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Summary

The COVID-19 pandemic induced considerable changes regarding our working and private lives. This

study aimed to examine the psychosocial effects of the COVID-19 crisis on German and Swiss

employees. We analyzed the impact of the crisis on working and private life, well-being and health

indicators. We tried to understand how the salutogenic behavior of crafting helps to overcome adver-

sities during the COVID-19 pandemic and to maintain well-being and health. Therefore, we conducted

a follow-up online survey from 9 to 22 April 2020 among 597 employees that had participated in the

first wave of the survey in June 2019. This follow-up study design offered the opportunity to compare

the situation of survey participants before and after the COVID-19 outbreak. This pre–post comparison

was possible through the design of our study, which allowed us to link participants in an individual,

yet anonymized way from t0 to t1. Results of the study showed that the situation concerning psycho-

social factors at work and in private life and several well-being and health indicators was stable or

even improved. Many study variables even remarkably improved among high crafters—a group of

employees who tend to regularly craft their job and private life. Our findings indicate that employees

are coping with the crisis surprisingly well. Moreover, there seem to exist beneficial, salutogenic

behaviors (i.e. crafting) that allow people to better cope with crises such as the COVID-19 pandemic.

These behaviors should be induced and promoted by interventions as they could be especially benefi-

cial for low crafters.
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INTRODUCTION

The COVID-19 pandemic has had a variety of effects on

physical health, health care, economic situation and also

on psychosocial factors (Rudolph et al., 2020). These

consequences were particularly severe as the pandemic

suddenly confronted the working population with new

challenges. These challenges were specific and depend

on the particular group to which a person belongs: E.g.

those in the working population who worked from

home may have experienced an increase in the density of

their working and private lives and difficulties in main-

taining their well-being and a healthy work-life balance

(van Bavel et al., 2020). Others were affected by short-

time work or loss of their jobs, which meant that an im-

portant part of their life and their identity was lost

(Eurofound, 2020; ILO, 2020). Consequently, the crisis
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demanded high adjustment efforts from employees and

put especially the disadvantaged population groups at a

high risk of deep personal crises. This might have far-

reaching negative health consequences. First explorative

studies on the impact of the COVID-19 crisis reported

mixed results (Kniffin et al., 2020; Prime et al., 2020):

Eurofound (2020) recently published findings of their

EU-wide survey on living, working and COVID-19.

Accordingly, the 85 000 respondents reported high levels

of loneliness, low levels of optimism, insecurity regard-

ing their jobs and financial future. Respondents reported

an increase in telework, 24% working from home for

the first time. This might have a negative impact on

parents with children at home, especially for those with

school-aged children, as this group had additional par-

enting and home-schooling duties causing difficulties

concentrating on work. On the other hand, looking be-

yond the negative impact of the COVID-19 crisis, it also

can be seen as an opportunity to learn how to cope with

such a profound change and even to develop and enact

new, pro-active behaviors (crafting, see below). Thus,

our study aimed to systematically examine the effects of

the COVID-19 crisis on employees’ work and home situ-

ation as well as their well-being with a within-person

pre–post comparison. We further assessed the behavior

of crafting on and off the job to maintain mental well-

being.

Relevance of demands and resources for well-
being and health

To understand the interplay of psychosocial working

conditions and well-being/health, the Job Demands-

Resources Theory is a suitable framework (Bakker and

Demerouti, 2017). First, job characteristics can be classi-

fied into two categories: job demands (negative physical,

mental, social, or organizational job characteristics such

as time pressure or poorly defined roles) and job resour-

ces (positive physical, mental, social or organizational

job characteristics such a job autonomy or social sup-

port at work) (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Second,

two psychological processes are described that explain

how job characteristics affect well-being and health

(Demerouti et al., 2001): (i) The health impairment pro-

cess explains the exhausting impact of job demands that

consequently decrease well-being and health. (ii) The

motivational process suggests that job resources exert a

motivating potential and, thus, lead to an increase of

well-being and health (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017).

We expect the COVID-19 crisis to have an impact on

job demands and resources and, thus, on employee well-

being and health as well.

Analogous to the Job-Demands Resources frame-

work (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017), also home

demands and home resources have been suggested to

have a detrimental and motivational effect, respectively

(Demerouti et al., 2012). Specifically, home demands

that require much effort (e.g. many home obligations)

are associated with reduced well-being and health.

