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Abstract: The main purpose of this study was to investigate whether work engagement mediates  16 

the relationship between job crafting and job performance. To this end, the following hypotheses 17 

were formulated: (1) job crafting establishes a positive and significant association with job perfor- 18 

mance; (2) job establishes a positive and significant association with work engagement; (3) work 19 

engagement establishes a positive and significant association with job performance; (4) work en- 20 

gagement mediates the association between job crafting and job performance. The sample  was 21 

composedof 453 participants) working in organizations based in Portugal. The hypotheses formu- 22 

lated in this study were tested by performing simple and multiple linear regressions. The results 23 

indicated that only increasing structural job resources and increasing challenging job demands es- 24 

tablished a positive and significant association with task performance. Increasing structural job re- 25 

sources, increasing social job resources, and increasing challenging job demands established a pos- 26 

itive and significant association with citizenship performance and work engagement. Work engage- 27 

ment established a positive and significant association with task performance and citizenship per- 28 

formance. Only a partial mediating effect, through work engagement, was observed on the associ- 29 

ation between increasing challenging job demands and task performance,  and between increasing 30 

social job resources and citizenship performance. 31 

Keywords: job crafting; job performance; work engagement; quantitative study. 32 

 33 

1. Introduction 34 

Work is an important attribute, and it has a significant preponderance in the lives of 35 

individuals as it contributes to the maintenance of a quality lifestyle. A working individ- 36 

ual spends one-third of this day at work, i.e., eight hours. As such, it is essential to under- 37 

stand how this context influences well-being levels [1]. The work contacts and  contents 38 

assimilated in this context can somehow affect individual well-being; however, it is also 39 

important to highlight the promising prospects for human development, favouring per- 40 

ceived self-efficacy, value, social support, abilities, and even self-confidence [2]. As ar- 41 

gued by [1], the primary daily source of adults’ well-being is the work context. Thus, it is 42 

essential to search for alternatives that provide subjects the ability to foster their work 43 

experience, e.g., making it more challenging, meaningful, and stimulating, also contrib- 44 

uting to a significant improvement in their well-being levels [3]. 45 
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Organizations favour engaged employees over nonengaged for better task perfor- 46 

mance. For example, supervisors provide better classifications, in performance analysis, 47 

to engaged workers [4–6]. This occurs because these employees are more proactive, per- 48 

form their tasks with more dedication, and frequently go beyond the tasks that are as- 49 

signed to them [7, 8]. Engagement assumes a relevant position in achieving positive re- 50 

sults, both at the individual- and organizational-level. Thus, there is a growing to under- 51 

stand, in-depth, the impact of this construct on organizational success. Numerous studies 52 

have emphasized that employees exhibit greater engagement when they feel that their 53 

work provides a wide range of resources [9, 10]. The identification of freedom by employ- 54 

ees, based on decision-making and the use of various tools that facilitate the fulfilment of 55 

their duties, coupled with the support provided by colleagues and managers, is indicative 56 

of a greater propensity to experience feelings grounded in vigour, dedication, and absorp- 57 

tion, the main components of work engagement [11]. Although employees should seek to 58 

engage in the implementation of a motivational process aimed at job creation [12], it is 59 

also vital that they take a position that considers their responsibility to promote their well- 60 

being at work, i.e., workers must be proactive in the achievement of individual and occu- 61 

pational well-being. In this sense, they must adjust their boundaries, adapting them to 62 

their preferences, abilities, and skills [15]. This process that proactively induces work is 63 

called job crafting. The concept is characterized by its persuasive aptitude concerning the 64 

meaning assigned to work [16]. The changes implemented by employees to their activities, 65 

work relationships, and interactions aim at contemplating meaningful experiences, trans- 66 

lating into changes in how they perceive work processes [2, 13]. These changes assist in 67 

defining their identity in the professional environment, integrating it with their identity 68 

[14, 16]. That is, job crafting is the process through which workers seek to align their char- 69 

acteristics with the characteristics of their work.  70 

Thus, works that sustain significance express a link to engagement [17]. In turn, val- 71 

uing work aspects that reflect the experience of meaning leads to greater work engage- 72 

ment [18]. The Job Demands-Resources model (JD-R) proposed by [19] highlights an as- 73 

sociation between increased job resources and increased levels of engagement. In this line, 74 

numerous studies have addressed the relationship between work engagement and job 75 

crafting [20]. However, there is still a need to deepen the understanding of the various 76 

mechanisms inherent in this link. 77 

According to [21], job crafting enhances employees' work engagement, leading to 78 

better job performance. Following this reasoning, this study aimed to evaluate whether 79 

work engagement acts as a mediating mechanism between job crafting and job perfor- 80 

mance. The analysis of the relationship between these three constructs is crucial, as it al- 81 

lows to understand if job crafting and work engagement act synergistically to explain job 82 

performance or if only one of these constructs assumes more relevance in predicting per- 83 

formance.  84 

2. Theoretical Framework and Research Hypotheses 85 

2.1. Job Crafting  86 

Job crafting is recurrently associated with two perspectives (Demerouti, 2014). Ac- 87 

cording to [15], the concept fits into a set of changes imposed by individuals, both at the 88 

physical and cognitive levels, which manifest themselves in the performance of their work 89 

tasks and their relational limits. It is considered that there are three types of crafting: task 90 

crafting - which is formulated in the definition of numbers, objectives, and typology of 91 

work tasks; relational crafting - based on the promotion of changes in the social character- 92 

istics of work and in the forms of interaction with it; and cognitive crafting - implemented 93 

by changing the way employees view their work.  94 

Job crafting is based on the search and satisfaction of a set of human needs, namely 95 

autonomy, positive self-image, and relationships [15]. In this way, employees go beyond 96 

the boundaries of the standard labour convention, aiming to implement a work format 97 
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adjusted to their preferences, abilities, and needs [16], i.e., they search for an alignment 98 

between their skills and tasks performed. This ideology gives meaning and identity to 99 

task performance [15], highlighting numerous benefits, such as job satisfaction, prosper- 100 

ity, and resilience [14]. The second and latest perspective highlights the articulation of job 101 

crafting with the JD-R model [19]. This model argues that all occupations and work char- 102 

acteristics can be integrated in two dimensions: job demands and job resources [22, 23]. 103 

