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Abstract

Research has shown that compared to average workers, managers are more likely to
experience stressful job demands. This phenomenon has become more prominent throughout the
course of the COVID-19 crisis. | see this as an opportunity to examine a cross-level interplay
between managers’ job demands and employee stress. Evidence suggests that at least half of the
workplace stress can be attributed to interpersonal interactions. The purpose of this study was to
develop an understanding of how managers’ work stressors impact their tendency to expand or
contract their relational network through relational job crafting (or modification in the frequency
and quality of relationships for work-related purposes). Using an explanatory sequential mixed-
methods approach (i.e., quantitative and qualitative), the current study investigates how
managerial job demands impact their interpersonal exchanges with others, which then inform
employee stress. The multi-level quantitative inquiry (254 employees nested in 64 managers)
found significant relationships between managers’ job demands and relational job crafting,
which then leads to managers’ ability to be interpersonally fair. There was a significant
relationship between managers’ implementation of interpersonal justice and employee stress.
Further, both expansion and contraction-oriented relational job crafting significantly mediate the
relationship between job demands and interpersonal justice. Managers’ relational job crafting
was found to be a significant moderator to the relationship between employee perceptions of
leader-member exchange and stress. Contrary to the theorized expectation, managers’ relational
job crafting activities do not transform into employee stress through interpersonal justice.
Nonetheless, the relationship between managers’ relational job crafting and employee stress was
found to be significant. In the qualitative phase of the study, I conducted over thirty hours of
interviews with 14 managers and 19 employees. The interview transcripts were analyzed
thematically on (i) managerial, (ii) employee, and (iii) nested datasets, to account for within and
between-level phenomena. The findings from the two studies converged to elucidate stress as a
trickle-down phenomenon from managers to employees through interpersonal exchanges. The
study contributes to our understanding of job design, justice, and stress scholarship, to
understand the impact of managerial job demands on employee wellbeing. Theoretical,

managerial, and policy implications are discussed in the final chapter of this dissertation.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Due to the unprecedented Corona Virus Disease - 2019 (COVID -19) crisis and the
affiliated economic uncertainties, organizations around the globe are interested in uncovering the
mechanisms to manage employee stress levels in the wake of increasing job demands. Many
have noted the effect of the COVID-19 crisis on various walks of life, including work (Carnevale
& Hatak, 2020; Gibson, 2020; Kramer & Kramer, 2020; Rudolph et al., 2020; Spurk & Straub,
2020) and mental health (Holmes et al., 2020; Sinclair et al., 2020, van Zoonen, & Ter Hoeven,
2021). Research shows that workplace stress was estimated to be at an all-time high even before
the pandemic (Chokski, 2019) and is only projected to upturn amidst and after the crisis is over.
Stress has serious repercussions not only for employees but also the organizations, including
reduced job satisfaction (Fried, Shirom, Gilboa, & Cooper, 2008), higher emotional exhaustion
(Lee & Ashforth, 1996), reduced physical wellbeing (Akerstedt et al., 2002; Kiviméki et al.,
2012), and decreased performance outcomes (McCarthy, Trougakos, & Cheng, 2016). It is
estimated that due to stressful job demands, managers are expected to work under high stress for
extended periods of time (Brett & Stroh, 2003). Indeed, managers often experience job-related
stressors including work overload, time constraints, work pressure, and other administrative
hassles etc. (Bruch & Ghoshal, 2002; Jen Su, 2016). Experts contend the dawn of COVID- 19
crisis has particularly impacted managers due to increased job demands, prevailed uncertainty,
and having to be the bearers of the bad news across the organizational ladder (Hillebrandt,
Saldanha, Brady, & Barclay, 2021; Knight, 2020).

The current research seeks to investigate how work experiences during the COVID-19

crisis added to managers’ stressful job demands distinguishing these job demands into challenge
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and hindrance stressor framework (see e.g., Cavanaugh et al., 2000; LePine et al., 2005; Rodell
& Judge, 2009). Challenge stressors are job demands that offer potential for competence, as well
as personal and professional growth (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Rodell & Judge, 2009). On the
contrary, hindrance stressors refer to job demands that not only thwart one’s personal and
professional growth but also their ability to attain such goals (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Rodell &
Judge, 2009). Scholars have noted the various factors that contributed to workers’ mental health
including job demands, isolation at work, uncertainty and job insecurity due to the COVID-19
pandemic (Campion et al., 2020; Daly & Robinson, 2020; Holmes et al., 2020). However, little
attention is paid to the cross-level interaction between managers’ job demands and employee
stress that stems from the interpersonal relationships.

Further to this, the COVID-19 pandemic has predominantly identified society’s
dependence on “essential workers” (Guasti, 2020) and, by contrast highlighted the
“nonessential” worker category. Recently, the definition of essential work has expanded from
healthcare practitioners, (Matsuishi et al., 2012), and law enforcement professionals, to first
responders (Gershon et al., 2010), postal workers, food distribution, communication services
(Benhamou & Piedra, 2020), and critical infrastructure workers (e.g., water and natural gas). The
website of Public Safety Canada defines essential work as services and functions deemed
necessary to sustain “life, health and basic societal functioning”. To maintain the societal
functioning, essential workers were the only class of workers expected to go to work during the
various waves of the COVID-19 crisis (Guasti, 2020). All other workers were urged to work
from home. According to a recent estimate, about 40% of Canadian jobs can be done from home

(Deng, Messacar, Morrissette, 2020).
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A constellation of factors has added to non-essential workers’ distress including work
demands, inadequate support, lack of control, and work isolation (Holmes et al., 2020; van
Zoonen, & Ter Hoeven, 2021). The expectation to “stay inside” or observe social distancing was
shown to impact the overall wellbeing of non-essential employees (Brooks et al., 2020;
Venkatesh & Edirappuli, 2020). Therefore, the current research focuses on non-essential workers
by investigating the impact of managers’ job demands on subordinates’ perceived stress. Given
that the work-from-home directive has been a socially isolating experience for most non-
essential workers (van Zoonen, & Ter Hoeven, 2021), attention was paid to interpersonal
exchanges between managers and employees in determining employee wellbeing.

In particular, the current research uncovers the efficacy of a common coping mechanism
in response to stressful job demands such as relational job crafting or manager’s proactive
reprioritization of the interpersonal relationships as a means of coping from taxing job demands
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Due to the work-for-home expectation for non-essential
workers, relational job crafting efforts would include optimizing interactions and interpersonal
relationships with work and non-work contacts to manage both domestic and work-related
demands (Sturges, 2012). Further to this, relational job crafting that maximizes job resources,
such as social network, support, and responsibilities, fosters an environment of mutual respect,
trust, and dependence on work relationships (Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2014). Undoubtedly,
relational job crafting allows “individuals’ abilities and needs to become more compatible with
the job demands” (Li, Yang, Weng, Zhu, 2021, p.4). The current study avails social exchange
theory (Blau, 1964) to argue, implementing interpersonal justice on manager’s behalf is
contingent upon a subjective exchange value (Sherf, Venkataramani, & Gajendran, 2019), which

further leads to a differential behavior towards their employees (Chernyak-Hai & Rabenu, 2018;
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Zapata et al., 2013). Since relational job crafting entails interpersonal recalibration among
organizational members with proactive modifications in the frequency and nature of interactions
at work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), it is expected to compromise managers’ ability to be
interpersonally fair towards their employees. Noting the prior evidence on the relationship
between interpersonal justice and stress (see e.g., Reb, Chaturvedi, Narayanan et al., 2019), it is
asserted that managers’ engagement in relational job crafting can indirectly inform subordinates’
perceived stress.

