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Integrating Individual Strategies in the Job
Demands-Resources Theory

Evangelia Demerouti’

Abstract

The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model was introduced in the 00’s to explain the causes of burnout. Later it matured
into JD-R theory that can explain how various employee and organizational outcomes develop. Job demands are
responsible for the health impairment process, whereas job resources initiate a motivational process. These processes
occur simultaneously and have unique as well as interactive effects on outcomes. The role of the individual in the form
of personal resources was added in the JD-R theory more recently. The current paper expands the role of the individual
in the JD-R theory even further by presenting strategies that individuals use to (i) deal directly with the unfavorable
effects of job characteristics including actual or anticipated loss of resources, namely coping and recovery; (ii) maximize
favorable effects, goal achievement and avoid losses, i.e., self-regulation and (iii) alter job characteristics such that they
are less demanding and more motivating, i.e., job crafting. It is discussed that individual strategies can be integrated in
the JD-R Theory, both as a mediator and a moderator of both processes. It is my hope that JD-R Theory will continue to
inspire researchers and practitioners who want to promote employee well-being and effective organizational functioning.
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tween exhaustion and disengagement from
work as dimensions of burnout that can

occur in virtually every job. In the mean-
The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R)

Model is a theoretical model introduced
by Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, and
Schaufeli in 2001. In their seminal paper,
Demerouti and colleagues identified 21

time, the model has grown to a complete
Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Theory.
Almost immediately after its introduction,
the JD-R Theory gained popularity with
many empirical studies applying the model

so-called job demands and job resources
as potential causes of burnout. They drew
upon a broad conceptualization of burn-

to various occupational groups. One like-
ly reason for this popularity is that, in line
with the Demand Control Support Model

out, which is reflected in the Oldenburg

(Karasek & Theorell, 1990) and Effort-Re-
Burnout Inventory that differentiates be-
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ward-Imbalance Model (Siegrist, 1996),
the JD-R Model assumes that employee
adverse health and poor motivation result
from a lack of balance between (high) job
demands and (low) job resources. Howev-
er, unlike those two models, the JD-R Mod-
el does not restrict itself to a single job de-
mand and a single job resource. The model
assumes that any job demand and any job
resource may affect employee health and
motivation, as long as these demands and
resources are a salient or relevant aspect of
a particular job. Moreover, and in contrast
to these models, the JD-R Theory focusses
simultaneously on the stress and the moti-
vational processes that take place at work
due to specific work characteristics, the job
demands and job resources, respectively.
In this way, the JD-R Theory parsimoni-
ously explains the main processes at work
explaining the well-being and the result-
ing behavior of employees. As will be ex-
plained later, ideally the application of the
JD-R Theory in a specific job starts with an
inventarisation of the prevailing demands
and resources for that specific job (through
interviews with job holders and/or supervi-
sors). Thus, the scope of the JD-R Theory
is much broader than that of the two other
models, because it potentially includes all
job demands and all job resources that can
prevail in a particular job. The JD-R The-
ory is therefore more flexible and can be
tailored to a much wider variety of work
settings. The broader scope of the model as
well as its simplicity appeals to research-
ers, just as its flexibility is attractive to
practitioners (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014).

Being a work psychological theory, the
JD-R Theory emphasizes the importance
of job characteristics. Although there is no
doubt that the presence of demanding job
characteristics combined with the absence
of resources or motivational job character-
istics are important for employee burnout or
well-being in general, it is interesting from
both a theoretical and practical point of view
to examine whether there are strategies that
individuals use to alter the impact of job
characteristics so that the unfavorable effects
are minimized whereas the favorable ones
are maximized. Individual strategies rep-
resent methods or plans that people choose
to achieve a goal or solve a problem, which
generally involve some planning or mar-
shaling of resources for their most efficient
and effective use (Demerouti, 2015). Insight
into individual strategies may uncover what
individuals do to alter job characteristics or
the impact of job characteristics on their own
well-being. Such strategies can be effective
or non-effective and their effectiveness may
depend on the situations in which the strate-
gies are used. Finding such bottom-up strat-
egies that help individuals to minimize un-
favorable and maximize favorable effects of
job characteristics may be essential to com-
plement the top-down interventions that or-
ganizations introduce to improve well-being
and functioning at work (Demerouti, 2015).
Specifically, insight into individual strategies
can help the development of interventions
targeted to guide individuals such that they
apply strategies that are more effective and
refrain from using non-effective strategies.
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The current paper will focus on three
categories of strategies that are suggested
to be relevant to the JD-R Theory. First,
strategies that individuals use to deal di-
rectly with the unfavorable effects of job
characteristics which may be actual or an-
ticipated loss of resources. Some target the
individual’s relationship to the job (i.e.,
coping), while others focus on strengthen-
ing the individual’s internal resources (i.e.,
recovery) (Maslach & Goldberg, 1998). A
second category represents strategies that
individuals use to maximize favorable ef-
fects, achieve their goals and avoid losses
(i.e., self-regulation). Third, strategies that
individuals apply to change their job char-
acteristics directly such that the job is less
demanding and more motivating (i.e., job
crafting). The paper will end with a conclu-
sion on how successful strategies may be
stimulated among employees and some av-
enues will be suggested for future research
related to the issue of individual strategies.
After presenting the key assumptions of
the JD-R Theory, an overview of empiri-
cal evidence as well as an evaluation of the
theory, the role of the three categories of
individual strategies in the JD-R Theory
will be discussed.

The Job Demands-Resources Theory

Key assumptions of the JD-R Theory

The JD-R Theory departs from the prem-
ise that every occupation may have its own
specific risk factors associated with job stress
and impaired well-being and functioning.
These factors can be classified in two gen-
eral categories (i.e. job demands and job re-

sources), constituting an overarching model
that may be applied to various occupational
settings, irrespective of the particular job de-
mands and job resources involved (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007). Within the JD-R Theory,
job demands refer to those physical, psycho-
logical, social, or organizational aspects of
the job that require sustained physical and/or
psychological (cognitive and emotional) ef-
fort or skills and are therefore associated with
certain physiological and/or psychological
costs. Examples are a high work pressure, ir-
regular working hours, an unfavorable physi-
cal environment, and emotionally demanding
interactions with clients. Although job de-
mands are not necessarily negative in nature,
they may turn into so-called job stressors
when meeting those demands requires too
much effort.

Job resources within the JD-R Theory
refer to those physical, psychological, so-
cial, or organizational aspects of the job
that are either (1) functional in achieving
work goals, (2) reducing job demands and
the associated physiological and psycho-
logical costs, or (3) stimulating personal
growth, learning, and development. Hence,
job resources are not only necessary to
deal with job demands, but they also are
important in their own right. This complies
with Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) Job
Characteristics Model, which emphasizes
the motivational potential of job resources
at the task level, including autonomy, feed-
back, and task significance. On a more gen-
eral level, this agrees also with Hobfoll’s
(2002) Conservation of Resources (COR)
theory, which states that the prime human
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motivation is directed towards the main-
tenance and accumulation of resources.
Accordingly, resources are valued in their
own right or because they are means to the
achievement or protection of other valued
resources. Resources may be located at
the level of the organization at large (e.g.,
pay, career opportunities, job security), the
interpersonal and social relations (e.g., su-
pervisor and co-worker support, team cli-
mate), the organization of work (e.g., role
clarity, participation in decision making),
and at the level of the task (e.g., skill va-
riety, task identity, task significance, au-
tonomy, performance feedback). Although
too high demands and lack of resources
are both experienced as negative there are
substantial differences in the reasons and
the consequences of these negative expe-
riences. High demands are experienced
as negative because they consume energy
and the outcome is health impairment and
energy consumption. Lack of resources is
also experienced as negative because their
facilitating role is absent and the outcome
is reduced motivation.