Home resources (e.g. social support at home) enable

individuals to deal with the demanding aspects at home

and are associated with positive effects. We expect that

due to COVID-19, employees face not only huge

changes in working life but also their demands and

resources in private life will have changed (Prime et al.,

2020). Finally, since the COVID-19 related changes to

work and private life emerged, we assume that it is more

difficult to balance work and private life, leading to in-

creased work–home conflicts in the face of the crisis.

Sense of coherence and crisis

Sense of Coherence is defined as ‘a global orientation

that expresses the extent to which one has a pervasive,

enduring though dynamic feeling of confidence that (i)

the stimuli, deriving from one’s internal and external

environments in the course of living are structured, pre-

dictable and explicable [comprehensibility]; (ii) the

resources are available to one to meet the demands

posed by these stimuli [manageability]; and (iii) these

demands are challenges, worthy of investment and en-

gagement [meaningfulness]’ (Antonovsky, 1987, p. 19).

Sense of Coherence (SoC) is a key personal resource in

the salutogenic model (Antonovsky, 1979, 1987).

Numerous studies have shown that this global orienta-

tion to life as being comprehensible, manageable, and

meaningful is consistently associated with (mental)

health outcomes (Eriksson, 2017). Furthermore, coher-

ent living conditions will enhance the SoC, whereas a

crisis such as COVID-19 could reduce SoC at least in

the short term.

Job crafting and off-job crafting

Salutogenic behaviors have been identified as relevant

for mental health and wellbeing (Langeland and Vinje,

2013). Even outside of crises in an ever faster changing

environment, a high degree of adaptability is required.

Nowadays, people are actively shaping their situation

and striving for improvement (Rudolph et al., 2017)

rather than reacting passively to the forces of the situa-

tion. Such pro-active behavior in various life domains is

referred to as ‘crafting’ (de Bloom et al., 2020). In work-

ing life, employees can (pro)actively adjust their work

environment through job crafting (Tims et al., 2012)
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with the (implicit) aim of aligning it with their preferen-

ces, motives, and passions to create meaning and make

their lives more coherent (Wrzesniewski and Dutton

2001). Employees craft their job by increasing their

structural and social resources at work, actively seeking

challenges, and reducing demands (Tims and Bakker,

2010). It is a bottom-up approach that can be applied in

any kind of job or hierarchical position and without

managerial or organizational consent. Still, people in

higher positions and with more job autonomy show

crafting behaviors more frequently.

People do not only craft their work domain. Several

studies have examined crafting in the non-work domain

and its beneficial nature (c.f. de Bloom et al., 2020).

Off-job crafting subsumes a series of activities people

show to increase their well-being by shaping and craft-

ing their non-work domain along six dimensions:

(i) People actively detach from work by organizing their

leisure time to distance themselves from work (detach-

ment). (ii) They plan their off-job time so that they can

reduce stress and relax (relaxation). (iii) They make sure

that they experience autonomy and control within their

off-job domain (autonomy). (iv) They seek activities that

are challenging and broaden their horizon (mastery).

(v) They make sure that they feel meaning outside work

(meaningfulness), and (vi) they shape their leisure time

so that they are surrounded with people they love (affili-

ation) (Kujanpää et al., 2020).

In everyday life, these activities result in a consider-

able boost of resources, of meaning, and well-being that

contributes to what is termed a salutogenic life. We ex-

pect these salutogenic behaviors to be protective during

crises such as the current pandemic.

Research question and hypotheses

Following our study aim of examining the psychosocial

effects of the COVID-19 crisis on the working popula-

tion, we address the two research questions: First, how

did the mean levels of the study concepts job/home

demands and resources, work–home conflicts, sense of

coherence, and other concepts related to health and

well-being, have changed after the COVID-19 outbreak?

Considering the previously found mixed psychosocial

impact of the COVID-19 crisis, we address this first re-

search question in an exploratory way without formu-

lating a hypothesis. Second, what influence has crafting

had during this crisis? Therefore, we compare a group of

employees who exert crafting (high job crafters/high off-

job crafters) with a group who rather do not craft (low

job crafters/low off-job crafters) and formulate two

hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: High job crafters compared to low job

crafters experience better psychosocial conditions and

well-being/health: i.e. the difference between t1 and t2

(before/after COVID-19 outbreak) is more beneficial in

this group.

