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to emotional exhaustion and work engagement within the challenge–hindrance framework. We
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Data were collected via a cross-sectional online questionnaire. The convenience sample consisted
of 388 employees experiencing organisational change at the time of responding. We conducted
regression analyses to test for both direct and moderating effects. The results indicate that workload
and individual job impact exhibit challenge and hindrance qualities. We also identified the significant
moderating effects of trust and autonomy on individual job impact. This study integrates the
challenge–hindrance framework into the job demands–resources model and offers a new perspective
by applying this framework in the context of organisational change. We examined the specific roles of
autonomy and trust regarding demands during change processes, and their potential in channelling
challenging qualities is examined, offering new perspectives on the buffering of change demands.
Keywords: change; job demands–resources model; challenge–hindrance framework; change demands;
workload; individual job impact; work engagement; autonomy; trust

Challenging Potential during Change.
Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021,
18, 13076. https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph182413076
Academic Editor: Silvia Pignata
Received: 31 August 2021
Accepted: 7 December 2021
Published: 11 December 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral
with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.
Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.
This article is an open access article
distributed under the terms and
conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution (CC BY) license (https://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/
4.0/).

1. Introduction
1.1. When and Why Demands Reveal Their Challenging Potential during Change
Staying profitable and competitive are permanent challenges for organisations that
force them to evolve through change. Therefore, change has become increasingly common [1], and finding the key success factors of change has been a focus of research for some
time [2,3]. Organisational change generates difficult situations in which employees may
face dismissal, demotion, cancellation of financial incentives, and insecurity about their
future job conditions. Changes in organisational culture, work colleagues, management
teams, and other factors may also occur, which can negatively impact employees’ wellbeing [4,5]. Both researchers and operational experts agree that the reactions of the people
affected by a change are essential determinants of the successful implementation of that
change [1,2].
Change inevitably and unavoidably leads to additional demands on top of everyday
challenges. Thus, it is important to better identify the demands that, during times of
transformation, have an impact on employees’ emotional exhaustion and work engagement.
One approach to understanding the effects of demands and resources within organisations
is the job demands–resources model [6]. This model states that job resources and demands
trigger two independent psychological processes. The first is a motivational process, in
which job resources (e.g., autonomy, task variety, feedback, training and development,
participation in decision-making, and supervisor support) have buffering effects on the
stressor–strain relationship, leading to a positive motivational impact. There is consistent
evidence that these job resources are positively associated with engagement [7]. The

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 13076. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph182413076

