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Abstract
In this weekly diary study, we integrated research on job crafting to explore the
associations between expansion and contraction oriented relational job crafting, work
engagement and manager-rated employee behaviours (work performance and voice).
Furthermore, we investigated cross-level moderations of prosocial and impression
management motives on our proposed associations. We tested our hypotheses with
matched data collected over seven weeks in Istanbul, Turkey. The results from multilevel
analyses revealed that (a) expansion oriented relational job crafting is positively related
with work performance and voice via work engagement, while (b) contraction oriented
relational job crafting is negatively related with work performance and voice via work
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engagement, all measured at the week level. Furthermore, impression management
motives of employees moderated the association between expansion oriented
relational job crafting and work engagement in that this positive association is stronger
for employees low on impression management motives. Our results contribute to job
crafting research in two ways. First, it focuses on relational job crafting and discusses how
and why the two opposite types of relational job crafting (expansion versus contraction
oriented) impact on work engagement and employees’ key outcomes in the way they
do. This addresses the question ‘is there a dark side to job crafting?’ Second, it focuses
on the importance of context and integrates two motives relevant to understand how
relational job crafting unfolds, thereby taking a step to address questions for whom (i.e.
what kinds of employees), relational job crafting is more effective and translates into
enhanced (vs deteriorated) work outcomes. Moreover, our use of a weekly withinperson design adds to a recently growing research stream emphasizing the dynamic
nature of job crafting.
Keywords
impression management motives, performance, prosocial motives, relational job
crafting, work engagement

Introduction
The world of work is shaped predominantly by interpersonal interactions, connections
and relationships (Grant and Parker, 2009). Dealing with others (Grant, 2007), receiving
feedback (Morgeson and Campion, 2003), and forming networks and friendships are
some examples that have become pervasive and crucial in today’s work contexts (Latham
and Pinder, 2005). In line with these trends, researchers have emphasized relational job
designs (Parker et al., 2010), and particularly relational job crafting (RJC) (Laurence,
2010), as self-initiated behaviours through which employees may modify their social
environment and expand or contract their interactions to complete their work effectively
(Bruning and Campion, 2017). Despite the acknowledgment that job crafting does not
occur in a vacuum, the relational aspects of job crafting have been overlooked in research
to date (Rudolph et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2016). To emphasize that employees may
modify their social environments via either expanding or contracting their relational networks at work and to contribute to the surge in research on relational job designs (Grant
and Parker, 2009), we focused on RJC. Accordingly, the primary aim of this research is
to explore the mechanisms and boundary conditions through which expansion and contraction oriented RJC (Laurence, 2010) unfold and influence two employee outcomes:
work performance and voice. We introduce work engagement as a mechanism and
employees’ motives (prosocial and impression management motives) as boundary conditions to study our research goals.
RJC is a form of job crafting behaviour that refers to exercising discretion over whom
one interacts with while doing the job (Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001). RJC can be
carried as a way of expanding (i.e. expansion oriented RCJ) as well as contracting (i.e.
contraction oriented RJC) the type, number and meaning of interactions employees have
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with co-workers at work. Examples of expansion oriented RJC may include a focal
employee expanding conversations and carrying out meetings with new colleagues from
another division to achieve work targets or involve new colleagues in a project. Examples
of contraction oriented RJC may include a focal employee limiting meetings with a coworker regarding a project or reducing the conference calls with colleagues who may not
be directly involved in the concerned project.
Research on job crafting has underlined that RJC need not and might not always have
positive outcomes for the organization or employees (Lu et al., 2014; Lyons, 2008).
However, the implied distinctive mechanisms and consequences of expansion oriented
and contraction oriented RJC have not been explored (Van den Broeck et al., 2008). In
integrating the two types of RJC, this study addresses the question ‘is there a dark side to
RJC’. It contributes to research on job crafting by discussing whether and how employees may increase or reduce the extent of communication complexity of their relational
work environment, which may positively as well as negatively impact on their work
engagement and work outcomes (Laurence, 2010; Rudolph et al., 2017). Our focus on
the two types of RJC also contributes to recent research that has started conceptualizing
avoidance oriented job crafting (e.g. withdrawal job crafting, which is similar to contraction oriented RJC) and demonstrating the negative consequences for employees’ work
outcomes that concern the employee (i.e. work performance) and the organization (i.e.
organizational commitment; Bruning and Campion, 2017). As employees’ work outcomes, we focus on manager-rated work performance and voice to explore whether the
consequences of job crafting concern not only the focal employee (Wang et al., 2016) by
driving his/her work performance, but also the organization by encouraging focal
employee come up with constructive suggestions and discretionary change-oriented
ideas (LePine and Van Dyne, 1998; Ng and Feldman, 2013).
A second unexplored area in job crafting research relates to the types of employees
who are more or less likely to engage in and translate the impact of job crafting, and in
the context of our study, expansion and contraction oriented RJC, on work outcomes.
Both expansion and contraction RJC occur at the person level (Lu et al., 2014). We,
therefore, integrate employees’ prosocial and impression management motives to explore
what characteristics of employee tie to and explain for whom RJC translates into
enhanced work engagement with ensuing influence on their work performance and
voice. To bring a motivation angle and relate it to RCJ, which entails interactions with
and focus on co-workers, we delineated the role of prosocial and impression management motives as boundary conditions: The former relates to employees’ tendencies to
care for the needs and well-being of co-workers (Grant, 2007), while the latter refers to
employees’ tendencies to create a favourable image in the eyes of co-workers (Rioux and
Penner, 2001). Adopting a motivation angle to understand the consequences of RJC is
important because RJC is a risky endeavour, may deplete (or enrich) employees’ personal resources at work, may spark negative reactions among co-workers (Demerouti
et al., 2015a) and thus requires sustained energy (Rudolph et al., 2017; Wang et al.,
2016).
To explore our research questions, we adopted a within-person, manager-rated weekly
diary design, which constitutes a strength of this research. Theoretical and empirical work
on job crafting is mostly dominated by the trait approach, exploring between-person
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Figure 1. Proposed model.

differences in relation to the role of job crafting in employees’ outcomes (Rudolph et al.,
2017). Theoretically, job crafting tends to be viewed as static, one-off changes that
employees introduce to their jobs (Laurence, 2010; Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001).
Empirical research has examined relatively static perceptions of job crafting as a stable
variable differentiating one individual from another (e.g. Bakker et al., 2016; Lu et al.,
2014). However, recent research on job crafting suggests that employee job crafting and
related employee work outcomes are dynamic, may fluctuate over weeks since the factors
that determine them also vary from week to week (Petrou et al., 2017). In the context of
our research, employees are likely to engage in RJC that occur less frequently than the
days of a week (e.g. Petrou et al., 2017; Bakker and Sanz Vergel, 2013). For these reasons;
we tested our hypotheses using a weekly diary design (Bolger and Laurenceau, 2013) and
with multi-source data collected from focal employees and their direct managers. By
adopting a weekly diary design, we examine RJC in its organizational context at the time
and level it is manifested, underlying its dynamic nature (Wang et al., 2016). We, therefore, extend most recent weekly within-person studies that started exploring the social
side of job crafting with a dynamic approach (i.e. increasing social resources; Petrou
et al., 2017; Petrou and Demerouti, 2015). Our conceptual model is depicted in Figure 1.

