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Descriptive Statistics by Condition at Each Time Point 
 
Table S1. Means and Standard Deviations by Condition at Each Time Point for Observer-
Rated Happiness (Study 1) 
  

 Time  

Condition Pretest 6-Weeks 
Post 

6-Months 
Post 

 

  
Dual 
 
 

4.59 
(1.14) 

4.48 
(1.03) 

5.21 
(1.23) 

 

Self 
 
 

4.64 
(1.07) 

4.63 
(1.09) 

4.66 
(1.19) 

 

Job 
 

4.52 
(1.02) 

4.82 
(1.04) 

4.59 
(1.22) 

 

     
Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses.  
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Table S2. Means and Standard Deviations by Condition at Each Time Point for Self-Growth 
Mindset, Job-Growth Mindset, and Self-Rated Happiness (Study 2) 
 

  
 Time  

Condition Pretest 4-Weeks 
Post 

6-Months 
Post 

 

Self-Growth Mindset:  
Dual 
 
 

4.85 
(1.01) 

5.20 
(1.03) 

5.24 
(1.05) 

 

Self 
 
 

4.79 
(1.03) 

4.97 
(1.17) 

4.72 
(1.09) 

 

Job 
 

4.88 
(1.00) 

4.83 
(1.20) 

4.72 
(1.15) 

 

Job-Growth Mindset:  
Dual 
 
 

4.52 
(1.00) 

4.87 
(1.00) 

4.84 
(.98) 

 

Self 
 
 

4.86 
(.93) 

4.87 
(1.15) 

4.82 
(1.26) 

 

Job 4.51 
(1.10) 

4.96 
(.94) 

4.45 
(1.20) 

 

Happiness (Self-Rated):  
Dual 
 
 

5.03 
(1.10) 

5.31 
(.99) 

5.55 
(.80) 

 

Self 
 
 

4.93 
(1.17) 

5.01 
(1.18) 

4.86 
(1.31) 

 

Job 5.00 
(1.15) 

4.92 
(1.40) 

4.73 
(1.37) 

 

     
Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses. 
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Dummy Coding of Variables (Studies 1 and 2) 
 
Study 1 Variable Coding 
 
Variable Name Dummy Coding 
Condition 1 = Dual 

2 = Self 
3 = Job 

Time 1 = Pretest 
2 = Six-Week Posttest 
3 = Six-Month Posttest 

RaterAlsoParticipant 0 = No 
1 = Yes 

RatedBy 1 = Both Peer & Manager 
2 = Peer Only 
3 = Manager Only 

JobFunction 0 = Other 
1 = Sales 

Location 1 = Location A 
2 = Location B 
3 = Location C 

Workshop 1 = Location A, Dual Condition 
2 = Location A, Dual Condition 
3 = Location A, Job Condition 
4 = Location A, Self Condition 
5 = Location B, Dual Condition 
6 = Location B, Job Condition 
7 = Location B, Job Condition 
8 = Location B, Self Condition 
9 = Location C, Dual Condition 
10 = Location C, Job Condition 
11 = Location C, Job Condition 
12 = Location C, Self Condition 

Participant 1-149 (one ID for each participant) 
 
Continuous variables (not dummy coded): 
Happiness 
JobCrafting (Job Crafting Intentions) 
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Study 2 Variable Coding 
 
Variable Name Dummy Coding 
Condition 1 = Dual 

2 = Self 
3 = Job 

Time 1 = Pretest 
2 = Four-Week Posttest 
3 = Six-Month Posttest 

Participant 1-398 (one ID for each participant) 
 
Continuous variables (not dummy coded): 
SelfGrowthMindset 
JobGrowthMindset 
Happiness 
JobCrafting (Job Crafting Intentions) 
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Code for Models and Planned Contrasts (Organized by Table in Main Paper) 
 
Table 2. Study 1: Random-Intercept Models 
 
Model # Command in Stata 15.1 

1 mixed Happiness i.Condition##i.Time || Participant: 
2 mixed Happiness i.Condition##i.Time RaterAlsoParticipant i.RatedBy JobFunction 

i.Location i.Workshop || Participant: 
3 mixed JobCrafting i.Condition 
4 mixed JobCrafting i.Condition JobFunction i.Location i.Workshop 
5 mixed Happiness i.Condition##i.Time c.JobCrafting##i.Time || Participant: 
6 mixed Happiness i.Condition##i.Time c.JobCrafting##i.Time RaterAlsoParticipant 

i.RatedBy JobFunction i.Location i.Workshop || Participant: 
 
Notes: Models 3 and 4 have one observation per participant and thus do not include a random 
intercept. For consistency, all models were run with the mixed command, but Models 3 and 4 are 
the equivalent of simple regression models. 
 
For the supplementary mediation analyses on job crafting intentions in both Studies 1 and 2, to 
construct the 95% confidence intervals testing the indirect effects, we used Selig and Preacher’s 
(2008) online tool (http://www.quantpsy.org/medmc/medmc.htm).  
 
