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Abstract
Job crafting involves employees proactively changing their jobs to better suit their 
preferences. Recent integrative frameworks organize the multifaceted construct 
with superordinate factors, emphasizing the distinction between behavioral (actions 
to change job characteristics) and cognitive crafting (reframing one’s view on the 
job). However, most existing job crafting literature focuses on behavioral crafting, 
leaving the dynamics between behavioral and cognitive crafting and their compa-
rability regarding antecedents and outcomes unclear. This study provides a system-
atic juxtaposition of behavioral and cognitive crafting forms over time, examining 
their stability, reciprocal influences, and their unique relations with decision-making 
autonomy as an antecedent and person-job fit as an outcome. It also distinguishes 
between approach (enlarging one’s roles) and avoidance (reducing one’s roles) strat-
egies within each form. Using structural equation modeling within a longitudinal 
design across three measurement points (N = 284 German employees, time lag of 
four weeks each), our study revealed remarkably high levels of stability in all job 
crafting forms. Unexpectedly, we found no support for reciprocal relationships 
between the crafting forms over time nor longitudinal relations with decision-mak-
ing autonomy and person-job fit. In an additional latent profile analysis, we identi-
fied four distinct job crafting profiles with significant variations in used job crafting 
forms and their associations with person-job fit, providing further insights into the 
construct’s interplay. Our findings seem to question the generalizability of common 
theoretical assumptions in the field and emphasize the importance of investigating 
more differentiated mechanisms of individual job crafting forms in the future.

Keywords  Job crafting · Behavioral crafting · Cognitive crafting · Person-job fit · 
Autonomy

Both researchers and practitioners are increasingly interested in employees’ ability 
to proactively approach obstacles and better adapt their work to their needs (Grant 
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& Ashford, 2008). This perception of employees as experts in designing their own 
jobs embodies the principle of job crafting and involves adjusting their tasks, rela-
tionships, and perceptions to enhance their person-job fit and work experiences 
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Earlier theoretical models emphasized broad and 
generally positive effects of job crafting (Tims et al., 2016; Wrzesniewski & Dut-
ton, 2001). Central to these benefits are the theoretical assumptions that job craft-
ing is facilitated by autonomy and improves person-job fit, both of which are con-
sidered fundamental to well-being and workplace effectiveness (Tims et al., 2016; 
Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).

However, recent research has begun to highlight the heterogeneity of the con-
struct (Ebert & Bipp, 2022; Zampetakis, 2021). Frameworks like Zhang and Park-
er’s (2019) integrative model have organized job crafting into superordinate fac-
tors, such as approach- (enlarging one’s roles) versus avoidance-oriented crafting 
(reducing one’s roles) and behavioral (altering behaviors at work) versus cognitive 
crafting (altering perspectives and cognitions about work). These distinctions reveal 
more nuanced and sometimes conflicting effects. Mainly, approach-oriented behav-
ioral job crafting has been associated with beneficial performance and well-being 
outcomes, such as higher work engagement, task performance, and job satisfaction 
(Rudolph et  al., 2017) or decreased exhaustion (Gordon et  al., 2018). In contrast, 
avoidance crafting to date has been associated more negatively with these outcomes 
(Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019; Rudolph et al., 2017). Also considering nonlinear 
and indirect effects, moderate levels of crafting social resources have been linked 
to reduced engagement over time (Lopper et  al., 2022), while excessive approach 
behavioral crafting, such as seeking challenges, may also increase the risk of burn-
out via increased job complexity (Harju et al., 2021).

Behavioral crafting has been the longtime focus of most empirical research, offer-
ing valuable insights into its benefits and mechanisms (Oprea et al., 2019; Rudolph 
et al., 2017). Although cognitive crafting has received less attention, more and more 
studies indicate its particular effects. Evidence primarily demonstrates the potential 
of cognitive crafting in enhancing job meaning and identity (Wrzesniewski et  al., 
2013), particularly in jobs with low autonomy or skill variety (Wang et al., 2024). 
Further, cognitive crafting shows promising effects on employee well-being in the 
form of moderating and mediating links with negative and positive affect (Hom-
melhoff et al., 2021; Kilic & Kitapci, 2023). While some theoretical considerations 
and empirical studies have also examined behavioral and cognitive crafting together 
(Costantini, 2024; Melo et  al., 2021; Zhang & Parker, 2019), further research is 
needed to explore their shared and distinct dynamics comprehensively. Investigating 
their potential reciprocal effects and their unique relations with theorized anteced-
ents and outcomes is essential for developing a more integrated and dynamic under-
standing of job crafting as a whole.

In summary, the modern job crafting literature displays a heterogeneity that the 
general assumptions of traditional theoretical models no longer fully address. There-
fore, we systematically contrast behavioral and cognitive crafting in a joint, longi-
tudinal process. Specifically, we examine (1) their respective stability over time, (2) 
the strengths of their reciprocal relationships, and (3) their comparability regarding 
decision-making autonomy as an antecedent and person-job fit as an outcome. In 
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a supplemental analysis, we adopt a person-centered approach using latent profile 
analyses (LPA) to explore distinct combinations of crafting forms and investigate 
individual differences in how they are utilized together.

Our research contributes to the literature in at least three meaningful ways. First, 
we clarify the stability of different job crafting forms and thereby implications for 
stimulating them in workplace interventions (Tims et  al., 2015; van Wingerden 
et  al., 2017a). Second, we advance the understanding of reciprocal relationships 
(Niessen et al., 2016; Zhang & Parker, 2019), illustrating how behavioral and cogni-
tive crafting influence each other over time. Third, we assess the general assump-
tions of traditional crafting models regarding whether autonomy and person-job fit 
are similarly linked to both crafting forms (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Wrzesniewski & 
Dutton, 2001), providing a refined foundation for advancing theory and practice in 
the evolving field of job crafting.

Job Crafting Conceptualizations

Wrzesniewski and Dutton originally introduced job crafting as “the physical and 
cognitive changes individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of their 
work” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 179), thereby suggesting behavioral (task 
and relational) as well as cognitive manifestations of job crafting. In doing so, 
employees can “customize [the job] to fit their own sense of what the job should 
be” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 185) and ultimately change their work iden-
tity and enhance the meaning of their work. Building upon this framework, Tims 
and Bakker (2010) revisited job crafting within the well-validated Job Demands-
Resources model (JD-R; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). In their perspective, job craft-
ers “may change their levels of job demands and job resources to align them with 
their abilities and preferences”, leading to desirable outcomes such as increased 
person-job fit and higher work engagement (Tims et  al., 2012). In contrast to the 
original conceptualization, Tims and Bakker (2010) place less emphasis on cogni-
tive crafting strategies.