Theory and hypothesis development
Relational job crafting
Job crafting refers to the informal and proactive changes employees introduce to their
jobs to align their jobs with their own work preferences, motives and passions (Tims
et al., 2012; Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001). Research has shown that employees may
engage in various job crafting strategies including physical (i.e. making adjustments to
the number and form of activities one does on the job), cognitive (i.e. cognitively making
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changes to how one sees his/her job) and RJC (i.e. modifying the number and extent of
interaction one has with others at work; Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001).
In this research, we focused on RCJ mainly for two reasons. The first reason relates to
the radical shifts in the way work is constructed and conducted nowadays (Grant and
Parker, 2009). Jobs and tasks are embedded in interpersonal relationships, connections
and interactions. These relational perspectives have been triggered by changes in the
social context of work. Internal relationships are more predominant and vital than in the
past. Most organizations use teams so that employees complete their tasks interdependently; collaborating and coordinating with individuals and teams from different departments and fields (Griffin et al., 2007). Frequent technological (e.g. automation of
systems) and structural changes (e.g. mergers and acquisitions) render interpersonal
skills crucial for employees as their distinctively human attributes (Grant and Parker,
2009). In line with these trends, we focused on RCJ to emphasize the social characteristics of jobs and to explore social mechanisms through which RJC may influence employees’ behaviours and attitudes.
The second reason relates to the overlooked role of RJC in the context of broader job
crafting research. Despite being an individual proactive process, job crafting has social
aspects and does not occur in a social vacuum (Laurence, 2010). One specific type of job
crafting that particularly entails interpersonal elements is RJC (Lu et al., 2014;
Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001). Employees may either expand or limit the nature,
number and types of interpersonal interactions and communications they have with their
co-workers at work. The former is marked by a self-initiated process of expanding one’s
relational networks at work (Lu et al., 2014; Van den Broeck et al., 2008). In contrast,
contraction oriented RJC is marked by employees’ efforts to reduce the extent of interaction with others at work. This could happen for various reasons, for example, to simplify
a job and ensure one has sufficient resources to devote to work-related goals or has less
extent of communication complexity at work (Laurence et al., 2010) or to preserve
resources or time for work by reducing time spent with colleagues with whom the
employee does not get along well (Niessen et al., 2016). Taking into account the tenet
that employees may both expand and contract their relational networks at work, we
focused on expansion and contraction oriented RJC in this study to contribute to this
nascent yet significant field of job crafting research (Rudolph et al., 2017).

Relational job crafting and work outcomes: The mediating role of work
engagement
We argue that expansion oriented RJC is positively associated with work performance
(in-role performance) and voice (extra-role performance) while contraction oriented RJC
is negatively associated with these work outcomes via work engagement. Work engagement is defined as a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized
by vigor, dedication and absorption (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). In their work on the
‘drivers of work engagement’, Bakker et al.’s (2011) propose that job resources relate to
work engagement owing to their intrinsic and extrinsic motivational roles. From this
perspective, expansion oriented RJC is expected to play an intrinsic motivational role by
satisfying one’s need for belongingness (e.g. Halbesleben, 2010; Van den Broeck et al.,
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2008), as it concerns with enlarging work-related networks or dealing with new people
to complete work effectively (Laurence, 2010). On the contrary, contraction oriented
RJC, which aims to shirk one’s relationships and networks at work, does not address and
contribute to one’s need for belongingness (Laurence, 2010).
These relational resources, which we view as targets of RJC, are also expected to play
an extrinsic motivational role in driving (vs reducing) work engagement. Expanding relational networks at work creates a resourceful work environment that facilitates goal
achievement and task completion (Bakker et al., 2012). This means that expansion oriented
RJC enhances one’s abilities and helps meet one’s work-related goals (Van den Broeck
et al., 2008). Contracting one’s relational network, on the other hand, prevents the creation
of resourceful work and supportive work environment by inhibiting collaboration with coworkers to complete work effectively. This suggests that a focal employee does not create
the opportunity to benefit from managers and co-workers (e.g. feedback, support, learning
new ways of working from colleagues), negatively influencing one’s state of work engagement. Indeed, contraction oriented RJC may represent a way of making sure that one has
sufficient resources to devote to non-work-related purposes (Lu et al., 2014).
In support of the motivating role expansion and contraction oriented RJC have, in
their weekly diary study, Petrou et al. (2017) revealed that increasing social resources
was positively associated with work engagement (e.g. intrinsic motivational role) owing
to social resources’ role of providing employees with access to emotional and instrumental resources. Tims et al. (2012, 2013) showed that engaging in job crafting (e.g. increasing social resources) led to increases in social resources, further supporting the role of
job crafting in creating resources. Petrou et al. (2012) revealed that increasing social
resources dimension of job crafting creates learning and development opportunities, promoting and encouraging self-growth and development opportunities (e.g. extrinsic motivational role). In the light of this discussion and previous evidence, we posit a positive
link between expansion oriented RCJ and work engagement and a negative link between
contraction oriented RJC and work engagement.
In turn, engaged employees who have expanded their relational networks, are likely
to have abundant resources to perform their duties (work performance; Borman and
Motowidlo, 1997). In experiencing positive feelings like enthusiasm and eagerness,
engaged employees build a range of physical, social and intellectual resources that help
them perform better at work (Bakker and Xanthopoulou, 2009; Luthans and Youssef,
2007). These engaged employees who have expanded their relational networks are also
likely to engage in voice that refers to active and constructive endeavours to improve
organizational functioning (Chan, 2014), and that concentrates on changing the status
quo (Raub and Robert, 2010). Experiencing positive emotions that are high in arousal
and activation (Bakker and Bal, 2010) widen these employees’ thought-action repertoires and encourage them to go the extra mile for their organization (Demerouti et al.,
2015b). Experiencing positive emotions also increases employees’ willingness to expend
discretionary efforts on helping their organization, because engaged employees are likely
to have a broader conception of their role and go beyond the requirements of their job to
contribute to the organization and its people (Rich et al., 2010).
On the contrary, employees that lack a state of work engagement owing to shirking
their relational networks at work, are not likely to be equipped with resources necessary
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to perform their required tasks (i.e. social, cognitive and physical resources necessary to
complete one’s task effectively; Halbesleben, 2010). Not feeling engaged with their
work as a result of contracting their relational networks at work, these employees can
experience negative emotions that are high in arousal and activation (Bakker and Bal,
2010), discouraging them from engaging in extra-role behaviours. Indeed, an essential
aim of contraction oriented RJC is to have a simplified and a narrower perception of
one’s work, which usually does not entail extra-role duties and requirement to contribute
to one’s work and people in the organization (Lu et al., 2014; Laurence, 2010).
Indirectly supporting our argument, a recent meta-analysis (Marinova et al., 2015)
reveals that work engagement is an important predictor of change-oriented behaviours
(conceptualized as change-oriented proactive behaviours), underlining its mediating role
and explaining how and why enriched job characteristics predict change-oriented behaviours. Grant and Parker (2009), in their review on relational job design, underline the role
of work engagement as a mechanism to translate the impact of social aspects of job
design into work outcomes. Drawing on this research stream and building on the few
empirical studies that have demonstrated a positive association between work engagement and similar constructs such as contextual work performance (e.g. Demerouti et al.,
2015b), we set our first hypothesis as:
Hypothesis 1(a): Expansion oriented RJC is positively associated with work performance and voice via work engagement, all measured at the week level.
Hypothesis 1(b): Contraction oriented RJC is negatively associated with work performance and voice via work engagement, all measured at the week level.