A second premise of the JD-R Theory is
that two different underlying psychological
processes play a role in the development of
health and motivation (see Figure 1). In
the first process, the so-called energetic
or health impairment process, chronic job
demands (e.g., work overload, emotional
demands) exhaust employee’s mental and
physical resources and may therefore lead
to the depletion of energy (i.e., a state of
exhaustion, which represents the prime
indicator of burnout) and to health prob-

lems. Such a gradual draining of resources
occurs because employees want to main-
tain their performance at work. When in-
dividuals are confronted with high job
demands or environmental stressors (e.g.,
noise, heat, workload, time pressure), they
use performance-protection  strategies
(Hockey, 1993). Performance protection
is achieved through the mobilization of
sympathetic activation (e.g., cardiovas-
cular reactivity) and increased subjective
effort (i.e., self-reports on having to mobi-
lize many resources). Use of these strate-
gies prevents overt decrements in primary
task performance. Hockey (1993) called
these attempts of people to sustain their
performance standards ‘resistance to deg-
radation’. However, these strategies are
not always effective. According to Hock-
ey, several patterns of indirect degradation
may be identified, such as risky choices
and high subjective fatigue, and it is these
patterns that ultimately lead to diminished
job performance. The long-term effect of
these strategies may be a draining of an
individual’s energy resources, but also de-
terioration of performance on specific task
dimensions, such as task quality. So, energy
depletion and health problems are assumed
to (partly) mediate the relation between job
demands and organizational outcomes.

The second process is motivational in
nature, whereby it is assumed that job re-
sources have motivational potential and
lead to high work engagement, low cyn-
icism, and consequently excellent job
performance. Within the JD-R Theory,
by definition, job resources may play an
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intrinsic motivational role because they
foster employee’s growth, learning and
development. They also help to achieve
work goals. Specifically, job resources ful-
fil basic human needs, such as a need for
autonomy, competence, or relatedness. For
instance, proper feedback fosters learning,
thereby increasing job competence, where-
as job discretion and social support satisfy
the need for autonomy and the need to be-
long, respectively. Another example is that
supportive colleagues and proper feedback
from one’s superior increases the likeli-
hood of being successful in achieving one’s
work goals. To summarize, the presence of
job resources leads to engagement, where-
as their absence evokes a cynical attitude
towards work. In turn, this affective-mo-
tivational state fosters positive organiza-
tional outcomes, such as organizational
commitment and job performance. Thus,
motivation and engagement are assumed
to (partly) mediate the relation between job
resources and organizational outcomes.

Job demands and resources initiate dif-
ferent processes, but they also have joint ef-
fects (reflected by the dotted lines in Figure
1). The third proposition put forward by the
JD-R Theory is that job resources can buf-
fer the impact of job demands in predicting
employee health and motivation. Typical-
ly, the buffer or interaction hypothesis ex-
plains interactions between job demands
and job resources by proposing that the
relation between job demands and adverse
health will be weaker for those enjoying a
high degree of job resources. The buffer
hypothesis is consistent with Kahn and By-

osiere (1992), who argue that the buffering
or interaction effect could occur between
any pair of variables in the stress-strain se-
quence. They claim that properties of the
work situation, as well as characteristics of
the individual, can buffer the effects of a
demand. The buffering effect of resources
can take different forms: (1) they reduce
the tendency of organizational properties
to generate specific demands, (2) they alter
the perceptions and cognitions evoked by
such demands, (3) they moderate responses
that follow the appraisal process, or (4) re-
duce the health-damaging consequences of
such responses (Kahn & Byosiere, 1992).

Which job demands and job resources
play a role in a certain organisation or job
function depends upon the tasks that need
to be fulfilled and the conditions under
which they are executed. In support of this
suggestion, several studies have shown that
jobresources like social support, autonomy,
performance feedback, and opportunities
for development can mitigate the impact
of job demands (such as work pressure,
emotional demands, etc.) on job-related
strain, including burnout (e.g., Bakker, De-
merouti, & Euwema, 2005; Xanthopoulou,
Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007).
Employees who have sufficient levels of
job resources available can cope better
with their daily job demands. This prop-
osition is similar to the proposition of the
DCS Model that job control and workplace
social support can buffer the detrimental
effects of job demands or to the proposi-
tion of the ERI model where occupational
rewards can buffer the detrimental effects
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of efforts at work. Thus, the JD-R Theory
states that different types of job demands
and job resources may interact in predict-
ing both health and motivation.

The fourth proposition of the JD-R The-
ory is that job resources particularly influ-
ence motivation or work engagement when
job demands are high. This represents
the so-called coping hypothesis (Bakker,
Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou,
2007). Coping can be defined as “con-
stantly changing cognitive and behavioral
efforts to manage specific demands that
are appraised as taxing” (cf. Cummings,
Greene, & Karraker, 1991, p. 92). This
hypothesis suggests that job resources be-
come most salient under highly demanding
conditions. In that case, employees will be
more likely to use job resources as a coping
mechanism. To conclude, there is a need
for a challenge (i.e., job demand) for job
resources as ‘coping’ to be translated into
task enjoyment and work engagement.

As previously indicated, the JD-R The-
ory was initially developed as a work-psy-
chological model, focusing on job demands
and job resources only. An important ex-
tension and fifth proposition of the model
is the inclusion of personal resources in
the model. Personal resources are aspects
of the self that are generally linked to re-
siliency and refer to individuals’ sense of
their ability to control and impact upon
their environment successfully (Hobfoll,
Johnson, Ennis, & Jackson, 2003). Exam-
ples of personal resources that have been
studied within the JD-R Theory are self-ef-
ficacy, optimism, and organizational-based
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self-esteem (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Heu-
ven, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2008). The
reason for this is that the higher an individ-
ual’s personal resources, the more positive
the person’s self-regard and the more goal
self-concordance is expected to be experi-
enced (Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005).
Individuals with goal self-concordance are
intrinsically motivated to pursue their goals
and as a result trigger higher performance
and satisfaction. Personal resources might
have two functions in the JD-R Theory:
(1) to buffer the impact of job demands
on health or energy-related outcomes and
(2) to mediate the relation between job re-
sources and motivational outcomes.