 
Table 3. Study 1: Estimated Marginal Means and Planned Contrasts from Pretest (Based on 
Model 1 in Table 2) 
 
Commands for planned contrasts from pretest to six weeks and six months: 
contrast r.Time@i1.Condition [dual condition] 
contrast r.Time@i2.Condition [self condition] 
contrast r.Time@i3.Condition [job condition] 
 
Commands for planned contrasts from pretest to six weeks and six months (with Bonferroni 
corrections): 
contrast r.Time@i1.Condition, mcompare(bonferroni) [dual condition] 
contrast r.Time@i2.Condition, mcompare(bonferroni) [self condition] 
contrast r.Time@i3.Condition, mcompare(bonferroni) [job condition] 
 
Command for comparing the three conditions at six months (in absolute terms, not changes from 
pretest): 
contrast i.Condition@i3.Time, effects 
 
Following Hedges (2007), the pooled SD used to calculate the Cohen’s d effect sizes was 1.09.  
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Table 5. Study 2: Random-Intercept Models 
 
Model # Command in Stata 15.1 

1 mixed SelfGrowthMindset i.Condition##i.Time || Participant: 
2 mixed JobGrowthMindset i.Condition##i.Time || Participant: 
3 mixed Happiness i.Condition##i.Time || Participant: 
4 mixed JobCrafting i.Condition if Time == 1 
5 mixed Happiness i.Condition##i.Time c.JobCrafting##i.Time || Participant: 

 
Note: Model 4 has one observation per participant and thus does not include a random intercept. 
For consistency, all models were run with the mixed command, but Model 1 is the equivalent of 
a simple regression model. 
 
Table 6. Study 2: Estimated Marginal Means and Planned Contrasts from Pretest (Based on 
Models 1-3 in Table 5) 
 
Commands for planned contrasts from pretest to four weeks and six months: 
contrast r.Time@i1.Condition [dual condition] 
contrast r.Time@i2.Condition [self condition] 
contrast r.Time@i3.Condition [job condition] 
 
Commands for planned contrasts from pretest to four weeks and six months (with Bonferroni 
corrections): 
contrast r.Time@i1.Condition, mcompare(bonferroni) [dual condition] 
contrast r.Time@i2.Condition, mcompare(bonferroni) [self condition] 
contrast r.Time@i3.Condition, mcompare(bonferroni) [job condition] 
 
Command for comparing the three conditions at six months (in absolute terms, not changes from 
pretest): 
contrast i.Condition@i3.Time, effects 
 
Following Hedges (2007), the pooled SD’s used to calculate the Cohen’s d effect sizes were as 
follows: 
Self-Growth Mindset = 1.06 
Job-Growth Mindset = 1.04 
Happiness = 1.16 
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Additional Detail on the Measures of Job Crafting Intentions (Studies 1 and 2) 
 
 To create the measures of job crafting intentions, we gathered data from the materials that 

participants completed in the mindset interventions. These measures were added to the paper 

during the review process. Given that planned behaviors are robust predictors of actual behavior 

(Ajzen, 1991; Costantini et al., 2020), we measured the extent to which each participant planned 

to engage in job crafting following the intervention. In Study 1, participants completed the 

intervention using a hard-copy booklet, which we scanned and returned to participants so they 

could reference their plans after the workshop. In Study 2, participants completed the 

interventions using an online survey, and they were encouraged to save their output to reference 

after the workshop. In Study 1, 28 participants did not turn in their booklets to be scanned (16 

from the dual condition, 12 from the job condition), and thus were excluded from the analyses 

involving job crafting intentions. This limitation is addressed by Study 2, in which all 

participants were scored on job crafting intentions. 

In the job and dual conditions, participants created before and after diagrams that 

included “task blocks” to symbolize the activities and relationships associated with each task in 

their job. To symbolize the time and energy devoted to each task, participants could place tasks 

in three different block sizes (small, medium, large—which we coded as values of one, two, and 

three respectively). As participants went from their before diagrams to their after diagrams, they 

could plan to craft more enriched jobs by either increasing the size of an existing task (that was 

already in their before diagram) or adding a new task (that was not in their before diagram). In 

the job and dual conditions, participants were not given any instructions on how much job 

crafting to plan—they could change their task blocks however they pleased. The only difference 

between the job and dual conditions was that dual participants were encouraged to change their 
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abilities/traits along with their jobs, whereas job participants were only encouraged to change 

elements of their jobs while treating their abilities/traits as fixed. In the self condition, 

participants planned changes to their abilities/traits but treated their tasks/jobs as fixed, meaning 

job crafting intentions were essentially zero for all self participants. Thus, the self condition was 

excluded from the supplementary mediation analyses on job crafting intentions—these analyses 

compared only the dual and job conditions. In the section that follows, we report a more detailed 

breakdown of job crafting intentions by condition (and size of change) for each study. 

Because participants in Study 1 completed the interventions using a hard-copy booklet, 

their intended job crafting moves had to be manually coded. Two undergraduate research 

assistants who were blind to the study design and predictions entered participants’ tasks from 

their before and after diagrams into a spreadsheet. Participants were randomly divided between 

the two research assistants, and they manually coded each participant’s intended job crafting 

moves. A third research assistant then double checked the coding, and any disagreements were 

discussed and resolved between the three research assistants (disagreements were rare and were 

usually due to handwriting that was difficult to read). In Study 2, because participants completed 

the interventions using a web-based interface, manual coding was not necessary except in a few 

cases in which participants switched around the descriptions on their task blocks. 

To serve as an additional control, we also measured intentions to reduce (as opposed to 

enrich) one’s job using the same procedures (e.g., if a participant moved a task from medium to 

small, this would be a reduction of one). Across the dual and job conditions, scores for reductive 

job crafting intentions averaged 7.88 in Study 1 (SD = 4.53) and 5.22 in Study 2 (SD = 4.82). In 

contrast to the focal measure of (additive) job crafting intentions, which captured job enrichment, 

reductive job crafting scores did not vary by condition or predict happiness gains in either study. 
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See the Online Supplement for results of the mediation analyses controlling for reductive job 

crafting intentions, which are consistent with the results reported in the main text.  

