009). Work process and quality of care in 

early childhood education: The role of job crafting. Academy of Management 

Journal, 52, 1169-1192.  

Leiter, M. P., & Maslach, C. (2006). Burnout. In H. Friedman (Ed.). Encyclopedia of 

Mental Health, (Vol. 1) (pp. 358-362). Toronto: Academic.  

LePine, J. A., Podsakoff, N. P., & LePine, M. A. (2005). A meta-analytic test of the 

challenge stressor–hindrance stressor framework: An explanation for inconsistent 

relationships among stressors and performance. Academy of Management 

Journal, 48, 764-775. 

Luthans, F. (2002). Positive organizational behavior: Developing and managing 

psychological strengths. Academy of Management Executive, 16, 57-72. 

Lyons, P. (2008). The crafting of jobs and individual differences. Journal of Business 

Psychology, 23, 25-36.  

Maas, C. J. M., & Hox, J. J. (2004). Robustness issues in multilevel regression analysis. 

Statistica Neerlandica, 58, 127-137.  

Macey, W. H., & Schneider, B. (2008). The meaning of employee engagement. Industrial 

& Organizational Psychology, 1, 3-30.  

MacKinnon, D.P. (2008). Introduction to statistical analyses. NY: Taylor & Francis.  

Meijman, T. F., & Mulder, G. (1998). Psychological aspects of workload. In P. J. D. 

Drenth & H. Thierry (Eds.), Handbook of work and organizational psychology, (Vol. 

2) (pp. 5-33). Hove, England: Psychology Press.  



BUILDING RESOURCES  147 
 

Mojza, E. J., Sonnentag, S., & Bornemann, C. (2011). Volunteer work as a valuable 

leisure-tie activity: A day-level study on volunteer work, non-work experiences, and 

well-being at work. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 84, 

123-152.  

Muthen, L. K., & Muthen, B. O. (1998). Mplus user’s guide: Statistical analysis with 

latent variables (5
th

 ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Muthen & Muthen.  

Oerlemans, W. G. M., & Bakker, A. B. (2014). Burnout and daily recovery: A day 

reconstruction study. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology. Advance online 

publication. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036904.  

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

research: An introduction and some practical recommendations. Journal of Personnel 

Psychology, 9, 79-93.  

Ouwene, E., Le Blanc, P. M., Schaufeli, W. B., & van Wijhe, C. I. (2012). Good 

morning, good day: A diary study on positive emotions, hope and work engagement. 

Human Relations, 65, 1129-1154.  

Parker, S. K., Bindl, U., & Strauss, K. (2010). Making things happen: A model of 

proactive motivation. Journal of Management, 36, 827-856.  

Parker, S. K., & Collins, C. G. (2010). Taking stock: Integrating and differentiating 

multiple proactive behaviors. Journal of Management, 36, 633-662.  

Parker, S. K., Williams, H. J., & Turner, N. (2006). Modeling the antecedents of 

proactive behavior at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 636-652.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036904


BUILDING RESOURCES  148 
 

Petrou, P., Demerouti, E., Peeters, M. C. W., Schaufeli, W. B., & Hetland, J. (2012). 

Crafting a job on a daily basis: Contextual correlates and the link to work 

engagement. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33, 1120-1141.  

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common 

method biases in behavioral research:  A critical review of the literature and 

recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879-903.  

Preacher, K. J. (in press). Advances in mediation analysis: A survey and synthesis of new 

developments. Annual Review of Psychology, 66, 4.1-4.28.  

Preacher, K. J., Zhang, Z., & Zyphur, J. J. (2011). Alternative methods for assessing 

mediation in multilevel data: The advantages of multilevel SEM. Structural Equation 

Modeling, 18, 161-182.  

Preacher, K. J., Zyphur, M. J., & Zhang, Z. (2010). A general multilevel SEM framework 

for assessing multilevel mediation. Psychological Methods, 15, 209-233.  

Price, R. H., Choi, J. N., & Vinokur, A. D. (2002). Links in the chain of adversity 

following job loss: How financial strain and loss of personal control lead to 

depression, impaired functioning, and poor health. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology, 7, 302-312.  