Evidence for the JD-R Theory

The JD-R Theory has been tested in vari-
ous countries and cultures as well as in var-
ious occupational contexts (e.g., see over-
views in Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, 2014,
2017; Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010;
Demerouti & Bakker, 2011). Generally, and
in line with the assumptions of the theory,
most empirical studies provide evidence
that irrespective of cultural background and
occupational uniqueness, the working con-
ditions (i.e., job demands and job resourc-
es) evoke two distinct processes, namely
(1) the energetic/health impairment process
that links job demands with burnout; and (2)
the motivational enhancement process that
links job resources with engagement. Ac-
cordingly, job demands are related to var-
ious indicators of job strain including lack
of energy and development of health prob-
lems and job resources are related to moti-
vational indicators including engagement
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with or disengagement from work, and or-
ganizational commitment. Also, several job
resources have been found to buffer the im-
pact of job demands on employee well-be-
ing (burnout and to a lesser extent engage-
ment). Additionally, although some studies
failed to confirm the moderating role of per-
sonal resources (such as self-efficacy, orga-
nizational-based self-esteem and optimism)
in the relationship between job demands and
health outcomes (e.g., Xanthopoulou et al.,
2007), other studies confirmed the suggested
effect. For instance, self-efficacy was found
to buffer the relation between emotional
demands and emotional dissonance, and
the relation between emotional dissonance
and work engagement (Heuven, Bakker,
Schaufeli, & Huisman, 2006). On the con-
trary, personal resources have been found to
partially mediate the relation between job
resources and work engagement, suggesting
that job resources foster the development
of personal resources. A longitudinal study
by Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, and
Schaufeli (2009) suggests that job resources
predict personal resources and motivational
outcomes, like work engagement; and that
personal resources and work engagement, in
turn, predict job resources. In light of these
findings, the JD-R Theory suggests that per-
sonal resources might have a complex role
in transforming the work environment into
positive or negative outcomes.

Evaluation of the JD-R Theory

As already discussed, research find-
ings largely support the JD-R Theory’s
assumptions. The theory has advanced the
field of occupational (health) psychology

by considering a broad range of demands,
resources, and outcomes. As such, it is a
heuristic and flexible theory. However, this
openness and flexibility could also be the
Achilles’ heel of the theory, as this comes
at the cost of specificity and the quality of
its predictions. For instance, it may cause
ambiguity as to whether a specific charac-
teristic represents a demand or a resource
or whether an outcome is health-related or
motivational in nature. An example of such
a characteristic is responsibility, as it is un-
clear whether a high level of responsibility
for the outcomes of one’s work represents
a job demand or a job resource. Similarly,
is satisfaction with working times a moti-
vational or a health-related outcome? Per-
haps the answers to these questions depend
on the work context. Whereas the essence
of job demands is that they consume en-
ergy because they have to be fulfilled, job
resources initiate motivation and buffer the
effects of job demands on outcomes. This
further means that the absence or presence
of a job demand like shiftwork is not moti-
vating as the individual has no other choice
than to deal with it. Moreover, the absence
of a job resource, like autonomy, does not
represent a demand. Rather it means that
the voluntary initiation of action to achieve
goals is not facilitated by the freedom of
decision. Therefore, it is essential to have a
clear idea of what the function/role of each
job characteristic is when one applies the
JD-R Theory. Another benefit of the JD-R
Theory is that it has shown that two differ-
ent underlying psychological processes can
simultaneously play a substantial role in
the development of health and motivation.

11
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However, there are a few shortcomings as
well (for an overview, see Taris & Schaufeli,
2014). First and foremost, the theory lacks
specificity in explaining why certain job de-
mands or resources exert their effects and on
which target variable (i.e. health or motiva-
tional outcomes) they do so. Also, some of
the job characteristics are difficult to cate-
gorize such as predictability of workload or
cognitive demands. This implies that, apart
from the two existing psychological pro-
cesses, additional explanatory theoretical
frameworks are necessary to argue why spe-
cific demands interact with specific resourc-
es to influence specific outcome variables.

Individual Strategies in the JD-R The-
ory

The JD-R Theory started as a work psy-
chological model, which was aimed at ex-
plaining how the working environment
influences the well-being (burnout) of
employees. However, the stimulus-organ-
ism-response idea does not really manage to
explain what happens in reality, where work
and individual characteristics are not related
with each other and with outcomes in a lin-
ear way, relationships are dynamic and com-
plex (Jacobi, 2002) and individuals play a
more important role than only being passive
receivers of external influences. The current
paper will focus on three categories of in-
dividual strategies representing aspects of
the individual that might be relevant to the
JD-R Theory (see Figure 2). First, strategies
that individuals use to deal directly with the
unfavorable effects of job characteristics in-
cluding actual or anticipated loss of resourc-
es. Some target the individual’s relationship
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to the job (i.e., coping), while others focus
on strengthening the individual’s internal
resources (i.e., recovery). A second catego-
ry represents strategies that individuals use
to maximize favorable effects, achieve their
goals and avoid losses (i.e., self-regulation).
Third, strategies that individuals apply to
change their job characteristics directly such
that the job is less demanding and more mo-
tivating (i.e. job crafting).

Strategies to Deal with Unfavorable
Effects of Job Characteristics
According to the JD-R Theory when job
demands are high and job resources are low
it can be expected that employees develop
burnout. Burnout has been defined as a long-
term consequence of aversive working con-
ditions characterized by the simultaneous ex-
perience of the symptoms of exhaustion and
disengagement from one’s job (Demerouti
et al., 2001; Demerouti, Mostert, & Bakker,
2010; Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).
Exhaustion is defined as a consequence of
intensive physical, affective, and cognitive
strain, i.e., as a long-term consequence of
prolonged exposure to certain job demands.
Disengagement refers to distancing oneself
from one’s work object, work content, and
work in general. From these definitions it be-
comes clear that inherent to the experience of
burnout (as the most known outcome of the
JD-R Theory) is the experience of diminished
resources in terms of ability and willingness
to invest effort in work tasks. Hobfoll (2001)
described burnout as a result of the lack of re-
source gain following significant resource in-
vestment of time and energy. Employees who
have already invested a substantial amount
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of time and energetic resources in their jobs
may not be able to gain new resources that
would help them manage the demands of
their work and maintain optimal function-
ing in the long run. Investing their resources
differently and maybe more effectively may
protect them against (further) resource loss,
help them recover from loss, and even help
them gain new resources (a so-called gain
cycle might develop; Hobfoll, 2001). There-
fore, it is not surprising that burnout has been
linked to strategies that individuals may use
to deal with the diminished resources. The
next section will present a brief overview on
coping and recovery which represent perhaps
the most known strategies to deal with stress
and burnout. Both strategies share a common
objective of addressing diminishing time and
energetic resources and they are more reac-
tive in nature.

Coping strategies

Applying a transactional approach to
stress, Lazarus and Folkman (1984) de-
fined coping as “those changing cognitive
and behavioral efforts developed for man-
aging the specific external and/or internal
demands judged as exceeding or surpassing
the individual’s own resources” (p. 164).
In the literature, several classifications of
coping strategies can be found, which are
made depending on the specific methods
used or according to the precise objectives
towards which coping strategies are direct-
ed. Billings and Moos (1981), for example,
identified three methods of coping: a) ac-
tive-cognitive, i.e., the management of the
appraisal of stressful events such that they
are less stressful; b) active-behavioral, i.e.,

the observable efforts aimed at managing
a stressful situation; and ¢) avoidance, i.e.,
the refusal to face a problematic or stress-
ful situation. On the basis of the objectives
of coping, authors have made an essential
distinction between coping oriented to the
problem and coping oriented to the emo-
tion (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Prob-
lem-focused coping represents an attempt
to respond directly to the stressful situa-
tion (which can be high demands or low
resources), while emotion-focused coping
consists of attempts to moderate the emo-
tional response to stressful events (Cox &
Ferguson, 1991). In the more recent years
other forms of coping have been introduced
such as proactive coping.