While the two perspectives have long been considered separately despite their 
discrepancies, the demand for an integrated view has recently become more press-
ing. For example, Bruning and Campion (2018) adopted an approach that integrates 
the previous perspectives by distinguishing between role and resource crafting and 
approach and avoidance tendencies, leading to seven conceptually new subdimen-
sions of job crafting. In a similar line of reasoning, Zhang and Parker (2019) sug-
gested a more comprehensive model that integrates the existing dimensions by 
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) and Tims and Bakker (2010) with the superordi-
nate factors of job crafting orientation (approach vs. avoidance), form (behavioral 
vs. cognitive) and content (resources vs. demands). While the division of approach 
and avoidance crafting has already been considered in recent research (Hu et  al., 
2020; Petrou & Xanthopoulou, 2021), the second differentiation into behavioral and 
cognitive crafting has received much less attention so far. This seems particularly 
problematic as the existing empirical research and development of interventions, 
mainly based on the conceptualization of Tims and Bakker (2010), also largely 
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exclude cognitive crafting and thereby lack a comprehensive, differentiated view on 
job crafting theory.

Behavioral and Cognitive Crafting

As noted above, the ongoing quantitative research around job crafting focuses heav-
ily on behavioral crafting. According to Zhang and Parker (2019), this crafting form 
aims at changes in actual job characteristics. It is represented in subdimensions 
such as task and relational crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) or increasing 
resources, seeking challenges, and reducing hindering demands (Tims & Bakker, 
2010). Following the theoretical trajectory of most of the prior research, behavio-
ral crafting serves as a central pathway within the JD-R model (Demerouti et  al., 
2001) to rebalance job resources and demands. Job crafters actively seek out new 
resources like learning opportunities or support from colleagues, which in turn leads 
to an increase in these resources as well as other positive outcomes (Tims et  al., 
2015). Similarly, they try to reduce hindering demands that exceed their capabilities 
to avoid burnout (Tims & Bakker, 2010).

The theoretical framing within the JD-R model provides a powerful momentum 
for quantitative research on behavioral job crafting and an essential basis for under-
standing how we can apply it in practice to achieve positive effects. However, the 
a priori categorization of job demands and resources in the JD-R model overlooks 
a key personal component emphasized in other stress models, such as the transac-
tional theory of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984): cognitive appraisal. Research 
on work design has begun integrating individual appraisal of work characteristics, 
roles, or situations into understanding workplace experiences (e.g., Ohly & Fritz, 
2010; Boswell et  al., 2004; Zhang & Parker, 2022). For instance, Li et  al. (2021) 
found that employees can perceive the same job characteristics as both challenges 
and hindrances, and these appraisals significantly moderate effects on their well-
being. Building on this concept, cognitive crafting can be understood as a proactive 
effort by employees to deliberately influence how they appraise their work to create 
a more positive or meaningful work experience (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). In 
their meta-synthesis of the qualitative job crafting literature, Lazazzara et al. (2020) 
report cognitive crafting strategies such as redefining one’s view on the nature of a 
task, reframing separate tasks as a meaningful whole, or consciously emphasizing 
positive aspects of a role. Berg et al. (2013) support this mental form of job crafting 
with evidence for the sole impact of mind-sets on subjective experiences at work, 
without physically changing anything about the job (e.g., Crum & Langer, 2007). 
Therefore, in our study, we contrast behavioral crafting – changing actual job char-
acteristics to align job resources and demands with one’s preferences – with cogni-
tive crafting, changing the perception of work characteristics, roles, and the job as 
a whole. These conscious changes of perception may include, for example, looking 
at the job as an integrated whole instead of a set of discrete tasks or focusing on 
the influence one’s work has on the “bigger picture”. Crafters thereby increase their 
sense of meaningfulness (Geldenhuys et al., 2021) and align the job better with their 
personal interests or essential aspects of identity (Berg et al., 2010).
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Although both forms undoubtedly represent job crafting, Zhang and Parker 
(2019) also emphasize their aggregate nature and that they should not be used inter-
changeably. Instead, they suggest on a theoretical level that the two forms might 
influence each other reciprocally while still displaying significant differences. This 
differentiation of job crafting forms constitutes the core of our study. We empirically 
investigate behavioral and cognitive crafting regarding their stability over time, their 
reciprocal influences over time, and their comparability regarding autonomy as an 
antecedent and effects on the outcome of person-job fit.

Stability of Crafting Forms

Tims and Bakker (2010) generally assume that behavioral job crafting does not 
need a long-term focus but can be a short-term reaction to demanding work tasks or 
periods. This assumption is supported by findings on short-term fluctuations, even 
daily (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019). However, there is no empirical evidence yet for 
the variability or stability of cognitive crafting or comparing the two forms of job 
crafting in this regard. In contrast to changing individual tasks or demands, cogni-
tive crafting aims at the broader, more general perception and framing of the job 
(Berg et  al., 2013). This reframing goes hand in hand with changes in self-image 
and perceived roles at work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Thereby, cognitive job 
crafting might be more person-related and less dependent on external circumstances 
than behavioral crafting. In several cross-sectional studies (Niessen et  al., 2016; 
Schachler et al., 2019), cognitive crafting exhibited lower relations with work char-
acteristics like autonomy or task interdependence than behavioral crafting. There-
fore, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Cognitive crafting is more stable over time than behavioral craft-
ing.

Reciprocal Relations between Behavioral and Cognitive Crafting

Although behavioral and cognitive crafting represent distinct forms of job crafting, 
they have been suggested to be closely related and to influence each other (Zhang 
& Parker, 2019). Since the detailed analysis of the nature of this relationship is a 
novelty in the literature, we assume both directions – behavioral to affect cognitive 
crafting and vice versa – and will empirically contrast and quantify their respective 
strengths in the current study. First, concerning the effect of behavioral crafting on 
cognitive crafting, we propose that cognitive crafting can, at least in part, reflect 
the perception and further cognitive reworking of previously altered job characteris-
tics (Zhang & Parker, 2019). As tasks or relationships at work are modified through 
behavioral crafting, we expect cognitive changes to follow gradually. For example, 
as new tasks expand the work role, they provide new building blocks for subsequent 
cognitive crafting (e.g., concentrating on new aspects that are particularly mean-
ingful), or changed social relationships provide feedback that individuals can use 
to update their identity at work (Wrzesniewski et  al., 2003). Support for such an 
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influence of behavioral crafting on cognitive variables stems from Van den Heuvel 
et al. (2015), who discovered that a behavioral crafting intervention had a cognitive 
effect on participants in the form of higher self-efficacy beliefs. In line with this 
reasoning, Schachler et al. (2019) found a positive, albeit small, correlation between 
cognitive crafting and self-efficacy in their cross-sectional study (r = 0.22).