R Core Team (2014). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R 

Foundation for Statistical Computing. Vienna, Austria. URL: http://www.R-

project.org.  

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). Hierarchical linear models (2
nd

 ed.). Newbury 

Park, CA: Sage.  

http://www.r-project.org/
http://www.r-project.org/


BUILDING RESOURCES  149 
 

Raudenbush, S. W., & Sampson, R. (1999). Assessing direct and indirect effects in 

multilevel designs with latent variables. Sociological Methods & Research, 28, 123-

53.  

Raudenbush, S. W., Spybrook, J., Congdon, R., Liu, X. F., Martinez, A., & Bloom, H. 

(2011). Optimal design software for multi-level and longitudinal research (Version 

3.01) [Software]. Available from www.wtgrantfoundation.org. 

Reis, H. T., & Gable, S. L. (2000). Event-sampling and other methods for studying 

everyday experience. In H. T. Reis & C. M. Judd (Eds.), Handbook of research 

methods in social and personality psychology. (pp. 190-222). New York, N. Y.: 

Cambridge University Press.  

Reis, D., Hoppe, A., & Schroder, A. (2013). Reciprocal relationships between resources, 

work and study engagement and mental health: Evidence for gain cycles. European 

Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology. Advance online publication. doi: 

10.1080/1359432X.2013.834891 

Rich, B. L., LePine, J. A., & Crawford, E. R. (2010). Job engagement: Antecedents and 

effects on job performance. Academy of Management Journal, 53, 617-635.  

Rieger, D., Reinecke, L., Frischlich, L., & Bente, G. (2014). Media entertainment and 

well-being: Linking hedonic and eudaimonic entertainment experience to media-

induced recovery and vitality. Journal of Communication, 64, 456-478.  

Rodriguez-Munoz, A., Sanz-Vergel, A. I., Demerouti, E., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). 

Reciprocal relationships between job demands, job resources, and recovery 

opportunities. Journal of Personnel Psychology, 11, 86-94.  



BUILDING RESOURCES  150 
 

Rook, J. W., & Zijlstra, F. R. H. (2006). The contribution of various types of activities to 

recovery. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 15, 218-240.  

Rothbard, N. P. (2001). Enriching or depleting? The dynamics of engagement in work 

and family roles. Administrative Science Quarterly, 46, 655-684.  

Ruderman, M. N., Ohlott, P. J., Panzer, K., & King, S N. (2002). Benefits of multiple 

roles for managerial women. Academy of Management Journal, 45, 369-386.  

Salanova, M., Llorens, S., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2011). “Yes I can, I feel good, and I just 

do it!” On gain cycles and spirals of efficacy beliefs, affect, and engagement. Applied 

Psychology: An International Review, 60, 255-285.  

Salanova, M., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2008). A cross-national study of work engagement as 

a mediator between job resources and proactive behavior. International Journal of 

Human Resources Management, 19, 116-131.  

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2003). UWES: Utrecht Work Engagement scale. 

Preliminary manual. Utrecht: Netherlands. Occupational Health Psychology Unit, 

University of Utrecht.  

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., Gonzalez-Roma, V., & Bakker, A. B. (2002). The 

measurement of burnout and engagement: A confirmatory factor analytic approach. 

Journal of Happiness Studies, 3, 71-92.  

Siltaloppi, M., Kinnunen, U., & Feldt, T. (2009). Recovery experiences as moderators 

between psychological work characteristics and occupational well-being. Work & 

Stress, 23, 330-348.  



BUILDING RESOURCES  151 
 

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, 285-304.  

Sobel, M. E. (1982). Asymptotic confidence intervals for indirect effects in structural 

equation models. In S. Leinhardt (Ed.), Sociological methodology 1982 (pp. 290-

312). Washington, DC: American Sociological Association.  

Sonnentag, S. (2001). Work, recovery activities, and individual well-being: A diary 

study. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 6, 196-210.  

Sonnentag, S. (2003). Recovery, work engagement, and proactive behavior: A new look 

at the interface between nonwork and work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 518-

528.  