Irrespectively of the specific coping
form and in line with Lazarus and Folkman
(1984), persons usually employ both task
and emotion focused coping strategies. The
former attempts some form of action di-
rectly targeted at dealing with the source of
stress (adaptation of the environment), while
the latter attempts to attenuate the emotional
experience associated with stress (adapta-
tion to the environment). Cox and Ferguson
(1991) suggest that, like other individual
differences, coping is often seen to function
in the stress process as either “mediators of
stress appraisal” or as “moderators of the
stress-outcome relationship”. As a media-
tor, coping can transmit the effect of stress-
ors (job characteristics in the JD-R Theory)
on the outcomes but do not qualitatively
change the effect, whereas as a moderator
it can change the direction or strength of a
relationship between stress and responses

13
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(Cox & Ferguson, 1991) or determine when
certain responses to stress will occur.

The first way that coping can be integrat-
ed in the JD-R Theory is as a reaction to job
demands and resources and as predictor of
health and motivational outcomes. In line
with this, coping has been characterized as
“cognitive and behavioral efforts to man-
age (reduce, minimize, master, or tolerate)
the internal and external demands of the
person-environment transaction that is ap-
praised as taxing or exceeding the person’s
resources” (Folkman et al, 1986). A failure
to cope successfully (from excessive de-
mands or lack of resources) is likely to lead
to stress and negative health and organiza-
tional outcomes (Cox et al., 2000). There is
evidence that coping is a reaction to high
demands and low resources. In a longitu-
dinal study with social workers, Koeske
(1993) found that active coping strategies
provided greater capacity for coping with
difficult situations at work. Coping, in its
turn, has been found to predict motivation-
al and health related outcomes, like burn-
out. Thornton (1992), for example, found a
statistically significant association between
avoidance coping and burnout in a sample
of workers at a psychiatric clinic. Chan and
Hui (1995) found that avoidance coping
was positively related to the three compo-
nents of burnout in a group of secondary
school teachers.

However, more studies seem to have
examined the coping strategies that indi-
viduals used in reaction to their burnout
experiences. Leiter (1993) posited that
outcomes reflecting withdrawal tendencies
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(e.g., avoidance coping, low job involve-
ment, and desire to quit) are more related to
either emotional exhaustion or depersonal-
ization, whereas outcomes reflecting pos-
itive self-efficacy (e.g., active coping) are
more related to personal accomplishment.
Consistent with Leiter’s (1993) model, the
findings of the meta-analysis of Lee and
Ashforth (1996) revealed that the three
dimensions of burnout were differentially
associated with coping strategies. Emo-
tional exhaustion and depersonalization
were weakly associated with active coping,
reflecting the underuse of such a coping
behavior or the lack of its effectiveness
and subsequent abandonment. Converse-
ly, personal accomplishment was strongly
related to active coping, suggesting that a
problem-focused response and a positive
self-appraisal may be mutually reinforc-
ing (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; cf. Leit-
er, 1991). Similarly, Yela (1996) reported
that the greater the feelings of emotional
exhaustion, the more likely these profes-
sionals were to use strategies coinciding
with a passive form of coping, including
strategies based on behavioral and mental
disconnection from the situation, concen-
trating on one’s emotions and venting one’s
feelings when faced with difficult or stress-
ful events.

Recently a more positive form of coping
has gained research attention, namely proac-
tive coping. Proactive coping represents an
effort to build up general resources that fa-
cilitate promotion toward challenging goals
and personal growth (Angelo & Chambel,
2014). Angelo and Chambel (2014) found
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that proactive coping partially mediated the
relationship between job demands and burn-
out, as well as the relationship between job
resources and work engagement. Moreover,
whereas both job demands and job resourc-
es were positively related to proactive cop-
ing, proactive coping was negatively related
to burnout and positively related to work
engagement.

Next to the mediating role, several stud-
ies have found that coping plays a moder-
ating role between job characteristics and
well-being. For instance, Siu et al. (2002)
found that the relationship between work
stress (indicating high job demands and
low job resources) and physical well-being
was positive among managers in China and
Hong Kong who employed more support
coping (e.g., resort to hobbies and pas-
times). Additionally, proactive coping has
been found to play the role of a modera-
tor in the JD-R Theory. Specifically, Searle
and Lee (2015) found in a cross-sectional
study that proactive coping moderated re-
lations between challenge demands and
work engagement, as well as relations
between challenge demands and burn-
out. Daniels (1999) even examined wheth-
er the three-way interaction between job
demands, job resources and coping is pre-
dictive of well-being. The results indicated
that in certain conditions job control and
social support do enhance coping efforts.
For problem-focused coping and emo-
tion-focused coping, the results indicated
in general that control and support enable
coping to buffer the effects of job demands
on well-being, up to a certain threshold for

job demands. Once this threshold was ex-
ceeded, job demands had a stronger neg-
ative relationship with well-being. The
results indicated that job control enhanc-
es moderate levels of both appraisal and
cognitive-escape-focused coping, but not
extreme levels of these forms of coping.
Finally, there was some evidence that so-
cial support may enhance very high levels
of appraisal-focused coping, but in general
appraisal-focused coping is more effective
at low levels of support.

Next to the different ways of coping re-
searchers have also considered the effec-
tiveness of coping. Cox (1987) warns that
in reality, the problem-solving process in a
stress setting is unlikely to be so rational.
For example, appraisal and coping process-
es may not be open to conscious evalua-
tion, and may be carried out with bias, in-
sufficient information, to appear irrational
or counterproductive, with consideration
of a limited number of solutions, and with
little or no attention paid to feedback or
past learning. Cox (1987) argues that these
problems could be what make the differ-
ence between successful and unsuccessful
problem-solving episodes. Aluja Fabregat,
Blanch Plana, and Biscarri Gassio (2003)
suggested that the effectiveness of cop-
ing depends on the situation. Specifically,
although it seems evident that strategies
oriented to the problem are much more ef-
fective for coping with stressful situations
than those oriented to the emotion and
to avoidance (Roger, Jarvis, & Najarian,
1993; Hart, Wearing & Heady, 1995), the
effectiveness of strategies oriented to the
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problem has been found to depend on ef-
fective control of the potential stressors of
the environment and individual emotions
(Folkman, 1984; Ito & Brotheridge, 2001).
On the other hand, persistent use of prob-
lem-focused coping strategies when there
are few possibilities of controlling and/
or changing the environmental stressors
may exacerbate the undesirable effects of
work stress (Schaubroek & Merritt, 1997,
de Rijk, Le Blanc, Schaufeli, & de Jonge,
1998). At the same time, it has been point-
ed out that in less controllable circum-
stances, strategies oriented to the problem
in combination with strategies oriented to
avoidance may be useful for improving ad-
aptation and wellbeing (Aluja Fabregat et
al., 2003). In this way, flexibility in utilized
coping strategies would be adaptive rather
than maladaptive, that is, coping oriented
to the problem would be adaptive in con-
trollable situations, whilst coping oriented
to avoidance would be adaptive in situ-
ations difficult to control (Latack, 1986;
Koeske, 1993). In this line, Cheng (2001)
concluded that both perception of control
and objective controllability of the stress-
ors would play a key role in the achieve-
ment of effective coping.