The demands imposed on workers emphasize work-related aspects that require ef- 104 

fort and lead to ill-being; on the contrary, resources refer to the work characteristics that 105 

favour goal achievement and individual development, as well as lead to a decrease in 106 

demands [23]. In short, the existence of job resources leads to occupational well-being and 107 

the appearance of desired work-related outcomes (e.g., job performance). Following this 108 

line of thought, according to [24], job crafting refers to the changes made by subjects, aim- 109 

ing to establish a balance between job demands and job resources, adjusting them to their 110 

needs and skills. This harmonization, in turn, stimulates the experience of satisfaction, 111 

perception of meaning, and work engagement [24]. In agreement with this perspective, 112 

job crafting is composed of four dimensions: 1) increase of challenging job demands: 113 

work-related behaviours that lead to an additional increase of demands, but which, at the 114 

same time, lead to the satisfaction of individual growth needs and the achievement of the 115 

defined goals, as a result, feelings of accomplishment are reached; 2) decrease of hindering 116 

job demands: i.e., the adaptation of work-related activities to decrease the existing job de- 117 

mands, typically this situation occurs when employees do not possess sufficient job re- 118 

sources to tackle job demands; 3) increasing structural job resources: it concerns that allow 119 

the performance of varied tasks, which promote individual and professional growth, as 120 

well as lead to greater autonomy in terms of the work processes; and 4) increase of social 121 

job resources: associated with relational phenomena, e.g., social support provided by dif- 122 

ferent sources and feedback received [25]. Recently, [26] integrated the definition pro- 123 

posed by [25] into the elements responsible for increasing work responsibilities to pro- 124 

mote job crafting and the components in charge of decreasing the demands imposed by 125 

work in preventing job crafting. On the other hand, [27] agglomerated the thinking of [21] 126 

with the interpretation of [25] in establishing a principle that encompasses job-creating 127 

activities that foster the genesis of roles and resources. 128 

2.2. Job Crafting and Job Performance 129 

Job performance is a term of relevance to which continuous attention is paid to hu- 130 

man resources [28]. A work environment that is not adapted to workers will not allow 131 

them to achieve the desired performance, i.e., the existence of tasks that do not match the 132 

individual's abilities, the absence of appreciation, poorly stipulated deadlines, as well as 133 

the absence of autonomy in decision-making and the suggestion of ideas can impact the 134 

performance of workers [29].  135 

According to [30], job performance is conceptualized as the individual's ability to 136 

perform the activities inherent to his or her functions, using the resources available to 137 

accomplish them. The term, in its fullness, is used to evaluate the performance of workers 138 

performance regarding their activities [31]. There are three methodologies of performance 139 

appraisal, according to [32]: 1) performance evaluation based on output, for example, the 140 

number of sales achieved with a particular product; 2) the evaluation of individual per- 141 

formance by supervisors and their managers; 3) individual and constructive self-assess- 142 

ments that assist employees in goal setting. In recent years there has been a rapid progres- 143 

sion of job performance as a construct, abandoning a more traditional perspective, focus- 144 

ing on a monotonous work structure characterized by fixed tasks, and embracing a dy- 145 

namic work configuration that aims at understanding the roles assumed by employees 146 

[33]. 147 

The competitiveness of the work environment is the main reason for this rise, requir- 148 

ing the orientation of companies to respond to different situational arrangements [34]. 149 

This innovative context requires a comprehensive conceptualization of job performance, 150 
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encompassing more precisely all behaviours that positively favour the purposes of com- 151 

panies [35]. In this sense, it is worth mentioning in-role performance [36], adaptive per- 152 

formance [37], proactive performance [38], and citizenship behaviours [39]. 153 

In a study by [40], with a sample of teachers, the author concluded that job crafting is an 154 

essential aspect of teacher performance and should be encouraged by educational man- 155 

agers. These findings led to the formulation of the following hypothesis: 156 

Hypothesis 1: Job crafting establishes a positive association with job performance. 157 

2.3. Job crafting and Work Engagement 158 

Work engagement is a notion that is implemented through a positive and fulfilling 159 

state, and that establishes a close association with work, being composed by three dimen- 160 

sions: 1) absorption: workers are unable to detach themselves from work, sometimes they 161 

lose track of time because they are immersed in the tasks they are performing [11, 41]; 2) 162 

vigour: workers exhibit a high energy pattern, making them more capable and resilient to 163 

face work-related problems  [25]; and finally, (c) dedication: work is perceived as a source 164 

of enthusiasm and challenge [11]. This construct reflects an enduring mental state that 165 

transcends the momentary nature of situations, decentralizing their attention to specific 166 

circumstances and allowing workers to assimilate a targeted position in organizational 167 

support [42]. Engaged workers are characterized by high levels of energy and enthusiasm, 168 

which lead to a state of immersion in work-related activities [43]. Numerous studies have 169 

been developed around this concept, verifying the existence of differences in work en- 170 

gagement levels through variations in working conditions, personal characteristics, and 171 

behavioural strategies [44]. It should be noted that engagement can also fluctuate over 172 

time and in various situations. Research has shown that workers tend to be more engaged 173 

in challenging activities that have a time constraint [45], on workdays preceded by a good 174 

recovery [46], and with access to a wide range of resources [47]. Work engagement arises 175 

in challenging situations that require handling personal and work tools assisting the sub- 176 

jects in this perspective [48, 49].  177 

According to several authors, job crafting is one of the predictors of work engage- 178 

ment. These were the results of a study by [50] in which the authors found a significant 179 

positive relationship between job crafting and work engagement. Also, this relationship 180 

finds support in the propositions defined for the JD-R theory; the existence of job crating 181 

behaviours leads to a motivational process responsible for the development of work en- 182 

gagement [51]. When workers perceive that they have autonomy and competence to per- 183 

form their work-related tasks, two of the three basic psychological needs proposed by the 184 