Sonnentag, S., & Bayer, U. V. (2005). Switching off mentally: Predictors and 

consequences of psychological detachment from work during off-job time. Journal of 

Occupational Health Psychology, 10, 393-414.  

Sonnentag, S., Binnewies, C., & Mojza, J. (2008). “Did you have a nice evening?” A 

day-level study on recovery experiences, sleep, and affect. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 93, 674-684.  

Sonnentag, S., Dormann, C., & Demerouti, E. (2010). Not all days are created equal: The 

concept of state work engagement. In A.B. Bakker, & M.P. Leiter (Eds.). Work 

engagement: A handbook of essential theory and research. East Sussex: Psychology 

Press. 



BUILDING RESOURCES  152 
 

Sonnentag, S., & Fritz, C. (2007). The Recovery Experience Questionnaire: Development 

and validation of a measure assessing recuperation and unwinding from work. 

Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 12, 204-221.  

Sonnentag, S., & Fritz, C. (in press). Recovery from work. In N. Anderson, D. S. Ones, 

H. N. Sinangil, & V. Chockalingham (Eds.). Handbook of industrial, work, and 

organizational psychology. London: Sage.  

Sonnentag, S., & Jelden, S. (2009). Job stressors and the pursuit of sport activities: A 

day-level perspective. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 14, 165-181.  

Sonnetag, S., & Kruel, U. (2006). Psychological detachment from work during off-job 

time: The role of job stressors, job involvement, and recovery-related self-efficacy. 

European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 15, 197-217.  

Sonnentag, S., Mojza, E. J., Demerouti, E., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). Reciprocal relations 

between recovery and work engagement: The moderating role of job stressors. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 97, 842-853.  

Sonnentag, S., & Natter, E. (2004). Flight attendants’ daily recovery from work: Is there 

no place like home? International Journal of Stress Management, 11, 366-391.  

Sonnentag, S., & Zijlstra, F. R. H. (2006). Job characteristics and off-job activities as 

predictors of need for recovery, well-being, and fatigue. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 91, 330-350.  

Staw, B. M., & Boettger, R. D. (1990). Task revision: A neglected form of work 

performance. Academy of Management Journal, 33, 534-559.  



BUILDING RESOURCES  153 
 

Stone, A. A., Shiffman, S., Schwartz, J. E., Broderick, J. E., & Hufford, M. R. (2002). 

Patient non-compliance with paper diaries. British Medical Journal, 324, 1193-1194. 

Tabachnick, B.C., & Fidell, L.S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics, 5
th

 edition. Boston, 

MA: Pearson 

ten Brummelhuis, L. L., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). Staying engaged during the week: The 

effect of off-job activities on next day work engagement. Journal of Occupational 

Health Psychology, 17, 445-455.  

ten Brummelhuis, L. L., Bakker, A. B., Hetland, J., & Keulemans, L. (2012). Do new 

ways of working foster work engagement? Psicothema, 24, 113-120.  

Tims, M., & Bakker, A. B. (2010). Job crafting: Towards a new model of individual job 

redesign. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 36, 1-9.  

Tims, M., Bakker, A.B., & Derks, D. (2012). The development and validation of the job 

crafting scale. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 80, 173-186.  

Tims, M., Bakker, A., & Derks, D. (2014). Daily job crafting and the self-efficacy-

performance relationship. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 29, 490-507. 

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

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

Organization Management, 38, 427-454.  

Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Xanthopoulou, D. (2011). Do transformational leaders 

enhance their followers’ daily work engagement? Leadership Quarterly, 22, 121-131.  

Van den Broeck, A., Vansteenkiste, M., De Witte, H., Soenens, B., & Lens, W. (2010). 

Capturing autonomy, competence, and relatedness at work: Construction and initial 



BUILDING RESOURCES  154 
 

validation of the Work-related Basic Need Satisfaction scale. Journal of 

Occupational & Organizational Psychology, 83, 981-1002.  

van der Leeden, R., & Busing, F. (1994). First iteration versus IGLS/RIGLS estimates in 

two-level models: A Monte Carlo study with ML3, Unpublished manuscript, 

Department of Psychometrics and Research Methodology, Leiden University.  