Second, concerning the effect of cognitive crafting on behavioral crafting, when 
employees alter how they perceive their job and role at work, this should also be 
expressed in changed behaviors over time, for example, which tasks they accept or 
give up and how they present themselves in social contexts at work. Wrzesniewski 
and Dutton especially emphasize this influence of cognitive crafting in their original 
conceptualization, as it “fundamentally changes how employees approach the job” 
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 186). From this point of view, cognitive crafting 
might act as a new pair of glasses: changing one’s appraisal of the job or specific 
characteristics influences which goals are targeted in the future (Horan et al., 2020) 
and which behavioral changes may follow, thereby reflecting an implementation 
intentions process (Gollwitzer and Sheeran, 2006). Support for such an anticipated 
effect stems from studies that apply a division of job crafting in the form of crafting 
intentions and crafting behavior (Costantini et  al., 2022; Tims et  al., 2015). They 
demonstrate how job crafting intentions – a more cognitive representation of the 
planned behavioral changes – lead to actual job crafting behaviors later on.

Prior, cross-sectional findings on the relationship between behavioral and cogni-
tive crafting provided first indications for moderate, positive correlations (Niessen 
et al., 2016; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013). The current study extends these find-
ings by considering reciprocal relationships over time and comparing their strengths 
using competing informative hypotheses (for further details on this approach, see 
section “Analysis strategy”). To determine which reciprocal influence might be the 
stronger one over time, we will compare the following two competing hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2.1: Behavioral crafting is a stronger positive predictor over time of 
cognitive crafting than cognitive crafting is of behavioral crafting.
Hypothesis 2.2: Cognitive crafting is a stronger positive predictor over time of 
behavioral crafting than behavioral crafting is of cognitive crafting.

Decision‑Making Autonomy as an Antecedent of Job Crafting

To compare the job crafting forms in context, we next focus on a key predictor 
regarding situational antecedents of job crafting: autonomy (Rudolph et al., 2017). 
Following the broader job demands-resources literature (e.g., Demerouti et  al., 
2001) and all aforementioned theoretical job crafting perspectives (Tims & Bakker, 
2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Zhang & Parker, 2019), we assume a positive 
influence of autonomy on job crafting in general. Especially the opportunity to make 
independent decisions is considered to be a central resource that enables individuals 
to take action (Debus et al., 2020; Demerouti et al., 2001), gain further resources, 
and buffer demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Thereby, job crafting should 
occur more readily in jobs or situations with a high degree of decision-making 
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autonomy as the behavioral or cognitive changes can be executed with concrete and 
independent decisions, without possible opposing factors such as managerial control 
or high interdependency with colleagues. While previous job crafting literature has 
mostly considered autonomy as a general, broad construct (e.g., Kim et al., 2018; 
Rudolph et al., 2017), we aim to specify the impact of this job characteristic as sev-
eral studies have pointed out its multidimensional nature (e.g., Breaugh, 1985; De 
Spiegelaere et  al., 2016; Morgeson and Humphrey, 2006). We expect that, in par-
ticular, the freedom to rely on one’s personal judgment when making decisions at 
work – decision-making autonomy – will facilitate following behavioral and cogni-
tive crafting changes and accordingly specify our examination to this facet.

We anticipate this facilitating effect for both behavioral and cognitive crafting but 
to a lesser extent for the latter. A meta-analysis by Rudolph et al. (2017) further sup-
ports this notion with positive relations between job autonomy and overall behav-
ioral crafting, whereas at least initial correlative evidence points to a link between 
autonomy (or related constructs) and cognitive crafting as well (e.g., Leana et al., 
2009; Niessen et al., 2016). Cognitive crafting has previously been shown to have 
weaker links with external work characteristics (e.g., Niessen et al., 2016; Schachler 
et al., 2019) and, through its central mechanism of cognitive appraisal (rather than 
changing actual job characteristics), lies much more within the individual’s control. 
Consequently, even when the external conditions of a job do not allow for much 
behavioral change, cognitive crafting may still offer opportunities for changing one’s 
perspective and views on the job.

Hypothesis 3: Decision-making autonomy will be a positive predictor over time 
of a) behavioral crafting and b) cognitive crafting. Furthermore, we assume that 
c) this prediction will be weaker for cognitive crafting than for behavioral craft-
ing.

Person‑job Fit as an Outcome of Job Crafting

The central objective of behavioral and cognitive job crafting based on different 
theoretical perspectives is to “change [employees’] levels of job demands and job 
resources in order to align them with their own abilities and preferences” (Tims & 
Bakker, 2010, p. 4) and to “customize [the job] to fit their own sense of what the job 
should be” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 185). In short: to increase person-job 
fit. As a subtype of person-environment fit, person-job fit describes the compatibility 
between an individual and the respective job (Kristof, 1996), referring to the two 
aspects of whether an employee’s needs, wishes, and preferences are met by what 
the organization provides (needs-supplies fit) and whether the knowledge, skills, and 
abilities of the employee correspond to the demands of the job (demands-abilities 
fit). According to Kristof-Brown et  al. (2005), person-job fit predicts numerous 
organization-relevant outcomes, thus further emphasizing the central importance of 
this proximal outcome of job crafting.

The goal to increase person-job fit might be accomplished through behavio-
ral as well as cognitive job crafting. Since behavioral crafting involves the actual 
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modification of work characteristics, by the end of this process, there may be an 
objectively better fit between those and the characteristics of the individual, for 
example, as resources and demands are better aligned (Tims & Bakker, 2010) or 
new tasks and relationships serve the employee’s needs and abilities more effectively 
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Cognitive crafting may also lead to an improved 
subjective assessment of person-job fit through changes in perception. Especially in 
jobs where changes on the behavioral level are harder to realize, for example, due to 
low levels of autonomy (Rudolph et al., 2017), job crafters still can reframe aspects 
of their job to extend their perspective to the big picture or, on the contrary, to focus 
on single parts of their job and thus experience a higher fit. Previous findings par-
tially support both of these paths to an improved person-job fit. Behavioral craft-
ing (of work characteristics and relations) related to an increase in both dimensions 
of person-job fit among Chinese employees in a study by Lu et  al. (2014), while 
Niessen et al. (2016) provide evidence for a prediction of needs-supplies fit through 
cognitive crafting. However, so far, there has been no direct juxtaposition of these 
effects and thus no comparison of their respective strengths, which is necessary to 
build a comprehensive theory concerning job crafting outcomes at work.

To determine which influence might be the stronger one over time, we will com-
pare two competing hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4.1: Behavioral crafting is a stronger positive predictor over time of 
a) needs-supplies and b) demands–abilities person-job fit than cognitive crafting.
Hypothesis 4.2: Cognitive crafting is a stronger positive predictor over time of a) 
needs-supplies and b) demands–abilities fit than behavioral crafting.

Exploratory Analysis: Identifying Job Crafting Profiles

In addition to the pre-registered hypotheses described above, we took an additional 
explorative person-centered approach. While our primary analyses focused on sys-
tematically examining the dynamics of behavioral and cognitive crafting forms (e.g., 
their stability, reciprocal relationships, and links with autonomy and person-job fit), 
a latent profile analysis (LPA) and latent transition analysis (LTA) complement this 
by addressing potential inter-individual differences in patterns of crafting forms and 
changes in profiles over time. Individuals may use distinct combinations of crafting 
forms, which could translate into meaningful job crafting profiles that reveal sub-
group-specific patterns masked in overall sample-level analyses (Wang & Hanges, 
2011). Utilizing this level of inter-individual heterogeneity allows us to examine the 
interplay of the four job crafting forms and their unique relations to autonomy and 
person-job fit from an additional perspective.

