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Título: Validación de la escala Job Crafting en trabajadores latinoamerica-
nos. 
Resumen: En este estudio, se analizaron las propiedades psicométricas de 
la versión en español (Bakker et al., 2018) de la escala Job Crafting de Tims 
et al. (2012) en población latinoamericana. Aplicamos la escala a una mues-
tra de 903 empleados (42.6% mujeres y 57.4% hombres) de Colombia y 
Ecuador. Se examinaron la fiabilidad y la validez. Los resultados del análisis 
factorial confirmatorio mostraron un ajuste adecuado tanto en Colombia 
(CFI = .916, TLI = .900, IFI = .917, RMSEA = .060) como en Ecuador 
(CFI = .918, TLI = .903, IFI = .919, RMSEA = .064), en la estructura de 
cuatro factores de la escala original. Se encontró evidencia de validación, 
relacionada con el criterio de bienestar psicológico, para las dimensiones de 
recursos estructurales crecientes y demandas desafiantes crecientes. La ver-
sión en español de la escala demuestra su utilidad para la investigación en el 
contexto latinoamericano. 
Palabras clave: Reajuste del puesto de trabajo. Validación de escalas. Teo-
ría de los recursos demandados por el trabajo. Bienestar psicológico. Proac-
tividad. 

  Abstract: In this study, the psychometric properties of the Spanish version 
(Bakker et al., 2018) of the Job Crafting scale of Tims et al. (2012), was an-
alyzed in a Latin American population. We applied the scale to a sample of 
903 employees (42.6% women & 57.4% men) from Colombia and Ecua-
dor. Reliability and validity were examined. The results of the confirmatory 
factor analysis showed an adequate fit both in Colombia (CFI = .916, TLI 
= .900, IFI = .917, RMSEA = .060) and in Ecuador (CFI = .918, TLI = 
.903, IFI = .919, RMSEA = .064), in the four-factor structure of the origi-
nal scale. Evidence of validation, related to criterion for psychological well-
being for the dimensions of increasing structural resources and increasing 
challenging demands, was found. The Spanish version of the scale demon-
strates its usefulness for research in the Latin American context. 
Keywords: Job crafting. Scale validation. Job-demand resources theory. 
Psychological well-being. Proactivity. 

 

Introduction 
 

Job crafting (JC) has been defined as the initiatives taken by 
an employee to achieve their indicators or work objectives, 
according to their motivation and preferences (Wrzesniewski 
& Dutton, 2001). JC is characterized, mainly, by the self-
modification of tasks and variables that intercede in the per-
formance of the work; it does not contemplate the modifica-
tion of the work in its entirety, but, rather, of some aspects, 
according to the motivation and initiative of the employee, 
and to the limits of their assignments (Berg & Dutton, 2008). 

The term was coined by Wrzesniewski & Dutton in 
2001, however, more than 20 years ago, Kulik and associates 
(1987) gave notions of what it is now considered to be JC, as 
they explained how employees redesigned their jobs from 
their initiative and without the participation of the admin-
istration. JC differs from job redesign in that employers do 
not agree to a change in working conditions (Hornung et al., 
2010; Nadin et al., 2001), and it is a type of proactive work 
behavior initiated by the employee, taking advantage of a fu-
ture situation, or taking control of it and causing a change 
(Parker & Collins, 2010). Unlike other types of proactive be-
haviors, JC is aimed at improving work attitude, motivation, 
and their well-being (Tims et al., 2012). 

There are several positions on JC and one of the most 
recognized is that of Tims et al. (2012), who proposed, and 
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adjusted, the construct to the demand-resources model 
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001). Under 
this position, JC helps the employee find the balance be-
tween labor demands and labor resources, which can be 
functional to achieve good job performance and reduce psy-
chological costs. Tims et al. (2012) propose that to change 
the level of demand-resource, and align them to the skills 
and needs, the employee can take four paths that are consti-
tuted in the dimensions of JC: increase structural resources, 
increase social resources, increase challenging demands, and 
reduce the level of hindering work demands. 

Increased structural resources and increased social re-
sources can buffer the effects of high job demands and can 
result in job engagement (Vogt et al., 2016). They have been 
shown to have an indirect effect on intention to leave (Laz-
arte, 2016), job performance (Bakker, 2015; Van Windergen 
et al., 2016), and workplace well-being (Slemp & Vella-
Brodrick, 2104). Similarly, increasing challenging demands 
help work motivation, because employees experience tasks 
as a challenge, thereby stimulating the development of 
knowledge and skills (LePine et al., 2005). In this sense, cre-
ating challenging jobs can be a way to increase personal de-
velopment and job satisfaction (Berg et al., 2008). 