Managers today are increasingly scrutinized, and are required to be more than just profit-
maximizing agents. Walumbwa and colleagues (2008) noted the increased pressure on managers
to demonstrate integrity and fairness. Contrary to distributive (i.e., fairness of outcomes e.g.,
resource allocation; Adams, 1965) and procedural (i.e., fairness of processes; Leventhal, 1980)
justices, managers typically enjoy more control in determining the quality of exchanges with
their employees through interpersonal justice (Scott, Colquitt, & Paddock, 2009). Bies (2001)
defined interpersonal justice as the fairness of interpersonal treatment and exchanges towards
others while implementing procedures and allocating outcomes. Therefore, interpersonal justice
can potentially ameliorate the negative impact caused by reduced distributive and procedural
justice (Cropanzano, Slaughter, & Bachiochi, 2005).

Researchers have identified two predominant rules of interpersonal fairness namely: (i)
respect or treating others with dignity and sincerity, and (ii) propriety or demonstrating
appropriateness and non-bias towards others (Bies & Moag, 1986). Relatedly, interpersonally
fair managers are evaluated on the extent to which they adhere to these two rules (Bies & Moag,
1986; Johnson, Lanaj, & Barnes, 2014). Interpersonal justice also involves far less uncertainty

than other forms of justice as it “reflects universal expectations for social interactions” as
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managers often know what it means to be polite and respectful (Johnson et al., 2014, p. 3). Other
examples of interpersonal justice are treating employees with courtesy, respect, and dignity —
without directing inappropriate comments towards them (Colquitt & Rodell, 2015). Not
surprisingly, managers play the key role associated in administering fair or just treatment
especially in regard to interpersonal justice (Scott, Gaza, Conlon, & Kim, 2014). Interpersonal
justice has been found to be a reliable predictor of employee attitudes and behaviors (see
Colquitt et al., 2001) and can be observed in potentially any manager-employee encounter (Bies,
2005).

Despite mounting evidence signifying the role of interpersonal justice in predicting employee
behaviors and attitudes, a vast majority of managerial literature focuses primarily on the
distributive and the procedural justice (Wang & Noe, 2010). Consequently, interpersonal justice
enjoys little research attention (Li, Zhang, Zhang, & Zhao, 2017). Recently, Graso and
colleagues (2020) questioned whether justice literature, hitherto, considered managerial
interpersonal motives. Relationships with one’s manager are usually assessed through the
relational ethics perspective often epitomized through the principles of interpersonal justice
(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). Naturally, employees who are not
treated with respect by their managers through compromised interpersonal exchanges, engage in
activities that are directly in conflict with the organizational interests (LeRoy, Bastounis, &
Poussard, 2012) and often experience negative emotions (Adamska & Jurik, 2021). On the other
hand, employees treated with respect and courtesy are more likely to transcend their job
requirements even in the absence of formal rewards (Rego & Cunha, 2010). Such examples of

proactivity and engagement are noted across disciplines. For example, employee territoriality
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about sharing information declines if it threatens the quality of relationship with the supervisor
(Gao etal., 2011; Hirak et al., 2012).

Due to its extensive advantages for employees and organizations (see e.g., Colquitt et al.,
2013 for a meta-analytic review), it is crucial to motivate managers to promote interpersonal
justice (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Scott et al., 2009; Hillebrandt et al., 2021). However,
managers are not always motivated to be interpersonally fair (see e.g., Hillebrandt et al., 2021,
Sherf et al., 2019). This may be due to managers’ low trait empathy (see e.g., Patient &
Skarlicki, 2010; Whiteside & Barclay, 2016), high core self-evaluations and anxiety (see e.g.,
Hillebrandt et al., 2021), workload and lack of rewards for implementing justice (Sherf et al.,
2019), and social exchange obligations toward employees (Zapata, Olsen, & Martins, 2013;
Zhao, Chen, & Brockner, 2015). Much of the actor-centric explanation for why managers act
unfairly towards their employees is done using individual differences perspective (for exception,
see Sherf et al., 2019). Using a multi-study approach, Sherf and colleagues (2019) showed that
managers’ ability to be fair can be informed by their workload and the associated rewards with
being fair. The current research extends this argument and suggests when managers experience
stressful job demands, their ability to act in an interpersonally fair manner depends on the type of
relational job crafting they engage in.

The current research focuses on interpersonal justice for two reasons. First, interpersonal
justice is demonstrated at the immediate level of the manager and the employees (Khan, Bell, &
Quratulain, 2021) and is, therefore, shown to be more of a contextual determinant of employee
work outcomes. Second, due to the work isolation experienced during the COVID-19 crisis (van
Zoonen, & Ter Hoeven, 2021), interpersonal fairness emerged as a salient contextual

determinant within the work interactions. In addition to the outcomes noted above, managers’
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ability to implement interpersonal justice is important for various reasons. First, interpersonal
justice has shown to promote psychological experiences of safety, meaningfulness, and
availability at work (Khan et al. 2021). Evidently, how managers treat their employees can
impact their psychological connections not only with the managers but also the organization
(Gumusluoglu & llsev, 2009; Khazanchi & Masterson, 2011; George & Zhou, 2007). Second,
when managers implement interpersonal justice, it creates a work environment of openness and
candidness with free flow of information where employees are not afraid to take creative
interpersonal risks and, therefore, remain constructively motivated (Khan et al., 2021). Finally,
employees who experience interpersonally fair treatment, perform better, are less likely to be

deviant (e.g., shirking or stealing at work), and are less likely to turnover (Colquitt et al., 2013).

Problematization

Employee stress refers to any type of unpleasant emotions experienced within or without
one’s work environment as they feel threatened in any way without being able to propose an
adequate reaction, often resulting in anxiety and frustration (Seaward, 2019). Different forms of
stressors can contribute to workplace stress (Kihara & Mugambi, 2018). Examples of perceived
stress at work include an overall work environment that thwarts individual wellbeing and
productivity (Richardson, 2017), reduced work engagement, inability to cope with or control job
demands or to voice grievances due to fear of losing one’s job (Seaward, 2019). The existing
scholarship on employee stress has approached this concept from various perspectives including
definition and operationalization, the antecedent stressors, strains, interventions and related
coping strategies (Kihara & Mugambi, 2018). Others have focused on managing employee stress
in various settings (i.e., military, see e.g., Friedman, 2006; Jensen & Wrisberg, 2014, natural

disasters, see e.g., Field et al., 2012, Zhang et al., 2017). In other words, extreme situations
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account for various forms of employee stress (Oruh, Mordi, Dibia, & Ajonbadi, 2021).
Currently, several studies have identified the strategies for managing employee stress during the
COVID-19 pandemic. For example, Greenberg and colleagues (2020) noted the use of proactive
measures to monitor the employee concerns and wellbeing with efforts to reduce any ambiguity
as a fruitful avenue to mitigate workplace stress. Others have outlined the importance of work-
life balance and effective team management as means of stress management (see for example,
Dymecka et al., 2020; Tannenbaum et al., 2021). Evidently, the role of leadership in determining
and maintaining employee wellbeing during the COVID-19 crisis cannot be overlooked (see e.g.,
Masood & Budworth, 2021; Mehta et al., 2020; Sultana et al., 2020). In other words, the stress
literature could be advanced through the trend of mediated-moderation models between

leadership and employees (Rosinha et al., 2017).