Existing evidence has, for example, already identified different profiles in 
terms of more active or more passive crafters (Mäkikangas, 2018), or in the use of 
approach and avoidance strategies (Mäkikangas & Schaufeli, 2021), and demon-
strated differences between profiles in work engagement or well-being (Ho et  al., 
2024). We build on these findings and extend them by applying the integrative job 
crafting framework (Zhang & Parker, 2019) with the widest range of possible job 
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crafting forms to date. Thereby, this additional analysis contributes to our aim of 
providing new insights into the heterogeneity of job crafting processes, as we exam-
ine whether distinct crafting profiles can explain unique patterns of relationships 
with autonomy and person-job fit and if individuals’ profile membership varies over 
time or remains stable.

Method

Pre‑Registration

Our main hypotheses, their theoretical underpinnings, the desired sample size, all 
measures, and planned analyses were defined in the study’s pre-registration. As part 
of a “PsychLab online” call by the Leibniz Institute of Psychology (ZPID), this pro-
posal underwent anonymous peer review prior to data collection. Subsequently, the 
data collection was funded by PsychLab using Respondi as a panel provider (target-
ing German employees; for a similar panel approach, see Debus et al., 2023).

We adhered to all planned hypotheses, methods, and analyses. Based on the sta-
tistical results, we adjusted the execution of some analyses and performed additional 
ones. Those deviations from the pre-registration are marked at all times. Due to 
space constraints, we have omitted a planned analysis on the perception of decision-
making autonomy as a resource or demand that can be found in the pre-registration.

Procedure and Participants

This study follows a longitudinal design with three times of measurement (T1, T2, 
and T3) and a four-week time-lag each, and data were collected using Internet-based 
surveys. Participants received demographic questions (T1) and items on behavioral 
crafting, cognitive crafting, person-job fit, and decision-making autonomy (T1, T2, 
and T3). Questionnaires and items within the scales were presented in randomized 
order. We screened for significant changes in job design (e.g., changing teams, jobs, 
or organizations) within the time-lag.

Regarding a suitable time interval, we considered both preliminary findings 
from the field of job crafting and general recommendations before designing our 
study. The few studies to date that measured job crafting over time rely on intervals 
between two weeks (Niessen et al., 2016) and four weeks (Tims et al., 2015). Dor-
mann and Griffin (2015) support this approach and state that optimal time intervals 
for cross-lagged designs are usually relatively short. On this basis, we decided on a 
time interval of four weeks. Since job crafting is generally considered to be an eve-
ryday occurrence (Petrou et al., 2012), this time period provides enough opportuni-
ties for change but is limited enough to avoid major top-down shifts in job design. 
Consequently, participants were instructed to consider their work over the last four 
weeks for all three measurement points to keep relevant time frames constant.
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To ensure that job crafting can be assessed sufficiently, we included participants 
with an inclusion criterion of a minimum weekly working time of 10 h, as well as 
no significant changes in job design (e.g., taking on a new job, reduction of working 
hours below 10 h/week) within the following two four-week intervals.

At Time 1, the survey was completed by 472 participants, and 384 (81.4%) con-
tinued until Time 2. At Time 3, N = 302 (64.0%) participants completed all three 
measurements. We next screened for participants who reported significant external 
changes in job design (e.g., changing jobs or organizations) within the four-week 
intervals, failed one of the two included attention check items (e.g., “Please select 
option “1—does not apply at all” for this item”), or demonstrated low individual 
reliability (calculated according to the procedure of Huang et al., 2012), indicating 
insufficient effort responding. Therefore, we excluded 18 individuals, and the final 
sample was N = 284 individuals who provided answers at all the time points, yield-
ing a response rate of 60.2%. Of those, 54.2% of participants identified as male, 
45.4% as female, and one person chose not to indicate their gender. Ages ranged 
from 19 to 68 years (M = 45.17, SD = 12.22). The sample represents a wide range of 
industries, the strongest being health and social professions (13.4%), public admin-
istration (10.9%), business services (6.7%), or education (5.6%), with the remaining 
participants working in various other industries such as construction/architecture, 
finances, research, art and culture, craftsmanship, human resources management, 
law, or food/agriculture. The educational backgrounds of the sample were also var-
ied, with 31.5% having a secondary school leaving certificate as their highest quali-
fication, 17.9% with A-levels and 30.8% with a bachelor’s or master’s degree. On 
average, participants worked 39.33 h per week (SD = 5.14), and 27.6% had leader-
ship roles.

Measures

Job Crafting

Job crafting was measured using the scale by Lopper et al. (2024) that assesses job 
crafting according to the theoretical framework by Zhang and Parker (2019). The 
questionnaire measures approach and avoidance behavioral crafting (e.g., “I actively 
develop relationships with other people”, “I spend less time working on tasks that 
don’t really interest me”) and approach and avoidance cognitive crafting (e.g., “I 
concentrate on the positive aspects of my work”, “I take mental distance from tasks 
that put an emotional strain on me.") with 20 items each. Answers were indicated on 
a five-point Likert scale (totally disagree to totally agree). The German version of 
the items has been validated in several studies (Lopper et al., 2024).

Decision‑making Autonomy

We measured decision-making autonomy using the Work Design Questionnaire 
(Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; German version by Stegmann et  al., 2010). The 
scale for decision-making autonomy encompasses three items (e.g., “The job allows 
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me to make a lot of decisions on my own”), which were rated on a five-point Likert 
scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree).

Person‑job Fit

We applied the needs-supplies person-job fit and demands-abilities person-job fit 
subscales by Cable and DeRue (2002). A forward–backward translation of the alto-
gether six items (e.g., “The job that I currently hold gives me just about everything 
that I want from a job” – representing needs-supplies fit, “My abilities and training 
are a good fit with the requirements of my job” – representing demands-abilities 
fit) into German has been adopted in prior studies of the research group with good 
psychometric quality. Participants rated their answers on a five-point Likert scale 
(totally disagree to totally agree).

Analysis Strategy

To match the study’s central aim of a comprehensive juxtaposition of behavioral 
and cognitive crafting, we chose the methodologically fitting approach of structural 
equation modeling (SEM) combined with Bayesian hypothesis testing. Unlike the 
mere rejection/non-rejection of a hypothesis in null hypothesis testing, this meth-
odology enables us to calculate a Bayes factor (BF) for each hypothesis. This fac-
tor quantifies the support for each hypothesis, allowing us to subsequently compare 
multiple (competing) hypotheses and their Bayes factors directly, for which no defi-
nite difference could be expected on a purely theoretical basis (Hoijtink et al., 2019). 
In an example of hypothesis A with a Bayes factor of 2 and a competing hypothesis 
B with a Bayes Factor of 0.50, the resulting comparative Bayes factor (2/0.50) of 4 
may be interpreted as having four times more support in the data for hypothesis A as 
compared to hypothesis B.