Hypothesis 2: High off-job crafters compared to low

off-job crafters experience better psychosocial condi-

tions and well-being/health: i.e. the difference between

t1 and t2 (before/after COVID-19 outbreak) is more

beneficial in this group.

High and low job and off-job crafters were the upper

20 percent and the lower 20 percent, respectively.

METHOD

Participants and procedure

The present study was conducted with follow-up data

with 2 waves of measurement and 9-month time inter-

vals (wave 1: 13 June–9 July 2019/wave 2: 9–22 April

2020). Participants from Germany (86.3%) and

German-speaking Switzerland (13.7%) were recruited

through a panel data service Respondi (respondi.com).

They received a minimal incentive for their participa-

tion. Participation was voluntary, and the anonymity

and confidentiality of the data was assured and

emphasized.

The combined sample was N¼ 597. We excluded

participants who indicated that they worked less than

20 hours per week, who were self-employed or were not

within the age range of 18–65 years. The mean age was

49.3 years, and there were slightly more males (54.3%)

than females. 46.6% had completed an apprenticeship,

and 29.6% had a higher education degree, such as col-

lege or university. 67.7% indicated to have no children

whereas 28.3% reported to live alone—i.e. without fam-

ily, partner or flat mates. The majority of participants

were employees without any managerial or leadership

responsibilities (71.2%). Owing to the pandemic,

26.5% of the employees reported a change in their

working contract: 24.6% had their contracted working

hours reduced (of which 8.4% to zero) while 0.8% lost

their job; 45.2% of the sample worked (at least partly)

from home. Overall, in terms of age, education and liv-

ing situation (i.e. single households), the study sample

seems to be a good representation of the target of the

working population in Germany (www.destatis.de) and

Switzerland (www.bfs.admin.ch).

Measures

Job demands: Quantitative demands were measured us-

ing the eight-item subscale of the health & safety
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executive (HSE) management standards indicator tool

(Cousins et al., 2004). Qualitative demands were mea-

sured using a three-item subscale from the Salutogenic

Subjective Work Analysis Questionnaire (SALSA)

(Rimann and Udris, 1997). Participants were asked to

reply to the items of both subscales on a five-point

Likert-scale (1 ¼ ‘strongly disagree’, 2 ¼ ‘disagree’, 3 ¼
‘somewhat agree’, 4 ¼ ‘agree’ and 5 ¼ ‘strongly agree’).

Job resources were assessed also using the HSE man-

agement standards indicator tool (Cousins et al., 2004):

job control (six items), role clarity at work (five items),

peer support (five items) and manager support (four

items). Moreover, the job resource developmental possi-

bilities at work were assessed using four items from

SALSA. Participants were asked to rate the items with 1

¼ ‘strongly disagree’, 2 ¼ ‘disagree’, 3 ¼ ‘somewhat

agree’, 4 ¼ ‘agree’ or 5 ¼ ‘strongly agree’.

Home demands were measured with scales assessing

time requirements (quantitative home demands), emo-

tional demands and mental demands. To measure home

demands, we asked participants with eight items ranging

from 1 ¼ ‘never’ to 5 ¼ ‘always’ to rate their quantita-

tive, emotional and cognitive home demands (Peeters

et al., 2005). The response categories ranged from 1 ¼
‘never’ to 5 ¼ ‘always’.

Home resources were assessed with the subscales of

home autonomy, social support and developmental pos-

sibilities. The respective scale was developed and applied

by Demerouti et al. (2010) and conceptually mirrors

existing scales of job resources. Home autonomy and

home social support were assessed with four items each,

home developmental possibilities were assessed by three

items. The response categories ranged from 1 ¼ ‘never’

to 5 ¼ ‘always’.

Work–home conflicts were assessed using 12 items

from the Dutch questionnaire Survey Work–home

Interference NijmeGen (SWING; Geurts et al., 2005).

The answer categories for both home–work interference

and facilitation ranged from 1 ¼ ‘never’ to 4 ¼ ‘always’.

Sense of Coherence was assessed with the German

version of the SOC-L9 scale (Schumacher et al., 2000).

Participants responded to the items on a seven-point

Likert-scale. SOC-L9 contains items reflecting the three

theoretical components of sense of coherence (compre-

hensibility, manageability and meaningfulness).

Burnout was assessed with the subdimension ‘work

burnout’ from the Copenhagen Burnout Inventory

(Kristensen et al., 2005). They were rated on a five-point

Likert-type scale ranging from ‘always’ to ‘never/almost

never’.