To expand the existing scholarship on employee stress, the current study investigates how
managerial interpersonal mechanics in response to experiencing stressful job demands, inform
employee stress during the COVID-19 crisis. This is explored from the perspective of having to
Operate in an extreme situation with an expectation of being interpersonally fair. Managers’
interactions with their employees along with the degree of fairness with which they treat them
can account of significant employee outcomes (Harms, Credé, Tynan, Leon, & Jeung, 2017).
Understandably, the extent to which managers provide guidance and promote future growth can
unarguably influence employee stress experiences (Bass & Bass, 2008; Diebig, Bormann, &
Rowold, 2016). Overall, the literature is replete with the examples of how stress can influence
managers and how managers can both be “a source of stress or source of relief from stress” for
their employees (Harms et al., 2017, p.178). However, little research has explored the relational

facets of how managerial job demands influence employee stress with mediating mechanisms
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illustrative of the much-demanded fairness. Scholars have long argued the role of managers in (i)
mitigating the effects of job stressors for their employees (Offerman & Hellman, 1996; Schmidt
et al., 2014), and (ii) becoming a source of stress for them (Bass & Bass, 2008; Rajah, Song, &
Arvey, 2011). Empirical evidence shows when employees receive support from their leaders
(interchangeably used with managers in literature; Harms et al., 2017), they not only experience
less stress but are also able to cope better with their own jobs (Ganster et al. 1986; Rhoades &
Eisenberger 2002). A significant body of scholarship suggests the idea of contagion effects on
employees as dissipated from their managers (see e.g., Anderson et al. 2003; Lewis 2000, Sy et
al. 2005). Relatedly, a manager’s lower stress levels are often mirrored in employee stress

through emotional contagion (Hatfield et al., 1994).

Prior research on stress and interpersonal justice primarily focused on intrapersonal
perspectives (e.g., Reb et al., 2014; Schuh et al., 2017; Reb et al., 2019). Others have focused on
the role of managers in shaping how employees appraise and react to different stressors (LePine
et al., 2016). For an instance, certain stressors such as abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000;
Tepper, 2017) and laissez-faire leadership (Skogstad, Einarsen, Torsheim, Aasland, & Hetland,
2007) are widely associated with higher levels of perceived stress among employees (LePine et
al., 2016). Other research offers advice for workers dealing with overworked and “stressed out”
managers assuming it to be dissipated through emotional contagion (Chamorro- Premuzic, 2017,
Davis-Laack, 2015; McKee, 2015; Saunders, 2014). A meta-analysis by Harms and colleagues
(2017) illustrates how managerial stress levels may translate into employee stress through
reduced transformation leadership. Further, Lepine and colleagues (2016) studied how managers
may impact employee reactions to stressful work demands through managing or manipulating

the stress appraisal processes.
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However, none of these studies identify the (i) the role of managerial job demands in
influencing employee stress levels; and (ii) the actual interpersonal mechanisms through which a
manager influences employee stress levels. To this end, our theoretical understanding of the
interdependence of managerial job demands on employee wellbeing is insufficiently explored.
Given the scarcity of research on how supervisors’ justice implementation influence employee
dynamics, scholars have urged to study the fairness-related mechanisms in the workplace (see
e.g., Valet, 2018). Notably, in its current form, the management literature offers limited insights
on how leaders (or managers) may impact followers’ stress (LePine et al, 2016). In particular,
most existing studies have overlooked the role of relational dynamics between managerial
stressors (e.g., job demands) and employee stress. In other words, our understanding of whether
and how stress acts as a “trickle-down” phenomenon (i.e., downward dissipation from managers
to employees), is far from complete. Specifically, we lack a comprehensive understanding of
how a manager’s increased or stressful job demands influence employee stress on an

interpersonal domain.

To address this research gap, the purpose of this research is to extend the earlier
arguments around stress and leadership, theorizing manager stress as an antecedent to managerial
behaviors while employee stress as a consequence of managerial behavior (Harms et al., 2017).
As noted earlier, the goal of the current research is to investigate managerial stress as a trickle-
down phenomenon on a relational domain, | rely on the interdependence of managers and
employees’ interpersonal exchanges (Graen & Uhl-Bien 1995). For example, is it possible that
the residue of a manager’s stressful job demands seep into the employee work environment?
Alternatively, could it be that a manager’s response to stressful job demands result in a situation

that may directly impact employee levels of perceived stress as well? More importantly, | am

21



interested in exploring how an overworked manager interacts with his or her employees from
relational viewpoint. Accordingly, the goal of this research is to answer the following research

questions:

RQ1: How does a manager’s stressful job demands impact their interpersonal interactions with
their employees?

RQ2: How does a manager’s interpersonal interactions influence employee stress levels?

Relational job crafting allows job crafters to seek others’ opinions, advice, and expertise,
to enhance their work-related social resources including social connection and support (Bakker
& Demerouti, 2007). This perspective stems from an assumption that social connections can help
individuals cope with taxing job demands and even enhance their demand-specific capacities
(Devloo et al., 2011). Relational job crafting also allows individuals to shape their job demands
as they see fit by increasing workload or responsibilities such as offering mentorship to certain
organizational members and even reduce and eschew interpersonal experience that might be
unpleasant or unproductive (Li et al., 2021). Traditionally, crafting relationships at work is seen
as a way to optimize one’s potential at work while seeking reciprocal support to succeed at one’s
job (Ragins & Kram, 2007). Nonetheless, scholars have questioned whether there is a dark side
of relational job crafting (Rofcanin et al., 2019). In the current research, I extend their research
question from a managerial viewpoint. In that vein, | am interested in evaluating whether
managerial relational crafting challenges managers’ ability to be interpersonally fair and
consequently result in employee stress. Although the existing research provides some evidence

for the significance of managerial job crafting (e.g., Berg et al., 2010), the actual outcomes of
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managerial job crafting and their ramifications within organizational success are relatively

underexplored (Shin et al., 2020).

The Present Study

The current study borrows from job stressor literature to distinguish work stressors from
social stressors (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Dormann & Zapf, 2004). Work stressors refer to
challenge and hindrance-based stressors (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Rodell & Judge, 2009). On the
other hand, social stressors refer to “a class of characteristics, situations, episodes, or behaviors
that are related to psychological or physical strain and that are in some way social in nature”
(Dormann & Zapf, 2004, p. 62). Examples include workplace conflict, poor team climate, and
isolation (van Zoonen, & Ter Hoeven, 2021). Work isolation or individuals’ perceptions of
dissociation from organization and its members (Marshall, Michaels, & Mulki, 2007) is an
alarming stressor within non-essential workers throughout the COVID-19 pandemic (van
Zoonen, & Ter Hoeven, 2021). In particular, the nonessential workers were expected to “sit out
the storm and work from home”, with lesser opportunities for making connections and
interpersonal support due to geographical dispersions and/or social-distancing requirements (van
Zoonen, & Ter Hoeven, 2021). Similarly, lack of interpersonal justice at work can be considered
as a form of social stressor. van Zoonen, & Ter Hoeven (2021) noted that non-essential
employees are more likely to experience social stressors. Therefore, the current research studies
the shift of non-essential managers’ interpersonal exchanges with employees in the wake of
stressful job demands within a social context. Interestingly, managers’ need to belong can also
presumptively impact their ability to prioritize fairness to establish or maintain psychological
closeness between themselves and the members of their team on both individual and collective

levels (Graso et al., 2020). It is, therefore, of significance to explore how manager’s involvement
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in relational crafting as a job demand reduction strategy (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001),
impacts their subordinates. In particular, I am interested in uncovering how managerial job
demands impact the interactions with their subordinates through relational crafting, and how it
impacts managers’ ability to be interpersonally fair. Further, how do these interactions impact
subordinates’ perceived stress.