https://www.mdpi.com/journal/ijerph

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 13076

2 of 15

second psychological process, which was defined by Bakker and Demerouti [6], is a
health-impairment process: job demands (e.g., workload, time pressure, role conflict, role
ambiguity, emotional demands, physical demands, and work–family conflict [7,8]) are
conceptualised as energy-depleting. When an individual’s job demands are excessive,
sustained, or not balanced by adequate resources, their capacity may be overwhelmed,
leading to strain and burnout [6].
Demands were originally thought to trigger only the health-impairment process. However, the challenge–hindrance framework suggests that certain demands, in addition to
their resource-draining effects, may also enable personal development, learning and thriving, and increase motivation [9]. Regarding the conditions that may trigger the potential
challenges of certain demands, research has so far focused on coping behaviour [10], job
resources [11], and appraisal processes [12].
The context of change is innately demanding but has not been investigated specifically
as a setting for the challenge–hindrance framework. Thus, in this study, we tested the
boundary conditions for potentially challenging demands during change. This study
contributes to the challenge–hindrance framework as an extension of the job demands–
resources model. It also strengthens the literature on organisational change by examining
two demands (i.e., workload and individual job impact), their effects within the context
of change, and the development of new approaches to mastering the challenges posed
by organisational change. We investigated the effects and dynamics of workload and
individual job impact in the context of change, seeking to identify the extent to which
someone is personally impacted by the current change process.
As stated above, in the context of organisational change, employees inevitably face
multiple new demands. Consequently, the provision of resources is even more important
than in calm and steady times. Investigating change-related resources and their potential to
trigger the challenging qualities of demands adds to the understanding within the literature
of change dynamics. The resources we focus on are trust and autonomy, as potential
moderators. We argue that resources help to promote the challenging potential of demands.
Trust is a central variable influencing an organisation’s culture during change [13,14].
Meanwhile, autonomy provides a certain degree of freedom in decision-making and
adapting to new demands [15], and was shown to have a positive impact on the way that
people work. Sustaining employees’ involvement, engagement, and well-being is a crucial
factor for the success of any organisational change initiative [16], both during and after the
change. By embedding the job demands–resources model within the challenge–hindrance
framework in the context of change, we can develop a better understanding of the interplay
of demands and resources, which inevitably arises during transformation processes. Thus,
in this study, we hypothesised that resources, trust, and autonomy trigger the challenging
potential of workload and individual job impact within the context of change.
1.2. Challenge and Hindrance Demands in the Context of Change
Podsakoff et al. [9] were among the first to suggest that demands be classified as
either challenge demands or hindrance demands. Employees are more willing to invest their energy, time, and resources into responding to demands that they perceive as
challenging [7,17]. This particularly occurs when they feel confident that they can meet
such demands successfully, and, if they make an invested effort, is likely to be recognised
and rewarded [7]. Consequently, although demands may be energy-depleting, challenging
demands also have a motivational quality that results in a positive affective state and
increased work engagement [7].
Many studies showed that employee engagement was positively related to desirable
outcomes such as organisational commitment, individual and group well-being, and
organisational performance [7,18]. Engagement is defined as a positive, fulfilling, workrelated state of mind characterised by vigour, dedication, and absorption [19]. Burnout, on
the other hand, harms employee health and well-being, increases turnover and absenteeism,
and negatively impacts job performance [20,21]. We will focus on emotional exhaustion, as
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the core symptom of burnout, which can be defined as “[ . . . ] a chronic state of physical and
emotional depletion that results from excessive job demands and continuous hassles” [22]
p. 486.
Crawford et al. [7] conducted a meta-analysis that operationalised challenging demands as a higher-order factor comprising job responsibility, time urgency, and workload.
Hindrance demands were also operationalised as a higher-order factor consisting of situational constraints, role conflict, and role ambiguity. They found that all challenge demands
were positively related to engagement and burnout, while hindrance demands were negatively associated with engagement and positively associated with burnout. Based on
this, Crawford et al. [7] suggested that categorising demands into challenge and hindrance
demands was important for understanding their differential effects.
While the challenge–hindrance framework is receiving increased attention, only a
few challenge demands (e.g., workload, job responsibility, and time pressure) have been
analysed to date. More research is needed to better understand the complex dynamics of
job demands [23]. Organisational change inevitably leads to additional demands, which
negatively impact the well-being of organisational members [4,5]. Analysing the challenge–
hindrance framework within the context of change is an interesting avenue of inquiry, as it
may help to identify how motivation might be fostered and negative strain effects reduced,
ultimately supporting the successful implementation of change.
1.3. Challenging Qualities of Demands
This study examined two demands and considered their potential to show challenging
properties in the context of change: workload and personal job impact. Workload is a
general but still relevant demand during change processes [24] and was previously shown
to have a challenging potential. We also included personal job impact, as it is a changespecific demand.
Workload. The health-impairing qualities of workload have already been examined in
the context of change [24]. Greenglas et al. [25], for example, identified the strong negative
effect of nurses’ increased workload due to restructuring, leading to emotional exhaustion.
Workload was repeatedly shown to have challenging qualities [7,8,23] outside of the context
of change. However, the challenging potential of workload was not investigated in the
context of change.
Change processes usually entail additional work for the people who are affected by
them. During change processes, change-specific tasks (e.g., learning new IT skills or new
workflows) need to be performed. These tasks are added to the employees’ everyday tasks,
thereby increasing their workload. Change also leads to uncertainty, which people try to
manage by gaining control. Workload is likely one of the demands that people can control;
therefore, it appears to be more predictable than other variables that may arise during
change. Spector [15] and Spector et al. [26] showed the positive effects of the locus of control
on the well-being of employees. Therefore, we assumed that workload may function as
a challenging demand. A clear understanding of when and how workload can become a
challenge demand, rather than a hindering demand, in the straining context of change is a
major asset during change implementation. To examine whether workload also functions
as a challenge demand during times of transformation, we formulated two hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1. The workload experienced during change is positively associated with emotional