Self-Determination Theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 2000), they will introduce changes in the 185 

social and structural aspects of their work. These changes are associated with an increase 186 

in job resources and a decrease in job demands. This means that job crafting behaviours 187 

promote the motivational cycle of the JD-R model, operationalized by the concept of work 188 

engagement (Bakker et al., 2014 [44]; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017 [51]). Job crafting serves 189 

as a mechanism for adapting the workplace to make it more adjusted to the competences 190 

and skills of workers (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). This relationship found support in the 191 

literature, the quasi-experimental study of van Wingerden et al. (2017 [74]), showed that 192 

a job crafting intervention promotes an increase in work engagement. As such, the follow- 193 

ing hypothesis was formulated: 194 

Hypothesis 2: Job crafting establishes a positive association with work engagement.  195 

2.4. Work engagement e Job Performance 196 

For many authors, work engagement is one of the predictors of job performance be- 197 

cause a strong work engagement, characterized by high energy levels, a feeling of enthu- 198 

siasm during task performance, and a state of immersion during work activities, will lead 199 

to a superior performance. In a study conducted by [52] with IT professionals, these 200 
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authors concluded that work engagement has a significant positive association with job 201 

performance. For [4], when employees feel more energetic and dedicated, they become 202 

more compliant, performing their tasks. Previously, in a study conducted in the Nether- 203 

lands by [53], these authors concluded that elevated levels of work engagement are a good 204 

predictor of high performance. Furthermore, as work engagement is a motivational con- 205 

cept, as underlined by [51] and [44], it is expected that it will lead to desired work-related 206 

outcomes, such as job performance since workers will be more focused on their tasks, as 207 

well as will present more energy and perceive work as a source of meaning, stimulation, 208 

and enthusiasm. These aspects led to the development of the following hypothesis: 209 

Hypothesis 3: Work engagement establishes a positive association with job performance. 210 

2.5. Mediating effect of work engagement 211 

As far as empirical research developed around job crafting concerns, it focuses on 212 

individual and organizational performance [54-56], changes in employee engagement 213 

[57], self-efficacy [21, 58], job attitudes (e.g., organizational commitment and job satisfac- 214 

tion; Rudolph et al., 2017) and well-being [59, 60]. From [43] perspective, the integration 215 

of work characteristics and personal resources are predictors of job performance as a di- 216 

rect consequence of expressed commitment. In a study by [40], conducted with education 217 

professionals, the mediating effect of work engagement on the relationship between job 218 

crafting and job performance was proven. Also, the JD-R supports the mediating role of 219 

work engagement on the relationship between job crafting and job performance, the latter 220 

construct is one of the work-related outcomes identified by [61] in their critical review of 221 

the JD-R model. The relationship between job crafting, work engagement, job attitudes, 222 

and job performance has deserved special attention since the latter two constructs are 223 

some of the most influential in the organizational literature. Job crafting characterizes 224 

workers that modify their jobs and make them more suited to their skills. This fit means 225 

that there is greater coherence between the worker and the tasks performed, which will 226 

be translated into higher satisfaction, commitment, and performance levels (Rudolph et 227 

al., 2017). This association, i.e., between job crafting, job attitudes, and job performance, 228 

can be direct (job crafting → job attitudes and job performance; e.g., Cheng & O-Yang, 229 

2018) or indirect (job crafting → mediating variable → job attitudes and job performance; 230 

e.g., Demerouti & Bakker, 2014) through work engagement. The direct relationship can be 231 

explained through a better fit between the workers’ characteristics and tasks performed, 232 

while the mediating role of work engagement may indicate that workers that adopt craft- 233 

ing behaviours attribute greater meaning to their work, which makes them more moti- 234 

vated (i.e., engaged) and will lead to increased job attitudes and job performance (Bakker 235 

& Demerouti, 2017 [51]; Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). Our goal was to analyse the relation- 236 

ship between job crafting and job performance through work engagement. To this end, 237 

the following hypothesis was formulated: 238 

Hypothesis 4: Work engagement mediates the association between job crafting and job 239 

performance. 240 

A theoretical model was developed to integrate the hypotheses formulated, where 241 

the associations between the different constructs are synthesized. 242 
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 243 

Figure 1. Research Model 244 

3. Method 245 

3.1. Procedure 246 

A total of 453 individuals participated voluntarily in this study, all working in or- 247 

ganizations based in Portuguese territory. After the questionnaire was created, it was 248 

placed on the Google Forms platform, and the respective link was sent via e-mail or 249 

LinkedIn message to the researchers' contacts. Data were collected between April and Au- 250 

gust 2022. The data collection process followed a non-probabilistic process, intentional 251 

and convenient snowball type [62]. In the online questionnaire, participants were in- 252 

formed of the purpose of this study, data confidentiality was guaranteed, and individual 253 

responses would never be known since the analysis to be performed would be on all em- 254 

ployees. The questionnaire was composed of sociodemographic questions and three self- 255 

report scales (job crafting, job performance, and work engagement). 256 

3.2. Participants 257 

Among the 453 participants in this study, 247 (54.5%) are females, whose ages ranged 258 

from 20 to 79 years, with a mean age of 37.96 (SD = 10.96). Regarding marital status, 191 259 