Breakdown of Job Crafting Intentions by Condition and Size of Change 

Across the job and dual conditions, scores for job crafting intentions averaged 7.26 in 

Study 1 (SD = 4.60) and 4.45 in Study 2 (SD = 3.98). In Table S3, means for job crafting 

intentions are broken down by condition into overall, major, and minor. Note that participants’ 

before diagrams in the dual and job conditions did not significantly differ in the number or size 

of task blocks in either study. This meant that the measures of job crafting intentions captured 

the job crafting that participants planned in the workshop, as opposed to pre-existing differences 

between conditions (which would be more of a concern in Study 1, given the lack of true random 

assignment). Consistent with the proposed theorizing, the results show that the dual condition 

scored higher in job crafting intentions than the job condition primarily because dual participants 

planned more major changes than job participants. Overall refers to the sum of all enrichments 

(i.e., the actual measure used in the mediation analyses). Major refers to enrichments of two or 

three, and minor refers to enrichments of one (overall is the sum of major and minor). 

Participants could enrich their jobs by three through adding a new large task that was not 

previously included in their job. Participants could enrich their jobs by two through either adding 

a new medium task or moving an existing task from a small to a large block. Participants could 

enrich their jobs by one through adding a new small task, moving an existing task from a small 

to a medium block, or moving an existing task from a medium to a large block. 

In both studies, the dual condition was significantly greater in major crafting than the job 

condition, but dual was not significantly different from job in minor crafting (although dual was 

marginally higher in Study 1—see Table S3). In general, the results suggest that dual scored 
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higher than job in overall job crafting intentions mostly because dual participants planned more 

substantial changes than job participants, which is in line with the proposed theorizing. 

 
Table S3. Job Crafting Intentions by Condition (Studies 1 and 2) 

 
 
Supplementary Data on Convergence with Existing Measures of Job Crafting 

Although our measures of job crafting intentions were a fairly direct way to capture the 

amount of job crafting that participants planned to do following the intervention, coding visual 

diagrams was a relatively novel approach compared to more traditional survey measures. Thus, 

we collected supplementary data to explore how our approach compares with existing measures 

of job crafting. We recruited a separate sample of 241 full-time employees in the U.S. through 

Amazon MTurk (37.76% female, age 21-69,  Mage = 36.28, SDage = 8.81), who were each 

compensated $6.00. They averaged 10.81 years of work experience (SD = 6.66).1  

 
1 A total of 283 respondents completed the survey but 42 were omitted because they entered meaningless content so 
the survey would advance. 

Condition Overall 
(+1, +2, or +3) 

Major 
(+2 or +3) 

Minor 
(+1) 

Study 1:    
Dual 9.35 

(4.79) 
6.74 

(4.06) 
2.61 

(2.31) 
Job 6.30 

(4.22) 
4.50 

(3.94) 
1.80 

(1.39) 

t-test (Dual vs. 
Job) 

t(71) = 2.74, 
p = .008, d = .69 

t(71) = 2.23, 
p = .029, d = .56 

t(71) = 1.86, 
p = .067, d = .47 

    
Study 2:    
Dual 5.43 

(4.41) 
4.13 

(4.28) 
1.30 

(1.23) 
Job 3.47 

(3.22) 
2.24 

(2.93) 
1.23 

(1.44) 

t-test (Dual vs. 
Job) 

t(266) = 4.14, 
p < .001, d = .51 

t(266) = 4.22, 
p < .001, d = .51 

t(266) = 0.41, 
p = .68, d = .05 

    
Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses. 
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Participants were randomly assigned to complete either the dual (n = 123) or job (n = 

118) intervention from Study 2, and then they completed three existing measures of job crafting. 

We adapted these existing measures to focus on job crafting intentions in the future (after the 

intervention), as opposed to job crafting behaviors in the past or present (which would capture 

behaviors from before the intervention). Specifically, we shifted the tense of the items from past 

or present to future tense. For instance, the item “I add tasks I am passionate about into my 

work” (Dvorak, 2014) was adapted to “I will add tasks I am passionate about into my work” 

(emphasis on will added here but not in study materials seen by participants). Two of the existing 

measures focus on Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) original conceptualization of job crafting 

(Dvorak, 2014; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013), which is consistent with how job crafting was 

reflected in our intervention materials. Both of these measures capture three independent 

dimensions of job crafting: task, relational, and cognitive crafting. The third existing measure 

focuses on the job demands-resources view of job crafting (Tims et al., 2012). This measure 

includes four independent dimensions (see labels in Table S4 below). We used Likert-type scales 

that paralleled the original scales used by the authors of the measures: 1 = “strongly disagree” to 

7 = “strongly agree” (Dvorak, 2014; Tims et al., 2012); 1 = “hardly ever” to 7 = “very often” 

(Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013). 

 Table S4 contains correlations and descriptive statistics for our measure of job crafting 

intentions and each dimension of the three existing measures. Our measure of job crafting 

intentions was significantly correlated with all dimensions of the existing measures (rs ranged 

.40-.58, ps < .001). From a conceptual standpoint, our measure aligns most closely with the task 

and relational crafting dimensions from Dvorak (2014) and Slemp and Vella-Brodrick (2013). 
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As expected, the correlations between these dimensions and our measure were all similarly high 

(rs ranged .56-.58, ps < .001). 