exhaustion.
Hypothesis 2. The workload experienced during change is positively associated with work
engagement.
Individual Job Impact. According to Caldwell et al. [27], individual job impact is
defined as a change recipients’ assessment of the extent to which their job demands,
expectations, and responsibilities are impacted by an organisational change. Job impact is
related to both the way that employees respond to a change [27,28] and their level of change
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commitment [29]. This applies even when a person is positively predisposed toward a
change or when the outcomes of a change are expected to be positive. Furthermore, studies
have shown [30] that the more disruptive a change is, the more that uncertainty, fear of
failure, and the loss of control increase. Caldwell et al. [27] claimed that circumstances
of lower utility or lower valence outcomes lead to reduced effort, based on cognitive
motivation models [31]. Accordingly, if individuals assume the change will have negative
outcomes, they are less motivated to partake in change-related decision-making, and vice
versa. Additionally, few studies on change considered the fact that change is perceived
favourably by some people and unfavourably or neutrally by others. The schematic
perspective by Lau and Woodman [32] offers such an approach, describing the effects of
change as individually divergent depending on cognitive schemata. Perceived individual
job impact may trigger both negative and positive consequences. Higher individual
job impact indicates a greater personal involvement, and Fedor et al. [29] showed that
individual job impact can have a positive relationship with change commitment if changes
are less pronounced for the work-level unit. Therefore, in this study, we predicted that
individual job impact might show features of challenge demands:
Hypothesis 3. Individual job impact experienced during change shows a positive association with
emotional exhaustion.
Hypothesis 4. Individual job impact experienced during change shows a positive association with
work engagement.
1.4. Channelling Challenging Potential
In this section, we argue that trust and autonomy trigger the challenging potential
of workload and personal job impact by strengthening the positive relationship between
demands and work engagement. In addition, we suggest that trust and autonomy buffer
the positive relationship of demands with emotional exhaustion.
Trust. Trust is defined as “a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another” [33]
p. 395. This study focused on trust in management. Whether a leader is perceived as trustworthy depends on employees’ expectations about the leader’s future behaviour, meaning
the expectation that their leader will not behave in ways that threaten their interests. Highly
trusted leaders are expected to demonstrate competent behaviour and integrity and act in
their employees’ best interests [33].
The theory of uncertainty management [34] states that, in times of instability and
transformation, employees pay increasing attention to fairness, transparency, and trust.
When an employee trusts that their organisation, leaders, and colleagues have their best interests in mind, they are much more willing to invest in the company and engage in change
process [35,36]. Trust in one’s leader is an important enabler of successful change [37,38].
In a meta-analysis, Dirks and Ferrin [39] showed that trust in one’s leader is positively
associated with organisational citizenship behaviour, job performance, job satisfaction, and
organisational commitment. In change contexts, which are usually characterised by high
levels of outcome uncertainty and ambiguity, trust is likely to be a key concern for people
affected by the change, and thus a core determinant of their reactions. The definition of
trust developed by Rousseau et al. [33] highlights the deeply relational nature of trust.
Whether a person accepts vulnerability by another depends on their expectations of that
other person. Hence, an employee’s acceptance of and commitment to a change process
and its potential consequences relies on the anticipated behaviour and intentions of their
leader. If such expectations are positive, the expectations regarding the change should also
be positive.
Thus, trust in leaders should trigger the challenging potential of demands during
change. As explained, the job demands–resources model defined by Bakker and Demerouti [6] demonstrated the buffering effects of personal and organisational resources
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for demands on strain. Therefore, in this study, we hypothesised that trust buffers the
stressor–strain path and enhances the challenge–work engagement path:
Hypothesis 5. Trust moderates the relationship between (a) workload and (b) individual job impact
and work engagement, with higher levels of trust promoting these relationships.
Hypothesis 6. Trust moderates the positive relationship between (a) workload and (b) individual
job impact and emotional exhaustion, with higher levels of trust reducing the effect.
Autonomy. Autonomy was proven to be positively related to work engagement [7].
Intervention studies showed that modifications in job characteristics mediate the relationship between job redesign and employee well-being [40]. These findings inspired
job-redesign interventions that sought to optimise the balance between job demands and
resources. Creating resourceful work environments is becoming increasingly important
when considering organisational changes, which may involve technological advances and
new forms of work [23]. Schaufeli et al. [41] conducted a two-wave longitudinal study
of managers and proved that changes to job resources contribute to changes in employee
well-being. Specifically, they found that an increase in social support, autonomy, opportunities to learn, and performance feedback resulted in higher levels of work engagement
one year later.
Autonomy is a well-examined resource that was proven to have a positive impact on
well-being and motivation [2,42,43]. This is especially relevant in changing working contexts. Situations of transformation create non-negotiable circumstances and demands for
the people involved. For example, if the management of a company decides to implement
a new IT system, this must be accepted by all employees. However, offering degrees of
autonomy in the way the system is introduced or implemented may function as a resource.
In this study, autonomy is regarded as a structural resource. As job resources can buffer the
negative effects of job demands and increase motivation, they are likely to also play a role
in unfolding the challenging potential of demands. As explained above, employees who
feel confident that they can meet a demand will invest more of their time, energy, and motivation in doing so [7]. When employees can choose how they approach new tasks and solve
problems in their own way, this increases their confidence and motivation. Consequently,
we hypothesised that autonomy promotes the challenging potential of certain demands,
resulting in positive affective states, such as work engagement [7]. To examine the impact
of autonomy on demands and their challenging potential during change processes, as
well as the potential buffer effect on the relationship between demands and strain, we
developed the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 7. Autonomy moderates the positive association between (a) workload and (b) individual job impact and work engagement, with higher levels of autonomy promoting these relationships.
Hypothesis 8. Autonomy moderates the positive association between (a) workload and (b) individual job impact and emotional exhaustion, with higher levels of autonomy lessening the strength of
these relationships.
A summary of the conceptual research model for this study is shown in Figure 1.
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2.1. Sample