(42.2%) are single, 220 (48.6%) are married or cohabiting, 38 (8.4%) are divorced, and 4 260 

(0.9%) are widowed. As for their educational background, 70 (15.5%) have a basic educa- 261 

tion, 142 (31.3%) have a secondary education, 70 (15.5%) have a college degree, 152 (33.6%) 262 

a post-graduate degree, and 19 (4.2%) a master's degree. Regarding the type of employ- 263 

ment contract, 78 (17.2%) have a fixed-term contract, 303 (66.9%) have an open-ended con- 264 

tract, 35 (7.7%) are self-employed, and 37 (8.2%) have another type of contract. Concerning 265 

seniority in the organization, 117 (25.8%) have been working there for one year or less, 188 266 

(41.5%) between one and five years, 64 (14.1%) between five and 10 years, 24 (5.3%) be- 267 

tween 10 and 15 years, and 60 (13.2%) with more than 15 years. Among these employees, 268 

368 (81.2%) work in the private sector and 85 (18.8%) in the public sector, with 34 (7.5%) 269 

working part-time and 419 (92.5%) full-time. It should also be noted that 197 (43.5%) are 270 

exempt from working hours, and 256 (56.5%) are not exempt from working hours. 271 

3.3. Data analysis procedure 272 

The first step was to import the data into SPSS Statistics 28 software (IBM Corp., Armonk, 273 

NY., USA). Next, the metric qualities of the instruments used in this study were assessed. 274 

The validity of the instruments was evaluated by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using 275 

AMOS 28 for Windows (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA) software. The procedure was ac- 276 

cording to a "model generation" logic [63], considering in the analysis of their adjustment, 277 

interactively the results obtained: for the chi-square (χ²) ≤ 5; for the Tucker Lewis Index 278 

(TLI) >. 90; for Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) > .90; for Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > .90; for 279 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .08; Root Mean Square Residual 280 

(RMSR). A smaller RMSR value corresponds to a better adjustment [64]. The internal con- 281 

sistency of each scale was then analysed by calculating Cronbach's alpha, whose value 282 
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should vary between "0" and "1", not assuming negative values [65] and being higher than 283 

.70, the minimum acceptable in organizational studies [66]. Convergent validity (AVE) 284 

and composite reliability were also calculated for each instrument. As for the sensitivity 285 

study, the different measures of central tendency, dispersion, and distribution were cal- 286 

culated for the different items of the scales, thus conducting the study of normality for all 287 

items and the various scales. The hypotheses formulated in this study were assessed 288 

through simple and multiple linear regressions. 289 

3.4. Instruments 290 

To measure job crafting, we used the instrument developed by [25], consisting of 21 291 

items rated on a 5-point Likert-type rating scale (from 1 "Never" to 5 "Always"). These 21 292 

items are divided into four dimensions: increasing structural job resources (items 1, 2, 3, 293 

4, and 5); decreasing hindering job demands (items 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11); increasing social 294 

job resources (items 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16); and increasing challenging job demands (items 295 

17, 18, 19, 20, and 21). A four-factor CFA was performed, and the adjustment indices ob- 296 

tained were adequate (χ²/gl = 2.43; GFI = 0.92; CFI = 0.94; TLI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.056; SRMR 297 

= 0.067). All dimensions showed good internal consistency, with Cronbach's alpha values 298 

between 0.80 and 0.84. Concerning composite reliability, it varied between 0.79 and 0.86. 299 

Finally, regarding convergent validity, only the dimension increasing structural job re- 300 

sources presented an AVE higher than 0.50. All other dimensions present values slightly 301 

below this value. 302 

 To measure job performance, we used the 14 items that make up the task perfor- 303 

mance and citizenship performance dimensions of the instrument developed by [37], 304 

rated on a 5-point Likert-type rating scale (from 1 "strongly disagree" to 5 "strongly 305 

agree"). The task performance dimension comprises items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, and the 306 

citizenship performance dimension comprises items 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. After two- 307 

factor confirmatory factor analysis, it was found that items 6 and 7 had a low factor 308 

weight, so they were removed. The adjustment indices obtained were adequate (χ²/gl = 309 

1.90; GFI = 0.97; CFI = 0.98; TLI = 0.98; RMSEA = 0.045; SRMR = 0.034). The two dimensions 310 

showed good internal consistency, with Cronbach's alpha of 0.85 for task performance 311 

and 0.86 for citizenship performance. Regarding composite reliability, the task perfor- 312 

mance presented a value of 0.87, and the citizenship performance a value of 0.86. Con- 313 

cerning convergent validity, the task performance presented an AVE value of 0.57, and 314 

the citizenship performance a value of 0.48. 315 

To measure the levels of work engagement, we used the reduced version of the in- 316 

strument developed by [67], consisting of 9 items rated on a 7-point Likert-type rating 317 

scale (from 0 "Never" to 6 "Every day"). These nine items are distributed over 3 dimen- 318 

sions: vigour (items 1, 4, and 7); dedication (items 2, 5, and 8); absorption (items 3, 6, and 319 

9). The three-factor confirmatory analysis showed that not all adjustment indices were 320 

adequate (χ²/gl = 5.00; GFI = 0.94; CFI = 0.97; TLI = 0.96; RMSEA = 0.094; SRMR = 0.068) 321 

and that the three factors were strongly correlated. We then performed a new one-factor 322 

confirmatory factor analysis and the adjustment indices proved to be adequate (χ²/gl = 323 