We conducted latent variable modeling with Bayesian estimation within Mplus 
8.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2013), based on two Markov chain Monte Carlo chains 
(10.000 iterations, 50% burn-in), and Mplus default priors (Van de Schoot et  al., 
2012). Bayes factors were computed using the R package bain (Van Lissa et  al., 
2023). To accommodate the model’s complexity and increase power, we conducted 
three separate SEMs: The first crafting model included only the job crafting fac-
tors, their auto-regressive paths and reciprocal cross-lagged influences (H1-2), a 
second antecedent model with crafting factors and decision-making-autonomy as 
an antecedent (H3), and a third outcomes model contained the crafting factors and 
needs-supplies and demands-abilities fit as outcomes (H4). The scale items acted as 
indicators of the latent variables. Trace plots (see Figure E1 in the Electronic Sup-
plementary Material, ESM), and Potential Scale Reduction (PSR) < 1.05 indicated 
model convergence for all SEMs (Carlin & Chib, 1995). We also report RMSEA, 
SRMR, CFI and TLI as traditional fit indices (Hooper et al., 2008).

For the additional LPA, we approached the number of profiles in an iterative pro-
cess using Mplus 8.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2013), based on guidelines from Nylund 
et al. (2007) and the widely used procedure in latent profile analysis (LPA) research 
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(e.g., Spurk et al., 2020). As these additional analyses have not been pre-registered, 
contrary to the preceding parts of our study, we apply a more conservative signifi-
cance level of p < 0.01 for this analysis.

Results

Preliminary Analyses

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations of all study variables are presented in 
Table 1. Reliability analysis revealed solid measurement models and reliabilities for 
all variables except the job crafting subscales (see Table 1, Cronbach’s α coefficients 
in brackets). Further inspection via confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) showed that 
modeling job crafting as two (behavioral and cognitive) factors did not yield satis-
factory fit results as two other strong factors were present within the item content: 
approach and avoidance tendencies. Since these are also considered in the original 
conceptualization of the scale (Lopper et al., 2024), we decided to split the crafting 
factors further for our analyses. Thus, behavioral crafting is represented in the fol-
lowing analyses by the two factors behavioral approach crafting (BAP) and behav-
ioral avoidance crafting (BAV), and cognitive crafting by cognitive approach craft-
ing (CAP) and cognitive avoidance crafting (CAV).

An initial run of analyses also confirmed our decision to split the crafting factors 
more finely. Presumably, suppression effects emerged in the SEMs due to the high 
intercorrelations, with negative coefficients for some cross-lagged paths and simul-
taneous positive bivariate correlations. As Maassen and Bakker (2001) advised in 
this case, we tried to identify and remove the problematic variable to allow a mean-
ingful interpretation of the remaining model. Further analyses in Mplus indicated 
this to be the case for cognitive avoidance crafting at T3, so we excluded this factor 
from further analyses.

Following the recommendations of De Beer et al. (2016) and Mackinnon et al. 
(2023) for cross-lagged designs, we subsequently ran multiple CFAs with increas-
ingly strict constraints to test for measurement invariance. The results indicated that 
metric and/or scalar longitudinal measurement invariance holds for all our study 
variables (see Table E2 in ESM).

Hypotheses Testing

In total, we examined three structural equation models to test our hypotheses on the 
stability and reciprocal relations of crafting forms (H1-2), decision-making auton-
omy as an antecedent (H3), and person-job fit as an outcome (H4).

Stabilities & Reciprocal Relations of Crafting Forms (H1‑H2)

Our hypothesized model included latent factors for all four job crafting factors 
(BAP, CAP, BAV, CAV) at all three times of measurement (except CAV, which was 
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deleted at T3 for aforementioned problems with suppression), as well as all auto-
regressive and cross-lagged paths. While displaying adequate fit (χ2 = 10,473.40, 
df = 5876, p = 0.0000; RMSEA = 0.052, SRMR = 0.087), none of the cross-lagged 
paths among the job crafting factors, representing reciprocal influences over time, 
were significant. The final adjusted model (χ2 = 10,528.57, df = 5889, p = 0.0000; 
RMSEA = 0.052, SRMR = 0.089, CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.92) is depicted in Fig. 1.

The depicted stability coefficients inform the further calculation of the Bayes 
factors for testing Hypothesis 1 (see Table 2). Against our expectations, a higher 
Bayes factor supports that behavioral crafting forms (BAP and BAV) are more 
stable over time than cognitive forms, thereby rejecting Hypothesis 1. However, 
a comparative Bayes factor of 1.125 (with a value of just above 1) indicates rela-
tively weak evidence for this comparison (Wiley & Jarosz, 2014) and should be 
interpreted only cautiously.

Since none of the cross-lagged paths among the crafting factors reached sig-
nificance in the SEM, no Bayes factor can be computed at this point, and we must 
reject both competing hypotheses (H2.1 and H2.2) concerning the strengths of 
reciprocal relationships.

Fig. 1   Structural equation model of auto-regressive and cross-lagged relations between crafting forms 
(H1-2). Note. N = 267–284. Standardized solution. All presented coefficients are significant at p < .01 
level. Non-significant paths in dashed lines. Factors were allowed to correlate within time points. Meas-
urement model omitted to simplify presentation

Table 2   Results of Bayesian informative hypothesis testing (H1)

N = 284. BF comp. = Comparison of Bayes Factors vs. competing hypothesis

Hypothesis Complexity Model Fit Bayes Factor BF comp

H1.1 (Cognitive forms more stable) .011 .012 0.112
H1.2 (Behavioral forms more stable) .011 .013 0.126 1.125
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Decision‑making Autonomy as an Antecedent (H3)

To test our hypotheses on decision-making autonomy as an antecedent of the craft-
ing forms (H3), we first extended the adapted SEM from H1 to include a latent deci-
sion-making autonomy factor at T1 and T2, each exerting cross-lagged paths to the 
subsequent crafting factors. We also controlled for the stability of decision-making 
autonomy. The model exhibits acceptable fit (χ2 = 11,339.26, df = 6459, p = 0.0000; 
RMSEA = 0.051, SRMR = 0.084, CLI = 0.95, TLI = 0.95). However, all cross-lagged 
paths from decision-making autonomy to the crafting factors remain non-significant. 
Thus, H3 was not supported. Table E3 of the ESM shows all parameter estimates.