 Table S5 compares means between the dual and job conditions for our measure of job 

crafting intentions and each dimension of the three existing measures. As expected, and 

consistent with Studies 1 and 2, participants in the dual condition (M = 5.13, SD = 3.90) scored 

significantly higher in our measure of job crafting intentions than participants in the job 

condition (M = 3.51, SD = 3.73), t(239) = 3.45, p < .001, d = .44. Dual participants also scored 

significantly higher in all dimensions of the three existing measures, except two dimensions from 

Tims et al. (2012): “decreasing hindering job demands” and “increasing social job resources” 

(our measure also had the lowest correlations with these two dimensions, r = .40 and .46 

respectively). Both of these null results make conceptual sense. First, our measure focuses on 

intentions to craft a more enriched job, as opposed to decreasing job demands (as mentioned 

above, reductive job crafting intentions did not vary by condition in either study, which was also 

the case in these supplementary data). Second, the “increasing social job resources” items focus 

mostly on seeking support from one’s supervisor, which is largely tangential to the task and 

relational crafting captured in our measure and interventions. In sum, these supplementary data 

provide evidence that our approach to measuring job crafting intentions in Studies 1 and 2 

converges with existing, more traditional measures of job crafting.
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Table S4. Correlations and Descriptive Statistics for Supplementary Data on Convergence with Existing Measures of Job Crafting 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Job Crafting Intentions (present research)            

Dvorak (2014):            
2. Task Crafting (7 items) .57 (.82)          
3. Relational Crafting (7 items) .57 .78 (.84)         
4. Cognitive Crafting (7 items) .53 .82 .81 (.87)        

Slemp & Vella-Brodrick (2013):            
5. Task Crafting (5 items) .58 .59 .57 .54 (.81)       
6. Relational Crafting (5 items) .56 .58 .69 .64 .73 (.84)      
7. Cognitive Crafting (5 items) .53 .62 .62 .69 .80 .76 (.81)     

Tims et al. (2012):            
8. Increasing Structural Job Resources (5 items) .49 .79 .75 .78 .46 .46 .50 (.75)    
9. Decreasing Hindering Job Demands (6 items) .40 .50 .46 .55 .45 .40 .46 .40 (.83)   

10. Increasing Social Job Resources (5 items) .46 .55 .65 .63 .47 .57 .52 .53 .56 (.79)  
11. Increasing Challenging Job Demands (5 items) .56 .72 .76 .76 .52 .57 .52 .70 .61 .74 (.78) 

             
 Mean 4.34 5.50 5.58 5.57 5.17 5.11 5.20 5.72 5.37 5.47 5.53 
 Standard Deviation 3.73 0.79 0.82 0.89 1.00 1.06 0.97 0.81 0.90 0.90 0.87 
 Minimum 0 1.00 1.57 1.00 1.00 1.40 1.00 1.20 2.17 1.40 1.00 
 Maximum 23 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 
             
Note: All correlations were significant at p < .001.  Cronbach’s alphas appear along the diagonal in parentheses. 
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Table S5. Mean Comparisons by Condition for Supplementary Data on Convergence with 
Existing Measures of Job Crafting 
 
 

  Dual Job t-test of Dual vs. Job  

 
Job Crafting Intentions 5.13 (3.90) 3.51 (3.37) t(239) = 3.45, p < .001, d = .44 

 

      
 Dvorak (2014):     
    Task Crafting 5.74 (0.58) 5.25 (0.90) t(239) = 5.00, p < .001, d = .64  
    Relational Crafting 5.84 (0.68) 5.32 (0.87) t(239) = 5.16, p < .001, d = .66  
    Cognitive Crafting 5.80 (0.76) 5.33 (0.94) t(239) = 4.21, p < .001, d = .54  
      
 Slemp & Vella-Brodrick (2013):     
    Task Crafting 5.37 (0.93) 4.96 (1.02) t(239) = 3.29, p < .001, d = .42  
    Relational Crafting 5.34 (0.99) 4.88 (1.09) t(239) = 3.40, p = .001, d = .44  
    Cognitive Crafting 5.39 (0.92) 5.00 (0.98) t(239) = 3.15, p = .002, d = .41  
      
 Tims et al. (2012):     
    Increasing Structural Job Resources 5.94 (0.65) 5.48 (0.89) t(239) = 4.63, p < .001, d = .60  
    Decreasing Hindering Job Demands 5.46 (0.88) 5.28 (0.91) t(239) = 1.57, p = .117, d = .20  
    Increasing Social Job Resources 5.57 (0.91) 5.37 (0.88) t(239) = 1.74, p = .082, d = .23  
    Increasing Challenging Job Demands 5.72 (0.74) 5.33 (0.95) t(239) = 3.51, p < .001, d = .45  
      

Notes: Standard deviations are in parentheses. 
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Supplementary Mediation Analyses on Job Crafting Intentions, Controlling for Reductive 
Job Crafting Intentions (Studies 1 and 2) 
 

We used the models in Table S6 (Study 1) and Table S7 (Study 2) to test the mediating 

role of job crafting intentions while controlling for participants’ plans to reduce elements of their 

jobs (which we label “reductive job crafting intentions”). In contrast, the focal measure of job 

crafting intentions used in the main paper focuses on participants’ plans to enrich their jobs 

(which we label “additive job crafting intentions” for these supplementary analyses). Across the 

job and dual conditions, scores for reductive job crafting intentions averaged 7.88 in Study 1 (SD 

= 4.53) and 5.22 in Study 2 (SD = 4.82). In contrast to additive job crafting intentions, reductive 

job crafting intentions did not vary by condition or predict happiness gains in either study. 