Cross-level moderation of prosocial and impression management motives
on the associations between RJC and work engagement
Motives pertaining to one’s interactions with others can condition the influence of RJC
on work engagement. Accordingly, we include two types of employee motives (i.e.
prosocial and impression management motives) to arrive a more nuanced understanding
of the association between the two types of RJC and work engagement. Prosocial motives
refer to a desire to promote the well-being of co-workers (Grant and Berg, 2011). We
argue that for employees higher on prosocial motives, the positive association between
expansion oriented RJC and work engagement strengthens.
Expansion oriented RJC involves efforts to build social capital and networks to
improve one’s goal achievement at work (Laurence, 2010). Prosocially motivated employees care for their co-workers and help them, with the ultimate intention of contributing to
their organization (Grant, 2008). These employees are more likely to make use of and
translate the impact of expansion oriented RJC into the state of enhancing work engagement because for them, engaging with new colleagues and developing relational networks
are instrumental means to achieve their work goals (Sheldon and Houser-Marko, 2001).
To illustrate, imagine a prosocially motivated employee: For this employee, developing
friendships with others at work or dealing with new people are instrumental means to
contribute to the needs of co-workers, learn about new developments, or acquire new
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skills to perform effectively (Rofcanin et al., 2018). In other words, when employees high
in prosocial motives expand relational aspects of their jobs (e.g. establish new relationships), they are likely to feel energized, because in such contexts they can reflect their true
selves and nurture their relationships with co-workers by offering help and learning new
things from them. In creating a resourceful work environment characterized by mutually
beneficial work relationships, such employees are likely to feel intrinsically motivated
and energized to do their jobs, experiencing enhanced work engagement (Bakker, 2011).
Consequently, this employee is likely to feel positive, focused and dedicated to his/her
job, leading to an enhanced state of work engagement.
On the contrary, for prosocially motivated employees (i.e. high on prosocial motives),
we propose that the negative association between contraction oriented RJC and work
engagement is amplified. An ultimate purpose and meaning of work for prosocially
motivated employees is to contribute to the functioning of organization via helping others (Grant and Bolino, 2016). However; by engaging in contraction oriented RJC, they
limit the extent to which they deal with new people and address their needs as well as
concerns. To illustrate, imagine a situation where a prosocially motivated employee cuts
down his/her communication with colleagues and clients to work on a task. This situation limits the options prosocially motivated employee might have to learn what coworkers need, their problems concerning work or other issues (e.g. new task, skill and
developmental opportunities at work), all of which lead the focal employee to feel less
positive, focused and dedicated to his/her job. This is because, for a prosocially motivated employee, the meaning of work emanates from interactions with others (Grant,
2008). We thus expect prosocially motivated employees to be less engaged in their work
when they practice contraction oriented RJC. Our second hypothesis is:
Hypothesis 2: Trait prosocial motives moderate the association RJC and work engagement: The positive association between expansion oriented RJC is stronger for prosocially motivated employees (H2a); the negative association between contraction
oriented RJC and work engagement is stronger for prosocially motivated employees
(H2b).
Impression management motives refer to employees’ efforts to present a favourable
image to others (Bolino and Klotz, 2015). Pretending to be busy, avoiding interactions
with colleagues and prioritizing extrinsic rewards such as promotions characterize
employee behaviours driven by impression management motives (Bowler and Brass,
2006; Grant and Mayer, 2009). We argue that impression management motives moderate
the linkages that expansion and contraction oriented RJC have with work engagement.
Employees acting on impression management motives are likely to show that they
look hard-working, successful and deserve a promotion (Grant and Mayer, 2009). These
motives conceal their real sense of self, leading to incongruence between what is felt and
reflected (Grant and Bolino, 2016). Guided by this logic, when employees high in
impression management motives expand their relational networks at work (e.g. establish
new relationships, or deal with new clients and colleagues), they are likely to feel less
engaged because such behaviours do not reflect their true selves and deplete from their
personal resources. These employees tend to put extra effort into projecting and
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sustaining an image of a caring co-worker, depleting personal resources such as energy
and self-efficacy. Previous research has demonstrated that personal resources such as
optimism and self-efficacy are crucial to one’s work engagement (e.g. Xanthopoulou
et al., 2012) and lack of such resources impacts on work engagement negatively
(Goldberg and Grandey, 2007). Thus, in a context in which forming new relationships is
not characterized by genuine intentions and meaningful interactions, a focal employee
high in impression management motives is less likely to feel engaged. We thus expect the
positive association between expansion oriented RJC and work engagement to be weaker
for employees high on impression management motives.
As outlined previously, contraction oriented RJC involves efforts to minimize contact
and interaction with others at work, with the ultimate goal of projecting a simplified version of their work and have more resources devoted to non-work domains (Laurence,
2010). Thus, when employees, high on impression management motives, contract their
relational resources, they are likely to feel less disengaged because such behaviours align
with their true intentions and goals at work (Goldberg and Grandey, 2007). Contraction
oriented RJC provides them with more personal resources, which otherwise would be
depleted by engaging in expansion oriented RJC (Grant and Bolino, 2016). We thus expect
employees’ impression management motives to attenuate the negative association between
contraction oriented RJC and work engagement. The third hypothesis is as follows:
Hypothesis 3: Trait impression management motives moderate the association RJC
and work engagement: The positive association between expansion oriented RJC and
work engagement is weaker for employees driven with impression management
motives (H3a); the negative association between contraction oriented RJC and work
engagement is weaker (i.e. attenuated) for employees driven with impression management motives (H3b).