3.20; GFI = 0.97; CFI = 0.98; TLI = 0.98; RMSEA = 0.070; SRMR = 0.049). This instrument 324 

showed good internal consistency, with a Cronbach's alpha of 0.93. It also presented com- 325 

posite reliability with a value of 0.94. As for convergent validity, it presents an AVE value 326 

of 0.63. 327 

Neither the instruments nor their component items grossly violate normality. 328 

4. Results 329 

The first step was to perform the descriptive statistics of the variables selected to un- 330 

derstand if the answers given by the participants, regarding the addressed constructs, 331 

were significantly above or below the central point of the scales. 332 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the variables under study 333 

Variables t p Mean SD 

Increasing structural job resources 52.35*** < 0.001 4.39 0.56 

Decreasing hindering job demands 0.723 0.235 3.03 0.81 

Increasing social job resources 2.32* .010 3.10 0.91 

Increasing challenging job demands 25.24*** < 0.001 3.87 0.73 

Task performance 64.70*** < 0.001 4.55 0.51 

Citizenship performance 33.10*** < 0.001 4.14 0.73 

Work engagement 23.38*** < 0.001 5.24 1.13 

Note. * p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001 334 
 335 

All job crafting dimensions are significantly above the midpoint of this scale (3), ex- 336 

cept for decreasing hindering job demands dimension (Table 1). The dimension with the 337 

highest average is increasing structural job resources. Concerning job performance, both 338 

task performance and citizenship performance are significantly above the midpoint of the 339 

scale (3), with task performance being the dimension with the highest mean (Table 1). The 340 

levels of work engagement are significantly above the midpoint of the scale (4) (Table 1). 341 

These results indicate that, in general, the participants perceived high levels of job crafting 342 

and work engagement, as well as high performance. 343 

Next, we assessed the association between the variables through Pearson's correla- 344 

tion coefficient. 345 

The results (Table 2) indicate that increasing structural job resources positively and 346 

significantly correlates with task performance, citizenship performance, and work en- 347 

gagement. Increasing social job resources positively and significantly correlates with citi- 348 

zenship performance and work engagement. Increasing challenging job demands posi- 349 

tively and significantly correlates with task performance, citizenship performance, and 350 

work engagement. Among job crafting dimensions, only decreasing hindering job de- 351 

mands is not significantly associated with the other variables. Finally, work engagement 352 

positively and significantly correlates with task performance and citizenship perfor- 353 

mance. 354 

 355 
Table 2. Association between variables under study 356 

 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 2.1 2.2 3 

1.1. Increasing structural job resources  --       

1.2. Decreasing hindering job demands  -0.04 --      

1.3. Increasing social job resources  0.17*** 0.15*** --     

1.4. Increasing challenging job demands  0.56*** -0.03 0.30*** --    

2.1. Task performance  0.44*** -0.03 0.08 0.32*** --   

2.2. Citizenship performance  0.35*** -0.04 0.39*** 0.45*** 0.30*** --  

3. Work engagement  0.56*** -0.01 0.23*** 0.47*** 0.28*** 0.21*** -- 

Note. *** p < 0.001 357 

4.1. Hypothesis Test 358 

Hypothesis 1: Job crafting establishes a positive association with job performance. 359 

To evaluate hypothesis 1, two multiple linear regressions were performed after 360 

testing the respective assumptions. 361 

Table 3. Results of the multiple linear regressions (H1) 362 
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Independent variable 
Dependent 

variable 
F p R2a β p 

Increasing structural job resources 

Task perfor-

mance 
28.21*** < 0.001 0.19 

0.38*** < 0.001 

Decreasing hindering job demands −0.01 0.947 

Increasing social job resources −0.02 0.712 

Increasing challenging job demands 0.11* 0.037 

Increasing structural job resources 

Citizenship 

performance 
47.13*** < 0.001 0.29 

0.14** 0.002 

Decreasing hindering job demands −0.07 0.092 

Increasing social job resources 0.30*** < 0.001 

Increasing challenging job demands 0.28*** < 0.001 

Note. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001 363 

The results indicate that only increasing structural job resources (β = 0.38; p < 0.001) 364 

and increasing challenging job demands (β = 0.11; p = 0.037) have a positive and significant 365 

association with task performance (Table 3). The model explains 19% of the variability in 366 

task performance and is statistically significant (F (4, 448) = 28.21; p < 0.001).  367 

Increasing structural job resources (β = 0.14; p = 0.002), increasing social job resources 368 

(β = 0.30; p < 0.001), and increasing challenging job demands (β = 0.28; p < 0.001) were also 369 

found to have a positive and significant association with citizenship performance (Table 370 

3). The model explains 29% of the variability in citizenship performance and is statistically 371 

significant (F (4, 448) = 47.13; p < 0.001). This hypothesis was partially confirmed. 372 

Hypothesis 2: Job crafting establishes a positive association with work engagement.  373 

To assess hypothesis 2, a multiple linear regression was performed after confirming 374 

the respective assumptions. 375 

Table 4. Multiple linear regression results (H2) 376 

Independent variable 
Dependent varia-

ble 
F p R2a β p 

Increasing structural job resources 

Work  

engagement 
61.82*** < 0.001 0.35 

0.43*** < 0.001 

Decreasing hindering job demands −0.01 0.947 

Increasing social job resources 0.09* 0.020 

Increasing challenging job demands 0.20*** < 0.001 

Note. * p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001 377 

The results indicate that increasing structural job resources (β = 0.43; p < 0.001), in- 378 

creasing social job resources (β = 0.09; p = 0.020), and increasing challenging job demands 379 

(β = 0.20; p < 0.001) were also found to have a positive and significant association with 380 

work engagement (Table 4). The model explains 35% of the variability in work engage- 381 

ment and is statistically significant (F (4, 448) = 61.82; p < 0.001) (Table 4). This hypothesis 382 

was partially confirmed. 383 

Hypothesis 3: Work engagement establishes a positive association with job performance. 384 