Regarding the decrease in hindering demands, Schaufeli 
et al. (2009) stated that prolonged exposure to overwhelming 
jobs that exceed abilities can have effects on health, such as 
emotional exhaustion. Therefore, it is important for the em-
ployee to find a way to reduce the demands that they consid-
er to be hampering to be satisfied, enjoy good health, and to 
perform well. 

https://revistas.um.es/analesps
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In 2012, Tims et al. developed and validated the 21-item 
Job Crafting Scale (JCS) to measure JC in a sample of 1,181 
employees in the Netherlands. The JCS comprises six items 
for the dimension of reduction of hindering demands and 
five for the others. The internal consistency by Cronbach's 
alpha ranged between questionable to acceptable (α = .75 to 
α = .82), and the Confirmatory Factor Analysis showed ac-
ceptable results (CFI = .89; TLI = .89; IFI = .90; RMSEA = 
.04). Likewise, in the validation, they found correlations be-
tween the dimensions of the JCS with proactive personality 
(r = .17 to .46), personal initiative (r = .17 to .55); engage-

ment (r = - .19 to .46); and yield (r = - .10 to .40). The in-
verse correlations and those with lower effects correspond 
to the dimension of reduction of hindering demands. 

The JCS has been tested on different samples of employ-
ees from various countries and has proven its validity. The 
dimensions of increased structural resources, increased social 
resources, and increased challenging demands were validated 
in all studies; while the decrease in hindering demands was 
eliminated in two of the studies, due to low statistical repre-
sentation (Chinelato et al., 2015; Cenciotti et al., 2016). 

 
Table 1 
List of studies on the validation of Job Crafting Scale. 

Author(s) Country Number of items and Cronbach’s alpha CFA fit indexes 

Cenciotti et ál., 2016 Italy ARE = 4; α .81. ARS = 4; α .74. ADD = 4; α .78. CFI= .93; TLI= .91; RMSEA= .08. 
Chinelato, Ferrerira, & 
Valentini, 2015 

Brazil ARE = 4; α .71. ARS = 4; α .78. ADD = 5; α .77.  CFI= .95; TLI= .94; RMSEA= .06. 

Eguchi et ál. (2016) Japan ARE = 5; α .90. DDO: 6; α .80. ARS = 5; α .76. ADD = 5; α .84. GFI= .91; PGFI= .70; 
NNFI= .90; CFI= .94 
PNFI= 0.77; RMSEA= .06 

Gupta & Shifali, 2019 India ARE = 5; α .82. DDO: 6; α .79. ARS = 5; α .77. ADD = 4; α .75. CFI= .955; GFI=.916; AGFI=.892; 
RMSEA=.036. 

Lichtenthaler & 
Fischbach, 2016 

Germany ARE = 5; α .76 a 77. ARS = 5; α .79 a 83. ADD = 5; α .87 a 88. 
DDO: 6; α .79 a 81. 

RMSEA= .07 
TLI = .89 
CFI = .91 
IFI = .91 

Sora, Caballero, & 
García-Budas, 2018 

Spain ARE = 3; α .75. DDO: 3; α .64. ARS = 3; α .78. ADD = 3; α .77 AGFI=.94; NNFI=.93; 
SRMR=.05; RMSEA=.06. 

ARE = increase of structural resources, ARS = increase of social resources, ADD = increase of challenging demands, DDO = decrease of hindering de-
mands, r = Pearson correlation coefficient; α: Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency; GFI = fit index; CFI = comparative fit index; NFI = normalized fit in-
dex; RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation. 

 
We review six studies on the validation of JCS (see table 

1). The number of items on the JCS is constant for almost all 
the studies, except for the study by Sora et al. (2018), who 
presented a 12-item version. Internal consistency using 
Cronbach's alpha and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
were acceptable in all studies, and correlations with proactiv-
ity, personal initiative, engagement, positive psychological 
capital, positive affect, and work performance were shown 
(Chinelato et al., 2015; Bakker et al., 2018). The JCS has 
proven its validity in several countries, however, there were 
not any validations of the JCS in Spanish-speaking Latin 
American countries. 

Brazil was the only Latin American country where the 
JCS was validated, and it was done in Portuguese (Chinelato 
et al., 2015), however, the original model of the four factors 
was not corroborated, and the dimension of decrease in de-
mands was removed. Thus, Bakker & Demerouti (2007) ex-
plain that different jobs involve different types of specifica-
tions and levels of demands and resources, which could im-
ply that JC can also vary. Likewise, cultural differences can 
also interfere with JC (Erez, 2010; Bohnlein & Baum, 2020), 
due to the characterization of labor relations, the system of 
autonomous groups, centralization, autonomy, and authority. 

The JCS was adapted and validated to Spanish by Bakker 
et al. (2018), who demonstrated the reliability and factorial 

validity of the JCS with 21 items in four factors. Cronbach's 
alpha was between α .75 and α .79 and there were indices, in 
the CFA, that were similar to those of the original version 
(CFI = .858; TLI = .838; IFI = .860; RMSEA = .067). Like-
wise, they found correlations with other constructs such as 
proactivity (r = .05 - .50), and the dimensions of engage-
ment, such as vigor (r = - .14 to .50), dedication (r = - .13 to 
.37), and absorption (r =.-15 to r = .38). As in the original 
version, the inverse correlations and those with lesser effects 
correspond to the dimension of decrease of hindering de-
mands. 

