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Job crafting has been a focal research topic in job design literature since the early 2000s. Employees’ initiated job crafting
behavior (e.g., seeking resources and seeking challenges) has been positively linked to employee health, job attitude
(e.g., job satisfaction), well-being (e.g., work engagement), and performance (for meta-analytic reviews ). It also brings
substantial benefits for organizations, such as a higher level of group and organizational performance. Accordingly,
increasing research has investigated various ways to stimulate employees’ job crafting behavior. In this respect,
cumulative evidence has shown that job characteristics and personal traits are important factors that influence employee
job crafting (for reviews). For example, proactive personality, self-efficacy, regulatory focus, job autonomy, and job
resources were positively related to employee job crafting.
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| 1. Introduction

Job crafting has been a focal research topic in job design literature since the early 2000sll. Employees’ initiated job
crafting behavior (e.g., seeking resources and seeking challenges) has been positively linked to employee health, job
attitude (e.g., job satisfaction), well-being (e.g., work engagement), and performance (for meta-analytic reviews, seel23l).
It also brings substantial benefits for organizations, such as a higher level of group and organizational performancel4.
Accordingly, increasing research has investigated various ways to stimulate employees’ job crafting behavior. In this
respect, cumulative evidence has shown that job characteristics and personal traits are important factors that influence
employee job crafting (for reviews, see @B, For example, proactive personality®, self-efficacyld, regulatory focust!, job
autonomy!@, and job resourcesl8 were positively related to employee job crafting.

While prior studies have provided valuable insights into how personal traits/abilities and job characteristics linked to
employee job crafting [, a recent and growing number of studies examined how social factors influence employee job
crafting (e.g., BB, Social elements of work may play a crucial role in influencing employees’ behaviorl®® [11]. It
represents social connections that employees access in work domains (e.g., leaders, colleagues, customers, clients, and
patients) and non-work domains (e.g., families and friends)Xll. The interactive societal environment encompasses
opportunities and resources that are vital to foster individual self-growth, career success, and need satisfaction 212311141}
Understanding how employees learn from their social connections may be as important as understanding who they are
and what their jobs look like. While meta-analyses and review articles already exist in the area of job crafting (i.e., EEIE!
(1515)) 5 comprehensive review of social factors and job crafting is still absent. To our knowledge, Tims and Parker (2020)
took such an endeavor but their attention was limited to how colleagues respond to the crafter’s behavior. Likewise, in a
review article of Zhang and Parker (2019) &, the social factors only include leaderships (e.g., transformational and
empowering leadership). Hence, it is concluded that these studies do not give a full overview of the impact of social
factors on job crafting. More importantly, not all empirical studies find favorable results of social factors on job crafting &
[7,16]. For example, while some studies showed a positive relationship between transformational leadership and
promotion-focused job crafting L8] gthers showed a nonsignificant relationshipi8IX. Similarly, Loi et al. (2019)2%
indicated a positive relationship between Leader-Member-Exchange (LMX) and job crafting, whereas Radstaak and
Hennes (2017)2 found a negative correlation with increasing structural resources. Overall, the effect of social factors on
job crafting looks quite complex and uncertain. We have limited knowledge about the extent to which social factor has a
stronger and significant impact on employee job crafting. Therefore, a meta-analysis will help clarify the relationship
between social factors and job crafting and estimate the extent to which social factor is more important to employee job
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Table 2. Summary of meta-analytic relationship: social factors as correlates of specific job crafting behaviors (H1).
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To present more detailed results of specific social factors on job crafting, below we report how specific social factor
influences employee job crafting behaviors.

2.1. Leadership and Job Crafting

We found that leadership was positively related to employee promotion-focused job crafting behavior (k = 22, p = 0. 400,
Cl = (0.314, 0.480)). Specifically, leadership styles of empowering (k = 7, p = 0.338), transformational (k = 5, p = 0.270),
charismatic (k = 3, p = 0.160), servant (k = 3, p = 0.686), and transactional (k = 3, p = 0.236) are positively related to
promotion-focused job crafting. When we consider how leaderships are related to specific job crafting behaviors. We
found that empowering leadership and transformational leadership are two salient social factors. In particular, empowering
leadership was positively related to increasing social resources (k = 4, p = 0.368, Cl = (0.181, 0.530)) and increasing
challenge demands (k = 4, p = 0.305, Cl = (0.174, 0.426)), respectively. Transformational leadership was positively related
to increasing social resources (k = 3, p = 0.367, Cl = (0.196, 0.517)), increasing structural resources (k = 3, p = 0.260, ClI
= (0.078, 0.425)), and increasing challenges demands (k = 3, p = 0.234, CI = (0.165, 0.300)).

In addition, some of our included studies tested the effect of team-level leadership on job crafting (which were not
included in the meta-analysis to calculate the pooled effect size). For instance, team level servant leadership (Luu et al.,
2019; Tuan et al., 2020), charismatic (Luu et al., 2019) are positively related to job crafting. Besides, in our reviewed
articles we also found that some destructive leadership styles have a negative effect on employee job crafting. For
instance, abusive supervision (r = —=0.24, Luu et al., 2019), leader’s need for structure (r = —0.14, Solberg and Wong,
2016), and paternalistic leadership/ authoritarianism (r = —0.26, Tuan, 2018) are negatively related to employee job
crafting. These are in line with our Hypothesis 1b.

2.2. Coworkers and Job Crafting

We found that coworker emotional and instrumental social support are positively related to employee promotion-focused
job crafting (k = 3, p = 0.237, ClI = (0.108, 0.358)) (see Table 2). In addition, colleagues’ job crafting also influences
employee job crafting behaviors. For instance, Bakker et al.[23l showed a reciprocal relationship between dyad members’
job crafting behaviors—each of the actor’s job crafting behaviors was positively related to the partner’'s job crafting
behaviors. Similarly, Demerouti and Peeters24 found the transmission of both job crafting dimensions among colleagues.
Similar cross-over effect was reported by Peeters, Arts, and Demeroutil23,



In our reviewed articles, we only found one article regarding the factor of clients/customers (r = 0.38, Loi et al., 2029[29),
Due to such little sample size, we did not include this article in our meta-analysis. Moreover, we found that only few
studies focused on the associations between family factors and job crafting. For instance, we found that work-family
conflict encourages or discourages job crafting by moderating the relationship between tendencies toward workaholism
and expansion and contraction-oriented job crafting!2€l. Job crafting is positively related to work-family conflictZZ!, and
work-to-family enrichment22[28129]  However, the latter three studies treated family factors as outcomes, thus did not

focus on how family factors influence job crafting.

In summary, we found that positive social factors especially organizational insiders were positively related to promotion-
focused job crafting. Thus, Hypothesis 1la was supported. Whereas the results between social factors and prevention-
focused job crafting were insignificant, Hypothesis 1¢c was not supported. We do not have enough samples to test how
negative social factors related to promotion and prevention focused job crafting, thus, our Hypotheses 1b, and d were not

tested.