Hypothesis 3 was evaluated using two simple linear regressions after testing the re- 385 

spective assumptions. 386 

Table 5: Simple linear regression results (H3) 387 
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Independent variable Dependent variable F p R2 β p 

Work engagement 
Task performance 37.24*** < 0.001 0.08 0.28*** < 0.001 

Citizenship performance 21.55*** < 0.001 0.05 0.21*** < 0.001 

Note. *** p < 0.001 388 

The results indicate that work engagement has a positive and significant association 389 

with task performance (β = 0.28; p < 0.001). The model explains 8% of the variability in 390 

work engagement and is statistically significant (F (1, 451) = 37.24; p < 0.001) (Table 5). 391 

Work engagement has a positive and significant association with citizenship performance 392 

(β = 0.21; p < 0.001). The model explains 5% of the variability in work engagement and is 393 

statistically significant (F (1, 451) = 21.55; p < 0.001) (Table 5). This hypothesis is confirmed. 394 

Hypothesis 4: Work engagement mediates the association between job crafting and job 395 

performance. 396 

Regarding hypothesis 4, since it presupposes a mediating effect, we followed the 397 

conditions defined by [67]. Multiple linear regressions were performed in two steps. In 398 

the first step, the predictor variable was introduced as the independent variable, and in 399 

the second step, the mediating variable. 400 

 401 

 402 

Table 6. The mediating effect of engagement on the relationship between increasing structural job 403 
resources and job performance 404 

Independent variables 

Task Performance Citizenship Performance 

Β 

Step 1 

β 

Step 2 

β 

Step 1 

β 

Step 2 

Increasing structural job resources 0.44*** 0.42*** 0.35*** 0.34*** 

Work Engagement  0.05  0.02 

F 108.10*** 54.41*** 64.17*** 32.13*** 

R2a 0.19 0.19 0.12 0.12 

R2 Change  0.001  .001 

Note. *** p < 0.001 405 

The results indicate that work engagement does not mediate either the relationship be- 406 

tween increasing structural job resources and task performance or the relationship be- 407 

tween increasing structural job resources and work engagement (Table 6). 408 

Table 7. The mediating effect of engagement on the relationship between increasing social job re- 409 
sources and citizenship performance 410 

Independent variables 

Citizenship Performance 

β 

Step 1 

β 

Step 2 

Increasing social job resources 0.39*** 0.36*** 

Work Engagement  0.13** 

F 83.00*** 46.57*** 

R2a 0.15 0.17 

R2 Change  0.02** 
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Note. ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001 411 

Work engagement was found to have a partial mediating effect on the relationship 412 

between increasing social job resources and citizenship performance (β = 0.13; p = 0.003) 413 

because when the mediating variable was introduced into the regression equation, the 414 

association between increasing social job resources and citizenship performance, although 415 

still significant, decreased in intensity (Table 7). There is a significant increase of 2% (p = 416 

0.003) in the value determination coefficient (Table 7). Sobel's test was then performed 417 

using the interactive instrument of [68], in which we obtained a Z = 3.39 with a p < 0.001, 418 

which confirmed the partial mediation effect.  419 

Table 8. The mediating effect of engagement on the relationship between increasing challenging 420 
job demands and job performance 421 

Independent variables 

Task Performance Citizenship Performance 

Β 

Step 1 

β 

Step 2 

β 

Step 1 

β 

Step 2 

Increasing challenging job demands 0.32*** 0.24*** 0.45*** 0.45*** 

Work Engagement  0.16**  0.01 

F 51.33*** 31.38*** 115.89*** 57.82*** 

R2a 0.10 0.12 0.20 0.20 

R2 Change  0.02**  0.001 

Note. ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001 422 
Only a partial mediation effect of work engagement was found in the relationship 423 

between increasing challenging job demands and task performance (β = 0.16; p = 0.002) 424 

because when the mediating variable was introduced into the regression equation, the 425 

association between increasing challenging job demands and task performance, although 426 

still significant, decreased in intensity (Table 8). There is a significant increase of 2% (p = 427 

0.002) in the value of the coefficient of determination (Table 8). Sobel's test was then per- 428 

formed using the interactive instrument of [68], in which we obtained a Z = 5.45 with a p 429 

< 0.001, which confirmed the partial mediation effect. This hypothesis was partially con- 430 

firmed. 431 

Finally, table 9 was elaborated, where the results of the hypotheses are synthesized, 432 

verifying that three were partially confirmed and only one was confirmed. 433 

Table 9. Synthesis of the hypothesis results 434 

 Hypothesis Decision 

H1 
Job crafting establishes a positive association 

with job performance 
Partially supported 

H2 
Job crafting establishes a positive association 

with work engagement. 
Partially supported 

H3 
Work engagement establishes a positive associ-

ation with job performance 
Supported 

H4 
Work engagement mediates the association be-

tween job crafting and job performance. 
Partially supported 

 435 

5. Discussion 436 
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This study aimed to study the mediating effect of work engagement on the relation- 437 

ship between job crafting (increasing structural job resources, decreasing hindering job 438 

demands, increasing social job resources, and increasing challenging job demands) and 439 

job performance (task performance and citizenship performance) and the direct associa- 440 

tion between these variables. 441 

First, a positive and significant association between two dimensions of job crafting 442 

(increasing structural job resources and increasing challenging job demands) and task per- 443 

formance was confirmed. This means that the structural aspects of work, such as perform- 444 

ing varied tasks and the existence of a challenging and stimulating are responsible for 445 

increased task performance. In turn, a significant association between the other two di- 446 

mensions of job crafting (decreasing hindering job demands and increasing social job re- 447 

sources) and task performance was not confirmed. In a study conducted by [69], the re- 448 

sults obtained by authors revealed that these two dimensions do not have a significant 449 

association with task performance. It was also found that only the dimension decreasing 450 

hindering job demands was not significantly associated with citizenship performance. 451 