Up to the date of this review, there were not validations 
of the Spanish version of the JCS for Latin America. In this 
context, this instrumental study aims to provide evidence of 
the reliability and validity of the Spanish version of the JCS 
in workers from Colombia and Ecuador. 

 

Method 
 
Participants 
 
It was a non-probabilistic sample of 903 workers who 

voluntarily agreed to participate in the study and that corre-
spond to Latin American companies (five in Ecuador and six 
in Colombia), considering their nature and the scope of the 
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research contributions, since they are applied to other com-
panies in other sectors, which would allow the results to be 
analyzed in contrast to other economic sectors.  

The employees were women (42.6%) and men (57.4%) 
of various positions and hierarchical levels of public and pri-
vate organizations in Colombia (67.7%) and Ecuador 
(32.4%). However, 888 (98%) of the responses were com-
pleted and the analysis was based on these. The participants 
were employees of various positions corresponding to op-
erational (29.7%), assistance (35.5%), professional (21.7%), 
middle management (12.1%), and senior management (1%) 
levels. The organizations to which the participants belonged 
were from the educational sectors (52.6%), manufacturing 
(9.6%), mass consumption (7.1%) consulting (4.6%), trans-
portation (2%), retail (0.8%), advertising and marketing 
(1%), financial (1.2%), telecommunications (1.4%), health 
(4.7%), and others (15%). Although the education sector had 
the highest percentage, it was made sure that there were 
similar amounts of positions at all levels, and that the sample 
was not concentrated on teachers. The age of the partici-
pants was M = 35.8; S = 11.1 years, and their levels of stud-
ies were: bachelor (17.1%), technician or technologist 
(24.6%), professional (28.2%), specialist (10.9%), magister 
(16.7%), and doctorate (2.5%). Seniority in the organization 
was M = 81.6; S = 87.8 (1; 480) months. 

 
Instruments 
 
The Spanish version of the Job Crafting Scale (SJCS): The 

Spanish version of the JCS developed by Bakker et al. 
(2018), which consists of 21 items grouped in four dimen-
sions and whose properties were previously described, was 
used. The SJCS is answered on a seven-point scale from 
never to forever. Examples of the items are: “I try to devel-
op my capacities” (increase in structural resources), “I make 
sure that my work is less mentally intense” (decrease in hin-
dering demands), “I wonder if my supervisor is satisfied with 
my work ”(increase in social resources),“ If there are new 
developments, I am one of the first to learn about them, and 
to try them ”(increase in challenging demands). 

Psychological well-being: The Spanish version (Díaz, 2007) of 
the psychological well-being scale (Ryff, 1989) was used. The 
psychological well-being scale consists of 39 items (example 
"I am clear about the direction and goal of my life"), which 
are grouped into six dimensions (autonomy, personal 
growth, positive relationships, self-acceptance, mastery of 
the environment, and purpose of life). The response form of 
this questionnaire is a six-point Likert scale that ranges from 
“totally disagree” (1) to “totally agree” (6). This scale has 
been widely used and proven in its validity and reliability 
(Díaz, 2007; Keyes & Grzywacz, 2005), and in samples in 
Latin America (Ibañez & Madiarraga, 2017). The internal 
consistency of the scale for this study was α = .91. 

 

Procedure 
 
To implement the Spanish version of the JCS, the au-

thors invited companies to participate through contact with 
the heads of human resources and management, who then 
asked their employees to participate in the study. Each com-
pany was visited to meet with the participants, explain the 
objectives of the investigation, and to request their consent 
to maintain due ethical process. Application was made 
through virtual or paper questionnaires, with the accompa-
niment of members of the research team. Databases were 
created and there was a process to check that the responses 
of the participants were complete and that there was no ten-
dency to mark a single number in the questionnaire. 

 
Data Analysis 
 
The empirical validation strategy of the SJCS for the con-

texts of Colombia and Ecuador consists of the following 
phases: a) analysis of the psychometric properties of the in-
strument for each country on its own, taking the factorial 
model proposed by Bakker et al. (2018) based on the adapta-
tion work carried out for the Spanish context as a reference; 
b) evaluation of construct measurement invariance between 
the samples from Ecuador and Colombia, approached simul-
taneously; and c) evaluation of criterial validation by correlat-
ing the SJCS with psychological well-being. 

The construct validity of the SJCS was examined by Con-
firmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Given that the instrument 
uses a response format of at least 5 points, and the set of 
items reports evidence of multivariate normality in the two 

samples1,2the different estimates were made by the maxi-
mum likelihood method (Lloret-Segura et al., 2014; Motl & 
Conroy, 2000). However, to have more reliable results, the 
maximum likelihood method was complemented with a 
resampling process (based on 2000 bootstrap samples), thus 
obtaining more accurate standard errors and p-values con-
cerning the estimation of parameters (Byrne, 2010). 