entrance qualification (n = 326, 84.0%), with 295 (76.0%) having a general university degree.
Participants had worked for their companies for an average of 5.84 years (SD = 5.86). The
sample consisted of 156 persons with leadership responsibilities and 235 people without
leadership roles.
The companies where the participants worked covered a wide range of industries,
including the automotive, e-commerce, finance, and pharmaceutical sectors. The most
common of the 32 categories was logistics and transport (n = 66, 17.0%). When asked about
the type of change they were experiencing, 63.7% (n = 247) said they were experiencing
internal restructuring, 30.9% (n = 120) a business expansion, 21.9% (n = 85) staff reductions,
12.6% (n = 49) a merger or acquisition, 11.1% (n = 43) a change of location, and 11.1% (n = 43)
outsourcing. Almost 25% (24.7%, n = 96) answered “other”. For 210 participants (54.1%),
their area of responsibility and type of tasks had changed, while 228 (58.8%) reported
changes in their work processes, 79.9% (n = 310) changes in their team, 226 reported (58.2%)
new technical equipment such as software or machines, 173 reported (44.6%) new products
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or services, 139 reported (35.9%) a new manager, and 101 reported (26.0%) new tasks. The
questionnaire also asked whether the participants had experienced additional changes
that were not referred to in the survey, which 45 (11–6%) participants affirmed, naming
changes such as the creation of a new business within their company, the appointment of a
new CEO, their promotion to a management position, and the adoption of a new working
culture (e.g., flexible working hours, remote work, an open-plan office).
2.2. Measures
All the questions were introduced with a reminder that the answers needed to refer
to the current change process. Additionally, all responses were measured using a 5-point
Likert scale. If not otherwise stated, the response options ranged from ‘does not apply at
all’ (1) to ‘largely applies’ (5).
2.3. Individual Job Impact
Individual job impact was measured with a seven-item scale developed by Caldwell
et al. [27] that was back-translated. It included statements such as, “Due to the change, I feel
more pressure at work” or “My area of responsibility at work has changed”. Cronbach’s α
was 0.86.
2.4. Autonomy
Autonomy was measured using a 5-item scale developed by Rosenthal et al. [44], plus
one additional item to account for the changed situation: “I can decide how to execute
the change”. Other statements included, “I choose my tasks” or “I can influence the
organisation of my tasks”. Cronbach’s α was 0.85.
2.5. Workload
Workload was measured with a 5-item scale from the third version of the Copenhagen
Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ III; [45]), including items such as “Do you have to
work very fast?” and “Do you get behind with your work?” The response options ranged
from ‘very seldom/never’ (1) to “very often/always” (5). Cronbach’s α showed satisfactory
reliability of 0.80.
2.6. Trust
Trust in management was assessed with three items, including “To what extent do
you trust senior management to look after your best interests?” [46]. Cronbach’s α was
0.84, proving good reliability.
2.7. Work Engagement
Work engagement was assessed with six items [47], including three each for the facets
of vigour and dedication. Absorption was omitted due to its state-like character. The items
included “My job inspires me” and “I am proud of the work that I do”’. The scale showed
a good reliability (Cronbach’s α = 0.91).
2.8. Emotional Exhaustion
Three items from the Maslach Burnout Inventory [48] were used to measure exhaustion: “I feel emotionally drained from my work”, “I feel fatigued when I get up in the
morning and have to face another day in the job”, and “I feel burned out from my work”.
The scale had good reliability (Cronbach’s α = 0.88).
2.9. Confirmatory Factor Analyses
We conducted confirmatory factor analyses to test the conceptual distinctness of the
measures using Mplus version 7.3 [49]. The hypothesised model consisted of six factors:
workload, individual job impact, trust, autonomy, work engagement, and emotional
exhaustion. The results for the six-factor model yielded acceptable fit statistics: χ2 = 814.39,
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df = 309, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.90, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) = 0.88, and root-meansquare error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.07. The proposed model was then compared to
a five-factor model combining workload and individual job impact (χ2 = 1185.45, df = 314,
CFI = 0.82, TLI = 0.80, RMSEA = 0.09) and a one-factor model (χ2 = 3243.44, df = 324,
CFI = 0.40, TLI = 0.35, RMSEA = 0.16). Based on these indices, the hypothesised six-factor
model was chosen as the final model for this study.
3. Results
3.1. Descriptive Statistics
We found that emotional exhaustion was strongly positively correlated with workload,
individual job impact, and trust, and strongly negatively correlated with work engagement
and autonomy (see Table 1 for detailed values). Work engagement showed no significant
correlation with individual job impact or workload but was strongly correlated with trust
and autonomy (Table 1).
Table 1. Means, standard deviations and correlations of study variables.
Variable