Taken together, coping can be integrated
in the JD-R Theory, both as a mediator and
a moderator of the health impairment and
the motivational process. More specifical-
ly, coping is a reaction to high job demands
and lack of job resources and a predictor of
health and motivational outcomes. More-
over, health and motivational outcomes are
predictors of coping indicating a reciprocal
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relationship between coping and outcomes.
Additionally, coping is found to moderate
the relationship between job demands and
job resources on the one hand and health
and motivational outcomes on the other
hand. More importantly, what seems to
matter more is whether the applied coping
attempt was effective for the situation that
the individual was aiming to deal with. It
is suggested that whether or not the indi-
vidual has control of the situation seems to
determine the effectiveness of the applied
coping strategy.

Recovery from Work

Perhaps the most relevant strategy that
individuals may use to deal directly with
the unfavorable effects of job demands is to
recover from work. Recovery occurs after
strain when the stressor is no longer pres-
ent (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). It represents
the process that repairs the negative strain
effects. More specifically, recovery refers
to the process during which an individual’s
functioning returns to its pre-stressor level
and in which strain is reduced (Sonnentag
& Natter, 2004). In other words, recovery
refers to activities that are able to reduce
fatigue and restore a status of physiological
and psychological performance readiness.
This makes recovery particularly relevant
for regulating the levels of energy and re-
ducing the levels of exhaustion. This makes
recovery particularly relevant for the health
impairment process of the JD-R theory.

According to Meijman and Mulder
(1998), effort expenditure at work is un-
avoidably associated with, in principle
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adaptive, acute load reactions (e.g., accel-
erated heart rate, elevated blood pressure
levels, and fatigue). Under optimal circum-
stances, the stress-related acute load reac-
tions return to pre-stressor levels during
after-work hours, and recovery is complet-
ed before the next working period starts.
However, when the stress-related acute
load reactions prolong or re-occur during
after-work hours (i.e., sustained sympa-
thetic activation), recovery is incomplete
(Geurts & Sonnentag, 2006). Consequent-
ly, the worker will start the next working
period while being in a suboptimal con-
dition and will have to invest compensa-
tory effort in order to perform adequately
at work. Prolonged exposure to work de-
mands (e.g., daily overtime work, ruminate
about work problems) that strain the same
psycho-physiological systems that were al-
ready activated on the job also after work
may lead to a total breakdown (Geurts &
Sonnentag, 2006). Particularly when job
demands are high, employees will be more
inclined to work longer or more intensive
in order to fulfil them and to avoid a pos-
sible backlog. When they recover, they can
avoid creating load effects which strain
their psychophysiological system the next
day when they start work. Failure to re-
cover means that the individual starts the
working day with feelings of tiredness,
which accumulated in the long term may
lead to exhaustion.

What recovery strategies have been
found to be successful in reducing strain
and the risk of exhaustion or health prob-
lems? Among other things, Sonnentag und

Fritz (2007) have discriminated between
psychological detachment from work
during non-work time, relaxation and mas-
tery as recovery experiences that may be
relevant for burnout. Psychological de-
tachment means that the individual stops
thinking about work and disengages his/
herself mentally from work. Lack of de-
tachment has been associated with higher
exhaustion and lower need for recovery
(Sonnentag, Kuttler & Fritz, 2010). More-
over, over time psychological detachment
mediated the relation between job stressors
on the one hand and emotional exhaustion
and need for recovery on the other hand
(Sonnentag, Binnewies, & Mojza, 2010).
Furthermore, Sonnentag and Fritz (2007)
found that relaxation is negatively cor-
related with health complaints, exhaustion,
sleep problems, and need for recovery.
This indicates that low-effort activities re-
quire hardly any effort on the part of the in-
dividual and therefore pose no demands on
the psychobiological system (Sonnentag &
Natter, 2004); therefore, they help individ-
uals reduce their levels of exhaustion on
days that these levels are high. Mastery ex-
perience refers to pursuing mastery-related
off-job activities (e.g. taking a language
class, or learning new sports) that offer
an individual challenges or opportunities
to learn new skills (Sonnentag & Fritz,
2007). The empirical evidence available
so far suggests that mastery experiences
are negatively related to emotional exhaus-
tion, depressive symptoms, and need for
recovery (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007), and
positively to (morning) positive activation
(Sonnentag, Binnewies, & Mojza, 2008).
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Next to these specific relationships, re-
covery has already been studied in within
the JD-R Theory as a mediator. Job de-
mands can be seen as factors that inhibit
recovery, whereas job resources facilitate
recovery (Demerouti, Bakker, Geurts &
Taris, 2009). More specifically, Kinnunen,
Feldt, Siltaloppi, and Sonnentag, (2011)
suggested that recovery experiences—es-
pecially psychological detachment and
relaxation—partially mediate the relation-
ship between job demands and fatigue at
work, whereas recovery experiences—es-
pecially mastery and control—partially
mediate the relationship between job re-
sources and work engagement. The results
showed that psychological detachment ful-
ly mediated the effects of job demands on
fatigue at work and mastery partially me-
diated the effects of job resources on work
engagement.

Recovery has also been found to play a
moderating role in the JD-R Theory. More
specifically, Siltallopi, Kinnunen and Feldt
(2009) showed that recovery experiences —
psychological detachment and mastery in
particular — not only had direct favorable
effects on occupational well-being but
also interactive effects. Specifically, they
showed that psychological detachment
and mastery were protective mechanisms
against increased need for recovery in a
situation of lack of job control. Moreover,
relaxation protected against increased job
exhaustion under high time demands. Sim-
ilarly, psychological detachment from work
and relaxation are found to buffer the nega-
tive impact of role conflict on health-relat-
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ed outcomes (anxiety, somatic symptoms,
bullying experiences) (Moreno-Jiménez,
Rodriguez-Muiloz, Sanz-Vergel, & Garro-
sa, 2012).

Overall, findings suggest a differential
pattern of the recovery experiences in the
health impairment and motivational process
proposed by the JD-R model. Although re-
covery has mainly been studied within the
health impairment process, recent research
seems to suggest that it is also relevant for
the motivational process. Whereas both
mediating and moderating role of recovery
have been examined within the JD-R model,
such roles have not been confirmed for all
recovery experiences and various possible
outcomes related to the two processes.