To test the adequacy of the four-factor model to the data 
of each sample (Colombia and Ecuador), the following 
goodness of fit indicators were considered: chi-square test 
(χ2); ratio between chi-square and degrees of freedom (χ2 / 

 
12As a criterion for the evaluation of univariate normality, it was considered 
that absolute values of kurtosis lower than 10, and asymmetry below 3, indi-
cate the absence of substantial deviations from a normal distribution (Kline, 
2005). In this regard, all the items of the SJCS meet the normality criteria es-
tablished in both the Colombian and Ecuadorian samples. For the multivar-
iate normality analysis, the Mardia test was used (Bollen, 1989). According 
to this test, and following the approach of Raykov and Marcoulides (2008), 
there is multivariate normality when the Mardia multivariate kurtosis coeffi-
cient (CMM) does not exceed the value of p (p + 2), where p is the number 
of observed variables or, in this case, the items of the instrument. This con-
dition is fulfilled for the data from Colombia (CMM = 264.36) and Ecuador 
(CMM = 109.24), given that p (p + 2) = 483. Finally, the evidence provided 
by the specialized literature suggests that the Maximum likelihood method is 
quite robust in cases characterized by the use of ordered categorical data 
and violation of the multivariate normality assumption (Hutchinson and 
Olmos, 1998; Nevitt and Hancock, 2001; Stevanovic, 2009). 
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gl); parsimonious goodness-of-fit index (PGFI); Tucker-
Lewis index (TLI); Incremental Adjustment Index (IFI); 
comparative fit index (CFI); root mean square residual ap-
proximation (RMSEA). The referential minimums that re-
flect an acceptable adjustment are: TLI, IFI, CFI ≥ .90; 
RMSEA ≤.08; PGFI ≥ .50; χ2 / gl ≤ 3 (Beauducel & Witt-
mann, 2005; Byrne, 2010; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003; 
Van de Schoot et al., 2012). 

Regarding the χ2 test, what would be expected would be 
a non-significant result (p > .05), accepting the null hypothe-
sis that the covariance matrix resulted from the factorial 
model is equal to the population covariance matrix (Σ [θ] = 
Σ). However, achieving this result is very difficult in practice, 
both because of the sensitivity of this test to increases in the 
sample size, and because of the exactness of the described 
hypothesis (Barrett, 2007; Steiger, 2007). For these stated 
reasons, the reporting of χ2 and χ2 / gl has a purely informa-
tive function. 

After carrying out an initial CFA by country, the resulting 
modification indices were reviewed, in order to detect possi-
bilities of improvement for the adjustment of the model. It 
should be noted that this course of action is viable only 
when there is adequate conceptual support for the re-
specification about to be introduced (Medrano & Muñoz-
Navarro, 2017). 

In a second moment, the measurement equivalence of 
the SJCS was analyzed. This is a systematic testing process 
focused on defining whether a specific construct is capable 
of preserving its psychometric properties, between groups, 
or different moments (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016). From a 
cross-country approach, it consists of determining whether 
the set of indicators/items that make up an instrument can 
capture or measure the same psychological construct, with 
the same factorial structure, in different cultural settings 
(Milfont & Fischer, 2010). Generally, the measurement in-
variance test includes the following components: configural 
invariance, metric invariance, scalar invariance, inter-factorial 
covariance invariance, and factorial variance invariance (Byr-
ne, 2010; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Gregorich, 2006; Put-
nick & Bornstein, 2016). 

We executed the Multigroup Confirmatory Factor Analy-
sis (MGCFA) technique. We based on the formulation of 
nested models, characterized by sequentially adding con-
straints to the starting factorial model (Milfont & Fischer, 
2010). Along with this, the adjustment of each model was 
simultaneously accomplished, concerning the samples of in-
terest. We contrasted each new constriction with previous 
models, to verify whether the quality of the fit does not dete-
riorate due to the introduced changes. Thus, the non-
existence of significant variations in terms of goodness of fit 
was assumed as an indicator of invariance for the aspect of 
the construct being evaluated. 

The sequence of nested models began with model 1 
(configural invariance), which simultaneously applies the 
modified factorial model to the samples from Colombia and 
Ecuador, leaving the parameters to be freely estimated for 

each of them. Model 2 (metric invariance) restricts the factor 
loadings to be the same across countries. Model 3 (scalar in-
variance) adds an equality constraint for the intercepts of the 
items. Model 4 (invariance of inter-factorial covariances) re-
quires that the covariances between latent factors be equiva-
lent for both samples. Model 5 (invariance of factorial vari-
ances) makes the variances of the latent factors equal in both 
the Colombian and Ecuadorian cases. The models were 
compared based on the differences of the following good-
ness of fit indices: chi-square (χ2), CFI and RMSEA. 

Additionally, the validation of the criteria with the corre-
lations between the dimensions of the SJCS with psychologi-
cal well-being was studied, because JC is theoretically ex-
pected to have effects on aspects such as motivation and the 
well-being of employees. 