Person‑job Fit as an Outcome (H4)

A third longitudinal SEM included the four crafting factors, needs-supplies person-
job fit, and demands-abilities person-job fit latent factors as outcome variables at 
T2 and T3. While displaying mediocre fit (χ2 = 15,251.84, df = 7891, p = 0.0000; 
RMSEA = 0.057, SRMR = 0.108, CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.89), the model only contained 
significant auto-regressive paths. None of the cross-lagged paths from the crafting 
forms to the person-job fit factors reached significance. Thus, hypotheses H4.1 and 
H4.2 were rejected. All parameter estimates are depicted in Table E4 of the ESM.

Additional Analysis: Job Crafting Profiles

Starting from two latent profiles, we assessed several fit indices – log likelihood 
(LL), Akaike information criterion (AIC), Bayesian information criterion, sample-
size-adjusted BIC (SSA–BIC), Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin test (VLMR), Boot-
strapped likelihood ratio test (BLRT), and entropy – as well as theoretical plausibil-
ity (Gabriel et al., 2015; Hirschi & Valero, 2017). Table 3 presents all fit indices and 
associated tests for profile solutions at T1 and T2. We first defined a profile solution 
with data from T1 and then validated it with data from the following two measure-
ment times.

While LL, AIC, and BIC steadily decrease to six profiles, the VLMR converges 
on a five-profile solution. However, compared to the four-profile solution, it only 
shows a minimal increase in entropy and equally minimal decreases in LL, AIC, and 
BIC, indicating only a minor increase in explanatory power. Regarding content, five 
profiles reveal only a further quantitative differentiation and no qualitatively mean-
ingful one. Accordingly, we opted for a four-profile solution. Analysis with T2 and 
T3 data validated this choice, as the BLRT converges for a 4-profile solution and 
shows the highest entropy value (see Table 3).

Figure 2 depicts the four profiles in more detail. Profile 1 is characterized by a 
below-average use of all four crafting forms and consequently labeled as passive 
crafters (12%). The largest profile (55%) represents average crafters who engage 
in medium behavioral and cognitive approach crafting and slightly above-average 
behavioral and cognitive avoidance crafting. The third profile contains a qualitative 
distinction from the other three: the approach crafters (26%) exhibit above-average 
behavioral and cognitive approach crafting while their use of avoidance forms is 
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significantly below average. Another quantitative differentiation at the upper end is 
found in the smallest group (7%). The profile of active crafters makes strong use of 
all four job crafting strategies, whereby the far above-average use of the two avoid-
ance forms is particularly striking. Using Time 2 and Time 3 data, we were able 
to replicate all four profiles. In addition, we performed a latent transition analysis 
across all three measurement points to examine the stability of profile memberships 
or possible changes between specific profiles (Muthén & Muthén, 2000). For aver-
age, approach and active crafters, probabilities of transitioning to another profile at 
T2 or T3 ranged between 0 and 0.09, indicating that the vast majority of individuals 
remain in the same profile (see Table E5 in ESM). Merely participants in the passive 

Fig. 2   Latent job crafting profiles. Note. N = 284, profiles at T1. Y-Axis refers to standardized means 
of job crafting forms. B  AP = behavioral approach crafting, C AP = cognitive approach crafting, B 
AV = behavioral avoidance crafting, C AV = cognitive avoidance crafting

Table 4   Decision-making autonomy (T1) as an antecedent of job crafting profiles (T2)

N = 272. DMA = decision-making autonomy. All values are estimates from the R3STEP logistic regres-
sion analyses and compare the influence of the antecedent DMAs for two profiles at a time. Negative val-
ues indicate that higher values on the antecedent make a person more likely to be in the second compared 
profile. Positive ones suggest higher values on the antecedent go hand in hand with a higher likelihood 
for the first profile
** p < .01. *** p < .001

Passive vs. 
Average 
crafters

Passive vs. 
Approach 
crafters

Passive vs
High craft-
ers

Average vs. 
Approach 
crafters

Average 
vs. Active 
crafters

Approach vs. Active 
crafters

DMA −0.88*** −2.0** −1.87*** −1.12 −0.99 0.13
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crafters profile with the lowest level of all crafting forms at T1 exhibited transition 
probabilities of 0.150 (T2) and 0.292 (T3) into the average crafters profile.

Furthermore, we examined whether decision-making autonomy as an antecedent 
predicts profile membership using the three-step R3STEP procedure (Asparouhov 
& Muthén, 2014; Vermunt, 2010) and person-job fit as an outcome with the DCON 
command (Lanza et  al., 2013). We modeled T1 decision-making autonomy as an 
antecedent of T2 profile membership. Individuals with higher autonomy were sig-
nificantly less likely to belong to the passive crafters profile than to the other three 
(Table 4). Finally, we tested whether the profiles exhibited differing person-job fit, 
with T1 profile membership predicting T2 needs-supplies and demands-abilities 
person-job fit (see Table 5). The overall Wald’s χ2-Test indicated statistically signifi-
cant differences for both fit dimensions. Approach and active crafters revealed the 
highest needs-supplies as well as demands-abilities fit, compared to passive or aver-
age crafters. The latter two did not differ significantly (at the p < 0.01 significance 
level), nor did approach or active crafters in a direct pairwise comparison.

Discussion

Overview of Study Results

Job crafting is a currently relevant and popular construct for practical applications. 
It identifies individual levers for improving the work situation and thus influences 
global desirable outcomes such as well-being and performance (Lichtenthaler & Fis-
chbach, 2019; Rudolph et al., 2017). However, this popularity has led to a great deal 
of heterogeneity around the construct in terms of how it is operationalized theoreti-
cally and applied practically. Many studies either build on a global indicator (which 
already has been criticized, cf. Ebert & Bipp, 2022; Zampetakis, 2023) or single out 
effects of individual forms, for example, increasing social resources (e.g., Breevaart 
& Tims, 2019) or approach crafting (e.g., Teng et  al., 2020). This might result in 
an oversimplified, generalized picture of job crafting or disconnected individual 
findings. Therefore, our paper’s central aim was to juxtapose and better differen-
tiate various forms of job crafting systematically. We compared four job crafting 
forms based on the integrative framework of Zhang and Parker (2019): behavioral 

Table 5   Differences of job crafting profiles (T1) in person-job fit (T2)

N = 281. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. All analyses were run utilizing the DCON procedure in Mplus. N-S 
Fit = needs-supplies Person-Job fit, D-A Fit = demands-abilities Person-Job fit

1) Passive 
crafters
M (S.E)

2) Average 
crafters
M (S.E)

3) Approach 
crafters
M (S.E)

4) Active 
crafters
M (S.E)

Wald’s χ2/
p-value

Profile differences

N-S 
Fit

2.81 (0.19) 3.21 (0.08) 3.94 (0.09) 4.05 (0.16) 62.99,
p < .001

1 < 3***, 4***
2 < 3***, 4***

D-A 
Fit

3.35 (0.16) 3.45 (0.07) 4.18 (0.07) 4.27 (0.14) 68.35,
p < .001

1 < 3***, 4***
2 < 3***, 4***
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approach crafting, behavioral avoidance crafting, cognitive approach crafting, and 
cognitive avoidance crafting. In sum, our longitudinal analysis revealed no evidence 
of reciprocal relationships between behavioral and cognitive crafting over time, nor 
of longitudinal associations between the antecedent decision-making autonomy, 
the different crafting forms, and the outcome person-job fit. Instead, we discov-
ered unexpectedly high stability in all job crafting forms across the three measure-
ment points (four weeks’ time lag each). In our findings, the specific facet of deci-
sion-making autonomy and both dimensions of person-job fit (needs-supplies and 
demands-abilities) appear merely as correlates of the job crafting forms but not as 
antecedents or subsequent outcomes over time.