Job satisfaction was assessed with a single-item mea-

sure from the questionnaire of the Swiss Household

Panel. The question was assessed on an 11-point Likert-

type scale extending from 0 ‘not satisfied at all’ to 10

‘very satisfied’.

The Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Well-Being Scale

(WEMWBS) scale covers both hedonic and eudaimonic

well-being within the last four weeks (Tennant et al.,

2007). We used the seven-item short version of the

WEMWBS in the German translation (Lang and

Bachinger, 2017). Questions had an answering format

ranging from 1 ¼ ‘none of the time’ to 5 ¼ ‘all of the

time’.

General life satisfaction was assessed with a single

item from the questionnaire of the Swiss Household

Panel (Schweizer Haushalt-Panel, 2009). The question

was assessed on an 11-point Likert-type scale extending

from 0 ‘not satisfied at all’ to 10 ‘very satisfied’.

Self-rated health was measured with one item, as

well. The respondents were asked to rate their overall

health status on a five-option scale from 1 ¼ ‘poor’ to 5

¼ ‘very good’.

Job crafting was assessed as follows: the dimensions

of ‘increasing structural job resources’ and ‘increasing

social job resources’ were measured by five items each

from the scale by Tims and her colleagues (Tims et al.,

2012) and the dimension of ‘seeking challenges’ was

measured with three items from the scale by Petrou et al.

(2012). The items were scored on a five-point scale rang-

ing from 1 ‘never’ to 5 ‘very often’.

Off-job crafting was measured with the 18-item ver-

sion of the scale to measure off-job crafting over the

past month. The items were scored on a five-point scale

ranging from 1 ‘never’ to 5 ‘very often’ (Kujanpää et al.,

2020).

Statistical analyses

To address the first research questions regarding differ-

ences concerning the work and private situation as well

as well-being/health before and after the COVID-19 out-

break, we used paired t-tests using IBM SPSS Version

26. Effect sizes (Cohen’s d) were calculated. Cohen clas-

sified the effect sizes as small (d¼ 0.2), medium

(d¼ 0.5), and large (d�0.8; Cohen, 1992). This mea-

sure including the rule of thumb defined by Cohen

served us to estimate the results. On the one hand, the

effect size is often cited as a better indicator of the ro-

bustness of an effect or difference. On the other hand,

Cohen’s d is not sensitive to sample size and therefore,

based on this number, the different sized groups can be

compared concerning their change. To compare high job

and off-job crafters with the respective low crafters, we

divided our sample into four subgroups and reran the
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analyses: high (upper 20 percent of the total sample;

N¼132) and low (lower 20 percent; N¼141) job

crafters as well as high (upper 20 percent; N¼120) and

low off-job crafters (lower 20 percent; N¼ 112).

Moreover, to address our hypotheses we compared the

situation at t1 (before outbreak of the pandemic) with

the situation at t2 (after the outbreak of the pandemic).

RESULTS

Bivariate correlations of all study variables at t1 are

shown in Table 1, at t2 in Table 2. Please note here the

positive and statistically significant association between

crafting and sense of coherence fjob crafting * sense of

coherence: r ¼ 0.189 [p � 0.01 (two-tailed)] at t1 and r

¼ 0.190 [p � 0.01 (two-tailed)] at t2/off-job crafting *

sense of coherence: r ¼ 0.366 [p � 0.01 (two-tailed)] at

t1 and r ¼ 0.394 [p � 0.01 (two-tailed)] at t2g.
The results displayed in Table 3 allow us, first, to de-

scribe the changes in the total sample in all study varia-

bles pre and post COVID-19 outbreak and therefore to

address the first research question.

Overall, we observe that our participants seem to

handle the crisis quite well (see Table 3). In tendency,

employees report slightly improved working- and pri-

vate life conditions after the COVID-19 outbreak com-

pared to 9 months ago. In the whole sample, none of the

indicator comparisons reached the critical threshold of

0.20 in effect size. In employees’ job satisfaction we

observe a highly significant increase [p � 0.001 (two-

tailed)] when comparing the whole sample’s values be-

fore and after the outbreak. However, the effect size is

small with d ¼ 0.19.

Second, with the results displayed in Table 4, we can

test Hypothesis 1 and expect high job crafters to im-

prove their working conditions and (especially work-

related) well-being (mean comparisons t1–t2) compared

to the subgroup of low job crafters.