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

1. Emotional exhaustion
2. Work engagement
3. Workload
4. Individual job impact
5. Trust
6. Autonomy

2.26
3.42
3.41
3.09
3.37
3.50

0.97
0.83
0.77
0.84
1.05
0.74

–
−0.48 **
0.37 **
0.24 **
−0.33 **
−0.25 **

–
0.09
0.10
0.41 **
0.45 **

–
0.43 **
−0.12 *
−0.07

–
−0.09
0.04

–
0.32 **

–

Note. ** p < 0.001, * p < 0.05.

3.2. Main Effects
Hypotheses 1 to 4 predicted positive relationships between personal job impact,
workload, and work engagement, as well as with emotional exhaustion. Workload showed
no significant association with work engagement (r = 0.09, p = 0.106), but was significantly
associated with exhaustion (r = 0.37, p < 0.001). Likewise, personal job impact was not found
to be significantly related to work engagement (r = 0.10, p = 0.081), but was significantly
related to emotional exhaustion (r = 0.24, p < 0.001). However, in the multiple moderated
regression analyses (see Table 2), both demands showed a direct positive relationship with
work engagement and emotional exhaustion, except for the model including autonomy in
the case of personal job impact. Therefore, hypotheses 1 to 4 were mostly supported by
the data.
Table 2. Moderator analysis: effects of all variables on work engagement and emotional exhaustion.
Work Engagement
B(SE)