Strategies to Maximize Favorable Effects
Whereas the previous section referred to
more reactive strategies to deal with stress
and burnout to address diminishing time
and energetic resources, the current sec-
tion focusses on strategies that individuals
use to maximize favorable effects, achieve
their goals and avoid losses (i.e., self-reg-
ulation). Self-regulation refers to the regu-
lation of the self by the self, and involves
aligning thinking, feelings and behavior
to some consciously desired goal (Forgas,
Baumeister & Tice, 2009). In this way,
self-regulation concerns how individuals
take effective action, make effective de-
cisions, and manage their motivation and
emotions especially in the face of setbacks
(O’Shea, Buckley & Halbesleben, 2017).
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Self-regulation

Individuals have the ability to control
and regulate motivation, cognition, affect
and behaviors. The ability to manage inter-
nal states and alter behavioral responses is
commonly known as self-regulation (Mu-
raven & Baumeister, 2000), which allows
individuals to meet deadlines, persevere
through adversity, resist temptations, and
be kind to others even when others are
difficult. Self-regulation is the capacity to
alter actions to conform to morals, ideals,
values, and social expectations in order to
pursue long-term goals (Baumeister, Vohs,
& Tice, 2007). Mackey and Perrewe (2014)
suggest that self-regulation is a key mech-
anism to understanding why some individ-
uals are able to learn and adapt to stressors
effectively, and others are unable to do so
effectively. Self-regulation may explain
why behaviors in response to specific
events may vary across time and contexts.
It enables individuals to restrain from in-
appropriate behaviors, such as aggressive
acts toward a supervisor when angered and
to make an inner strength or energy avail-
able to manage demands and bring about
positive outcomes. On the constructive
side, self-regulation has been associated
with good adjustment and positive psy-
chological states (Tangney, Baumeister, &
Boone, 2004). On the destructive side, poor
self-regulation has been associated with
increased vulnerability, substance-abuse,
and eating disorders (Tangney et al., 2004).
When individuals engage in self-regulation
(e.g., resisting the temptation to aggress
against a supervisor), the amount of this
personal resource available is reduced. The

state of being low in self-regulatory re-
sources due to previous self-regulation is
known as “ego depletion” (Baumeister et
al., 2007).

Mackey and Perrewe (2014) have inte-
grated self-regulation in a work stress mod-
el. Specifically, they suggest that self-reg-
ulation moderates the relationship between
organizational stressors or demands and
job strain or well-being. They argue that
coping with stressors requires individuals
to utilize self-regulatory resources in order
to stop or buffer inappropriate coping be-
haviors. In this way, appropriate self-reg-
ulation will buffer poor action tendencies
and actual behaviors (e.g., yelling at a co-
worker when angry). However, self-reg-
ulation, if used frequently, can deplete a
limited resource. If organizational stress-
ors and subsequent emotions are managed
successfully using self-regulation initially,
self-regulation may be depleted over time
(cf. ego depletion) if the stressors are not
removed. Depleted self-regulation resourc-
es may be replenished in different ways.
Regular exertions of self-regulation actual-
ly can improve individuals’ self-regulation
over time and make them more resistant
to self-regulation depletion. Mackey and
Perrewe (2014) argue that personal and
organizational resources may help to ei-
ther prevent ego depletion or to enhance
self-regulation once depleted. Self-regula-
tion cannot proceed without a commitment
to standards or goals because self-regula-
tion is the effortful attempt to alter one’s
behavior so as to meet a standard/goal.
Resources help per definition goal achieve-

19



Istanbul Business Research 47/1

ment by offering information about how to
achieve goals (e.g., role clarity or leader-
ship). Thus, resources, such as role clari-
ty, should have a positive association with
self-regulation. Personal resources such
as political skills and self-monitoring are
suggested by Mackey and Perrewe (2014)
to influence self-regulation directly. More-
over, resources, such as resiliency and so-
cial support (e.g., talking with coworkers
in the same situation) or autonomy (e.g.,
deciding yourself which demand to fulfil
first), may have a direct impact on less-
ening ego depletion or replenishing the
self-regulation resource.

Existing empirical evidence supports
that self-regulation both moderates and
mediates the relationship between job de-
mands and health related outcomes. For
instance, Schmidt, Neubach and Heuer
(2007) found that cognitive control defi-
cits (self-reported failures in perception,
memory, and action) mediated the rela-
tionship between self-control demands
and the burnout dimensions of emotional
exhaustion and depersonalization pro-
viding clear evidence of the vulnerability
hypothesis of cognitive control deficits as
an indicator of self-regulation. Moreover,
Diestel and Schmidt (2009) examined
whether self-control (impulse control, re-
sisting distractions, and overcoming inner
resistances) could moderate the relation-
ships between qualitative workload (con-
centration requirements) and quantitative
work load (work pressure) and exhaustion
as well as anxiety. Significant interaction
effects between qualitative workload and
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impulse control as well as between both of
the workload variables and resisting dis-
tractions were found on both exhaustion
and anxiety. Similarly, Brenninkmeijer,
Demerouti, Le Blanc and van Emmerik
(2010) examined whether regulatory fo-
cus moderated the motivational and health
impairment process of the JD-R theory.
Regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 2000)
distinguishes between two regulatory foci
among individuals. When promotion fo-
cused, individuals are motivated by growth
and development needs, have strong ide-
als, and prefer gain to the avoidance of
losses. When prevention focused, individ-
uals are responsive to security needs, the
responsibility for safety and protection,
have strong emphasis on obligations, and
prefer the avoidance of loss to gains. Re-
sults confirmed that detrimental effects of
job demands (i.e., workload, interperson-
al conflict) on emotional exhaustion were
more pronounced among individuals with
a strong prevention focus. Moreover, the
favorable effects of job resources (i.e., au-
tonomy, social support) on motivational
outcomes (i.e., work engagement, organi-
zational commitment and job satisfaction)
were more pronounced among individuals
with a weak rather than high promotion fo-
cus (as was expected).

Finally, Demerouti, Bakker and Leiter
(2014) investigated whether self-regulation
(regulatory focus) can help employees to
maintain their performance (i.e., task perfor-
mance, adaptivity to change) at acceptable
levels despite experiencing burnout (i.e.,
exhaustion, disengagement). They found
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that compensation (i.e., organizing substi-
tute means to reach goals and to maintain
a high level of functioning) was the most
successful strategy in buffering the neg-
ative associations of disengagement with
supervisor-rated task performance and both
disengagement and exhaustion with super-
visor-rated adaptivity to change. In contrast,
the selection strategy (i.e., setting goals and
deciding on goal priorities) exacerbated the
negative relationship of exhaustion with su-
pervisor-rated adaptivity to change.

Taken together, self-regulation seems to
play an important role in the relationships
suggested by the JD-R Theory. Although
various studies used different indicators of
self-regulation, it seems that self-regula-
tion plays both a moderating and mediating
role in both processes. There is, however,
more empirical evidence on the moderat-
ing role of self-regulation. It is particularly
involved in the process through which job
characteristics influence health and mo-
tivational outcomes but it also seems to
moderate the impact of health and motiva-
tional outcomes on performance outcomes.

Strategies to Change Job Characteristics

Up to now, the focus was on strategies that
individuals use to deal with actual loss or the
threat of diminishing resources by changing
something in themselves. Individuals can or
even should find ways to change or adjust
their work (characteristics) such that they
avoid losses and maximize outcomes. This
comes close to active coping but differs in
that coping represents a reaction to stressors,
while the driver of the main strategy present-

ed here, job crafting, is the search for mean-
ing and for a motivating and healthy work
environment.