Like the main paper, we used the Monte Carlo procedures recommended for multilevel 

mediation to construct 95% confidence intervals testing the indirect effects (Bauer et al., 2006). 

For both Studies 1 and 2, results were consistent with the results reported in the main paper. In 

Study 1, the confidence interval was significant (excluded zero) for additive job crafting 

intentions mediating the effect of the dual condition on six-month gains in happiness as 

compared to the job condition without controls [-.60, -.02] and with controls [-.65, -.01]. 

Similarly, in Study 2, the confidence interval was significant for additive job crafting intentions 

mediating the effect of the dual condition on six-month gains in happiness as compared to the job 

condition [-.18, -.02]. 
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Table S6. Models for Supplementary Mediation Analyses on Additive Job Crafting Intentions, 
Controlling for Reductive Job Crafting Intentions (Study 1) 
 

 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4  

Dependent Variable: 

Additive 

Job 

Crafting 

Intentions 

 

Additive 

Job 

Crafting 

Intentions 

 

Happiness 

(Observer-

Rated) 

 

Happiness 

(Observer-

Rated) 

 

Condition:          

     Job (vs. Dual) -.78***  -.88***  -.36  -.25  

 (.22)  (.23)  (.26)  (.27)  

Time:         

     6-Weeks (vs. Pretest)     -.33  -.26  

     (.27)  (.28)  

     6-Months (vs. Pretest)     .30  .35  

     (.27)  (.27)  

Condition X Time:         

     Job (vs. Dual), 6-Weeks (vs. Pretest)     .69*  .62†  

                   (.33)  (.33)  

     Job (vs. Dual), 6-Months (vs. Pretest)     -.06  -.11  

     (.33)  (.34)  

Additive Job Crafting Intentions     -.02  .01  

     (.12)  (.12)  

Additive Job Crafting Intentions X Time:         

     Additive Job Crafting Intentions, 6-Weeks (vs. Pretest)     .19  .16  

     (.15)  (.15)  

     Additive Job Crafting Intentions, 6-Months (vs. Pretest)a     .34*  .33*  

     (.16)  (.16)  

Controls:         

     Reductive Job Crafting Intentions .37***  .40***  .15  .12  

 (.10)  (.10)  (.09)  (.09)  

     Rater Also Participant (Yes vs. No)       .03  

       (.21)  

     Rated by Peer Only (vs. Peer & Manager)       -.25  

       (.21)  

     Rated by Manager Only (vs. Peer & Manager)       .19  

       (.17)  

     Job Function (Sales vs. Other)   -.19    .06  

   (.24)    (.20)  

     Location Dummies   YES    YES  

     Workshop Dummies   NOb    NOb  

Fixed Intercept .53**  1.36**  4.88***  4.15***  

 (.18)  (.46)  (.21)  (.44)  

Random Intercept (Participant)  n/a  n/a  .28***  .20**  

      n/a  n/a  (.10)  (.09)  

Log-Likelihood -93.79  -91.57  -253.04  -249.05  

Notes: † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Standard errors are in parentheses. 

Models 1 and 2 have one observation per participant and thus do not include a random intercept. Additive and reductive 

job crafting intentions are standardized in all models. 
a These coefficients were used to construct the confidence internals for the mediation analyses. These coefficients test 

whether additive job crafting intentions predicted within-participant changes in happiness from pretest to six months. 
b The workshop dummies were excluded because they were largely redundant with the location dummies, given the focus 

on two of the three conditions in these models. 
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Table S7. Models for Supplementary Mediation Analyses on Additive Job Crafting Intentions, 
Controlling for Reductive Job Crafting Intentions (Study 2) 
 

 Model 1  Model 2  

Dependent Variable: 
Additive 

Planned Job 
Crafting 

 
Happiness 

(Self-Rated) 

 

Condition:      
     Job (vs. Dual) -.39***  -.03  
 (.10)  (.14)  
Time:     
     4-Weeks (vs. Pretest)   .18†  
   (.11)  
     6-Months (vs. Pretest)   .34**  
   (.13)  
Condition X Time:     
     Job (vs. Dual), 4-Weeks (vs. Pretest)   -.25  
                 (.16)  
     Job (vs. Dual), 6-Months (vs. Pretest)   -.46*  
   (.18)  
Additive Job Crafting Intentions   -.03  
   (.09)  
Additive Job Crafting Intentions X Time:     
     Additive Job Crafting Intentions, 6-Weeks (vs. Pretest)   .01  
   (.08)  
     Additive Job Crafting Intentions, 6-Months (vs. Pretest)a   .22*  
   (.09)  
Reductive Job Crafting Intentions .54***  .10  
 (.05)  (.08)  

Fixed Intercept .19**  5.04***  

 (.07)  (.10)  

Random Intercept (Participant) n/a  .79*** 
 

 n/a  (.10)  

Log-Likelihood -316.39  -749.32  

Notes: † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Standard errors are in parentheses. 
Model 1 has one observation per participant and thus does not include a random intercept. Additive 
and reductive job crafting intentions are standardized in both models. 
a This coefficient was used to construct the confidence internal for the mediation analysis. This 
coefficient tests whether additive job crafting intentions predicted within-participant changes in 
happiness from pretest to six months. 
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Results with Happiness Measured Using the Same Two Items as Study 1 (Study 2) 
 
 In Study 1, managers and peers rated participants’ happiness using two items: “At work 

recently, to what extent has this person been [happy, satisfied]?” In Study 2, participants rated 

their own happiness using a more comprehensive scale of six items—the two items used in Study 

1 plus four additional items: “At work, I’ve recently felt [happy, satisfied, cheerful, proud, 

interested, calm].” As a robustness check, we ran the analyses for Study 2 with happiness 

measured using only the two items from Study 1 (“happy” and “satisfied”). This two-item 

measure showed good internal consistency (pretest α = .86, four-week posttest α = .88, six-

month posttest α = .88; values for Spearman-Brown reliability were the same as these 

Cronbach’s alphas). 