Van Hoof, M. L. M., Geurts, S. A. E., Beckers, D. G. J., & Kompier, M. A. J. (2011). 

Daily recovery from work: The role of activities, effort, and pleasure. Work & Stress, 

25, 55-74.  

Van Hoof, M. L. M., & van Hooft, E. A. J. (2014). Boredom at work: Proximal and distal 

consequences of affective work-related boredom. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology. Advance online publication. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036821.  

Van Maanen, J., & Schein, E. H. (1979). Toward a theory of organizational socialization. 

In B. M. Staw (Ed.), Research in organizational behavior (pp. 209-264). Greenwich, 

CT: JAI.  

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief 

measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of Personality 

& Social Psychology, 54, 1063-1070.  

Wayne, J. H., Musisca, N., & Fleeson, W. (2004). Considering the role of personality in 

the work-family experience: Relationships of the big five to work-family conflict and 

facilitation. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 64, 108-130.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036821


BUILDING RESOURCES  155 
 

Weigl, M., Hornung, S., Parker, S. K., Petru, R., Glaser, J., & Angerer, P. (2010). Work 

engagement accumulation of task, social, personal resources:  A three-wave structural 

equation model. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 77, 140-153.  

Weiss, H. M., & Rupp, D. E. (2011). Experiencing work: An essay on person-centric 

work psychology. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 4, 83-97.  

Westman, M., & Eden, D. (1997). Effects of vacation on job stress and burnout: Relief 

and fade-out. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 516-527.  

Wrzesnieski, A., & Dutton, J. E. (2001). Crafting a job: Revisioning employees as active 

crafters of their work. Academy of Management Review, 26, 179-201.  

Wrzesnieski, A., LoBuglio, N., Dutton, J. E., & Berg, J. M. (2013). Job crafting and 

cultivating positive meaning and identity in work. Advances in Positive 

Organizational Psychology, 1, 281-302.  

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2009). Work 

engagement and financial returns: A diary study on the role of job and personal 

resources. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 82, 183-200.  

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

Working in the sky: A diary study on work engagement among flight attendants. 

Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 13, 345-356.  

Zacher, H., Brailsford, H. A., & Parker, S. L. (2014). Micro-breaks matter: A diary study 

on the effects of energy management strategies on occupational well-being. Journal 

of Vocational Behavior, 85, 287-297.  



 BUILDING RESOURCES   156 
 

Appendix A 

Standardized Announcement Email  

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

teaming up 

Good [morning] team, 

I 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 I 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 

mailto:ame2@pdx.edu
mailto:ame2@pdx.edu
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Appendix C 

Additional Information Page  

 

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). 

 

tel:%2B1%20805%20610%200687
mailto:ame2@pdx.edu
tel:%2B1%20313%20717%203022
mailto:cademsky@pdx.edu
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Appendix D 

Trait-level Variables Assessed with Baseline Survey 

Construct Sub-constructs Source Number of 

Items 

Response 

Scale 

Positive 

Affectivity 

 Watson, Clark, 

& Tellegen 

(1988) 

10 1-5 

Proactive 

Personality 

 Bateman & 

Crant (1993); 

Siebert et al. 

(1999) 

6 1-7 

Promotion 

Focus 

 Lockwood et al. 

(2002); Bono et 

al. (2013, 

working paper) 

3 1-5 

Need 

Fulfillment 

Competence Van den Broeck 

et al. (2010) 

4 1-5 

 Relatedness Van den Broeck 

et al. (2010) 

6 1-5 

 Autonomy Van den Broeck 

et al. (2010) 

6 1-5 

Job Crafting Increasing 

Structural 

Resources 

Tims et al. 

(2012) 

 

21 1-5 

 Decreasing 

Hindering Job 

Demands 

   

 Increasing 

Social Job 

Resources 

   

 Increasing 

Challenging Job 

Demands 

   

Work 

Engagement 

Vigor Schaufeli & 

Bakker (2006) 

9 1-7 

 Dedication    

 Absorption    

Job Satisfaction  Judge & Ilies 

(2004), adapted 

from Brayfield & 

Rothe (1951) 

5 1-5 

Affective 

Organizational 

 Meyer et al. 