Method
Procedure and sample
We used a multilevel, multi-source weekly diary design (over seven weeks) to test our
hypotheses (Bolger and Laurenceau, 2013). Our sample consisted of full-time employees who were enrolled in an Executive MBA program. Before the study commenced, all
potential participants enrolled in this module (N = 123) were informed of the study goals.
They were assured that participation in the study was neither associated with their academic achievements at school nor a course requirement. In the end, 67 students decided
to participate voluntarily every week over a period of seven weeks. Owing to missing
data, we utilized surveys of 43 employees (64% of participation).
All surveys were collected via pen and pencil approach. Prior to the start of the study, the
participants completed a trait survey that included measurements of demographics, control
variables and trait motives. One week following the initial week, we started to collect
weekly-level data. Participants were asked to complete their weekly surveys on Mondays
for the previous week (Monday to Friday) and were asked to provide their managers with a
sealed envelope containing a copy of our managers’ survey form. The managers evaluated
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the work performance and constructive voice behaviours of their subordinates and were
asked to re-seal their envelopes and return them to their subordinates. The following week,
each focal employee returned two surveys to the first author of the study. They provided the
names of the managers who had filled in the surveys for them, and the data were matched
using the managers’ and focal employees’ names. To ensure that it was the supervisors who
filled out the surveys on behalf of their subordinates, we randomly emailed and called the
supervisors using the publicly available contact information. Owing to missing data, our
final sample consisted of 43 subordinates (N = 43; 301 data points). We translated our survey into Turkish using the suggested procedures (Prieto, 1992).
Our data had a nested structure (43 employees nested in 7 weeks). To explore whether
our Level 2 N was sufficient, we undertook specific measures. First, we carried out power
analysis (Ellis, 2010) to determine and ascertain the sample size at Level 2. Second, our
sample was in line with studies that suggest a minimum level for achieving meaningful
and significant effect sizes (Scherbaum and Ferreter, 2009; Maas and Hox, 2004). Finally,
we compared our Level 2 sample size with related within-person research. While there are
studies that used Level 2 sample size that is below 42 (e.g. 30; To et al., 2012) there are
also studies that use Level 2 sample size that is above 42 (e.g. Breevaart et al., 2016). The
average age of participants was 31.60 years (SD = 6.03 years), and 44% were male. On
average, they had worked with their current company for 3.23 years (SD = 1.64 years).
Our participants worked in managerial-level positions across a range of industries: 16%
worked in financial services, 16% in manufacturing and 51% in consultancy, while 17%
reported themselves as working in an ‘other’ category.
Measures. For all the questions, we used a five-point Likert scale. For the weekly questionnaire, the participants were asked to answer questions relating to the past week.

Weekly measures
Relational job crafting. Subordinates assessed expansion (4 items) and contraction (4
items) oriented RJC using the scale developed by Laurence (2010). Because the original
scale is unpublished, we were careful to select items that had satisfactory exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) loading values in the original study (above 0.60). In our study, the
EFA results revealed that expansion and contraction oriented RJC items had satisfactory
factor loadings (all above 0.60 across seven weeks; full results and items available from
the first author). Moreover, the items for the RJC measure had been used in previous
research, supporting the validity of our items (Lu et al., 2014). One example for expansion oriented RJC is: ‘Last week, I increased the amount of communication I have with
others to get my job done effectively at work’ (α = 0.85). One example for contraction
oriented RJC is ‘Last week, I limited my relational network to effectively achieve my
work goals’ (α = 0.93). Please refer to the Appendix for the items.
Work engagement. Subordinates evaluated work engagement using the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli et al., 2006). This scale consists of three dimensions with three items for each (i.e. vigor, dedication, absorption). Example items
included: ‘Last week, I felt bursting with energy’ (vigor); ‘Last week, I was enthusiastic
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about my work’ (dedication); and ‘Last week, I was immersed in my work’ (absorption;
ranging from 1 = never to 5 = always). We combined all three dimensions to produce an
aggregate score for work engagement (α = 0.87).
Work performance. Managers evaluated the work performance of their subordinates on a
three-item scale used by Gilboa et al. (2008). One example was ‘Last week, the performance of this employee was better than the work performance of most of his/her coworkers’ (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree; α = 0.78).
Voice. Managers evaluated employees’ voice behaviours using four items from LePine
and Van Dyne’s (1998) scale. One example was ‘Last week, this employee communicated his/her opinions about work issues to others in this group even if his/her opinion is
different and others in the group disagree with him/her’ (ranging from 1 = never to 5 =
always; α = 0.81).

Trait-level measures
Prosocial motives. Subordinates assessed subordinates’ trait-level prosocial motivation
using Grant’s (2008) four-item scale, which evaluates the extent to which focal employees are motivated to help others at work. An example item was ‘I want to help others
through my work’ (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree; α = 0.92).
Impression management motives. Subordinates evaluated their impression management
motives directed at their co-workers and supervisors with a scale developed by Rioux and
Penner (2001). We used the four items from the 11 items of this scale emphasizing imagebuilding efforts toward colleagues. We selected the items with the highest loading values
in the original study (Rioux and Penner, 2001). An example item was ‘I want to avoid
looking bad in front of my co-workers’ (ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly
agree; α = 0.94).