 As reported in Tables S6 and S7 below, results with the two-item measure were largely 

consistent with the results for the six-item measure in the main paper. Participants in the dual 

condition still increased significantly in happiness from pretest to six months, while participants 

in the self and job conditions did not significantly change in happiness from pretest to six 

months. The direction of all effects remained consistent, and there were two minor differences in 

significance. First, the coefficient testing whether participants in the dual condition increased 

more in happiness from pretest to six months than the self condition was no longer significant (b 

= -.34, p = .12., d = -.25). This coefficient was significant with the six-item measure, as reported 

in the main paper (b = -.42, p = .017, d = -.36). Second, comparing the three conditions at six 

months (in absolute terms, not changes from pretest), the dual condition finished marginally 

higher than the self condition (p = .066, d = .31). This difference was significant with the six-

item measure (p = .006, d = .46). All other significant results using the six-item measure 

remained significant with the two-item measure. 
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Table S8. Random-Intercept Models with Happiness Measured Using the Same Two Items as 
Study 1 (Study 2) 
 
 
 
  

 Model 1  Model 2  

Dependent Variable: 
Happiness 

(Self-
Rated) 

 
Happiness 

(Self-
Rated) 

 

Condition:      
     Self (vs. Dual) -.08    
 (.17)    
     Job (vs. Dual) .01  .04  
 (.17)  (.17)  
Time:     
     4-Weeks (vs. Pretest) .27*  .29*  
 (.13)  (.14)  
     6-Months (vs. Pretest) .40**  .33*  
 (.15)  (.16)  
Condition X Time:     
     Self (vs. Dual), 4-Weeks (vs. Pretest) -.24    
               (.20)    
     Self (vs. Dual), 6-Months (vs. Pretest) -.34    
 (.22)    
     Job (vs. Dual), 4-Weeks (vs. Pretest) -.37*  -.41*  
               (.19)  (.19)  
     Job (vs. Dual), 6-Months (vs. Pretest) -.58**  -.43†  
 (.22)  (.22)  
Job Crafting Intentions   .06  
   (.09)  
Job Crafting Intentions X Time:     
     Job Crafting Intentions, 6-Weeks (vs. Pretest)   -.07  
   (.10)  
     Job Crafting Intentions, 6-Months (vs. Pretest)a   .28*  
   (.11)  

Fixed Intercept 4.96***  4.95***  

 (.12)  (.12)  

Random Intercept (Participant) 1.15***  1.08*** 
 

 (.12)  (.14)  

Log-Likelihood -1,267.78  -849.24  

Notes: † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
Standard errors are in parentheses. 
Job crafting intentions is standardized (Model 2). 
a This coefficient was used for the supplementary mediation analysis. This 
coefficient tests whether job crafting intentions predicted within-participant 
changes in happiness from pretest to six months. 
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Table S9. Estimated Marginal Means and Planned Contrasts from Pretest, with Happiness 
Measured Using the Same Two Items as Study 1 (Study 2) 
 
 

  
 Time 

 

Condition Pretest 
4-Weeks 

Post 
6-Months 

Posta 

 

DV = Happiness (Self-Rated): 
 

Dual 4.96 
(.12) 

 

5.24* 
(.15), d = .20 

5.37** 
(.16), d = .30 

 

Self 4.88 
(.12) 

 

4.92 
(.15), d = .03 

4.94 
(.16), d = .04 

 

Job 4.98 
(.12) 

4.88 
(.15), d = -.07 

4.80 
(.16), d = -.13 

 

     

Notes: † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Standard errors are in parentheses. 
For posttests, effect sizes reflect changes from pretest and significant changes are flagged. After 
Bonferroni corrections for multiple comparisons, all significant results remained significant, except 
the 4-week increase in the dual condition became marginal (p = .065). 
a Comparing the three conditions at six months (in absolute terms, not changes from pretest), dual 
finished marginally higher than self (p = .066, d = .31) and significantly higher than job (p = .015, 
d = .41), while self and job did not significantly differ. 
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Scale Validation for the Self- and Job-Growth Mindset Measures (Study 2) 
 

To examine the validity of the measures of self- and job-growth mindset used in Study 2, 

we collected data from a separate sample of 1,047 full-time employees in the U.S. (45.27% 

female, age 18-76,  Mage = 38.26, SDage = 11.19).2 This helped ensure that we had an adequate 

sample size to test relatively large and complex models with uncertain effect sizes (Wolf et al., 

2013), which was necessary for testing whether the two mindset measures meaningfully differed 

from related constructs. Respondents were recruited through Amazon MTurk and compensated 

$2.00. They averaged 18.08 years of work experience (SD = 10.87).  

Our measure of self-growth mindset included six items (adapted from Levy et al., 1998): 

“I can change my core abilities,” “People can substantially change the kind of person they are,” 

“People can do things differently, but the important parts of who they are can’t really be 

changed” (reverse-scored), “I have little control over my degree of talent” (reverse-scored), “No 

matter what kind of person someone is, they can always change very much,” and “People can 

change even their most basic qualities.” Similarly, we measured job-growth mindset with six 

items: “I believe that I can change the attributes of my job,” “I can think of ways to redefine the 

scope of my responsibilities at work,” “I see my job description as fixed” (reverse-scored), “I can 

alter how I carry out my tasks,” “I have the flexibility to think differently about the meaning of 

my work,” and “I can control the set of tasks included in my job.” 