When we look at the subgroup of high job crafters,

we see that their professional and personal situation as

well as their well-being/health significantly improved

compared to the subgroup of low job crafters (and also

compared to the whole sample). Therefore, Hypothesis

1 can be supported. Especially, their job resources—al-

though already starting from a higher level—improved

remarkably. Also, their job satisfaction improved.

Third, based on the results in Table 4 we can test

Hypothesis 2, with which we postulate that people who

highly crafted their off-job domain report especially im-

proved home conditions and general well-being com-

pared to low off-job crafters. Looking at the group of

high off-job crafters, their home resources also improved

as expected. Particularly their social support at home

has considerably improved (d ¼ 0.28), whereas the other

home resources, namely autonomy and developmental

possibilities at home, slightly improved with effect sizes

of 0.16 and 0.17, respectively. Even more remarkably,

their job resources unexpectedly improved, especially

manager support and developmental possibilities at

work. Finally, not only their general life satisfaction but

also their job satisfaction has improved with effect sizes

of d¼20. and 33. Thus, Hypothesis 2 can also be

supported.

DISCUSSION

The research questions of this study were, first, to

examine how the COVID-19 has affected the working

population in terms of their work and home situation,

well-being and health. Second, we wanted to find out

whether job and off-job crafting can help to maintain

well-being during these challenging times.

The results showed that the individual perception of

work and non-work situations and several associated

parameters of well-being, and health had not been im-

paired by the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic.

On the contrary, it looks like, on average, employees

even feel an improvement in their situation. This is re-

markable and contrary to what one might have expected

how people would feel facing such a pandemic with the

imposition of drastic lockdown measures. It is also con-

trary to other studies that have reported negative effects,

e.g. on the well-being of children, their families and

overall family functioning (Prime et al., 2020), as well as

on the work domain (Kniffin et al., 2020). Certainly, re-

gional differences may play a role; the population of

Germany and Switzerland may have suffered and still

suffers far less from the direct and indirect consequences

of the COVID-19 pandemic than the population of eco-

nomically weaker countries and/or with weaker welfare

states. However, also in these countries, substantial

government-issued protective measures on behalf of the

COVID-19 pandemic took place. Relevant to our study

are the lockdowns of schools that had an impact on

work/home balance for caregivers. Where these meas-

ures took place, schools offered further (online) teaching

in Germany and Switzerland. Nevertheless, caregivers

were confronted with substantial increases in childcare,

also because they were expected to support the home

schooling of children.

Opposite to other COVID-19 related studies, in our

study, we had a panel of people that we already investi-

gated before the outbreak. That made it possible to ob-

serve within-person pre–post comparisons. One reason

Staying healthy during COVID-19 crisis 5
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why we find this rather surprising result might be that

we evaluate our psychosocial situation but also our

well-being and health mostly referring to a higher level

of observation. This means that my individual experi-

ence of my actual situation is dependent on my evalua-

tion of the situation on a macro level (local, regional,

national, international, global). And in the specific case

of the COVID-19 crisis, the assessment of the global sit-

uation might have been quite negative with almost

1 million confirmed cases (823 626) and over 40 000

reported deaths (40 598) in April when we gathered the

data (WHO situation report April 2020). Therefore,

Table 3. Means (M), standard deviations (SD), mean comparisons with p-values [*p � 0.05,**p � 0.01, ***p � 0.001 (two-

tailed)] (D), effect sizes Cohen’s d (d) and tendency of pre–post comparison (tend.); total sample

Variable Total sample (N 5 593)

M SD D jdj tend.

Working situation Quantitative job demands t1 2.58 0.76

t2 2.53 0.78 �0.05* 0.07 þ
Qualitative job demands t1 2.29 0.86

t2 2.23 0.85 �0.07* 0.08 þ
Job control t1 3.33 0.90

t2 3.46 0.90 0.13*** 0.14 þ
Role clarity at work t1 4.24 0.63

t2 4.30 0.64 0.06** 0.09 þ
Peer Support at work t1 3.56 0.77

t2 3.61 0.80 0.05 0.07 þ
Manager Support at work t1 3.11 0.97

t2 3.22 1.01 0.11*** 0.11 þ
Developmental possibilities at work t1 3.20 0.95

t2 3.33 0.96 0.13*** 0.13 þ
Home situation Quantitative home demands t1 3.00 0.83