Indeed, relationship formation characterized by respect and consideration between
supervisor and subordinates is a significant component of effective management (Harms et al.,
2017; Reb et al., 2019). Similarly, the positive effects of support, trust, and relationship-building
are understood to (i) lower employee levels of perceived stress; (ii) serve as resources to cope
against stress (e.g., Firth, Mellor, Moore, & Loquet, 2003; Skakon, Nielsen, Borg, & Guzman,
2010; van Dierendonck, Haynes, Borrill, & Stride, 2004; Wallace et al., 2009). However, it is
noted that fairness in general and interpersonal fairness in particular means more to some than
others (Collins & Mossholder, 2017). Further, evidence shows the variability in justice is far
more stressful for employees than experiencing a consistently unfair treatment (Matta, Scott,
Colquitt, Koopman, et al., 2017). Accordingly, it is relevant to understand how employees
receive the differential treatment that may entail selective resource (e.g., information, influence,
and attention) allocation (Matta & Van Dyne, 2020). For example, research contends some
individuals are more sensitive to equal exchanges than others (Collins & Mossholder, 2017; Lu
et al., 2017). Therefore, the current research argues the differential interpersonal treatment as a
result of relational crafting leads to employee stress.

Through sequential mixed-methods investigation, the research objectives of the current
research are threefold. First, I aim to uncover how managerial job demands influence the

interactions between managers and employees. In particular, I am interested in understanding
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how stressed-out managers treat their subordinates. In doing so, | will consider the unique effect
of work experiences during the extreme situation to build on how stressful job demands may
impact manager-employee relationships. Second, | aim to explore how manager-employee
interactions lead to employee stress. In particular, the current research explicates (i) the utility of
relational job crafting as an effective coping mechanism against managerial job demands; (ii)
conceptualize relational crafting as an antecedent to interpersonal justice at manager-level; (iii)
employee stress pathways through both relational crafting and interpersonal justice. Finally, |
managers’ engagement in relational job crafting as a boundary condition to study to manager -
employee relational exchange quality (and their employees (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995;

Schriesheim, Castro, & Cogliser, 1999) and employee stress.

Research Significance and Contributions

Obtaining a comprehensive understanding of relational mechanisms have practical
implications for stress management and job demands literature. Such research adds value for
employers in outlining the interconnectedness of disparate organizational levels in predicting
employee wellbeing. In doing so, the current research seeks to make at least three broader
contributions. First, by investigating the intricate manager-employee interactions within an
extreme context (i.e. the COVID-19 pandemic), the current research outlines some of the
emerging challenges faced by managers in the wake of work disruptions during the extreme
events (Hallgren et al., 2018; Morgeson et al., 2015) including the common job stressors (i.e.,
challenge and hindrance stressors, Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Rodell & Judge, 2009), and how that
may translate into some of the common social stressors (Dormann & Zapf, 2004) for employees
as measured through managers’ engagement in relational job crafting and implementation of

interpersonal justice. The current research also considers the other-reports (i.e., employee
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perceptions) of their exchanges with the managers in determining the levels of perceived overall
employee stress at individual level (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; LePine et al., 2005; Rodell & Judge,
2009).

Second, the current research expects a differential outcome for relational job crafting
based on the kind of stressor experienced by managers. Further, it assumes, each stressor would
differentially impact the interpersonal justice outcome through either expansion or contraction of
managers’ relational crafting. This would then impact employees’ perceived stress accordingly.
In particular, the current research hypothesizes that managers’ engagement in either expanding
or contracting their relational network would have a unique interaction with employee reports of
the quality of exchanges they enjoy with their managers to inform stress.

Third, the current research offers a more practical contribution by examining the cross-
level interaction of the impact of the work stressors experienced during the COVID-19 pandemic
and how it informs employee wellbeing. The findings of the current research can be applied to
advance our understanding of the job design, justice, and stress scholarships. The takeaways of
the current research would also inform the design of organizational interventions for non-
essential employees in various occupations.

The following section overviews the various inter-related contributions offered by the
current study followed by theoretical, managerial, and policy implications of the current

research.

Contribution 1: Stress as a “trickle-down” phenomenon

The current research examines how managers’ job demands may impact how they treat
their employees. It also considers the employee experiences of stress based on a manager’s

reactions to stress at an interpersonal level. To my knowledge, this is among the few studies
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contributing to the “trickle down” effect of managerial stress in extreme situation (i.e., COVID-
19) context. The current study distinguishes itself from others by approaching this phenomenon
through an interpersonal perspective. In doing so, it addresses two major gaps in the literature.
First, it focuses on justice actors rather than recipients (Scott et al., 2009) by adopting a unique
within and between person approach rather than having a static perspective (Rupp, 2011).
Second, it integrates the literature on stress and justice to elucidate the psychological
interdependence between managers and subordinates. Indeed, justice enactment and work stress
are identified as promising avenues for future research (Graso et al., 2020). In doing so, the
current research expands our understanding of how stress is managed and perceived within
manager-employee interactions. Exploring such dynamics would help us delineate pathways for

stress-reduction for organizational members.

Contribution 2: Nuanced Outcomes of Job Crafting

The current research examines manager-employee interpersonal relationships at the
junction of stress and job crafting. In doing so this research contributes to the young and
emerging literature on job crafting by evaluating its role in minimizing managerial job stressors.
Indeed, job crafting has been studied primarily at micro-levels with little insights on the impact
of managerial job crafting behaviors on employees. The current research investigates how job
crafting as a demand reduction coping strategy by managers may induce stress within employees.
In doing so, it responds to the call for future research by Bruning and Campion (2018), to
explore the nuanced outcomes of job crafting. Nielsen and Abildgaard (2012) suggested future
research should focus on different kinds of job crafting in conjunction with various aspects of
employee wellbeing with samples other than blue collar employees. The current study examines

this mechanism in managers. Further, it outlines relational crafting as a significant component of
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manager—employee relations and conceptualizes it as an antecedent to interpersonal justice (e.g.,
Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). In that regard, the current research model considers relational
crafting as a mediating mechanism instead of exploring it as an outcome variable or its effects.
By focusing on the relational differentiation, the current research explores the interactive
effect of job demands and LMX in predicting relational crafting. In doing so, it offers theory
development on relational crafting by considering LMX as a boundary condition between
relational crafting and employee stress. Prior research on LMX has predominantly considered the
positive and high-quality exchanges between the actor (i.e., manager) and target (i.e., employee;

Harms et al., 2017).

Contribution 3: Extreme Sitaution Context

The state of existing literature on employee stress has overall matured during the past
decades, by recognizing the range of externalities the construct offers for workers, employers,
and the communities (Aderibigbe & Mjoli, 2018). As noted, stress can have serious
repercussions for individuals and employees such as poor performance, increased absenteeism,
higher turnover, etc. Further to this, employees who experience extreme stress are more likely to
experience family dispute and personal struggles, which can be dissipated throughout the broader
society (Osibanjo et al., 2016). Nonetheless, COVID-19 crisis is classified as an extreme
situation and, therefore, would require a more systemic approach against the work stressors and
the trickle-down effect of stress across different levels. The current research extends the limited
stream of literature on interpersonal justice and employee stress (Hui et al., 1999; Masterson et
al., 2000). In particular, it is proposed that a manager’s engagement in relational job crafting

may, in fact, impact the stress levels of his or her direct reports.
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Empirical Contributions

The current research provides an interdisciplinary explanation to how stressed-out
managers treat their employees. Drawing on the social exchange theory, the current research
helps us delineate pathways that help us understand the conditions under which managers are
more likely to be interpersonally fair. By examining the role of relational job crafting as a
potential antecedent to interpersonal justice, the current research offers a counterintuitive
explanation to implementing interpersonal justice.

In doing so, it borrows from disparate yet overlapping literature from justice, job crafting,
and job stress literature to discuss stress as a trickle-down phenomenon within organizations. By
incorporating a multi-level research approach to these scholarships, the current research opens a
new line of inquiry to study a concept of “nested crafting”, where repurcussions of job crafting

efforts on one level can be felt on another level through interpersonal exchanges.