Respondents completed the measures of self-growth mindset, job-growth mindset, and 

happiness used in Study 2, as well as several related constructs, including the four components of 

psychological empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995), generalized self-efficacy (Chen et al., 2001), 

 
2 A total of 1,120 individuals completed the survey, but 73 failed one or more attention checks and were thus 
omitted. 
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general locus of control (Lumpkin, 1985), and the two components of mindfulness (Lau et al., 

2006). See Table S10 below for correlations and descriptive statistics. 

Similar to the results for Study 2 participants, the scales showed good reliability for self-

growth mindset (α = .88), job-growth mindset (α = .85), and happiness (α = .91). Furthermore, 

confirmatory factor analysis on the three scales (the two mindsets and happiness) showed that a 

three-factor solution with correlated factors fit the data appropriately [χ2(132) = 531.42, p < .001, 

CFI = .96, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .054, SRMR = .042], significantly better than a two-factor 

solution with the two mindsets as one factor and happiness as the other [χ2(134) = 2,941.32, p < 

.001, CFI = .74, TLI = .71, RMSEA = .14, SRMR = .16], χ2(2) = 2,409.90, p < .001, and 

significantly better than a one-factor solution, [χ2(135) = 5,418.36, p < .001, CFI = .52, TLI = 

.45, RMSEA = .19, SRMR = .17], χ2(3) = 4,886.94, p < .001.3 

Regarding construct validity, we focus on the job-growth mindset scale, as this is the 

novel component of dual-growth mindset (self-growth mindset is already a well-established 

construct in the literature; Dweck, 1999). As expected, our measure of job-growth mindset was 

highly correlated with the self-determination component of psychological empowerment 

(Spreitzer, 1995), r = .76, p < .001. This construct overlaps to some extent with job-growth 

mindset, as it focuses on employees’ perceived autonomy to decide how to perform their jobs 

(example item: “I can decide on my own how to go about doing my work”). A key conceptual 

distinction is that job-growth mindset captures employees’ beliefs about the malleability of their 

job designs (i.e., how much they can change the set of tasks and relationships that comprise their 

 
3 In an earlier version of the paper, the happiness measure included two additional items (for a total of eight items): 
“strong” and “at ease.” Based on feedback during the review process, these items were omitted because CFA results 
indicated they caused poorer fit, and given the other six items, the two items were not essential for capturing the 
definition of happiness used in the paper (Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). The pattern of results for Study 2 was virtually 
identical with these two items included in the happiness measure. 
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jobs), while the self-determination component of psychological empowerment focuses on 

employees’ perceived autonomy in how they carry out their current job designs. 

Job-growth mindset was also highly correlated with two other components of 

psychological empowerment (although less so than the self-determination component): impact, r 

= .56, p < .001, and meaning, r = .50, p < .001. This makes sense from a conceptual standpoint, 

as the impact component is about control in the organization (example item: “I have a great deal 

of control over what happens in this organization”), and the meaning component is about the 

personal importance that employees place on their jobs (example item: “My job activities are 

personally meaningful to me”). Job-growth mindset had significant but substantially lower 

correlations with all other constructs in the survey (rs ranged .22-.36, ps < .001; see Table S10). 

This supports the notion that these existing constructs are related but meaningfully distinct from 

job-growth mindset. 

To test the incremental predictive validity of job-growth mindset over psychological 

empowerment (particularly the self-determination component, which had the highest correlation 

with job-growth mindset), we conducted regression models predicting happiness (see Table 

S11). Job-growth mindset was a significant predictor of happiness without any components of 

psychological empowerment in the model (Model 1), b = .49, SE = .03, p < .001. Job-growth 

mindset remained a significant predictor when the self-determination component of 

psychological empowerment was included (Model 2), b = .25, SE = .04, p < .001, and when the 

other three components of psychological empowerment were also included (Model 3), b = .10, 

SE = .04, p = .007. These results support the incremental validity of job-growth mindset in 

predicting happiness over the four components of psychological empowerment. 
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To test the discriminant validity of the self- and job-growth mindset scales in tandem, we 

ran confirmatory factor analyses on the self- and job-growth mindset scales along with the scale 

(or subscale) for each potentially related construct in the survey. For each construct, we ran a 

three-factor model (self-growth mindset, job-growth mindset, and the construct as separate 

factors), two different two-factor models (in which one factor included the construct scale and 

either the self- or job-growth mindset scale), and a one-factor model. For all the constructs, Chi-

square difference tests showed that the three-factor model was a significantly better fit with the 

data than the two-factor and one-factor models (see Table S12). These analyses support the 

discriminant validity of the self- and job-growth mindset measures. Broadly, the results from this 

data collection support the validity of using the self- and job-growth mindset measures as 

independent components of dual-growth mindset. 