Controls
Controlling for subordinates’ and managers’ age, gender, role in the company and team
size did not change the overall results. Hence, they were excluded from further analysis.
Time. Variability in an outcome variable may be owing either to variability in the predictor variable or other theoretically relevant variables or simply to the passage of time
(Bolger and Laurenceau, 2013). Diary studies may account for the confounding effects of
time by using a time index as a covariate in estimated models, strengthening the assumption of putative causality investigated between constructs marked by high fluctuations in
these constructs over time. Accordingly, in line with the suggestions of previous research
(Madrid et al., 2014), to control for time-serial dependence, we used week as a time index.
Lagged effects of outcomes. To strengthen the causality, in line with suggestions (Bolger
and Laurenceau, 2013), we controlled for the lagged effects of our outcome variables
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(e.g. when predicting the impact of RJC on work engagement, the lagged effects of work
engagement were controlled for).

Analytical strategy
Owing to the nested structure of our data (weeks nested in persons), we applied multilevel analyses using MLwiN software to test our proposed hypotheses (Rasbash et al.,
2000). We chose to use this software, among alternatives, mainly for two reasons. First,
MLwiN is free and publicly available, once an email account associated with a UK based
university is provided. Second, one does not have to know coding (i.e. write codes to run
equations) to use MLwiN. The program has built-in functions and systems, which enable
constructing models very quickly and effectively without having to write codes. To
determine whether multilevel analysis was appropriate, we calculated the intra-class correlation statistics ICC(1)s for our level 1 (weekly variables): expansion oriented RJC
(35%), contraction oriented RJC (27%), work engagement (30%), work performance
(39%) and voice (38%). The results supported the use of multilevel analysis.
We used the Monte Carlo method for assessing mediation (MCMAM) to test our
indirect effects. This method uses simulations with 20,000 iterations and relies on a product-of-coefficients (ab) approach (MacKinnon and Fairchild, 2009). The advantage of
this method is that it draws randomly from the joint distributions of the parameter estimates, calculates the product value of the two parameter estimates and repeats this very
many times. In the end, a confidence interval is estimated to test indirect effects (Bauer
et al., 2006). When the confidence intervals do not contain zero, it means an indirect
effect is established. We used an online tool developed by Selig and Preacher (2008) to
calculate confidence intervals. We tested our moderation hypotheses following recommended procedures (Aiken and West, 1991). We centred the control variables and traitlevel work motives on the grand mean, and the weekly measures on their respective
person means (Ohly et al., 2010).

Results
Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations and correlations for all the study
variables.
Before testing our hypotheses, we ran multilevel confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
to explore the factorial structures of our measures using M-PLUS. The measurement
model distinguishing between the seven study variables of the proposed model (7 constructs) showed a satisfactory fit with the data (χ2=812.879; d.f. = 261, χ2/d.f. = 3.11, p
< 0.001; Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.86; Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) = 0.84; Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.08; Standardized Root Mean Square
Residual (SRMR) within = 0.07; SRMR between = 0.06). We compared our measurement model alternative models. In Alternative Model 1, we combined work performance
and voice into one factor (6 constructs: χ2 = 1094.935; d.f. = 265, χ2/d.f. = 4.13, p <
0.001; CFI = 0.79; TLI = 0.76; RMSEA = 0.10; SRMR within = 0.10; SRMR between =
0.06). In Alternative Model 2, we combined expansion and contraction oriented RJC into
one factor (6 constructs: χ2=1384.215; d.f. = 265, χ2/d.f. = 5.22, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.72;

Week
Week Level
Expansion oriented RJC
Contraction oriented RJC
Work engagement
Work performance
Voice
General Level
Prosocial motives
Impression management
motives

n.a.
n.a.

35%
27%
30%
39%
38%

n.a.

Within-person
variance (%)

3.57
3.43

3.90
2.07
3.71
3.72
3.71

4.00

Mean

.98
1.00

.73
.99
.61
.81
.72

2.00

SD

n.a.
n.a.

.34**
−.02
.28**
.21**
.33**

n.a.

1

−.01
.03

(.85)
−.04
.34**
.21**
.33**

2

−.04
.07

(.93)
−.16**
−.21**
.03

3

−.02
−.05

(.87)
.32**
.41**

4

.02
−.10

(.78)
.14*

5

−.02
−.02

(.81)

6

(.92)
−.17**

7

(.94)

8

Reliabilities are along the diagonal in parentheses.
N = 301 occasions (7 weeks nested in 43 employees).
For all week-level variables, we have used aggregate scores of the seven weeks; therefore, for all week-level variables, we have assigned participants a mean score of
their seven measurements.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p <.001.

7
8

2
3
4
5
6

1

Variables

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, reliabilities and inter-correlations between the model variables.
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TLI = 0.68; RMSEA = 0.12; SRMR within = 0.15; SRMR between = 0.06). In Alternative
Model 3, we combined work performance, voice and work engagement into one factor
(5 constructs: χ2=1300.443; d.f. = 268, χ2/d.f. = 4.85, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.74; TLI = 0.71;
RMSEA = 0.11; SRMR within = 0.10; SRMR between = 0.06). The results demonstrated
that our measurement model had better fit than alternative models, supporting the discriminant validity.
Hypothesis 1(a) proposed that expansion oriented RJC would be positively related to
work performance and voice via work engagement, all measured at a weekly level. As
the confidence intervals did not include a value of zero for work performance (95% CI
= [0.02/0.10]) and for voice (95% CI = [0.02/0.09), this hypothesis was supported
(Table 2). Hypothesis 1(b) proposed that contraction oriented RJC would be negatively
related to work performance and voice work engagement, all measured at the weekly
level. As the confidence intervals did not include a value of zero for work performance
(95% CI = [−4.30/−1.82]) and for voice (95% CI = [−5.11/−3.19), this hypothesis was
supported (Table 3).
Hypothesis 2(a) proposed that the positive association between expansion oriented
RJC and work engagement is stronger for employees high on prosocial motives. As the
interaction term was insignificant, this hypothesis was not supported (γ = 0.07, p = 1.75;
Table 4, Model 1). Hypothesis 2(b) proposed that the negative association between contraction oriented RJC and work engagement is stronger for employees high on prosocial
motives. As the interaction term was insignificant, this hypothesis was not also supported
(γ = 0.05, p = 1.66; Table 4, Model 2).
Hypothesis 3(a) proposed that the positive association between expansion oriented
RJC and work engagement is weaker for employees driven with impression management motives. The interaction term is significant, which supports the hypothesis (γ =
−0.13, p < 0.01; Table 4, Model 3). We plotted the interaction at (plus and minus 1)
above and below the mean of the impression management motive. For high levels of
trait impression management motives, the simple slope was significant and negative
(gradient of slope value = −0.44, t = −2.34, p = 0.02). For low levels of trait impression
management motives, the simple slope was not significant (gradient of slope value =
−0.18, t = −1.39, p = 0.16). Hypothesis 3(b) proposed that the negative association
between contraction oriented RJC and work engagement is weaker (i.e. attenuated) for
employees driven with impression management motives. The interaction term was
insignificant (γ = 0.05, p = 1.25; Table 4, Model 4), which does not support our hypothesis. See Table 4 and Figure 2 for details.