Theoretical and Managerial Implications

Managerial Job demands

The current research offers several theoretical and managerial implications. First, my
theorizing suggests managerial work demands may translate into employee stress through
interpersonal relationships. In that regard, managers should consider fostering a work
environment that allows managers to effectively cope with their stressful work demands while
instilling the value of maintaining interpersonally fair treatment. The current research helps us
develop an understanding of the effect of managerial job-demands on employee health and
wellbeing. The findings of the current research allow practitioners to overhaul the existing job
designs to mitigate the negative consequences of work stressors. In general, organizations can

offer additional resources to help managers cope with different forms of work stressors.
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Similarly, employees can be provided with additional social resources to cope with any social
stressors due to lack of managers’ support. Scholars have outlined several tools to address
different forms of work stressors — particularly the hindrance stressors such as unnecessary
paperwork (Rodell & Judge, 2009). Adequate arrangements can be made to minimize any undue
stressors particularly for managers to promote a healthier workforce.

In that sense, human resource practitioners should actively screen managers’ actual and
perceived job demands with respect to their interpersonal experiences at work. While
organizations may not be interested in reducing the essential job demands, active steps could be
taken by human resource practitioners to ensure managers do not have to experience hindering
job demands to partially ameliorate the negative impact of job demands on interpersonal justice.
Further, identifying manager’s efforts to be fair (e.g., through time, efforts, and attention, etc.)

through rewards and recognition can also significantly promote fairness (Sherf et al., 2019).

Effective Coping Mechanisms:

Interestingly, the current research highlights manager’s engagement in relational crafting
may impact their ability to be interpersonally fair. In that sense, organizations can put in place
specific policies and practices to prioritize interpersonal fairness. For example, 360-degree
surveys allow organizations to collect data from multiple sources to take necessary measures.
Additionally, interventions such as mindfulness training may allow managers to keep track of
their interactional exchanges with their employees.

In particular, the proposed indirect relationship between managerial job demands,
relational crafting, and interpersonal justice suggests that organizations should pay attention and
even monitor the managerial job demands. Indeed, managers are stressed out (McCarthy,

Erdogan, & Bauer, 2019). Therefore, any level of intervention to help managers deal with their
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job demands will benefit both physical and mental employee wellbeing. It is widely known that
lower levels of employee stress and higher sense of justice at work not only improve work
relationships but also enhances organizational performance (Reb et al., 2019).

An interesting projection of this research is that it is designed to underscore the impact of
job crafting beyond job crafter’s wellbeing. The current research adds to a nascent stream of
literature by shedding light on how a manager’s job demands can predict the amount of stress
employees experience through relational crafting and interpersonal justice. Indeed, interpersonal
justice can influence employee health, wellbeing, and sense of justice at work (Reb et al. 2014;
Schuh et al. 2017). Indeed, employee stress in organizations leads to increased turnover, reduced
performance, psychological distress, physical illnesses, and a significant financial due to frequent
sick leave and absenteeism, (Bliese, Edwards, & Sonnentag, 2017; Choi, Yi, & Kim, 2018;
Giorgi, Leon-Perez, Pignata, Demiral, & Arcangeli, 2018). Therefore, outlining the underlying
mechanisms that trigger stress may allow us to promote healthier workforce.

On a broader level, my research underscores the value of inter-connectedness of
manager-employee relationship in shaping organizational workforce. Scholars argue the
embeddedness of jobs and tasks within interpersonal connections (Rofcanin et al., 2019).
Therefore, it is of immense significance to study the relational and interpersonal aspects of the
work environment (Grant & Parker, 2009). Organizations have long endeavored to find ways to
boost employee productivity. Indeed, one of the ways organizations can optimize employee
performance is through lowering their stress levels. Evidence suggests most employees flag the
interactions with their supervisors as the most stressful aspect of their jobs (Hogan & Kaiser,

2005).
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Psychological Safety:

On a macro level, the findings of the current research promote a culture of psychological
safety or a collective belief among the organizational members that it is safe to take interpersonal
risks within the work setting (Edmondson, 1999; Edmondson, Dillon, & Roloff, 2007;
Edmondson & Lei, 2014). Psychological safety is also shown to enhance various employee
outcomes such as creativity, productivity, performance, and engagement (Newman, Donohue, &
Eva, 2017).

Evidence shows supportive leadership behavior to be a consistent antecedent to
psychological safety (for a review, see Newman et al., 2017). Examples of supportive
supervisory behaviors that directly impact psychological safety are inclusiveness (Bienefeld &
Grote, 2014), managerial support (May et al., 2004), trustworthiness (Madjar & Ortiz-Walters,
2009), openness (Detert & Burris, 2007) and integrity (Palanski & Vogelgesang, 2011).
Evidently, a lot of supervisory interpersonal support can be demonstrated through relational
exchanges between manager and employees. Due to its benefits on both employees and
organizations (see e.g., Colquitt et al., 2013 for a meta-analytic review), researchers have long
emphasized the need for implementing interpersonal justice at work (e.g. Ambrose & Schminke,
2009; Scott et al., 2009). However, empirical evidence suggests that not managers are motivated

to implement interpersonal justice for various reasons.

Competitive Advantage:

To effectively navigate through the uncertainties of the economic conditions within
hyped global competition, employers expect individuals to meet the requirements of the job
demands while expanding their efforts for higher performance (Lu et al., 2017). The current

research not only elucidates the role of managerial job demands on supervisor-subordinate
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relationships but also explores novel ways in which a manager’s engagement in relational
crafting may affect employee stress levels. Therefore, when practiced by managers, relational
crafting may have serious repercussions. Consequently, organizations can ensure managers
communicate and convey the criteria of their engagement in relational crafting, which may result
in a differential treatment towards their employees. By maintaining effective relationships
between managers and employees, businesses can establish a sustainable competitive advantage
critical to organizational performance and success (Frumkin & Andre-Clark, 2000). Examining
employee wellbeing based on the interpersonal experiences during turbulent times, therefore, is
of specific significance.

These findings can be applied to develop human resource policies that require managers
to be mindful of the interactions with their subordinates. Further, managers can also be trained to
work towards ameliorating uncertainty particularly with regards to interpersonal work
encounters. This may lead to the development of high-quality relationships at work, thereby,

leading to higher employee performance (Dulebohn et al., 2012).

Social Benefits and Policy Implications

Commonly studied employee stress factors include job insecurity and layoffs (Hill,
2020), health risks (Hill, 2020) and adverse work conditions including work demands and
compensated related issues (Oruh et al., 2021). Given the tenor of the COVID-19 crisis, while it
may be impossible to eradicate stress from workplace altogether, managers are nonetheless
encouraged to adopt a more compassionate approach towards their employees (Masood &
Budworth, 2021; Oruh et al., 2021).

In the wake of both anticipated and unanticipated work stressors faced by managers,

during the COVID-19, the human resources professionals can implement relevant organizational
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policies. For example, both regulatory interventions can be placed to monitor managerial job
demands and related work stressors. Similarly, programs and initiatives can be placed which can
not only provide support to employees but also foster empathy and compassion. Indeed, a culture
of compassion at work that is critical in effectively leading employees in turbulent situations
(Wasylyshyn & Masterpasqua, 2018) — such as the COVID-19 crisis (Masood & Budworth,
2021). Such approach to managing employee stress while allows organizations to pursue their
strategic goals, also identifies the need to care for and support employees (O’Dea & Flin, 2003).
Another important implication of the current research is that it outlines the adverse
outcomes of unhealthy overworking culture especially at manager-level. A policy description
that fits the implications of the current research is a recent Bill 27 or “Working for Workers Act”
passed late into 2021 and is expected to be in effect in June 2022. The legislation required all
Ontario employers of more than 25 employees to introduce a formal work policy, which refrains
workers from engaging in work-related communication outside of work hours (Working for
Workers Act, 2021). Such policies around work communication would mitigate employee stress

to a large extent particularly during turbulent times and extreme situations.