(1993), adapted 

from Allen & 

6 1-7 
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Commitment Meyer (1990) 

Task 

Performance 

 Williams & 

Anderson 

(1991), amended 

by Lin 

(unpublished 

dissertation) 

 

6 1-7 

Personal 

Initiative 

 Frese & Fay 

(1997) 

7 1-7 

Creativity  Tierney et al. 

(1999) 

8 1-7 

Leader-

Member 

Exchange 

 Liden & Maslyn 

(1998) 

11 1-7 

Justice 

Perceptions 

Individuals’ 

personal justice 

experiences 

Ambrose & 

Schminke (2009) 

6 1-7 

 Fairness of the 

organization 

generally 

   

Segmentation 

Norms 

 Park et al. 

(2011), adapted 

from Kreiner et 

al. (2006) 

4 1-7 

Work 

Characteristics 

Task Variety Morgeson & 

Humphrey 

(2006) 

4 1-5 

 Task 

Significance 

 4  

 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. I sought out intellectual challenges. 

3. I did things that challenged me. 

4. I 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 

 

1. Interested 

2. Excited 

3. Strong 

4. Enthusiastic 

5. Proud 

6. Alert 

7. Inspired 

8. Determined 

9. Attentive 

10. Active 

 

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 

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

2. I feel competent at my job. 

3. I feel that I am good at the things I do in my job. 

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

 

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

2. I feel competent at my job. 

3. I feel that I am good at the things I do in my job. 

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

 

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 

1. This morning, I asked others for feedback on my job performance. 

2. This morning, I asked my colleagues for advice. 

3. This morning, I asked my supervisor for advice. 

4. This morning, I tried to learn new things at work. 

Day-Level Seeking Challenges 

5. This morning, I asked for more tasks if I finished my work. 

6. This morning, I asked for more responsibilities. 

7. This morning, I 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, I felt strong and vigorous. 

10. 3. Today when I got up in the morning, I 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. I completely lost myself in my work. 

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

16. 3. I was immersed in my work. 
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Appendix F 

Table of Means for Focal Variables from Day 1 through Day 5 

Day 

Nonwork 

Mastery 

Experiences 

 
Seeking 

Challenges 

 
Seeking 

Resources 

 
Work 

Engagement 

 M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD 

1 (Mon) 3.05 .71  2.44 1.16  2.93 .95  4.39 1.37 

2 (Tues) 2.78 .75  2.08 1.12  2.52 .98  4.40 1.30 

3 (Wed) 2.95 .82  1.86 1.00  2.42 .91  4.53 1.34 

4 (Thurs) 2.86 .76  1.90 .96  2.47 .91  4.66 1.16 

5 (Fri) 2.93 .75  1.97 1.11  2.63 1.05  4.84 1.19 

 

Figure F1. Mean Levels of Study Variables Across the Week   

 

Note. NME=Nonwork mastery experiences. jcSC=Job Crafting Seeking Challenges. 

jcSR=Job Crafting Seeking Resources. Eng=Work Engagement
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Appendix G 

Additional Information on Growth Models 

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

Random Participants 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 BUILDING RESOURCES   168 
 

Figure G2. Interaction Plot Showing Relationship Between Day of Week, Trait Work 

Engagement, and Day-Level Work Engagement 

 

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 

 

Note. Day of Week (0=Monday through 4=Friday).  
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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 .72 -.14 .888 

DAY .41 .23 1.79 .076 

ENG (trait) .85 .14 6.23 .000 

DAY X ENG 

(trait) 

-.05 .04 -.13 .213 

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 

(trait) 

-.18 .08 -2.19 .030 

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 .77 4.21 .000 

DAY .03 .22 .12 .907 

JCSCR (trait) .34 .24 1.45 .152 

DAY X JCSCR 

(trait) 

.03 .07 .43 .667 

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 X JCCD 

(trait) 

.01 .06 .12 .902 

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

JCSTR=Job Crafting Seeking Structural Resources. 

 