Discussion
Theoretical contributions
The present study aimed to test the mechanism and boundary conditions through which
expansion versus contraction oriented RJC impact on employees’ work performance and
voice via work engagement. Our results from matched data of subordinates and their managers collected over seven weeks revealed unique findings concerning how RJC unfolds.
A key contribution of this study is that it provides evidence for the dark side of RJC.

0.21
0.34

0.06
0.03

0.06
0.02

2.80**

3.20**
4.50***

61.83***

t

N = 301 occasions (7 weeks nested in 43 employees). For all values, gamma coefficients, their corresponding standard error and t values are reported.
The indirect effect is calculated using an online interactive tool that generates an R score (http://quantpsy.org/medmc/medmc.htm). The first path of the indirect
relationship relates to the association between expansion oriented RJC and work engagement (0.21; 0.05), and the second path of the indirect relationship relates to
the association between work engagement and work performance (0.27; 0.08) and voice (0.27; 0.06) when expansion oriented RJC is present in the equation.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

0.02
0.02

0.06
0.01

0.16
0.23

0.07
0.22

0.33
3.38**
2.60**

3.71
0.07

Level 1 intercept variance (SE)
Level 2 intercept variance (SE)

0.06
0.08
0.05

0.02
0.27
0.13

5.25***
2.50**

0.05

0.71
0.02

3.73
0.05

SE

0.14

74.2***
5.00***
3.20**
4.20***

Estimates

0.05
0.06

0.05
0.01
0.05
0.05

t

Model 2

Dependent variable:
Voice

0.16
0.27

3.71
0.05
0.16
0.21

SE

Estimates

Estimates

t

Model 2

Model 2
SE

Dependent variable:
Work performance

Dependent variable:
Work engagement

Intercept
Week
Lag of work engagement
Expansion oriented RJC
Work engagement
Lag of work performance
Lag of voice

Variables

Table 2. Multilevel models for predicting employee work engagement, performance and voice for expansion oriented RJC.
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0.21
0.34

0.05
0.03

0.04
0.02

3.00***

1.66
4.42***

61.83***
9.00***

t

For all values, gamma coefficients, their corresponding standard error and t values are reported.
The indirect effect is calculated using an online interactive tool that generates an R score (http://quantpsy.org/medmc/medmc.htm). The first path of the indirect
relationship relates to the association between contraction oriented RJC and work engagement (−0.08; 0.03), and the second path of the indirect relationship relates
to the association between work engagement and work performance (0.24; 0.08) as well as voice (0.31; 0.07) when contraction oriented RJC is present in the equation. N = 301 occasions (7 weeks nested in 43 employees).
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

0.02
0.02

0.06
0.01

0.15
0.24

0.08
0.22

−1.60
3.00**
2.60**

3.71
0.09

Level 1 intercept variance (SE)
Level 2 intercept variance (SE)

0.05
0.08
0.05

−0.08
0.24
0.13

5.25***
5.00***

0.05

0.71
0.01

3.73
0.05

SE

0.15

74.20***
8.00***
3.00**
−2.67**

Estimates

0.03
0.07

0.05
0.01
0.05
0.03

t

Model 2

Dependent variable:
Voice

0.05
0.31

3.71
0.08
0.15
−0.08

SE

Estimates

Estimates
t

Model 2

Model 2
SE

Dependent variable:
Work performance

Dependent variable:
Work engagement

Intercept
Week
Lag of work engagement
Contraction oriented RJC
Work engagement
Lag of work performance
Lag of voice

Variables

Table 3. Multilevel models for predicting employee work engagement, performance and voice for contraction oriented RJC.
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0.01

0.02

0.03

1.67

0.03 −2.66**
0.05 0.20

0.05 74.40***
0.01 7.00***
0.05 3.20**

t

0.20

0.09

−0.13

−0.02

3.72
0.05
0.14
0.22

t

0.40

0.02

0.03

0.05 −2.60**

0.05

0.05 74.40***
0.01 5.00***
0.05 2.80**
0.05 4.40***

Estimates SE

Model 3

0.22

0.08

0.05

−0.03

−0.07

3.71
0.08
0.15

t

0.02

0.02

0.04

0.05

1.25

0.60

0.04 −1.75**

0.05 74.20***
0.01 8.000***
0.05 3.00**

Estimates SE

Model 4

a Statistical comparison with an intercept-only model at level 1 (not shown in the table). N = 301 occasions (7 weeks nested in 43 employees). For all values, gamma
coefficients, their corresponding standard error and t values are reported.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

0.22

0.01

0.05

0.08

1.75

0.04

3.72
0.07
0.16
0.016
−0.08
0.01

0.02

0.20

0.05

0.06 61.83***
0.01 5.00***
0.05 2.80**
0.05 4.40***

Estimates SE

Estimates SE
t

Model 2

Model 1

Dependent variable: Work engagement

Intercept
3.71
Week
0.05
Lag of work engagement
0.14
Expansion oriented RJC
0.22
Contraction oriented RJC
Trait prosocial motives
−0.01
Trait impression
management motives
Expansion oriented RCJ*
0.07
Prosocial motives
Contraction oriented RCJ*
Prosocial motives
Expansion oriented RCJ*
Impression management
motives
Contraction oriented RCJ*
Impression management
motives
Level 1 intercept variance
0.09
(SE)
Level 2 intercept variance
0.21
(SE)

Variables

Table 4. Multilevel models for the interaction between weekly relational job crafting (expansion and contraction oriented) and trait motives
(prosocial and impression management motives) on weekly work engagement.
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Figure 2. Interaction effect of impression management motives and expansion oriented
relational job crafting on work engagement.