The statistical analyzes were carried out with the statisti-
cal software SPPS-23® and AMOS-23®. 

 

Results 
 
Psychometric Properties of the SJCS: Colombia and Ecuador 
 
Table 2 shows the results of the CFA for both, the origi-

nal factorial model, and the modified model, according to 
the country. In the case of the modified model, covariances 
were incorporated between the measurement errors of the 
following items: 6 and 7 (COL [r = .76; p <.001]; ECU [r = 
.60; p <.001]); 8 and 9 (COL [r = .57; p <.001]; ECU [r = 
.44; p <.001]); 15 and 16 (COL [r = .26; p <.001]; ECU [r = 
.33; p <.001]); 12 and 15 (COL [r = -.32; p <.001]; ECU [r = 
-.23; p <.05]); 14 and 15 (COL [r = -.22; p <.01]; ECU [r = 
.23; p <.05]); 20 and 21 (COL [r = .09; p <.05]; ECU [r = .27; 
p <.001]). Since these are covariances that do not operate be-
tween items of different dimensions, it is possible to justify 
their addition for reasons of redundancy or content overlap, 
in addition to constituting a strategy already used to adapt 
the JC scale in other non-Spanish-speaking contexts (Byrne, 
2008; Bakker et al., 2018). 

 
Table 2 
CFA per country. Original and modified models. 

Goodness-of-fit 
indexes 

Colombia Ecuador 

Original 
model 

Modified 
model 

Original 
model 

Modified 
model 

χ2 1245.63 575.69 587.42 374.71 
df 183 177 183 177 
p-value .0001 .0001 .0001 .0001 
χ2/gl 6.81 3.25 3.21 2.12 
PGFI .654 .704 .656 .674 
TLI .743 .900 .808 .903 
IFI .777 .917 .835 .919 
CFI .776 .916 .833 .918 
RMSEA .097 .060 .090 .064 
N 617 271 
Note. χ2 = Chi-square, p = p-value, df=degrees of freedom, PGFI = parsi-
mony goodness fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis coefficient, IFI = incremen-
tal fit index, CFI=comparative fit index, RMSEA= root mean square error 
of approximation.  
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On the other hand, although the covariances between 
the errors of items 6-7, 8-9 and 15-16 agree with the adjust-
ments made by Bakker et al. (2018) for the case of Spain, the 
remaining covariances favor the adjustment of the construct 
for the Colombian and Ecuadorian context, suggesting, in 
the first instance, that these are additional specifications valid 
for the Andean zone, and their relevance to other countries 
of the region. That said, the analyzed indicators improve no-
tably with the modified version of the model, showing an 
acceptable fit for the data of each country.  

Table 3 shows the estimation of factor loads of the mod-
ified model for the data of Colombia and Ecuador. For its 
part, Table 4 presents the inter-factorial correlations of the 

model. As can be seen, there is no high and consistent inter-
correlation between the dimensions of the SJCS (certain cor-
relations are not even significant), implying that the use of 
global scores on the SJCS is not highly recommended (Cas-
sidy, 2016). Being more pertinent, for analytical purposes, to 
use scores by subscale to measure the dimensions in which 
work redesign behaviors are disaggregated, in such a way 
that differentiated profiles, or sets of variables that are relat-
ed to each job modality, can be identified crafting. Addition-
ally, the reported inter-factorial association pattern also coin-
cides with the findings of Bakker et al. (2018) for the Spanish 
case. 

 
Table 3 
Factor loads of the modified model. Colombia y Ecuador. 

Ítems 
F1 F2 F3 F4 

COL ECU COL ECU COL ECU COL ECU 

Factor 1: Increase of structural resources 
1.- I try to develop my abilities .805 .774             
2.- I try to develop my professional career .767 .806             
3.- I try to learn new things at work .859 .871             
4.- I make sure that I can use my abilities to their maximum. .762 .776             
5.- I decide, on my own, how to do things .230 .409             

Factor 2: Decrease of hindering demands 
6.- I make sure my work is less intense, mentally     .467 .468         
7.- I make sure my work is less intense, emotionally     .469 .498         
8.- I can manage my work, so I make sure I try to minimize contact with people whose 

problems affect me, emotionally     
.539 .630 

        
9.- I organize my work so I minimize contact with people with unrealistic expectations     .640 .710         
10.- I try to make sure I do not have to make difficult choices at work     .814 .841         
11.-I organize my work, so I do not have to concentrate for a long period of time     .676 .750         

Factor 3: Increase of social resources 
12.- I ask my supervisor to coach me         .676 .806     
13.- I wonder if my supervisor is satisfied with my work         .543 .657     
14.- I look at my supervisor for inspiration         .694 .759     
15.- I ask others for feedback on my work performance         .675 .546     
16- I ask my colleagues for advice         .445 .477     

Factor 4: Increase of challenging demands 
17.- When there is an interesting project, I volunteer to work on it              .753 .696 
18.- If there are new developments, I am one of the first to learn about them, and to 

try them.             
.725 .804 

19.- Not having much to do at work is an opportunity to start new projects             .576 .755 
20.- I regularly do additional work even though I do not get paid extra for it              .468 .498 
21.- I try to make work harder, to analyze the underlying relationships between its vari-

ous aspects             
.325 .443 

Note: Standardized factor loads are reported, p < .001 for all cases. COL = Colombia, ECU = Ecuador. 