β

95% CI
[LL, UL]

Intercept
Personal Job Impact
Autonomy
Personal Job Impact × Autonomy

3.41(0.04)
0.07(0.05)
0.49(0.06)
0.17(0.07)

0.08
0.43 ***
0.13 *

Intercept
Personal Job Impact
Trust
Personal Job Impact × Trust

3.40(0.04)
0.13(0.05)
0.33(0.04)
0.11(0.05)

Intercept
Workload
Autonomy
Workload × Autonomy

3.42(0.04)
0.12(0.06)
0.52(0.06)
0.11(0.07)

Emotional Exhaustion
B(SE)

β

95% CI
[LL, UL]

[−0.02; 0.17]
[0.37; 0.60]
[0.04; 0.30]

2.26(0.05)
0.30(0.06)
−0.038(0.07)
0.09(0.08)

0.26 ***
−0.028 ***
0.06

[0.17; 0.42]
[−0.52; −0.23]
[−0.07; 0.25]

0.14 **
0.42 ***
0.12 *

[0.03; 0.23]
[0.25; 0.41]
[0.02; 0.20]

2.27(0.05)
0.26(0.06)
−0.29(0.05)
−0.08(0.06)

0.22 ***
−0.31 ***
−0.08

[0.14; 0.38]
[−0.39; −0.19]
[−0.19; 0.03]

0.11 *
0.45 ***
0.08

[0.01; 0.24]
[0.40; 0.63]
[−0.03; 0.25]

2.27(0.05)
0.47(0.07)
−0.32(0.07)
0.01(0.09)

0.36 ***
−0.24 ***
0.01

[0.34; 0.60]
[−0.46; −0.18]
[−0.16; 0.18]