In sum, the COVID-19 pandemic is more than just a health crisis as it branches out to
severe economic disorders (Masood & Budworth, 2021). Relatedly, the pandemic has changed
the way we are expected to do our jobs. The present research outlines the “trickle-down effect”
of managerial job demands and employee stress. In essence, this research suggests that
managerial job demands can essentially impact employee stress as manager practices: (i)
different forms of relational job crafting; and (ii) decreased interpersonal justice. In doing so, |
also aim to identify the relational factors that moderate these relationships. The current research

carves out some significant developments within the managerial literature by investigating the
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link between managers’ job demands and employee stress through interpersonal exchanges

during the COVID-19 crisis.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

Theoretical Model

Employee wellbeing and stress can be tied into the way their supervisors treat them for
several reasons (Harms et al., 2017). First, managers being the organizational agents are often
perceived as “the face” of an organization (Gerstner & Day, 1997). Lavelle et al., (2018) argued
that employees tend to hold organizations accountable for procedural (in)justice whereas
supervisors are held accountable for interpersonal (in) justice. Therefore, a manager’s ability to
create and maintain quality relationships, along with their ability to treat their employees fairly
can profoundly impact employee stress (Harms et al., 2017). Second, research confirms that
managerial stressors can directly impact their leadership behaviors, which then predict employee
stress (For meta-analysis, see Harms et al., 2017). In particular, the quality of interpersonal
relationships can play a significant role in determining employee stress through interpersonal

justice (Reb et al., 2019).

Further to this, managers can play a distinct role in allocating and/or withholding both
material and social resources for their employees. For example, a manager’s behavior in itself
may provide reassurance to employees by allocating an effective distribution of resources
(Harms et al., 2017). Indeed, managers are geared towards expending their efforts and resources
on mitigating their own stress levels (Reb et al., 2019) than regulating employee stress (Harms et
al., 2017). In general, stressors can keep managers from expending their limited resources on
employees (e.g., Demerouti et al. 2001). Cavanaugh et al. (2000, p.66) posited a unique effect of
stressors by suggesting they “may potentially cancel out or at a minimum reduce the true effects

of self-reported work stress on work outcomes”. However, how these stressors impact managers’
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relationships at work and how that impacts employee stress is insufficiently examined. This is an
important oversight as scholars cautioned that the effect of stressors from within-person studies
cannot be applied to between-person designs or vice versa (Jayawickreme, Tsukayama, &
Kashdan, 2017). Therefore, further research attention is needed to examine the differential

impact of challenge and hindrance stressors on employee outcomes (Sawhney, & Michel, 2022).

Notably, relational job crafting or the proactive behavioral changes individual make to
the interpersonal layouts of their jobs, is considered a fruitful coping mechanism against work
stressors such as job demands (Bakker & de Vries, 2021; Berg et al., 2010; Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001). However, the act of crafting relationships through avoiding others is sometimes
essential to individual wellbeing, whereas, seeking extensive relational network may have its
limitations (Tims et al., 2021). In general, managerial relational job crafting can entail spending
extra time with some employees but not the others (see e.g., Berg et al., 2010; Rofcanin et al.,
2019). In that sense, a validated technique of relational job crafting, as performed by managers in
response to job demands “may raise flags” among the employees. This is because it is
significantly important for individuals to be able to “anticipate how fairly they will be treated in
the future” (Jones & Skarlicki, 2013, p. 5). The current research asserts that managers’
engagement in different types of relational job crafting may take away the time and resources to
have meaningful relationships with their subordinates. This is based on a presumption that
manager-employee relational architecture may not always fall within the category of relational
job crafting but is, in fact, described through interpersonal exchanges. As noted earlier, managers
can drastically impact employee experiences of stress (Harms et al., 2017). Notably, individual
experiences of stress are particularly informed by the extent to which they value the threatened

resource or relationship (Fiedler, 1992). Generally, employees value fairness (Blader & Tyler,
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2005), as it can easily be exchanged with the employees at managers’ discretion (Koopman et al.,
2015). In that sense, managers’ implementing interpersonal justice can serve as a job resource as
part of an ongoing social exchange relationship (Blau, 1964; Foa & Foa, 1974) to minimize

employee stress.

Employee stress is closely associated with negative affect (Reb et al., 2019) as a result of
worn-out individual resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Consequently, individuals tend to expend
considerable psychological and material resources to either adapt to or reduce job stressors
(Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007). Research indicates individual personal
value orientation further informs their reactions and sensitivity to the (un)equal exchanges with
their employers and/or superiors (Cohen & Keren, 2008; Farh, Hackett, & Liang, 2007; Thomas,
Au, & Ravlin, 2003). From an instrumental perspective, employees who see their coworkers
treated unfairly are likely to question how they themselves will be treated in the future (He et al.,
2017). In other words, it is important for individuals to discern their superior is, in fact, able to
handle his or her own stress (Day, Sin, & Chen, 2004) without releasing any second-hand stress
within their work environment. The perceived stress tends to get aggravated particularly when
the employees are uncertain about the manager’s criterion for the said differential treatment
(Matta et al., 2017). In that vein, when managers recaliberate the bounds of their work and non-
work relationships as a means to cope with their taxing job demands (Tims et al., 2012), it is
bound to result in a form of relational differentiation among the organizational members such
that some indivduals receive more attention than the others (see e.g., Berg et al., 2010).
Therefore, the current research argues that relational job crafting, which is the modification of
work relationships beyond the realms of assigned connections, directly hampers with manager’s

ability to be interpersonally fair. Based on the aforementioned argumentation, the current
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research suggests that the compromised work relationships through relational job crafting and

interpersonal justice will result in employee stress.

Scholars posited that the extent to which managers provide transparency to their
employees while fostering employee development, would categorically ameliorate employee
experiences of stress (Bass & Bass, 2008; Diebig, Bormann, & Rowold, 2016; Sosik &
Godshalk, 2000). In particular, employees experience less stress as they experience supervisory
support and feel respected (Reb et al., 2019). It is evident that employees are often at the very
least partially unaware of their manager’s job demands. While some employees may be able to
access their manager’s work calendar to reckon their “availability”, a vast majority seldom has
any idea of the magnitude of job demands their managers are experiencing (Fiedler, 1992; Van
Vugt et al., 2008). Harms and colleagues (2017, p.184) suggested that quality bonds and close-
knitted ties between “leaders and followers would make followers more certain of the social and
material resources available to them to deal with the potential or ongoing threats that might
induce feelings of stress and burnout”. In that sense, managerial exchanges with their
subordinates namely leader-member exchange (LMX, Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) can play an
important role in determining employee stress through differential treatments (Reb et al., 2019).
The current research considers managerial relational job crafting as a boundary condition to the

relationship between perceptions of LMX and stress.

39



Job Demands

Challenge

Hinderance

Leader Member
Exchange

Figure 1: Theorical Model

Relational Job Crafting

Hl Expansion

Contraction

(H4)

H6
H7

’
’
’
H8'
’
’
’
’

( Stress 1

Interpersonal
Justice

The current chapter shapes our understanding of how managerial job demands can

influence employee stress outcomes through interpersonal exchanges. Through interconnected

sections, | will offer a review of the existing scholarship, followed by the proposed hypotheses.

The literature review uncovers different forms of stressors experienced by managers and how

each form of stressor is affiliated with a distinct interpersonal outcome. Next, a succinct review

of the literature on job crafting scholarship, with an emphasis on relational job crafting is

conducted to develop an understanding of different forms of relational job crafting and their

underlying stimuli. The literature review will shed light on the existing scholarship on the

theoretical constructs, to lay foundations for the hypotheses. In a similar manner, all other

constructs of choice such as interpersonal justice, perceptions of LMX, and stress will be
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reviewed and operationalized. This will be followed by a categorical delineation of the

hypothesized relationships through the lens of social exchange theory.