Additional analyses using latent profiles provided another perspective on how 
these crafting forms can play together, identifying four quantitatively (passive, aver-
age, and active crafters) and qualitatively (approach crafters) distinct profiles. While 
this partially parallels prior findings on crafting profiles (Mäkikangas, 2018; Mäki-
kangas & Schaufeli, 2021), our results add two novel insights that supplement our 
central aim of systematically contrasting different job crafting forms: (1) Behavio-
ral and cognitive crafting consistently align across profiles, with no group favoring 
one form over the other. (2) hile approach crafting dominates one profile, no group 
exhibits a sole focus on avoidance crafting. Avoidance crafting appears strongest 
among active crafters who also exhibited the highest person-job fit, suggesting it 
may play a constructive role when combined with high levels of approach crafting 
(Zhang et  al., 2024). Furthermore, profile membership appeared to be very stable 
across the three measurement points, supporting the surprisingly high stability of 
crafting in our study also from a person-centered perspective.

Theoretical Contributions

Our findings challenge traditional assumptions in job crafting theory, showing 
surprisingly high stability in crafting behaviors over time, independence between 
behavioral and cognitive crafting, and the absence of causal links with autonomy 
and person-job fit. We explore three potential explanations for these unexpected 
results and their theoretical implications in the following.

A first possible explanation lies in the absence of mediating variables in our study 
that could clarify the processes underlying these relationships. Prior research sug-
gests several potential mediators, such as work engagement (De Beer et al., 2016), 
which has been shown to predict person-job fit and may also act as a critical interme-
diary between autonomy and crafting behaviors. Similarly, constructs like enhanced 
meaning of work, need satisfaction, and job crafting intentions have been proposed 
as mechanisms through which autonomy fosters crafting or crafting influences fit 
(Zhang & Parker, 2019; van Wingerden et  al., 2017a; Wrzesniewski et  al., 2013). 
Such mediators represent psychological processes that could explain how autonomy 
enables employees to proactively reshape their jobs or how crafting contributes to 
aligning employees’ roles with their personal preferences.

Second is the possibility that the theoretically assumed causal processes do not 
apply as generally as expected and need to be specified in the future. Traditionally, 
autonomy is conceptualized as a key antecedent that enables job crafting, while 
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crafting is assumed to lead to improved person-job fit (e.g., Tims & Bakker, 2010; 
Zhang & Parker, 2019). However, the absence of longitudinal links between these 
variables in our study suggests that these relationships may not be as straightforward 
or causal as presumed. One possibility is that autonomy functions less as a precon-
dition for crafting and more as a situational correlate or moderator. For example, 
employees with higher levels of autonomy may experience more opportunities to 
craft their jobs (van Wingerden & Poell, 2017) or more success in implementing 
their crafting, but autonomy might not directly cause crafting behaviors. Alterna-
tively, autonomy could serve as a contextual factor that interacts with other vari-
ables, such as individual motivation or workplace culture, to influence crafting indi-
rectly. For instance, employees with higher intrinsic motivation may be more likely 
to seize the opportunities for crafting afforded by greater autonomy, while a sup-
portive workplace culture might amplify the perceived freedom to engage in crafting 
behaviors. Autonomy could even become an outcome of job crafting, with employ-
ees engaging in crafting to create conditions that afford them greater freedom and 
control over their work (Holman et al., 2024). Our results suggest comparably more 
complex relationships between job crafting and person-job fit. As mentioned above, 
prior research suggests that work engagement (De Beer et  al., 2016), enhanced 
job meaning (Wrzesniewski et  al., 2013), or psychological need satisfaction (van 
Wingerden et al., 2017a) may act as mechanisms through which crafting behaviors 
indirectly lead to improved fit. These mediators could help explain how crafting 
translates into better alignment between employees and their roles over time. Addi-
tionally, crafting and fit might interact in a bidirectional manner. Employees with 
poor perceived fit may engage in crafting to address misalignments (Vogel et  al., 
2016), while those with high fit might feel less inclined to modify their tasks or 
roles. Our LPA findings further illustrate that active crafters – who engage in both 
approach and avoidance crafting at high levels – report better person-job fit over-
all, suggesting that crafting strategies might not be uniformly predictive of fit but 
depend on individual combinations (Petrou and Xanthopoulou, 2021) .

Thirdly, we would like to consider methodological aspects. While there are prior 
findings on the comparability and quality of panel data (Buhrmester et al., 2016), 
they represent a special sampling situation and may reflect participants with different 
motivations and familiarity with surveys than more general organizational settings. 
Additionally, all four job crafting forms proved highly stable over time, leaving little 
variance to be explained. Within two intervals of four weeks each, stability coeffi-
cients ranged from β = 0.65 to 0.84, comparable to those of individual differences in 
terms of (motivational) traits in comparable time frames (Payne et al., 2007). Like-
wise, we found only very low transition probabilities into other profiles in the LTA, 
indicating that the vast majority of individuals remained in the same profile of craft-
ing patterns over time. These finding contrast previous work that frames job crafting 
as a highly variable construct and, for example, examines fluctuations at the daily 
level (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2019; Petrou et  al., 2012). Besides the diary studies 
mentioned above, Tims et al. (2015) examined behavioral job crafting in a longitu-
dinal setting with a comparable one-month time frame but distinguished between 
job crafting intentions and actual job crafting. In a longer-term focus, van Wing-
erden et al. (2017b) discovered effects of a job crafting intervention after two and 
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three years. In comparison, the four-week time intervals between measurements in 
our study may not align with the natural cadence of job crafting processes. While 
existing research demonstrates daily fluctuations (Petrou et  al., 2012; Demerouti 
et al., 2015), and longer intervals may allow for broader external changes to impact 
crafting behaviors, four weeks might represent a middle ground, potentially captur-
ing a period where less variance occurs. Hence, the literature needs clarification on 
the precise nature of the temporal dimension of job crafting, such as the distinction 
proposed by Oldham and Hackman (2010) as to whether it operates more as on–off 
episodes or longer-term, iterative processes. Furthermore, our operationalization of 
the specific facet of decision-making autonomy, while theoretically relevant (e.g., 
De Spiegelaere et al., 2016), might overlook other important aspects of autonomy, 
such as work scheduling or methods autonomy. These dimensions – or a more global 
perception of autonomy at work – could play a distinct role in fostering crafting 
behaviors and may even be more influential in certain contexts.