t2 2.98 0.80 �0.03 0.03 þ
Emotional home demands t1 2.53 0.76

t2 2.51 0.72 �0.02 0.03 þ
Mental home demands t1 2.98 0.87

t2 2.94 0.83 �0.04 0.04 þ
Social support at home t1 3.04 0.99

t2 3.11 1.01 0.07* 0.07 þ
Autonomy at home t1 3.50 0.74

t2 3.53 0.77 0.02 0.03 þ
Developmental possibilities at home t1 3.14 0.85

t2 3.19 0.90 0.05 0.05 þ
Work–home conflicts t1 1.77 0.46

t2 1.73 0.44 �0.04*** 0.09 þ
Sense of coherence t1 5.03 1.14

t2 5.04 1.12 0.01 0.01 þ
Work-related outcomes Burnout t1 3.01 0.32

t2 2.97 0.33 �0.04* 0.14 þ
Job satisfaction t1 4.60 1.40

t2 4.87 1.30 0.27*** 0.19 þ
General outcomes Mental wellbeing t1 3.67 0.66

t2 3.67 0.66 �0.01 0.01 �
General life satisfaction t1 4.96 1.36

t2 5.09 1.28 0.13*** 0.10 þ
Self-rated health t1 2.59 0.79

t2 2.65 0.79 0.06* 0.08 þ
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participants would have considered their situation as

quite comfortable, overall; at least in Germany and

German-speaking Switzerland.

Regarding our second research question, we indeed

see that high crafters benefit from an increase in several

variables: (i) High job crafters experienced a positive

change in their working life with less qualitative job

demands (even though this change failed to reach the

threshold of 0.20 in Cohen’s d) and increased job

resources (job control, peer support and manager sup-

port). Moreover, they feel being more supported at

home and reported a remarkably positive change in job

satisfaction. This confirms our assumption that high job

crafters are successful in utilizing the changes imposed

by the crises to even improve their work and private life

situation in the face of crisis.

The group of low job crafters reported rather fewer

demands at home. This finding may be due to other

characteristics of this group: Maybe they do not craft

their job because their employers reduced their working

hours which was a common phenomenon in Switzerland

and Germany during the period of lockdown. This

resulted in less stress at work and more time at home

wherefore their home demands may have decreased.

In the group of high off-job crafters, the situation

changed even more remarkably. Especially job resources

changed for the better (job control, role clarity, manager

support and developmental possibilities at work).

Moreover, they reported significantly more support at

home. We assume that the lockdown with often reduced

working hours (in our study 34.1% of the participants

reported a reduction of their working hours) and an in-

creased proportion of hours working from home

allowed us to devote more time to off-job crafting. The

build-up of home resources might have helped to deal

with job demands better, as well as to perceive and uti-

lize available resources at work—without necessarily to

actively craft new job resources (Hobfoll, 2011). Their

job satisfaction improved even more than in the group

of job crafters—potentially because they did not need to

actively craft their job resources, which also drains en-

ergy but could just better utilize existing ones. As both

their work- and non-work domain improved, not sur-

prisingly also their general life satisfaction increased. In

the group of low off-job crafters, the situation stayed

more or less the same.

Overall, we find that the resource situation has im-

proved in both work and personal life across the sample

and time. These improvements can be observed espe-

cially among the high crafters. For specific resources, the

reasons for this increase are particularly plausible. In a

crisis, people tend to help each other. Especially during

the first lockdown, when we felt collectively affected by

a drastic change that everyone had to learn to deal with

equally, a great solidarity among people was reported

(Killgore et al., 2020). Together with more time spent at

home, which, in turn, provided more opportunities for

social support from partners and family, this may ex-

plain the increase in social support. The boost in job au-

tonomy is also not surprising and has been reported as a

relevant job resource in improving the effectiveness and

well-being of people working from home, besides social

support (Wang et al., 2021). The ability to work from

home increased the flexibility of many workers to decide

when and how to work.

Why this elevation of resources was observed specifi-

cally in the high crafters group would need to be exam-

ined in further studies. Our data do not allow us to

determine whether the better resource situation is a con-

sequence or a cause of crafting, both seem plausible. A

common challenge with crafting is that people who

would particularly benefit from it (e.g. people who feel

depressed) lack the energy to initiate such proactive

behaviors themselves. Therefore, it is important to pay

special attention on how to motivate such individuals

when planning interventions aimed at increasing craft-

ing behaviors.