Research to date has focused on the positive side of job crafting in general (Wang et al.,
2016), suggesting that employees mostly engage in expansion oriented job crafting
(Demerouti et al., 2015a). In particular, research building on the JD-R theory of job crafting has consistently shown that increasing resources and challenging demands relate to
work outcomes positively (Rudolph et al., 2017). However, when it comes to reducing
hindering work demands, the impact on work outcomes is inconsistent and at best weak
and negative (Rudolph et al., 2017). For example, the findings in the study of Demerouti
et al. (2015a) showed that reducing demands on a daily basis related to work engagement
negatively, which then reduced task performance and altruism.
Adding to this line of research, our findings showed that contracting relational
resources and limiting the extent of communication with co-workers (i.e. engaging in
contraction oriented RJC) deteriorated manager-rated work performance and voice via
its negative influence on work engagement. Viewing contraction oriented RJC as a selfdriven strategy to achieve better person-job fit, it is not surprising to see that on weeks
employees adopted this strategy they also refrained from fulfilling their job requirements
(i.e. work performance) and going the extra mile for the organization (i.e. voice, Spector
and Jex, 1998). Employees who limited their social communication networks and interactions may have selected the most critical tasks to invest their energy (Demerouti,
2014). However, these employees are usually less adaptive and effective in performing
their daily duties and dealing with change (Demerouti et al., 2014).
Our findings concerning the influence of contraction oriented RCJ also add to recent
research, which has started focusing on the dark side of job crafting: In their recent study,
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Bruning and Campion (2017) developed a taxonomy of approach and avoidance oriented
role and resource crafting strategies. The results of this study revealed that in general
approach oriented role and resource crafting influenced performance and commitment of
employees positively. On the contrary, withdrawal crafting, which refers to the systematic removal of oneself from a person or situation, was positively related to work withdrawal and negatively related to work impact of employees. The authors underlined that
one should be cautious about the withdrawal job crafting as it may have longer-term
effects on one’s performance and organizational commitment. Current research on job
crafting suggests that the consequences of job crafting involving reduction of social
resource and demands remain unclear (Demerouti et al., 2015a; Tims et al., 2012). Our
findings support that both expansion and contraction oriented RJC occur in work contexts with opposite implications for work outcomes.
Another major contribution of this research is its focus on the individual characteristics, namely employees’ motives, as contextual variables to address the question for
whom, the impact of RCJ become more (vs less) significant. Despite its relevance,
research on job crafting has not examined the role of employees’ motives in explaining
the boundary conditions of job crafting (Wang et al., 2016). Regarding the role of trait
impression management motives, the positive association between expansion oriented
RJC and work engagement became stronger for employees lower on impression management motives. Impression management motives did not influence the association between
contraction oriented RJC and work engagement. To understand why the positive association between expansion oriented RJC and work engagement did not change for employees characterized by high impression management motives, one might look at the
characteristics of co-workers with whom focal employees interact.
Impression management theory proposes that employees assume that supervisors will
think highly of them for forming relationships with well-regarded and influential coworkers (Bowler and Brass, 2006). This is because supportive relationships with influential or star employees provide instrumental benefits, while the benefits of relationships
with common peers are unclear or insignificant (Crandall et al., 2007). Moreover, relationships with peers or projects may not offer the same opportunities to ‘bask in the
glory’ as those formed with star employees (Crandall et al., 2007). In support of this
argument, a recent study by Long et al. (2014) shows that impression management
motives are positively associated with supportive relationships only with star employees.
Given that only a limited percentage of employees in an organization are stars or talents
(Call et al., 2015), it is unlikely that participants in our study with strong impression
management motives consider normal peers or projects when reflecting on their behaviours and attitudes (e.g. expansion oriented RJC and work engagement).
Our findings indicated that for employees high on prosocial motives, the impact of
RJC (both expansion and contraction oriented RJC) on work engagement was not significant. This could be owing to the resource draining and energy depleting role associated with high prosocial motives (Grant and Bolino, 2016). To date, research on prosocial
motives has highlighted its positive impact on individuals and organizations. Nevertheless,
there are significant drawbacks to prosocial motivation. As such, employees characterized by high prosocial motives are likely to sacrifice their own personal and cognitive
resources, mainly time, energy and focus, to help co-workers (Grant and Bolino, 2016),
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thereby consuming their energy (Fineman, 2006). Recently, studies have associated high
prosocial motives with the feelings of conflict, stress, role overload and citizenship
fatigue (Bolino et al., 2015).
Indeed, high prosocial motives require a substantial investment of time and energy
to care for co-workers’ well-being (Bolino and Klotz, 2015), which depletes from selfregulatory resources of time, energy and attention (Lanaj et al., 2016). As a result,
these employees are likely to face challenges in experiencing and utilizing the impact
of RJC on their state of work engagement. Moreover, these employees are likely to feel
worn out, tired and on the edge, because they care too much to promote the well-being
of their co-workers, which lead them to cut back on their contributions to the organizations (i.e. work performance; Weinstein and Ryan, 2010). Considering this point, we
suggest future research to explicitly measure whether high prosocial motives deplete
one’s resources.
Only recently, studies have begun to integrate the dynamic nature of job crafting
behaviours and the impact they have on employee outcomes (Petrou et al., 2017).
While job crafting has most often been studied at a single point in time or at different
points with time lags, the underlying assumption has been that job crafting behaviours
are stable over time. By studying within-person changes in RJC, further future
research questions arise: how does unit climate influence fluctuations of relational –
other types of job crafting behaviours – on employee outcomes? While such questions
can be explored with daily or weekly designs, we looked at weekly fluctuations
mainly for two reasons: Daily diary studies tend to be confounded with missing data.
That is, in the context of our study, we would not expect employees to get in contact
with their co-workers and increase their communication networks every single day in
different contexts and for different reasons. The participants in our study typically
were employed in projects in which work tasks typically differ on a weekly basis
rather than a daily basis (Ohly et al., 2010). Second, we followed previous research
that has shown that individuals are able to perceive and report on their work engagement (e.g. van Woerkom et al., 2016), job crafting (Petrou et al., 2017) and interactions with others on a weekly basis most accurately (Breevaart et al., 2016), in
contexts where working week is from Mondays to Fridays, with the weekends as
natural breaks.