Practical Implications

First, the unexpectedly high stability of job crafting forms has important implica-
tions for practice: It may explain why many interventions have no effect on job craft-
ing, only very small effects, or only effects on particular forms of job crafting (e.g., 
van den Heuvel et  al., 2015; Hulshof et  al., 2020; van Wingerden et  al., 2017a). 
Accordingly, significantly more effort, be it through longer or more intensive train-
ing, might be necessary to effectively and sustainably influence employees’ job craft-
ing. Instead of one-time workshops, organizations could provide ongoing support 
and resources for employees to engage in crafting. This could include regular check-
ins with crafting suggestions via e-mail (cf. Knight et al., 2021) and resources like 
supervisors’ feedback (Fisher & Costa, 2023) to help employees further adapt and 
refine their crafting strategies in the process. Another possibility is to turn individual 
job crafting into collective job crafting (Leana et al., 2009) by involving the social 
environment, for example, in team workshops. This would allow tasks or responsi-
bilities to be directly redistributed and crafted together, while the commitment to 
set crafting goals might benefit from being shared with the group. A more intense 
engagement in interventions and stronger effects might also be achieved through 
more individually targeted interventions by adapting different exercises and sug-
gestions based on personality traits, such as approach and avoidance temperament 
(Bipp & Demerouti, 2015), or context factors like workload (Knight et al., 2021).

Second, remaining with the specific content of interventions, the lack of recip-
rocal influences between job crafting forms over time has important implications. 
Since using one particular form is not necessarily associated with others, this also 
argues against overly generalized trainings to foster job crafting in general and for 
more tailored approaches. Thus, before designing training in practice, a thorough 
analysis should be made of exactly which form(s) might be most beneficial concern-
ing the characteristics of the participants and the actual context of the application.

Third, our additional LPA approach also yielded novel insights: In terms of effec-
tive crafting (expressed by high associations with person-job fit), the profile of “high 
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crafters” in particular stood out. High crafters use all four measured job crafting 
forms at an above-average level –particularly avoidance-oriented ones. This diverges 
from previous findings that associate avoidance crafting mainly with adverse conse-
quences such as decreased engagement and performance (e.g., Lichtenthaler & Fis-
chbach, 2019; Lopper et al., 2024; Weseler & Niessen, 2016). Our results, however, 
imply that avoidance crafting strategies can indeed be associated with favorable out-
comes if combined with other approach strategies. In this case, our previous sugges-
tion of targeted interventions of individual forms might not be advisable. Instead, 
avoidance crafting should always be combined with suggestions for additional, more 
approach-oriented strategies.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Our study has some limitations, offering various starting points for future 
research. First, our study relied on self-report measures within a German panel 
sample. As such, the generalizability to other countries or organizational con-
texts may be limited. Furthermore, we were only able to match data sets that 
were available at all three measurement times and thus only analyze this spe-
cific sample. This made it impossible to obtain information about possible sys-
tematic drop-out. Future research could benefit from incorporating multiple 
data sources (e.g., supervisor- or peer-ratings) and diverse settings. Second, the 
extreme temporal stabilities across all variables and relatively small variances 
might have hindered detecting the assumed cross-lagged relationships over 
time. Although our study design followed recommendations for optimal time-
lags in cross-lagged panel designs (Dormann & Griffin, 2015), future studies 
might consider longer time-frames or techniques like measurement burst designs 
(Stawski et al., 2015) that combine short-term variability and long-term change 
to explore how job crafting forms evolve over extended periods and whether the 
stability observed in this study holds true. Since Zampetakis (2021) also showed 
that general and daily job crafting measures vary in their associations with out-
comes, future research needs to shed more light on this temporal variance in job 
crafting processes to understand, for example, if certain effects only occur in 
specific time periods.

One of the most pressing findings of our study was the lack of relations over 
time between the job crafting forms, the presumed antecedent decision-making 
autonomy, and the outcome person-job fit, which is why we would like to sug-
gest some concrete starting points for future research that could better differenti-
ate these relationships. As several studies highlight the multifactorial nature of 
autonomy (e.g., De Spiegelaere et  al., 2016; Morgeson and Humphrey, 2006) 
other dimensions, such as scheduling or methods autonomy, may play distinct 
roles in fostering job crafting. Moreover, autonomy may not always act as a 
straightforward resource. Studies suggest paradoxical effects, where increased 
autonomy could also elevate demands or expectations (Dettmers & Bredehöft, 
2020), potentially impacting job crafting in unexpected ways. Future research 
could also explore non-linear or indirect pathways to better differentiate these 
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relationships. For example, mediating variables such as work engagement (De 
Beer et  al., 2016), enhanced job meaning (Wrzesniewski et  al., 2003), or per-
ceived success of crafting efforts may illuminate how crafting leads to improved 
fit. Additionally, autonomy’s influence on job crafting might follow a curvilinear 
relationship, where moderate levels of autonomy prove particularly conducive to 
crafting behaviors (Stiglbauer & Kovacs, 2018). Including such mediating varia-
bles, moderating influences or non-linear relations in longitudinal designs could 
illuminate the mechanisms that drive job crafting behaviors and cognitions, their 
processes, and outcomes.

Finally, while our latent profile and transition analysis provided valuable 
insights into subgroup differences in crafting strategies, the sample size was rel-
atively small for such analyses, which may limit the robustness of these findings 
(Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018). Future studies should aim to replicate profiles 
and profile transitions in larger and more diverse samples while maintaining 
the comprehensive bandwidth of job crafting forms investigated in our current 
study. This would also allow researchers to determine whether our most adaptive 
but smallest profile of active crafters (high approach and avoidance crafting that 
positively related to person-job fit) reflects a genuine subgroup pattern or might 
instead be influenced by response tendencies or sample-specific characteristics.

Conclusion

This study aimed to advance the understanding of behavioral and cognitive craft-
ing by systematically contrasting their stability over time, exploring their recip-
rocal dynamics, and examining their distinct relationships with decision-making 
autonomy as an antecedent and person-job fit as an outcome. In doing so, we 
challenged the applicability of traditional theoretical assumptions, which often 
treat job crafting as a uniform construct. Our findings revealed that both crafting 
forms exhibit remarkably high stability over two four-week periods, challenging 
the notion that job crafting is inherently dynamic or malleable over intermediate 
timeframes. Notably, our findings did not support the existence of reciprocal rela-
tionships between the job crafting forms over time, indicating distinct processes. 
Moreover, our study questions the presumed causal sequence linking antecedents, 
crafting forms, and outcomes. In short, this research advances job crafting the-
ory by refining the distinctions between different job crafting forms, highlighting 
their remarkable stability, and advocating for a critical re-evaluation of the causal 
assumptions embedded within theoretical frameworks of job crafting.
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