 
Table 4 
Correlations between factors of the modified model. Colombia and Ecuador 

  
F1 F2 F3 F4 

COL ECU COL ECU COL ECU COL ECU 

Factor 1: Increase of structural resources - - - - - - - - 
Factor 2: Decrease of hindering demands .009 .043 - - - - - - 
Factor 3: Increase of social resources .135** .123 .290*** .449*** - - - - 
Factor 4: Increase of challenging demands .584*** .535*** .064 .094 .424*** .358*** - - 
Psychological well-being .312**         .372** -.237** -.197** -.052 -.049 .289** .400** 
Note: ***p < .001; **p < .01. COL = Colombia, ECU = Ecuador. 

 
Regarding the reliability analysis, the Cronbach's alpha 

coefficient (α) was used to evaluate the internal consistency 
of the instrument and its subscales. Values above .60 are 
considered acceptable, greater than .70 satisfactory (Church-
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ill, 1979; Oviedo & Arias, 2005). For more general reliability 
analysis, we used McDonald's Omega coefficient (ω). In this 
case, the referential cut-off points suggest that values above 

.65 are acceptable (Ventura-León and Caycho-Rodríguez, 
2017). 

 
Table 5 
Cronbach's Alpha (α) / McDonald's Omega (ω) of the SJCS and its components. Colombia and Ecuador. 

 α ω 

  Colombia Ecuador Colombia Ecuador 

Factor 1: Increase structural job resources  .69 .82 .70 .82 
Factor 2: Decrease hinderning job demands .82 .84 .71 .77 
Factor 3: Increase social job resources  .73 .80 .78 .78 
Factor 4: Increase challenge demands  .68 .78 .66 .74 
Total Job Crafting .80 .85 .90 .93 

 
As Table 5 indicates, all the factors of the SJCS present 

acceptable α values, and except for factors 1 and 4 for the 
Colombian case, all the subscales report satisfactory levels of 
internal consistency (α > .70). Regarding the coefficient ω, all 
the subscales of the SJCS present acceptable levels of relia-
bility (ω > .65) in Colombia and Ecuador. 

 
Evaluation of the Cultural Invariance of the SJCS 
 
The chi-square difference test (∆χ2) was carried out, and 

it had a non-significant result (> .05), which denotes inter-
group equivalence of the analyzed component, while for the 

rest of the indicators the recommended invariance criteria 
are the following: ∆CFI > -.01 and ∆RMSEA < .015 (Chen, 
2007; Vecchione et al., 2014; Zumárraga-Espinosa, 2020). 
With model 1 (configural invariance) as the starting point, 
the rest of the models were compared according to the next 
pattern: 2 vs 1; 3 vs 2; 4 vs 2; 5 vs 2 (Cheung & Rensvold, 
2002). Finally, given that the samples from Colombia and 
Ecuador do not share the same size, they were balanced, as 
suggested by Yoon & Lai (2018), for which a random sub-
sample was extracted from the Colombian sample with a size 
equivalent to the Ecuadorian sample (N = 271)2. The results 
of the MGCFA are shown in Table 6. 

 
Table 6 
Measurement invariance analysis of the SJCS between Colombia and Ecuador. 

Models χ2 df p-value CFI RMSEA 
Contrast between 

 models ∆χ2 df p-value ∆CFI ∆RMSEA 

Model 1 Configural invariance 800.89 354 .000 .904 .048 - - - - - - 

Model 2 Metric invariance 819.96 371 .000 .903 .047 2 vs 1 19.07 17 .325 -.001 -.001 

Model 3 Scalar invariance 937.15 392 .000 .882 .051 3 vs 2 117.19 21 .000 -.021 .004 

Model 4 Invariance of inter-factorial covariances 826.37 377 .000 .903 .047 4 vs 2 6.41 6 .379 .000 .000 

Model 5 Invariance of factorial variances 841.47 375 .000 .899 .048 5 vs 2 21.51 4 .000 -.004 .001 

Model 3' Partial scalar invariance 830.51 378 .000 .902 .047 3' vs 2 10.55 7 .159 -.001 .000 

Model 5' Invariance of partial factorial variances 824.99 374 .000 .903 .047 5' vs 2 5.03 3 .170 .000 .000 

Note. χ2 = Chi-square, p = p-value, df=degrees of freedom, CFI=comparative fit index, RMSEA= root mean square error of approximation. 