Literature Review

Job Demands

Job demands, such as expectations to either work hard and quick or manage a heavy
workload are understood to compromise individual work behaviors and attitudes (Spector & Jex,
1998; Lu et al., 2017). High job demands are found to be correlated with incumbents’
physiological and psychological costs (Lu et al., 2017). Not surprisingly, job demands being a
stressor has historically been associated with higher levels of stress (Perrewe & Ganster, 1989;
Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Evans, 2017). Prins and colleagues (2015) conducted a study on over
20,000 employees, supervisors, and managers. They concluded that managers are at a
significantly higher risk of dealing with workplace stress, depression, and anxiety compared to
their non-manager counterparts. Early theorization on workplace stress asserts that job demands
can be perceived as harmless, threatening, and malign or they can be viewed as a challenge or
opportunity (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) noted that stressors related to occupational stress are, in
fact, subjective and whether it results in a stress response is contingent upon how an individual
appraised that stressor. Stressors that are appraised as constraining generate a stress response
while stressors that deemed as opportunities to progress may not cause stress (Sawhney, &
Michel, 2022). To understand the stressful job demands experienced by managers, the current
research draws from the challenge-hindrance stressors framework (Cavanaugh et al., 2000;

LePine et al., 2016; Rodell & Judge, 2009). This framework categorizes the broader concept of
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job demands into positively yet moderately correlated challenge and hindrance stressors
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000; LePine et al., 2016).

Challenge Stressors. Challenge stressors entail a category of work demands that offers rewards,
growth, and developmental prospects (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Crawford et al., 2010; LePine et
al., 2005). In other words, such stressors are challenging yet rewarding by offering enrichment,
growth, and opportunities to learn (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Prem et al., 2017; Rodell & Judge,
2009). Examples of challenge stressors include workload, work complexity, level of
responsibility, and time pressure (LePine et al., 2005; Rodell & Judge, 2009; Webster et al.,
2011; Zhang, LePine, Buckman, & Wei, 2014). Crawford and colleagues (2010) noted challenge
stressors can promote mastery and offer future gains.

Hindrance Stressors. On the contrary, hindrance stressors are discussed in terms of work
demands that may limit one’s professional growth or advancement opportunities (Cavanaugh et
al., 2000; Crawford et al., 2010). In other words, these are the demands that are interpreted as
obstacles as they take the energy and focus away from achieving the desired goals while
depleting individual resources (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Rodell & Judge, 2009). In other words,
hindrance stressors are job demands that are seen as unnecessary and impeding one’s personal
and professional growth and development (Rodell & Judge, 2009). Hindrance stressors can
typically stunt individuals’ professional advancements while minimizing their ability to attain
goals (Crawford et al., 2010). Examples of such work demands include office politics,
administrative hassles, role conflict, interpersonal conflict, role ambiguity, red tape, and resource

deficiency, etc. (LePine et al., 2005; Webster et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2014).
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Job Crafting

Originating from the bottom- up job design perspective, job crafting is defined as the self-
initiated and informal modifications to one’s cognitive, physical, and relational boundaries to best
align them with their work preferences (Tims et al., 2012; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).
Wrzesniewski and Dutton, (2001) premised individuals may engage in task crafting (i.e. making
physical adjustments to the number and form of one’s work activities), cognitive crafting (i.e.
altering the cognitive perceptions of one’s job), and relational crafting (i.e. modifying the

frequency and nature of interactions one has with others at work).

Job crafting literature suggests individuals craft their jobs to (i) accumulate job resources
for optimal performance; and (ii) reduce job demands and stress (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007;
Demerouti & Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001; Hobfoll, 1989). Accordingly, the three
basic motivations to job crafting are rooted in individuals’ desires to regain control, maintain a
positive-image, and connect with others (Grant & Parker, 2009; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).
Grant and Parker (2009) outlined the role of job design through interpersonal negotiations
between managers and their employees in restoring fairness and justice. Therefore, the current
research focuses on the role of interpersonal motives to redesigning jobs as a means to optimize
managerial job demands. In doing so, attention was paid to the cross-level interactions of

different forms of managerial relational job crafting and employee stress.

Different conceptualizations of job crafting:
Job crafting has been operationalized using a variety of approaches. For example,
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) conceptualized job crafting using a role based approach

whereby individuals proactively engaged in three distinct types of job crafting namely: (i) task
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job crafting or modifying the number, scope or type of work tasks; (ii) relational job crafting or
modifying the frquency, nature, and/or the quality of work-related social interactions; and (iii)
cognitive job crafting or modifying the way one perceives their job, organization, and/or the

scope of work.

Tims and colleagues explained job crafting within the Job Demands—Resources model
(JD-R; Demerouti et al., 2001). In particular, they specified four job crafting dimensions,

namely:

“ (i) increasing structural job resources (e.g. crafting more decision-making latitude or
developing oneself); (2) increasing social job resources (e.g. crafting support from
colleagues); (3) increasing challenging job demands (e.g. crafting more tasks or
responsibilities); and (4) decreasing hindering job demands (e.g. crafting fewer cognitive

or emotional demands) ” (Tims, Twemlow, & Fong., 2021, p.55).

A major shortcoming of the JD-R approach to studying job crafting is that it does not
identify cognitive crafting as an actual modification to job design, depite it being an integral
aspect of job crafting as specified by the seminal scholors of job crafting. These two approaches
to understanding job crafting are distinct despite the conceptual overlap (Demerouti et al., 2015;
Tims et al., 2013). For an instance, most research on role crafting (i.e., task, relational and
cognitive) has taken a qualitative approach. On the contrary, research on the JD-R framework is

mostly quantitative (Tims et al., 2021).

A number of scholars have actively attempted to bridge these two dominant perspectives

in operationalizing job crafting. For example, researchers have identified a higher order factor
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(i.e. approach and avoidance crafting) to different forms of job crafing (Bruning & Campion,
2018; Zhang and Parker, 2019). In an effort to integrate these two conceptualizations, Zhang and
Parker (2019) while operationalizing job crafting as a hierarchical construct, also identified
lower forms of the construct (i.e., behavioral or cognitive) crafting, followed by the actual
content of job crafting (i.e., job demands and resources). Through proposing a hierarchical
structure of job crafting, these researchers have identified eight different dimensions to job
crafting such as (approach behavioral demands crafting, avoidance cognitive resource crafting,

etc.).

Others have concentualized promotion and prevention crafting as a higher order,
ramifying into different forms of job crafting (Bindl et al., 2019; Lichtenthaler & Fischbach,
2019). A number of studies have placed role crafting (i.e., task, relational, and cognitive), and
resource crafting (i.e. increasing structural, relational, and challenging resources) as part of
approach crafting, whereas, a reduction in hindering job demands as part of avoidance crafting
(e.g. Harju et al., 2021; Mékikangas, 2018; Petrou & Xanthopoulou, 2020). In that sense,
approach crafting represents individual efforts towards attaining positive and desirable gains
whereby avoidance crafting represents individual efforts to either prevent or protect one’s self

from negative outcomes (Zhang and Parker, 2019).

Relational Job Crafting.

Prior research has classified the actions of altering one’s social work environment as relational
crafting (e.g., Lu etal., 2014; Niessen et al., 2016; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013; Wrzesniewski
& Dutton, 2001) or enhancing social resources (e.g., Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012; Tims et al.,

2012). As noted, the taxonomy of job crafting strategies takes the form of approach (i.e.,
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additional role or resource allocation) and avoidance (i.e., systemic withdrawal from a person or
situation)-oriented perspectives (Bruning & Campion, 2017). Applied to relational crafting
research, the acts of approach- oriented, promotion-focused expansion or broadening of one’s
social network at work is categorized under expansion-oriented relational crafting (Boehnlein &
Baum, 2020; Rofcanin et al., 2019). On the other hand, scholars have classified avoidance-
oriented, prevention-focused reduction of one’s social network as contraction-oriented relational
crafting (see e.g., Rofcanin et al., 2019). Notably, such operationalization of relational job
crafting well-coincide with the recent and emerging work on understanding and categorizaing
different forms of job crafting startegies. Relational job crafting is among the less studied

dimensions of job crafting and, therefore, requires further scholarly attention (Tims et al., 2021).