The fact that the decreasing hindering job demands dimension does not have a significant 452 

effect on task performance or citizenship performance may be because the participants' 453 

responses in this study focused on the central point of the scale, i.e., the neutral point. 454 

Again, in a study by [69], these authors found equivalent results. According to Robledo et 455 

al. (2019), decreasing hindering job demands might be viewed positively; for example, if 456 

I want to perform better, I should give my responsibilities top priority and disregard other 457 

demands. However, it can also be viewed negatively by these authors. For example, if I 458 

do not like my job, I will not put much effort into it and will attempt to do as little as 459 

possible. 460 

Second, only a positive and significant association was confirmed between some di- 461 

mensions of job crafting (increasing structural job resources, increasing social job re- 462 

sources, and increasing challenging job demands) and work engagement. The decreasing 463 

hindering job demands dimension was not significantly associated with work engage- 464 

ment. These results align with the study of [70], in which all dimensions of job crafting 465 

were positively and significantly associated with engagement except for decreasing hin- 466 

dering job demands. Also, Hakanen et al. (2018) found identical results in their study. This 467 

situation can be explained through the premisses of the JD-R model, where job resources 468 

have a positive effect on the motivational process, which leads to work engagement. In 469 

this case, workers, by increasing the structural and social resources of their work, will feel 470 

more engaged. On the other hand, the fact that there are complex and stimulating tasks 471 

will allow individuals to use their work-related skills, to develop a feeling of mastery, 472 

which will result in greater work engagement. It should be noted that the dimension with 473 

the strongest association with work engagement was increasing structural job resources, 474 

followed by increasing challenging job demands and, finally, increasing social job re- 475 

sources. In the study of [70], the two strongest associations were inverse to those found in 476 

this study. 477 

Third, we found a positive and significant association between work engagement 478 

and task performance, and citizenship performance, i.e., when employees experience high 479 

levels of work engagement, they have better task performance and citizenship perfor- 480 

mance. These results align with what is referred in the literature, e.g., in a study by [40], 481 

the author also found a positive and significant association between work engagement 482 

and job performance. An engaged worker will put more energy, dedication, and concen- 483 

tration at work, resulting in increased performance in different domains, e.g., task and 484 

citizenship performance.  485 

Finally, we only found evidence of the mediating effect of work engagement on the 486 

relationship between increasing structural job resources and task performance, and a par- 487 

tial mediating effect between increasing challenging job demands and citizenship perfor- 488 

mance. These results are partially in line with the results found by other authors, such as 489 

[40] and [71]. We conclude that when there are increasing structural job resources, e.g., 490 
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task variety and autonomy in task performance, this fact enhances employees' work en- 491 

gagement, which will lead to better task performance. When demands become increas- 492 

ingly demanding, work engagement levels increase, leading employees to have a higher 493 

citizenship performance, often worrying about helping even their colleagues. A job that 494 

requires the implantation of knowledge and skills and that makes employees feel chal- 495 

lenged and stimulated, will lead to a state of work motivation. This state can be character- 496 

ized by high energy levels, greater concentration, and more persistence when facing work- 497 

related obstacles, allowing better performance. As such, it is through a synergistic action 498 

between challenging job demands and work engagement that a greater citizenship per- 499 

formance will emerge.  500 

The strongest relationship between the assessed variables was between one of the 501 

dimensions of job crafting (increasing structural job resources) and task performance and 502 

work engagement. It should be noted that among the four dimensions of job crafting, this 503 

is the one with the highest mean score, which means that the participants in this study 504 

consider their contribution to increasing the structural resources of their work to be im- 505 

portant.  506 

In sum, organisations need to have employees with elevated levels of job crafting, 507 

i.e., who can make changes to establish a balance between job demands and job resources, 508 

adjusting them to their needs and skills [24]. If there is a balance between demands and 509 

resources, employees will feel more enthusiastic about their work and perform better. 510 

5.1. Limitations 511 

Among the limitations of this study, one must be emphasized the use of a cross- 512 

sectional design, which does not allow us to establish causal relationships between the 513 

variables under study. To establish causal relationships, we should conduct a longitudinal 514 

study. The fact that self-report questionnaires were used is another critical limitation since 515 

this type of questionnaire may bias the results obtained. To reduce the impact of common 516 

method variance, we followed methodological and statistical recommendations recom- 517 

mended by [72]. Lastly, another limitation of this study is that sociodemographic ques- 518 

tions were used only to characterise the sample. It is suggested that a future study should 519 

use the activity sector (public or private) or generations as possible moderating variables. 520 

5.2. Practical Implications 521 

One of the strengths of this study is that it has proven the mediating effect of work 522 

engagement in the relationship between increasing structural job resources and task per- 523 

formance and in the relationship between increasing challenging job demands and citi- 524 

zenship performance. Thus, it was possible to demonstrate the importance of two of the 525 

four dimensions of job crafting, as well as of work engagement, in explaining diverse 526 

types of job performance. Furthermore, the synergistic action between these dimensions 527 

of job crafting and work engagement has also been shown to promote better task and 528 

citizenship performance. As such, organizations and their managers must be aware of the 529 

importance of promoting job crafting behaviours and work engagement since these vari- 530 

ables, according to the results obtained in this research, can become competitive ad- 531 

vantages for organizations.  532 

In times of high competitiveness in the labour market, it becomes necessary that or- 533 

ganisations are geared to respond to different situational arrangements [34]. Employees 534 

are asked to be proactive, and they must have high levels of job crafting (increasing struc- 535 

tural job resources and increasing challenging job demands) to boost their levels of work 536 

engagement [70] and, in turn, have a better task performance and citizenship performance 537 