Job Crafting

Job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton,
2001) represents actions employees take so
as to alter the task boundaries of a job (i.e.,
type or number of activities), the cogni-
tive task boundaries of a job (i.e., how one
sees the job), and the relational boundaries
of a job (i.e., whom one interacts with at
work). Examples of job crafting could be
hospital cleaners starting to interact with
patients (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001)
or a police officer who organizes a sport
event to increase the physical condition
of herself and her colleagues. In order to
describe the actions that are performed by
job crafters in more detail, recent literature
(Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli &
Hetland, 2012; Tims, Bakker, & Derks,
2012) has used the JD-R Theory (Demer-
outi et al., 2001) and the two-dimension-
al work stressor framework by Podsakoff,
LePine and LePine (2007) as conceptual
frameworks. These two frameworks distin-
guish job characteristics into hindering job
demands (i.e., the demanding aspects of
a job which require physical and psycho-
logical effort), challenging job demands
(i.e., demanding aspects of a job that have
the potential to promote employee growth
and development) and job resources (i.e.,
job aspects that are functional for achiev-
ing work goals and can eliminate the costs
of the demands). Following this stream of
literature, job crafting refers to voluntary
self-initiated employee behaviors targeted
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at seeking resources (i.e., asking a manag-
er or colleagues for advice), seeking chal-
lenges (i.e., asking for more responsibili-
ties), and reducing hindering demands (i.e.,
eliminating emotionally, mentally or phys-
ically demanding job aspects). Following
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), Petrou
et al. (2012) suggested that even in the
most stable environments with detailed job
descriptions and clear work procedures, in-
dividuals can and do adjust the tasks they
perform and mobilize the resources they
need to carry out their tasks successfully.

More specifically, seeking resources
(e.g., performance feedback, advice from
colleagues or the manager, maximizing job
autonomy) can be a form of coping with
job demands or achieving goals and com-
pleting tasks (Petrou et al., 2012). Hobfoll
(2001) also suggested that a basic human
motivation is directed towards the accumu-
lation of resources, which are important for
the protection of other valued resources.
At the workplace, this can take the form of
proactive behavior with positive outcomes
for employee motivation and well-being
(Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008). Thus, by
successfully seeking job resources, em-
ployees accumulate resources and expand
their current resource pool.

Seeking challenges may include behav-
iors such as pursuing new stimulating tasks
at work, keeping busy during one’s working
day, or asking for more responsibilities once
assigned tasks have been completed. Csiksz-
entmihalyi and Nakamura (1989) argued
that when individuals engage in activities
offering opportunities for growth, they seek
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challenges to maintain motivation and avoid
boredom. Job demands do not play an exclu-
sively dysfunctional role (Demerouti et al.,
2001). Podsakoff et al. (2007) suggested that
there are some demands that have a positive
effect on employee job satisfaction and com-
mitment. These demands have been called
challenge stressors.

Reducing job demands represents a way
to reduce hindrances, for example, by mini-
mizing the emotionally, mentally, or physi-
cally demanding aspects of one’s work and
reducing one’s workload or time pressure
(Petrou, et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2012). Un-
like challenging job demands, hindering job
demands are demanding job aspects that
employees appraise as potentially constrain-
ing their development and performance
(Podsakoff et al. 2007). Reducing job de-
mands is not an extensively studied employ-
ee behavior. Avoidance coping techniques,
which could involve similar behaviors, are
linked with impaired mental health and so-
cial functioning (Endler & Parker, 1994),
and should relate to individuals’ emotional
numbness and unawareness of what causes
them stress (Roth & Cohen, 1986).

What is the role of job crafting in the
JD-R Theory? One of the first studies on job
crafting indicated that it related to both job
demands and job resources. Specifically, Pe-
trou et al. (2012) found that the combination
of high daily work pressure and high daily
autonomy (i.e., active jobs) was associated
with higher day-level seeking resources and
lower day-level reducing demands. Fur-
thermore, they found that day-level seeking
challenges (but not resources) was positively
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associated with day-level work engagement,
whereas day-level reducing demands was
negatively associated with day-level work
engagement. Job demands and resources
have also been found to have main effects
on job crafting. For instance, Kanten (2014)
found that skill variety and feedback were
positively related to job crafting, whereas
task significance and autonomy dimension
were unrelated to job crafting. However,
there are studies showing that job crafting
is not significantly predicted by job char-
acteristics. Niessen, Wesseler and Kostova
(2016) found that task interdependency and
job autonomy were unrelated over time.

Job crafting has been examined both as
a predictor and as an outcome of job de-
mands and resources but also of health
and motivational indicators. Specifically,
Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2013) with their
longitudinal study showed that employees
who crafted their job resources in the first
month of the study reported an increase in
their structural and social resources over
the course of the study (2 months). This
increase in job resources was negatively
related to burnout and positively to engage-
ment and job satisfaction. More specifical-
ly, it was shown that increasing structural
job resources (i.e., autonomy, variety, and
opportunities for development) as a form
of job crafting was negatively directly re-
lated to burnout and indirectly through
the perception of structural job resources
themselves. Additionally, increasing social
resources (i.e., social support, feedback,
and coaching) as a form of job crafting
was indirectly negatively related to burn-

out through the perception of social job
resources. Crafting job demands did not
result in a change in job demands, but
results revealed direct effects of crafting
challenging demands (i.e., workload) on
decreases in burnout and increases in work
engagement. In this study, crafting hinder-
ing demands (i.e., cognitive demands and
emotional demands) was unrelated to any
of the outcomes. These findings highlight
the importance of mobilization of job re-
sources (both structural and social) in order
to diminish the risk to burnout.

Partly similar findings are reported by
Petrou, Demerouti, and Schaufeli (2013),
who used a longer time frame of one year
between the measures and a sample that was
undergoing organizational change. In this
study, seeking resources was unrelated to
exhaustion but seeking challenges did have
a positive implication; namely it contribut-
ed to lower levels of exhaustion. In other
words, an approach of actively confronting
new demanding aspects of the job is asso-
ciated with lower rather than higher strain.
Furthermore, Petrou et al. (2013) found an
interesting pattern of relationships between
reducing demands and exhaustion. Employ-
ees who attempted to reduce their demands
reported higher exhaustion, a state that, in
its turn, led to further decreasing demands,
highlighting that reducing demands is not
an effective strategy. Similar findings are
also reported by the diary study of Demer-
outi, Bakker, and Halbesleben (2015), who
further found that daily seeking resources
positively affected daily performance by
increasing daily job autonomy and work
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engagement whereas reducing demands
negatively affected performance by reduc-
ing daily work and daily exhaustion. A re-
cent study among airline pilots (Demerouti,
Veldhuis, Coombes & Hunter, in press), not
only confirmed the assumptions of the JD-R
Theory but it also showed that job demands
were detrimental to simulator training per-
formance because they made pilots more
exhausted and less able to craft their job,
whereas job resources had a favorable effect
because they reduced feelings of disengage-
ment and increased job crafting. In this way,
the study showed why burnout is related to
worse performance because it impairs job
crafting behavior.

Job crafting has more often been exam-
ined as a mediator rather than as a modera-
tor in the JD-R Theory. However, it would
make sense to suggest that job crafting mod-
erates the relations of the health impairment
and the motivational process. Only Bakker
(2018) found recently that the interaction
between job crafting and work engagement
was related to several work characteristics
including opportunities for development,
performance feedback bureaucracy and role
ambiguity. It is expected that future studies
will provide more insight into the interact-
ing effects of job crafting within the JD-R
Theory uncovering the situational specific-
ity of job crafting behavior.

Thus, individuals seem to use bot-
tom-up, job crafting strategies to change
their job characteristics such that they be-
come less hindering and more motivating
and challenging. The limited empirical
evidence seems to suggest that the mobi-
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lization of resources and challenges by the
individual seems to reduce unfavorable
outcomes, such as burnout, and increase
favorable outcomes, such as work engage-
ment. Conversely, when individuals reduce
their job demands, they seem to enter into a
negative spiral in which reducing demands
is related to more exhaustion, which over
time is related to more reducing demands.
Thus, specific job crafting behaviors seem
to diminish burnout. However, burnout
does not seem to stimulate job crafting,
which shows that individuals need to have
the energy and motivation available to
adjust their jobs to their preferences. Al-
though we lack evidence about the mod-
erating effects of job crafting in the JD-R
theory, job crafting is the strategy that has
more consistently been shown to influence
job demands and resources.