 
The configural and metric invariance tests reveal satisfac-

tory results, confirming weak factor equivalence between 
countries for the instrument, and the established measure-
ment model. Likewise, the covariances between the job 
crafting dimensions are equivalently correlated in the two 
samples. Both, for the scalar invariance and inter-factorial 
variances analysis, the results indicate a lack of total equiva-
lence between countries. Therefore, the sources of variation 
were identified in order to carry out partial invariance tests 
(Yoo, 2002).3To do this, the intercepts that significantly dif-
fered between countries in the case of scalar invariance were 
isolated, and the fit of model 5 was tested, keeping the vari-
ances of one factor constant at a time, in order to identify 
the job crafting dimension whose variance is modified when 
moving from one cultural context to the other. The inter-

 
23This methodological course of action is compatible with recent work by 
Borgogna, Brenner, and McDermott (2021), Buratta, Delvecchio, Germani, 
and Mazzeschi (2020), among others. 

cepts that do not significantly differ between countries cor-
respond to items 5, 6, 8, 12, 13, 15, 21, so only those inter-
cepts were equated to test the presence of partial scalar in-
variance (model 3'), obtaining favorable results. Partial invar-
iance of factorial variances is also verified once the equiva-
lence constraint is imposed for the variances of F2, F3, and 
F4, leaving the variance of F1 (source of variation) to be 
freely estimated between samples. 

To sum up, the developed MGCFA allows for the con-
clusion that the job crafting construct, defined by the modi-
fied factorial model, largely preserves its psychometric prop-
erties between the contexts of Colombia and Ecuador. In 
this sense, the SJCS has configural, metrical, and inter-
factorial covariance invariance, as well as scalar partial invari-
ance and partial invariance at the level of latent factor vari-
ances. Configural invariance implies that Colombians and 
Ecuadorians assign equivalent meanings to the items on the 
SJCS, consequently making similar distinctions between the 
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dimensions or modalities of the work redesign behavior. 
That is, the same item-factor associations are made. Metric 
invariance, on the other hand, indicates that the magnitude 
with which each item captures the factor that corresponds to 
it, is the same in both countries. Similarly, the dimensions of 
job crafting are correlated in an analogous way between 
countries. Although there is no total scalar invariance, the 
fact of having at least one invariant intercept for each factor 
of the SJCS (partial invariance), makes it possible for the 
means of the latent factors to be comparable between coun-
tries (Vecchione et al., 2014). Finally, only the variance of F1 
(increase of structural employment resources) is significantly 
modified between Colombia and Ecuador. From what has 
been described, it is extracted that the JC scale has an ade-
quate cultural adaptability that enables its application in the 
countries object of study. 

 
Criterion-related Validation 
 
A correlation test between the dimensions of the SJCS 

and the scale of psychological well-being was performed (see 
table No. 4). The results showed that the dimensions of in-
creasing structural resources and increasing challenging de-
mands were correlated with psychological well-being; how-
ever, the increase in social resources was not. On the contra-
ry, the dimension of decrease of the hindering demands was 
negatively correlated with psychological well-being. These 
results occurred consistently in both countries. 
 

Discussion 
 
The study aimed to validate the Spanish version (Bakker et 
al., 2018) of the Job Crafting scale (Tims et al., 2012), in the 
Colombian and Ecuadorian contexts, theoretically based on 
the DLR theory of resources and labor demands (Tims & 
Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2013) where, the 
worker can redesign his work, in order to reduce pressures, 
increase his resources of organizational support, and increase 
his work challenges (Salessi, 2020). 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton (2001) cited by (Tims et al., 
2014) have argued that “workers can, and do, form the 
boundaries of their jobs and create a work environment that 
adjusts to their preferences, skills, and competencies”, this 
highlights a proactive approach to instill in employees. 
Therefore, within this perspective, “job creation can be an 
interesting strategy used by workers to stay or participate in 
their work and, as a consequence, remain valuable for the 
organization” (Tims et al., 2014). 

Studies maintain that workers who have a job with great-
er openness to recursion are more likely to participate in 
their work and generate a greater commitment to it, as men-
tioned by Crawford et al. (2010) and Halbesleben (2010), and 
cited by Tims et al. (2014). Similarly, it has been shown that 
"work commitment is positively associated with individual 
and organizational performance" (Lu et al., 2014). Thus, 
opening the job to adaptation through the empowerment of 

the worker via the practice of job crafting, can positively im-
pact the development of engagement, and boost the level of 
performance of the collaborators within the organization. 

Job crafting can be applied as a practice in current organ-
izations, which can mean progress in relation to issues such 
as employee satisfaction and commitment, because, as high-
lighted (Schaufeli et al., 2002) workers with “freedom of de-
cision about how and when to work, who can use various 
skills, and can rely on colleagues and others, are more likely 
to experience this state of mind of positive satisfaction”. 
Even studies carried out at an international level (Rich et al., 
2010; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009), as cited by Lu et al. (2014), 
have suggested that “organizations could promote the work 
commitment of workers by creating challenging environ-
ments and resourceful work. In this sense, job crafting could 
become a way to motivate and retain, as an organizational 
strategy, when other resources (monetary awards, etc.) are 
limited (Salessi, 2020). 