[71]. High levels of job crafting can also help workers achieve a longer-lasting sense of 538 

well-being by promoting their social, hedonic, and eudaimonic well-being (Devoto et al., 539 

2020), which will raise their levels of engagement and improve their performance. Ac- 540 

cording to a study by Rogala and Cieslak (2019), workers are more likely to exhibit high 541 
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levels of job crafting when they experience workplace well-being and a sense of commu- 542 

nal flow. Considering the results obtained in this study, organizations should allow work- 543 

ers to develop the skills that foster their personal and professional evaluation (e.g., 544 

through training, coaching, or mentoring), which will make them feel high levels of well- 545 

being and commitment (Moreira et al., 2022), and improved performance (Kuhal et al., 546 

2020). Also, management must grant workers more freedom during their work process, 547 

i.e., greater autonomy, so that each worker can create a balance between job demands and 548 

job resources [25, 73, 74], which will lead to higher well-being levels (e.g., work engage- 549 

ment; Rudolph et al., 2017). On the other hand, and to avoid boredom at work, which can 550 

have negative outcomes to organizations (e.g., decreased satisfaction and increased ab- 551 

senteeism and turnover), organizations must create stimulating and meaningful tasks, al- 552 

lowing workers to use their work-related skills [73, 74]. Specifically, organizations can 553 

introduce surveys to assess the perceived job demands and job resources that exist in the 554 

work environment. After this survey, organizations can determine what adjustments are 555 

needed in the distinct roles that exist in an organization (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). An- 556 

other strategy is to create a job crafting intervention program. For example, workers can 557 

assist to lectures that raise their awareness regarding job crafting behaviours. Subse- 558 

quently, workers from each department can exchange work experiences to understand 559 

how their tasks can be adjusted to create a greater person-organization fit (Demerouti & 560 

Bakker, 2014). Management can also play a vital role in the promotion of job crafting. 561 

Managers can observe how workers perform their tasks and provide feedback on how 562 

they can foster job resources and reduce the detrimental effects of job demands Demerouti 563 

& Bakker, 2014). Feedback can also have another effect, related to personal resources (e.g., 564 

positive psychological capital or PsyCap). By providing feedback, managers will contrib- 565 

ute to the increase of workers’ self-efficacy beliefs, making them feel more confident in 566 

the changes they will perform in their tasks (Newman et al., 2014). 567 

Strategies to foster work engagement can be divided in two groups, related to the 568 

work context and directed toward practices outside the workplace. Different systematic 569 

literature reviews and meta-analyses (e.g., Knight et al., 2017) have emphasized that or- 570 

ganizations should focus on the promotion of job resources and personal resources, and 571 

the decrease of job demands. Management may implement job rotation policies; as such, 572 

each worker will perform different tasks during certain periods, which will contribute to 573 

the decrease of boredom and an increase in the development of work-related skills and 574 

work motivation [75]. Another strategy to promote work engagement is through the re- 575 

duction of job demands, e.g., perceived job insecurity [75]. Also, organizations and man- 576 

agers can foster a healthy work environment, which will facilitate the development of in- 577 

terpersonal relationships and the creation of social support nets, aspects useful during 578 

times of higher work pressure [76]. Individual resources can be fostered through inter- 579 

ventions related to PsyCap, a second-order construct composed by four state-like dimen- 580 

sions, self-efficacy, resilience, hope, and optimism, which promote desired job-related at- 581 

titudes and behaviours (e.g., work engagement), and job performance (Newman et al., 582 

2014). Practices that take place outside the work context are related to physical activity, 583 

which increases positive emotions and decreases stress levels, and mindfulness (Knight 584 

et al., 20167.  585 

 It is recommended that HRM implements good human resource management prac- 586 

tices, both in terms of skills development of its employees and in terms of more individu- 587 

alized support (Moreira et al., 2022), but that HRM is concerned with verifying if its em- 588 

ployees perceive the existence of these practices as HRM would like them to. According 589 

to Whitner (2000), good HRM practices often exist, but employees do not perceive them 590 

properly. 591 

It is also concluded that in the recruitment and selection phase, the proactivity of 592 

candidates should be considered so that they may develop high levels of job crafting, 593 

boosting their levels of engagement and leading to an increase in their levels of task per- 594 

formance and citizenship. For this to happen, as mentioned earlier, the organization 595 
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should be concerned with the well-being of its employees, developing activities that en- 596 

hance it, such as meditation. 597 

5. Conclusions 598 

The main conclusion of this study is that work engagement is the mechanism that 599 

explains the relationship between increasing structural job resources and task perfor- 600 

mance and the relationship between increasing challenging job demands and citizenship 601 

performance.  602 

The results also indicate that among the four dimensions of job crafting, the one 603 

which presents a mean close to the central point is decreasing hindering job demands. 604 

This dimension is the only not significantly associated with either work engagement or 605 

the job performance dimensions used, task and citizenship. Could it be that employees do 606 

not consider decreasing hindering job demands an important aspect to promote work mo- 607 

tivation and performance? These results are also in line with the literature, as in previous 608 

studies, these were the results obtained [70, 71]. It should be noted that only the dimen- 609 

sions increasing structural job resources and challenging job demands have a significant 610 

and positive association with task performance and engagement. However, increasing so- 611 

cial job resources is positively and significantly associated with citizenship performance. 612 

It was also found that engagement levels are positively associated with both task perfor- 613 

mance and citizenship performance. Highly engaged workers perform their tasks better 614 

and have more citizenship behaviours toward the organisation and their colleagues [8, 615 

53]. 616 
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