Work Engagement
Emotional Exhaustion
95% CI
95% CI
B(SE)
B(SE)
β
β
[LL, UL]
[LL, UL]
Intercept
3.41(0.04)
2.26(0.05)
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We also conducted a linear-moderated regression to test hypothesis 6 (i.e., “Trust
weakens the positive association between (a) workload and (b) individual job impact and
emotional exhaustion”). Trust did not have a significant moderating effect on workload
(β = 0.04, p = 0.443) or individual job impact (β = −0.08, p = 0.139; Table 2) in relation to
emotional exhaustion. Hence, H6a and H6b were not supported.
Hypothesis 7 (i.e., “Autonomy strengthens the relationship between (a) workload and
(b) individual job impact and work engagement”) was tested using a moderated regression
analysis. As shown in Figure 3, a positive moderating effect on the relationship between
individual job impact and work engagement was found (β = 0.13, p = 0.012). Simple-slope
analyses showed a significant positive relationship between individual job impact and
work engagement for high autonomy (β = 0.20, p = 0.003), but no significance for low
autonomy (β = −0.05, p = 0.421). These results support H7b, but not H7a.
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4.1. Workload and Individual Job Impact as Potential Challenging Demands
Workers’ motivation and well-being are influenced by their working conditions [50].
The job demands–resources model provides a well-validated framework for understanding
employee motivation and well-being. Research on the challenge–hindrance framework
supported the differentiation of challenging and hindering demands [17,51]. Change is
demanding for employees; thus, it is critical to understand the conditions under which
demands reveal their challenging potential. The results of this study demonstrate that,
in the context of change, workload has both hindering and challenging potential. While
workload was found to be positively related to emotional exhaustion, it also had a positive
relationship with work engagement, at least under the control of resources. Neither trust
nor autonomy was shown to enhance the challenging character of workload. Future research could further explore the factors that strengthen the relationship between workload
and work engagement, especially during change. This study assumed that workload was
one of the most common demands during periods of organisational change. Identifying
ways to buffer the negative consequences and strengthen the positive consequences of
workload would be very valuable.
Individual job impact was positively related to both work engagement and emotional
exhaustion. Therefore, individual job impact did demonstrate challenging potential during
change. In addition, both trust and autonomy were proven to enhance the challenging
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potential of individual job impact. This suggests that factors such as working conditions
and organisational culture can have a major impact on the effects of change.
Both trust and autonomy had highly significant positive relationships with work
engagement and highly significant negative relationships with emotional exhaustion. This
indicated that both factors strongly support the implementation of change and can enhance
the challenging potential of individual job impact.
4.2. Theoretical Contribution
In addition to the uncertainty management theory [34], the job demands–resources
model [6] and the challenge–hindrance framework [51] served as theoretical frameworks
for this study. This study offers a new perspective on these theories, as it operationalises
individual job impact [27] as a challenge demand. This fills a significant gap in the existing research on change [31,52]. As Caldwell et al. [27] stated, the incorporation of this
perspective is vital for a better understanding of change implementation.
Trust, and its role as a moderator, is also a valuable addition to the model. Trust plays
a vital role in affective dynamics in organisations and change processes. As an organisational resource that triggers challenging potential, trust adds to the research on both the
job demands–resources model and the challenge–hindrance framework. Zak et al. [14]
demonstrated the reciprocal nature of trust, meaning that the behaviour of people affected
by a change is influenced by those around them; this impacts their willingness to engage in
the change process. This study showed that, under conditions of high trust, the relationship
between individual job impact and work engagement can be positive. This illustrates that
trust triggers the challenging potential of demands during change, thereby adding to the
literature on trust as an organisational resource and on change management more broadly.
Autonomy is a well-established organisational resource within the job demands–
resources model; however, before this study, it had not been linked to the context of change,
nor to the challenge–hindrance framework specifically. This study demonstrated that
autonomy functions as an organisational resource during periods of change, triggering the
challenging potential of individual job impact.
4.3. Limitations and Future Directions
There were limitations to the interpretation and generalisability of the results in
this study. Since a cross-sectional design was used, it was not possible to draw causal
conclusions. Another limitation was the operationalisation of work engagement. Only
two (i.e., vigour and dedication) of the three dimensions of the original scale by Schaufeli
et al. [47] were chosen; absorption was excluded.
The participants were required to be involved in a change process at the time of the
questionnaire. Those processes differed in type and timing, which might have biased the
results. Future research should investigate specific change scenarios to reveal matching
challenging demands.
Future research should examine further personal resources, including self-efficacy,
optimism, and self-confidence, because such resources promote individuals’ perceptions of
whether they can cope with a demand and were proven to have positive effects on wellbeing [27,53,54]. Another interesting factor is motivation, which concerns the change
process itself. The importance of change commitment during change processes was
proven [16,55]; however, its role within the challenge–hindrance framework during change
was not investigated. Therefore, future research could explore the possible moderating
effects of personal resources and change commitment in supporting the challenging potentials of demands during change.
Furthermore, change fairness [56,57] and organisational justice [34,50,58] are significant concepts in the context of change, both alone and in combination with the challenge–
hindrance framework. These factors can mitigate great uncertainty, potential threats, and a
lack of information [2,59] due to change. Since this study found that trust showed positive
qualities, it would also be valuable to investigate the role of such factors regarding trust.
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Finally, it would be useful to examine change processes on a longitudinal basis to
achieve a better understanding of intraindividual dynamics. Kuppens et al. [60] showed
that the more an individual’s affective experience fluctuates over time, the more likely they
are to experience decreased well-being and adjustment. While individual job impact captures the personal perception of change, future research could investigate intra-individual
dynamics in the context of change in the workplace.
4.4. Practical Implications
The findings of the present study offer several practical implications that will support employers in implementing organisational change more successfully and strengthen
their employees’ well-being during change. Firstly, working actively with the challenge–
hindrance framework during times of transformation is a promising approach, given that
additional demands inevitably arise at such times. Identifying ways for demands to trigger
positive outcomes would benefit organisations that are undergoing change. Understanding
that demands may not only harm employees’ well-being but may also have a challenging
potential is highly strategically valuable. Analysing organisation-specific demands will
enable leaders and organisations to better manage them. Accordingly, organisations should
(a) analyse the resources already present in their organisation that could buffer and/or
channel challenging potential during their change process or (b) identify the resources that
might work well for their specific context, which have not yet been implemented. Based on
these analyses, organisational resources could be developed to support the implementation
of change. For both demands and resources, it is advisable to consider organisational
and personal factors. Generally, transparent communication during organisational change
results in a higher level of trust for management [61]. This study shows that trust may
promote the challenge potential of change demands. Hence, employers should seek to
establish an organisational culture that promotes trust, particularly during change.
Lastly, autonomy has promise as a structural resource during change, as it was proven
to trigger challenge potential for the individual experience of change. Allowing employees
to analyse, manage and shape their demands gives them a sense of freedom and control
over the change. This promotes positive outcomes for their well-being. An individual that
is confronted with new demands will feel more self-sufficient and in control when they
are empowered to decide how to approach and solve those demands. When planning the
process and implementation of change, employers should consider which tasks could be
dealt with by the employees autonomously. The possibility of finding individual solutions
should also be clearly communicated.
5. Conclusions
This study compared the change-specific demand of individual job impact and the
non-change-specific demand of workload in terms of challenging and hindering potential.
It identified significant effects on both work engagement and emotional exhaustion. Autonomy and trust further triggered the challenging potential of personal job impact, but
not of workload.
As change is a context in which additional demands inevitably arise, it is vital to better
understand the factors that trigger potential challenge demands and support challenging
dynamics. Understanding these patterns enables the minimisation of hindrance effects and
supports employees’ motivation and engagement in change processes. As both autonomy
and trust were found to be moderators of the relationship between individual job impact
and work engagement, they should be promoted as organisational resources through the
development of appropriate organisational cultures. Employers should undertake analyses
of resources and demands at an organisational and personal level. Organisational and
leadership practices that enable the active promotion of resources and shape demands
(e.g., through job crafting as well as more transparent and fairer communication) positively
influence the change process. Further investigation of additional challenge–hindrance
demands is required to better understand and support change processes.
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Tadić, M.; Bakker, A.B.; Oerlemans, W.G.M. Challenge versus hindrance job demands and well-being: A diary study on the
moderating role of job resources. J. Occup. Organ. Psych. 2015, 88, 702–725. [CrossRef]
Gerich, J. The relevance of challenge and hindrance appraisals of working conditions for employees’ health [Die Relevanz von
Herausforderungs- und Hindernisbewertungen der Arbeitsbedingungen für die Gesundheit der Beschäftigten]. Int. J. Stress
Manag. 2017, 24, 270–292. [CrossRef]
Zak, P.J. The Moral Molecule: The Source of Love and Prosperity; Dutton Adult: Boston, MA, USA, 2012; ISBN 978-0525952817.
Zak, P.J. The neuroscience of high-trust organizations. Consult. Psychol. J. Pract. Res. 2018, 70, 45–58. [CrossRef]
Spector, P.E. Employee control and occupational stress. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 2002, 11, 133–136. [CrossRef]
Herold, D.M.; Fedor, D.B.; Caldwell, S.D. Beyond change management: A multilevel investigation of contextual and personal
influences on employees’ commitment to change. J. Appl. Psychol. 2007, 92, 942–951. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Van den Broeck, A.; De Cuyper, N.; De Witte, H.; Vansteenkiste, M. Not all job demands are equal: Differentiating job hindrances
and job challenges in the job demands–resources model. Eur J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2010, 19, 735–759. [CrossRef]
Demerouti, E.; Cropanzano, R. From thought to action: Employee work engagement and job performance. In Work Engagement:
A Handbook of Essential Theory and Research; Bakker, A.B., Leiter, M.P., Eds.; Psychology Press Hove: East Sussex, UK, 2010; pp.
147–163. ISBN 978-1841697369.
Schaufeli, W.B.; Salanova, M.; González-Romá, V.; Bakker, A.B. The measurement of engagement and burnout: A two sample
confirmatory factor analytic approach. J. Happiness Stud. 2002, 3, 71–92. [CrossRef]
Alarcon, G.M. A meta-analysis of burnout with job demands, resources, and attitudes. J. Vocat. Behav. 2011, 79, 549–562.
[CrossRef]
Maslach, C.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Leiter, M.P. Job burnout. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2001, 52, 397–422. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Wright, T.A.; Cropanzano, R. Emotional exhaustion as a predictor of job performance and voluntary turnover. J. Appl. Psych.
1998, 83, 486–493. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Tims, M.; Bakker, A.B.; Derks, D. The impact of job crafting on job demands, job resources, and well-being. J. Occup. Health Psych.
2013, 18, 230–240. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 13076