Interpersonal justice

Colquitt and colleagues (2001) described interpersonal justice as treating employees
properly through demonstrating politeness and respectful behavior towards employees.
Interpersonal justice is predominantly explained through the lens of social exchange theory (e.g.,
Blau 1964; Homans 1958), which suggests quality relationships are established and nurtured to
maintain an equilibrium between valued resources and some form of equivalent return on those
resources. Such nature of exchange creates a sense of reciprocity between an actor (i.e. manager)
and a target (i.e., employee) of justice (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). These resources may take
socioemotional or symbolic forms and need not be economic in nature (Reb et al., 2019).
Notably, this bedrock justice theory is crafted from the viewpoint of employee expectations and
therefore, often overlook the unique demands of acting fairly from managerial viewpoint (Graso

et al., 2020). Therefore, the current research considers managerial account of a differential
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treatment towards their employees as interpersonally fair or unfair as per their social exchange

standards.

Bies and Moag (1986) discussed interpersonal justice in terms of employee experiences
of the quality of interpersonal treatment they receive from their superior during various stages of
organizational procedures. In other words, interpersonal justice would mean employees are not
only treated with respect and dignity but also that management provides explanations for their
decisions in an open, timely, and honest way (Bies, 2005; He et al., 2017). Notably, interpersonal
justice captures an entire gamut of interpersonal experiences between manager and their

employees on a regular basis (Mikula, Petri, & Tanzer, 1990).

Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)

LMX (Graen, 1976; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Graen & Uhl-bien, 1995), as an indicator
of the quality of the relationship between individuals and their supervisors, “[...]is an appropriate
operationalization of the bond felt by a subordinate for their leader and the degree to which they
believe they can count on them for support” (Harms et al., 2017, p.181). LMX perspective
contends that managers engage in distinguished connections with their subordinates that may
either take a form of low-quality (e.g., transactional) or high-quality (e.g., socioemotional)
exchanges (Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997). Researchers contend that LMX quality has a
distinct effect on employee experiences from both high and low-quality LMX employees (see

e.g., Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Liden et al., 1997; Maslyn & Uhl-Bien, 2001).

Seminal research on LMX suggests that managers do not arbitrarily establish and
maintain high-quality relationships with employees but these exchanges are often informed by (i)

employee competence; (ii) like-mindedness/mutual understanding; and (iii) managerial
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preference and prejudices based on race, religion, class, etc. (Graen, 1976; Graen & Scandura,
1987; Liden & Graen, 1980). These assertions were later confirmed by a number of researchers
(Matta & Van Dyne, 2020). For example, through meta-analysis, Dulebohn and colleagues
(2012) identified three basic determinants of LMX quality namely: member characteristics (e.g.,
competence and performance levels), leader characteristics (e.g., expectations and personal
attributes) and relational dynamics (e.g., personal preferences, trust, compatibility, etc.) Of the
aforementioned determined, only member work characteristics (i.e., skillset, level of
competence, and performance) are considered equitable or fair among the employees (Matta &

Van Dyne, 2020).

Blau (1964) posited the relational exchanges within organizations through social
exchange perspective account for a range of organizational and employee outcomes (Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995; Lioukas & Reuer, 2015). Notably, work relationships are not just social
relationships, but are also exchange relationships (Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2006;
Liden et al., 1997). Indeed, a relational exchange can predominantly inform individual behavior
at work (Matta & Van Dyne, 2020). A high-quality exchange relationship entails a good amount
of mutual respect, trust, obligation, support, setting clear expectations (Hesselgreaves &
Scholarios, 2014). On the other hand, low-quality exchange comprises of poor information
exchange and overall lacks inclusion from decision-making (Hesselgreaves & Scholarios, 2014).
Typically, low exchange relationships are often deprived of mutual trust and respect and entail
minimal exchange of information (Matta & Van Dyne, 2020). The nature of the two kinds of

exchanges are discussed as follows.
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High Exchange Relationships. Evidence suggests that individuals in high LMX interactions are
typically advantaged as they have a greater access to organizational resources than individuals in
lower LMX interactions (Geertshuis et al., 2015). Therefore, it can be inferred that an access to
transparent communication and information are also a form of valuable organizational resources,
distributed differentially in both quantity and quality, by supervisors. Both social exchange
(Blau, 1964) and LMX viewpoints (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) contend that employees in high-
quality LMX receive a well- defined, role-related information, including clear expectations and
feedback on performance, which accentuates their work-related behaviors to even outperform
their low-quality LMX counterparts. Dansereau and colleagues (1975) noted that individuals
extend high-quality exchanges through greater trust and delegation. In line with that principle,
Hesselgreaves & Scholarios (2014) contended that high LMX is also a source of extra-role
obligations and accountabilities. What this means is that employees in high-quality LMX are
expected to perform extra-role responsibilities for their superior, who often reciprocates by doing
the same for their followers (Price & Van Vugt, 2014).

Low-Exchange Relationships. Liden and colleagues (1997, p.83) explained low-quality LMX
encounters as “relationships that are void of mutual trust, loyalty, respect, and liking . . . [i.e.,]
not positive, rather than negative”. In that regard, low-quality LMX relationships are
distinguished from abusive, energy-draining exchanges (Matta & Van Dyne, 2020). For an
instance, some employees may even renounce the high-quality LMX exchanges in certain
instances (e.g., when managers lack influence, autonomy, resources, or even the repute of
trustworthiness; Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen & Scandura, 1987). Low-quality LMX are often
comprised of stringent employment rules with employees following the formal job descriptions

(Buch, Thompson, & Kuvaas, 2016). Such exchanges consist of an incompatible leader-follower
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dyad (Gooty & Yammarino, 2013). Employees in low-quality exchanges are less favored by
their leaders and as a result receive limited resources from their supervisors (Buch et al., 2016).
Stress

Stress is often characterized with the physiological and/or psychological arousal in response to
an external stimulus that may pose a threat to something of value to the individuals while
exhausting the available resources to confront the threat (Hobfoll, 1989; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984; LePine, LepPine & Jackson, 2004). The debate around continuous theorization and
analysis of work stress has made it difficult to provide a universal definition for it (Nappo, 2020).
Nonetheless, the notion of perceived imbalance in the individual interactions with their
surroundings and other individuals is widely accepted (Di Martino, 2000; Nappo, 2020).
Although acute stress can have adaptive characteristics in the short-run, chronic stress can have
deleterious impact on employee stress (Maslach et al. 2001; Moore, 2000).

Research distinguishes two broader categories of stress namely: job and interpersonal
stress (Fiedler, 1992). Job stress stems from the nature of the assigned tasks (e.g., complexity,
level of demand or difficulty) including individual work conditions (e.g. time pressure, work
environment, etc.; Harms et al., 2017). Interpersonal stress emanates from relational conflict or
feeling pressured to meet others’ demands or expectations (Harms et al., 2017). Indeed, stress
and leadership are intertwined in a way that employee stress can essentially be ascribed to their
superior’s behavior towards them (Harms et al., 2017). Therefore, stress is often aggravated
when employees receive little to no support from their supervisors (Reb et al., 2019).

Some of the most stressful characteristics of work include social or physical segregation,
poor quality relationship with superiors, relational disputes, and low social support (International

Labor Organization, 2012). It is asserted that stress arises w