Conclusions and Future Research

The goal of this paper was twofold: (i)
to present the key assumptions of the JD-R
Theory, an overview of empirical evidence
as well as an evaluation of the theory, (ii)
to discuss the role of the three categories
of individual strategies in the JD-R Theo-
ry. Overcoming the restricted, static, and
one-sided early models of stress and mo-
tivation, JD-R Theory suggests that job
characteristics can be organized in two
categories: job demands and job resources.
These two categories of work character-
istics can be found in virtually every job
and are therefore important because they
are initiators of two different processes: the
health impairment and motivational pro-
cess. Not only do demands and resources



Demerouti / Strategies & Jd-R Theory

have unique effects on employee health
and motivation; they also have joint (in-
teractive) effects on employee well-being.
Rather than being mechanistic, the JD-R
model suggests that personal resources are
also important predictors of motivation,
and can buffer unfavorable effects of job
demands. Although there is strong empir-
ical evidence for both processes, there are
still several important issues that have to
be considered when evaluating the theory’s
status. The most distinctive feature of the
JD-R Theory is its generality and flexibil-
ity, hence its popularity. However, the the-
ory’s openness and flexibility come at the
cost of specificity of predictions.

Bakker and Demerouti (2017) discussed
promising avenues for future research and
theoretical innovations within the JD-R
Theory. First, they suggested examining
whether the hypothesized constellations of
working conditions (interactions) will have
the same favorable or unfavorable effects
on employee well-being and outcomes
over time, e.g., how long can job resources
buffer the effect of high demands. Second,
a more rigorous test of causality is required
and investing more effort in experimental-
ly manipulating job characteristics (e.g.,
in a field experiment/intervention) to see
whether such modifications have the pre-
dicted effects is suggested. Third, next to
personal resources, also personal demands
(i.e., the requirements that individuals set
for their own performance and behavior
that force them to invest effort) such as
performance expectations, perfectionism,
workaholism, should be more systemati-

cally included in the JD-R theory. Fourth,
integrating more objective indicators of
the prevailing job demands and resources,
and of the possible employee and organi-
zational outcomes, including physiologi-
cal (health) and economical indictors will
make the theory more impactful. Fifth, it
is important to investigate how leadership
behaviors change from day to day, and how
changes in these behaviors affect employ-
ee work engagement and job performance,
through their impact on daily job demands
and resources. Sixth, in order to grasp the
experience of work and understand the in-
terplay between work events, situations or
characteristics and well-being and motiva-
tion, we need to focus on work occasions,
performance episodes, and discrete behav-
iors. Seventh, integrating multilevel con-
structs (on the team or organizational lev-
el) in JD-R research can help to capture the
complexity of organizational phenomena
and develop more sophisticated theoretical
models and more effective interventions.
Finally, Bakker and Demerouti (2017) sug-
gested integrating individual strategies in
the JD-R Theory, which is the focus of the
current paper.

More specifically, this paper examined
the role of strategies that individuals use
to alter the impact of job characteristics so
that the unfavorable effects are minimized
whereas the favorable ones are maximized.
Three forms of strategies were discussed
including strategies that individuals use to
(i) deal directly with the unfavorable effects
of job characteristics which may be actu-
al or anticipated loss of resources namely
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coping and recovery; (ii) maximize favor-
able effects, achieve their goals and avoid
losses, i.e., self-regulation and (iii) change
their job characteristics directly such that
the job is less demanding and more moti-
vating i.e., job crafting. It was shown that
individual strategies can be integrated in
the JD-R Theory, both as a mediator and a
moderator of the health impairment and the
motivational process. There was sufficient
evidence indicating that individual strate-
gies mediate the effects of job demands and
job resources on health and motivational
outcomes, respectively. Of the strategies
reviewed, only job crafting was consistent-
ly found to influence job demands and re-
sources thus explaining the reverse effects
of well-being indicators on job characteris-
tics. Moreover, health and motivational in-
dicators were found to influence the focal
strategies, highlighting their importance as
ways to deal with diminishing resources or
to maximize favorable outcomes. More-
over, coping, recovery and self-regulation
were shown to moderate the impact of job
demands and resources on health outcomes
and motivational outcomes. This role of
individual strategies is very important as
it highlights that individuals can do some-
thing to alter the way that the work envi-
ronment influences them.

To this end, more research is necessary
to uncover several unresolved issues re-
garding individual strategies (Demerouti,
2015). First, although several strategies
were reviewed, it is by no means plausible
that individuals use only the presented strat-
egies. Other possible strategies that may be
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relevant for JD-R theory are strength use
(van Woerkom, Oerlemans, & Bakker,
2016) and proactive vitality management
(Op den Kamp, Tims, Bakker, & Demerou-
ti, in press). Future research should expand
our knowledge on what the other possible
strategies are that individuals use to avoid
burnout or minimize its effects. Second, we
still do not know how long the effects of
these strategies last. Considering the fluc-
tuating character of the utilized strategies
as well as the insight that the effectiveness
of the applied strategy seems to depend on
the situation, it is suggested that diary re-
search that follows individuals daily during
several measurement moments close to
the natural context in which they operate
(Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen & Zapf, 2010)
might be a useful way to study individual
strategies. Third, as all studies presented
in this review examined the effect of one
unique strategy, an emerging question is
whether the combined use of the strategies
is more effective than the employment of a
single strategy. This necessitates a shift be-
yond the tendency to focus on one-cause-
one-effect relationships to examining com-
binations of predictors (Kahn & Byosiere,
1992). Fourth, it is essential to know how
individuals can be helped to learn to use ef-
fective strategies. To this end, intervention
studies are necessary. Such studies have
shown that individuals can be trained to
develop effective coping strategies in terms
of stimulating support-seeking behavior
(Peterson, Bergstrom, Samuelsson, As-
berg, & Nygren, 2008), to learn how to re-
covery from work more effectively (Hahn,
Binnewies, Sonnentag & Mojza, 2011),
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and to learn how to craft their job (Gordon,
et al., 2018; van den Heuvel, Demerouti &
Peeters, 2015).

The strategies discussed should not be
seen as replacing top-down, organizational
approaches (e.g., job redesign, optimiza-
tion of workflow, reduction of work haz-
ards) that aim to optimize the work envi-
ronment and working conditions such that
the risk of diminished health and motiva-
tion is minimized. Rather, they should be
viewed as strategies that occur simultane-
ously with organizational approaches and
are generally spontaneous and unattended,
e.g., job crafting (Demerouti, 2015). There-
fore, it is essential that organizations and
individuals are aware of the effectiveness
of the different individual strategies and in-
form individuals about the importance of
such strategies such that they make more
effective choices. Moreover, they should
motivate them to use the effective strate-
gies for their current and future health and
well-being, and teach them how to do so
by providing them training possibilities.
The hope is that JD-R Theory will be used
to guide future research and practice such
that employees can work in healthier, more
engaging, and more productive working
environments.
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