Managerial implications
Regarding our contributions to enhancing managerial practice, our findings revealed that
while expansion oriented RJC drives employee work engagement and contribute to their
functioning at work; contraction oriented RJC have detrimental effects on work engagement and functioning at work. This suggests that interventions at work should focus on
finding ways and providing employees with resources to adopt an expansive strategy of
job crafting. A way to discourage contraction oriented RJC would be to provide employees with individualized coaching, mentoring so that they feel supported and work in a
resourceful context. Regarding the dynamic nature of RJC; the most frequent types of
expansion oriented RJC are expanding communication with others (87%) and dealing
with new people at work (65%). In terms of contraction oriented RJC, the most frequent
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types were limiting communication with others (86%) and limiting the extent to which
one deals with new people at work (64%). Accordingly, dynamic interventions might be
carried out to support expansion oriented RJC and limit contraction oriented RJC.
At the job level, creating a work environment that emphasizes ongoing social support
and changing work procedures to facilitate continuous feedback and communication are
among ways to encourage expansion oriented RJC (Bakker, 2014). At the person level,
ongoing training, coaching and developmental support might be used to build positive
social interactions at work, which is intended to prevent employees from withdrawing
and contracting their relational networks at work. For example, expansion oriented RJC
training might be conducted, in which employees attend workshops on job crafting,
develop their job crafting plans and keep records of their weekly crafting activities for
later evaluation. Organizing this kind of training with the support of HR departments and
managers will enable organizations to evaluate how RJC influences the work engagement and performance outcomes of employees who receive such training (e.g. van
Wingerden et al., 2017).

Limitations and further research avenues
A first limitation is that, because our study was cross-sectional, we were unable to ascertain causality, so we ran plausible models to explore whether other explanations were
possible. We explored the mediating role of work engagement between employees’ work
outcomes and their RJC. The rationale for this argument is based on the perspective that
employees who perform well and who go the extra mile for their organization may feel
more engaged, leading them to craft their relational work environment and create more
resources. None of the indirect paths was significant, as the confidence intervals included
the value of zero. We also explored whether work engagement leads to employees’
engaging in RJC that may then lead to enhanced work outcomes. This is built on the
argument that the association between work engagement and job crafting is dynamic
(Bakker, 2011). None of the indirect paths was significant (details of results can be provided upon request). Furthermore, our use of lagged effects of each outcome variable and
Time Index (week) strengthens the causality of our research. Nevertheless, we suggest
studies to undertake experimental designs to establish causal orders among our proposed
associations (van Wingerden et al., 2017).
Supervisors evaluated the voice behaviours of their subordinates. This may have created bias in our results because: (1) voice behaviours may have been evaluated as suggestions or mere exchange ideas by supervisors; (2) subordinates, knowing that their
behaviours are evaluated by supervisors, may have stayed away from expressing their
genuine change-oriented ideas. However, a meta-analysis by Ng and Feldman (2012)
revealed that there are no statistically significant differences between self-versus manager-rated voice behaviours in terms of its association with its antecedents and consequences. To reduce common-method biases and provide a more objective evaluation of
subordinates’ outcomes, in line with recent research (Duan et al., 2017), we utilized
supervisor ratings. Nevertheless, we suggest future research to replicate and extend the
findings of this study by utilizing different conceptualizations of voice (e.g. promotive
and prohibitive voice).
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In our findings, contraction oriented RJC was negatively associated with work outcomes via work engagement. While this finding is line with previous research, which has
demonstrated a negative association between contraction oriented RJC and work outcomes (organizational commitment, job satisfaction; Laurence, 2010), underlying reasons and motives to reduce the relational networks and communication at work may be
different and may even have a positive impact on work outcomes. Perhaps employees are
contracting to be able to devote their energy to specific tasks or other aspects of their
jobs, implying positive impact on in-role job performance. Thus, uncovering mechanisms and ways that employees contract relational elements of their jobs is an important
next step in the refinement of this construct.
In our study, we built on the argument that engaging in expansion (vs contraction)
oriented RJC motivates job crafters both intrinsically and extrinsically (vs for contraction RJC), leading them to feel engaged. Since RJC involves interaction with others, it
could be that co-workers or managers may not be as supportive as focal employees
expect, hampering the effective implementation and consequences of RJC. Future studies may tackle this aspect by integrating the role of co-worker support and measuring
whether employees build emotional, instrumental and relational resources following
their RJC efforts.
Future research could explore whether employees could be both ‘good soldiers’ (i.e.
high prosocial motives) and ‘good actors’ (i.e. high impression management motives).
Recent research on prosocial motives suggests that these two motives may operate simultaneously and influence employees’ behaviours accordingly (Grant and Mayer, 2009;
Grant and Bolino, 2016). While we did not integrate and explore different mechanisms
through which impression management and prosocial motives may influence employees’
outcomes (e.g. resource accumulation vs resource depletion), we suggest future studies
to explicitly test how employees can be ‘good soldiers’ and ‘good actors’ simultaneous,
in combination with job crafting.
In this study, we focused only on RJC owing to resource limitations (time and energy
of participants) and study purposes. Within-person changes, mechanisms and boundary
conditions of how cognitive and task crafting unfold are likely to differ (Rudolph et al.,
2017) and we suggest future studies to explore these topics. This study was conducted in
a setting characterized predominantly by high in-group collectivism (Kabasakal and
Bodur, 2002). In such contexts, individuals are concerned about their relationships with
and the reactions of others. Hence, others might see engaging in RJC as a threat in a team
environment. It would be interesting to explore how different cross-cultural contexts
(e.g. individualism versus collectivism) influence the consequences of relational and, if
possible, other types of job crafting.
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Appendix
Relational job crafting items
Expansion oriented relational job crafting
Considering the last week, please state the extent to which you agree with the below.
Last week, at my workplace:
•• I expanded my relational network to effectively achieve my work goals
•• I increased the amount of communication I have with co-workers to get my job
done effectively
•• I increased my opportunities to meet new co-workers to work effectively
•• I increased the extent to which I deal with other people including co-workers and
clients
Contraction oriented relational job crafting
Considering the last week, please state the extent to which you agree with the below.
Last week, at my workplace:
•• I limited my relational network to effectively achieve my work goals
•• I limited the amount of communication I have with co-workers to get my job done
effectively
•• I limited my opportunities to meet new co-workers to work effectively
•• I limited the extent to which I deal with other people including co-workers and
clients