The psychometric tests performed on the SJCS show 
that it is a valid and reliable instrument for its application in 
the contexts of Colombia and Ecuador. Likewise, it is cor-
roborated that the factorial model proposed by Bakker et al. 
(2018), based on their analysis of the Spanish environment, 
is appropriate for measuring job crafting behaviors in the 
countries studied here. Therefore, it is an instrument that 
measures job crafting as a multidimensional construct made 
up of four subscales: a) increase in structural employment re-
sources; b) decrease in hindering work demands; c) increased 
social resources for employment and d) growing demand for 
challenges at work. 

Complementarily, the results regarding the invariance of 
measurement indicate that the SJCS significantly preserves 
its psychometric properties when moving from the Colom-
bian to the Ecuadorian context. Almost all of the elements 
of the job crafting construct maintain equivalence between 
countries (configural, metrical, inter-factorial covariance in-
variance), with the exception of the scalar invariance and fac-
torial variance invariance tests, although, partial invariance 
could be found in them. This allows for the conclusion that 
the interpretation and meanings attributed by workers from 
Colombia and Ecuador to the set of items of the instrument 
are similar, allowing them to capture, consequently, a highly 
equivalent construct. In this way, the instrument items oper-
ate as indicators of the same job crafting dimensions, in ad-
dition to measuring them in an equivalent way, which, to-
gether with the rest of the forms of variance found, suggests 
that the measurements made with the JC scale are compara-
ble between the analyzed countries. 

Regarding the criterion-related validation, which we veri-
fied with the correlation with the psychological well-being 
scale, it was found that the dimensions of the SJCS relate dif-
ferently to psychological well-being. As expected, the dimen-
sions of increasing structural resources and challenges were 
positively related to psychological well-being, which can be 
explained because they can generate motivation and satisfac-
tion, while avoiding work-related stress situations. However, 
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the dimension of increase in social resources was not related 
to psychological well-being, and the dimension of decrease 
in impeding demands was negatively related. These findings 
are consistent with the results of previous studies in different 
samples where the dimensions of increasing structural re-
sources and challenges are positively related to well-being 
and the dimension of decrease in impeding demands was 
negatively related with well-being (Lichtenthaler & 
Fischbach, 2019); however, we add evidence on the 
relationship between job crafting and psychological well-
being (Ryff, 1989 cited by Díaz, 2007). 

Among the limitations of the study, the need to complete 
the exposed results with concurrent validity tests that con-
trast the measurements of the SJCS with other valid instru-
ments for the assessment of this construct stands out. We 
carried out a criterion validity analysis based on the theoreti-
cal association between job crafting and psychological well-
being, but it constitutes an exploration of the nomological 
validity of the SJCS in this context (Hagger, Gucciardi & 
Chatzisarantis, 2017). It remains to evaluate the nomological 
validity of the instrument considering a more extensive no-
mological network. So that it can be verified whether this 
construct (and its dimensions) is empirically connected with 
other psychological variables associated at a theoretical level, 
and whether or not these relationships are modified by dif-
ferent cultural settings. 

Future research from larger and more representative 
samples is also required. A point that acquires special rele-
vance, given the inclusion of covariances between residuals 
in the validation process of the SJCS, for the studied con-
texts. This strategy was selected for reasons of methodologi-
cal rigor, because although the correlations between meas-
urement errors usually operate as indicators of redundant in-
formation, thus supporting the elimination of items to in-
crease the psychometric performance of the instrument 
(Domínguez-Lara, 2019), the limitations of the used samples 
require a greater verification of the re-specifications intro-
duced, so that if the SJCS is refined, this action can be con-
sistent. On the other hand, we consider it pertinent to devel-
op studies that review the possibility of having objective job 
crafting measures that are not self-reported, as occurs with 

individual job performance; which are some differences be-
tween the self-reported evaluation and reported by bosses or 
colleagues (Ford et al., 2011). 

Job crafting is a construct related to the well-being and 
job performance of workers, however, these relationships 
are moderated by cultural practices such as collectivism in 
the group, future orientation, performance orientation and 
the avoidance of uncertainty (Boehnlein & Baum (2020). We 
provide a measure that helps to continue the development of 
studies on job crafting in different cultures. 

It should be noted that the convergence between the 
findings of this research, and the results of the work of Bak-
ker et al. (2018) for the case of Spain, provides evidence in 
favor of an applicability of the JC scale, and the revised tetra-
factorial model, to the group of Spanish-speaking countries. 
However, more validation and measurement equivalence 
studies are required to be able to confirm this thesis more 
rigorously. In this vein, new studies between two, or more, 
countries in the region would allow progress in the construc-
tion of methodological consensus around the measurement 
of job redesign behaviors or job crafting, which would not 
only contribute to research in psychology, but, also, as a re-
sult of a more robust knowledge, to the construction of 
more effective strategies for the promotion of occupational 
health. 
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