24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.

14 of 15

Balducci, C.; Alessandri, G.; Zaniboni, S.; Avanzi, L.; Borgogni, L.; Fraccaroli, F. The impact of workaholism on day-level workload
and emotional exhaustion, and on longer-term job performance. Work Stress 2021, 35, 6–26. [CrossRef]
Greenglass, E.R.; Burke, R.J.; Moore, K.A. Reactions to increased workload: Effects on professional efficacy of nurses. Appl. Psych.
2003, 52, 580–597. [CrossRef]
Spector, P.E.; Cooper, C.L.; Sanchez, J.I.; O’Driscoll, M.; Sparks, K.; Bernin, P.; Büssing, A.; Dewe, P.; Hart, P.; Lu, L.; et al. Locus of
control and well-being at work: How generalizable are western findings? Acad. Manag. J. 2002, 45, 453–466. [CrossRef]
Caldwell, S.D.; Herold, D.M.; Fedor, D.B. Toward an understanding of the relationships among organizational change, individual
differences, and changes in person-environment fit: A cross-level study. J. Appl. Psych. 2004, 89, 868–882. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Brockner, J.; Wiesenfeld, B.M. An integrative framework for explaining reactions to decisions: Interactive effects of outcomes and
procedures. Psychol. Bull. 1996, 120, 189. [CrossRef]
Fedor, D.B.; Caldwell, S.; Herold, D.M. The effects of organizational changes on employee commitment: A multilevel investigation.
Pers. Psychol. 2006, 59, 1–29. [CrossRef]
Ashford, S.J. Individual strategies for coping with stress during organizational transitions. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 1988, 24, 19–36.
[CrossRef]
Vroom, V.H. Work and Motivation; Wiley: New York, NY, USA, 1964; ISBN 978-0471912057.
Lau, C.-M.; Woodman, R.W. Understanding organizational change: A schematic perspective. Acad. Manag. J. 1995, 38, 537–554.
[CrossRef]
Rousseau, D.M.; Sitkin, S.B.; Burt, R.S.; Camerer, C. Not so different after all: A cross-discipline view of trust. Acad. Manag. Rev.
1998, 23, 393–404. [CrossRef]
Van den Bos, K.; Lind, E.A. Uncertainty management by means of fairness judgments. In Advances in Experimental Social Psychology;
Academic Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2002; Volume 34, pp. 1–60. ISBN 9780120152346.
Lines, R.; Selart, M.; Espedal, B.; Johansen, S.T. The production of trust during organizational change. J. Chang. Manag. 2005, 5,
221–245. [CrossRef]
Neves, P.; Caetano, A. Social exchange processes in organizational change: The roles of trust and control. J. Chang. Manag. 2006, 6,
351–364. [CrossRef]
Oreg, S. Personality, context, and resistance to organizational change. Eur J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2006, 15, 73–101. [CrossRef]
Sørensen, O.H.; Hasle, P. The importance of trust in organizational change. In Prerequisites for Healthy Organizational Change;
Saksvik, P.Ø., Ed.; Bentham Science: Sharjah, UAE, 2009; pp. 10–20. ISBN 978-1608054350.
Dirks, K.T.; Ferrin, D.L. The role of trust in organizational settings. Organ. Sci. 2001, 12, 450–467. [CrossRef]
Holman, D.J.; Axtell, C.M.; Sprigg, C.A.; Totterdell, P.; Wall, T.D. The mediating role of job characteristics in job redesign
interventions: A serendipitous quasi-experiment. J. Organ. Behav. 2010, 31, 84–105. [CrossRef]
Schaufeli, W.B.; Bakker, A.B.; Van Rhenen, W. How changes in job demands and resources predict burnout, work engagement,
and sickness absenteeism. J. Organ. Behav. 2009, 30, 893–917. [CrossRef]
Thibaut, J.W.; Walker, L. Procedural Justice: A Psychological Analysis; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates: Mahwah, NJ, USA, 1975.
Tims, M.; Bakker, A.B.; Derks, D. Development and validation of the job crafting scale. J. Vocat. Behav. 2012, 80, 173–186.
[CrossRef]
Rosenthal, P.; Guest, D.; Peccei, R. Gender differences in managers’ causal explanations for their work performance: A study in
two organizations. J. Occup. Organ. Psych. 1996, 69, 145–151. [CrossRef]
Burr, H.; Berthelsen, H.; Moncada, S.; Nübling, M.; Dupret, E.; Demiral, Y.; Oudyk, J.; Kristensen, T.S.; Llorens, C.; Navarro, A.;
et al. The third version of the copenhagen psychosocial questionnaire. Saf. Health Work 2019, 10, 482–503. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Guest, D.; Conway, N. Fairness at Work and the Psychological Contract: The Fourth Annual IPD Survey of the State of the Employment
Relationship; Institute of Personnel and Development: London, UK, 1998.
Schaufeli, W.B.; Bakker, A.B.; Salanova, M. The measurement of work engagement with a short questionnaire: A cross-national
study. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 2006, 66, 701–716. [CrossRef]
Maslach, C.; Jackson, S.E. Maslach Burnout Inventory; Consulting Psychologists Press: Paolo Alto, CA, USA, 1996.
Muthén, L.K.; Muthén, B.O. Mplus User’s Guide; Muthén & Muthén: Los Angeles, CA, USA, 2012.
Van Dam, K.; Oreg, S.; Schyns, B. Daily work contexts and resistance to organisational change: The role of leader–member
exchange, development climate, and change process characteristics. Appl. Psychol. 2008, 57, 313–334. [CrossRef]
LePine, J.A.; LePine, M.A.; Jackson, C.L. Challenge and hindrance stress: Relationships with exhaustion, motivation to learn, and
learning performance. J. Appl. Psych. 2004, 89, 883–891. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Judge, T.A.; Thoresen, C.J.; Pucik, V.; Welbourne, T.M. Managerial coping with organizational change: A dispositional perspective.
J. Appl. Psych. 1999, 84, 107–122. [CrossRef]
Cooper, C.L.; Dewe, P.J.; O’Driscoll, M.P. Organizational Stress: A Review and Critique of Theory, Research, and Applications; SAGE
Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2001; ISBN 978-0761914815.
Wood, R.; Bandura, A. Impact of conceptions of ability on self-regulatory mechanisms and complex decision making. J. Pers. Soc.
Psychol. 1989, 56, 407–415. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Herscovitch, L.; Meyer, J.P. Commitment to organizational change: Extension of a three-component model. J. Appl. Psych. 2002,
87, 474–487. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 13076

56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.

15 of 15

Brockner, J.; Konovsky, M.; Cooper-Schneider, R.; Folger, R.; Martin, C.; Bies, R.J. Interactive effects of procedural justice and
outcome negativity on victims and survivors of job loss. Acad. Manag. J. 1994, 37, 397–409. [CrossRef]
Mishra, A.K.; Spreitzer, G.M. Explaining how survivors respond to downsizing: The roles of trust, empowerment, justice, and
work redesign. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1998, 23, 567–588. [CrossRef]
Lind, E.A.; van den Bos, K. When fairness works: Toward a general theory of uncertainty management. Res. Organ. Behav. 2002,
24, 181–223. [CrossRef]
Kiefer, T. Feeling bad: Antecedents and consequences of negative emotions in ongoing change. J. Organ. Behav. 2005, 26, 875–897.
[CrossRef]
Kuppens, P.; Van Mechelen, I.; Nezlek, J.B.; Dossche, D.; Timmermans, T. Individual differences in core affect variability and their
relationship to personality and psychological adjustment. Emotion 2007, 7, 262–274. [CrossRef]
Yue, C.A.; Men, L.R.; Ferguson, M.A. Bridging transformational leadership, transparent communication, and employee openness
to change: The mediating role of trust. Pub. Rel. Rev. 2019, 45, 101779. [CrossRef]