Strengths and limitations

A unique strength of this study is its within-person pre–

post comparison. Whereas other studies include only

data gathered after the COVID-19 outbreak which—in

the best case—can be compared with general population

data, in this study we can observe how the situation has

changed over time within the same sample.

Moreover, while many studies are concerned with

the impact of the pandemic on the macro-level (e.g. its

economic impact or its impact on public health), our

study focused on individual behaviors and therefore

allows us to draw conclusions on the individual level.

A clear limitation of the study is its questionable gen-

eralizability. As already mentioned above, we investi-

gated countries that have not been hit exceptionally hard

by the pandemic (at least not by the first wave).

Moreover, these two countries are rather rich and the

population’s fear of facing poverty is very low, even

though a general job security was not granted. It is there-

fore not possible to generalize our findings beyond the

studied countries. Another limitation is that our study

refers to effects occurring in the short-term after the lock-

down. Further consequences of the pandemic will appear

with increasing time which are not captured in our data.

Moreover, about 34% of participants reported reduction

10 R. Brauchli et al.



in working time, which also implies a possible reduction

in income. Governments of both countries had short-

time work measures in place to help employers and

employees deal with the financial consequences of the

crisis. However, in our study we did not further investi-

gate the consequences for the specific subgroups of short-

time workers as this would further fragment our sample.

It would be very relevant to investigate this in more detail

and have also pre–post data from other countries with

different socio-economic backgrounds.

In addition, due to our research questions the sample

consists of employees. Unemployed or retired people

who may have been more negatively affected by the pan-

demic are excluded. We aimed to reach a sample that is a

good representation of our target population, however,

there is a slight over-representation of employees without

children (68% compared to 63% in Switzerland and

57% in Germany). This may have affected our results in

a more positive way as employees without children do

not have parenting obligations and can manage their

work-life balance more easily even during the crisis.

Furthermore, we used data from an online panel, so

participation is restricted to individuals with internet ac-

cess. However, this should not have any major impact

on our sample as internet access is well above 95% in

the population of both countries.

Presented analyses do not include intervening effects

on our study outcomes, such as school holidays that may

have affected, e.g. the duties for child care. However, de-

tailed analysis and description regarding this would have

exceeded the scope of our study. Particularly because

each canton or state in the countries we studied has vary-

ing dates for school holidays. To balance this, we refer to

a recent study covering the time before the COVID-19

pandemic in December 2019 and during the pandemic

between March and September 2020 (Zacher et al.,

2021). There, trajectories of task proficiency, proactivity

and adaptivity were not affected even though data was

collected in various states in Germany, a region we simi-

larly included in our study. In another study covering the

same country, Rudolph and Zacher (2021) refer to fam-

ily demands and satisfaction with family life during the

COVID-19 pandemic. There, school vacation is de-

scribed as a diverse phenomenon across 16 German

states and was as well not integrated in the analysis.

A final limitation we identify in this study is that the

measurement of the situation took place already about a

month after the imposition of the lockdown to combat

the first wave, thus reflecting rather short-term changes

related to the pandemic. Changes in more long-term

well-being indicators, such as burnout, will not emerge

during this period of time.

CONCLUSIONS

As the situation has rather improved than worsened in

the whole sample, this is a unique opportunity to learn

not only for employees but also for employers and

organizations. First, at least some people seem to benefit

from being at home most of the time. Of course, it can

boost loneliness for those with no family and children at

home. However, for others being surrounded by people

they love might satisfy their need for relatedness rather

than being in the office the whole day (Deci and Ryan,

2012). Moreover, for employers it seems beneficial or,

at least, not detrimental. Especially the group of high

crafters experienced a boost in job satisfaction which is

positively related to job performance (Judge et al.,

2001). It is not easy to make assumptions about the fac-

tors that caused these positive changes: One explanation

might be that the improved working situation has led to

higher satisfaction. Moreover, another explanation

might lie in individual behavior—the salutogenic job

and off-job crafting. High crafters can activate internal

and external resources that help them to master even de-

manding and new situations. Therefore, initiatives to

help people to learn such behaviors should be developed

and provided to a broad public. In the case of job craft-

ing research has shown that it is possible to increase it

via intervention (van Wingerden et al., 2017).
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