 27 

Table S10. Correlations and Descriptive Statistics for All Constructs in the Scale Validation Survey 
 

   
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

 Scales used in Study 2:            
1. Self-Growth Mindset (.88)           
2. Job-Growth Mindset .30 (.85)          
3. Happiness .28 .47 (.91)         

  Scales for related constructs:            
4. Psych. Empowerment: Self-Determination .26 .76 .48 (.91)        
5. Psych. Empowerment: Impact .22 .56 .48 .56 (.92)       
6. Psych. Empowerment: Meaning .20 .50 .69 .52 .55 (.96)      
7. Psych. Empowerment: Competence .23 .22 .41 .31 .22 .36 (.82)     
8. Generalized Self-Efficacy .37 .36 .58 .35 .35 .44 .54 (.94)    
9. General Locus of Control .30 .26 .40 .26 .27 .27 .26 .48 (.73)   

10. Mindfulness: Curiosity .19 .35 .38 .29 .35 .38 .19 .31 .11 (.93)  
11. Mindfulness: Decentering .19 .32 .38 .29 .34 .33 .21 .34 .14 .63 (.78) 

             
 Mean  4.85 4.71 5.18 5.04 4.00 5.18 5.91 5.61 4.26 4.58 4.43 
 Standard Deviation  1.24 1.15 1.21 1.37 1.71 1.59 0.93 0.97 0.76 1.34 0.96 
 Minimum 1.17 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.57 1.00 1.00 
 Maximum 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.95 7.00 7.00 

             
Note: All correlations were significant at p < .01.  Cronbach’s alphas appear along the diagonal in parentheses. 
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Table S11. Regression Models Testing the Incremental Predictive Validity of Job-Growth 
Mindset Over Psychological Empowerment 
 
 

 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  
Dependent Variable: Happiness  Happiness  Happiness  

       
Job-Growth Mindset .49***  .25***  .10**  
 (.03)  (.04)  (.04)  
Psych. Empowerment: Self-Determination   .26***  .03  
   (.04)  (.03)  
Psych. Empowerment: Impact     .06**  
     (.02)  
Psych. Empowerment: Meaning     .39***  
     (.03)  
Psych. Empowerment: Competence     .23***  
     (.03)  
Intercept 2.87***  2.67***  .93***  
 (.14)  (.14)  (.18)  
       
 F(1, 1045) = 

292.18*** 
R2 = .22 

 F(2, 1044) = 
178.44*** 
R2 = .26 

 F(5, 1041) = 
238.07*** 
R2 = .53 

 

       
Notes: † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
Standard errors are in parentheses. 
All models were run using the reg command in Stata 15.1. 
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Table S12. Confirmatory Factor Analyses on the Discriminant Validity of the Self- and Job-Growth Mindset Measures 
 

 
  

Construct 
Three-Factor Model 

(self-mindset, job-mindset, & 
construct as separate factors) 

Two-Factor Model 
(construct scale with self-

mindset scale) 

Two-Factor Model 
(construct scale with job-mindset 

scale) 

One-Factor Model 
(all items as one factor) 

Psychological Empowerment:  
(Spreitzer, 1995) 
    Self-determination  
    subscale 
    α = .91 (3 items) 

 
 
[χ2(87) = 445.43, CFI = .96,  
TLI = .96, RMSEA = .06, 
SRMR = .04] 

 
 
[χ2(89) = 3,350.68, CFI = .67, 
TLI = .61, RMSEA = .19, 
SRMR = .21] 

 
 
[χ2(89) = 757.90, CFI = .93,  
TLI = .92, RMSEA = .09, 
SRMR = .05] 

 
 
[χ2(90) = 3,984.38, CFI = .60, 
TLI = .54, RMSEA = .20, 
SRMR = .18] 

    Impact subscale 
    α = .92 (3 items) 

[χ2(87) = 450.37, CFI = .96,  
TLI = .95, RMSEA = .06, 
SRMR = .04] 

[χ2(89) = 3,020.15, CFI = .69, 
TLI = .79, RMSEA = .13, 
SRMR = .18] 

[χ2(89) = 1,753.36, CFI = .82, 
TLI = .63, RMSEA = .18, 
SRMR = .08] 

[χ2(90) = 5,150.41, CFI = .46, 
TLI = .37, RMSEA = .23, 
SRMR = .21] 

    Meaning subscale 
    α = .96 (3 items) 

[χ2(87) = 393.64, CFI = .97,  
TLI = .96, RMSEA = .06, 
SRMR = .04] 

[χ2(89) = 4,023.60, CFI = .62, 
TLI = .55, RMSEA = .21, 
SRMR = .18] 

[χ2(89) = 2,148.99, CFI = .80, 
TLI = .77, RMSEA = .15, 
SRMR = .13] 

[χ2(90) = 6,172.41, CFI = .41, 
TLI = .32, RMSEA = .25, 
SRMR = .22] 

    Competence subscale 
    α = .82 (3 items) 

[χ2(87) = 469.49, CFI = .95,  
TLI = .94, RMSEA = .07, 
SRMR = .05] 

[χ2(89) = 1,622.12, CFI = .81, 
TLI = .77, RMSEA = .13, 
SRMR = .11] 

[χ2(89) = 1,557.74, CFI = .82, 
TLI = .78, RMSEA = .13, 
SRMR = .10] 

[χ2(90) = 3,835.41, CFI = .53, 
TLI = .45, RMSEA = .20, 
SRMR = .18] 

Generalized Self-Efficacy 
(Chen et al., 2001) 
α = .94 (8 items) 

[χ2(167) = 748.73, CFI = .96, 
TLI = .85, RMSEA = .06, 
SRMR = .05] 

[χ2(169) = 3,807.03, CFI = .73, 
TLI = .70, RMSEA = .14, 
SRMR = .13] 

[χ2(169) =2,878.12, CFI = .80, 
TLI = .77, RMSEA = .12, 
SRMR = .12] 

[χ2(170) = 5,856.37, CFI = .58, 
TLI = .53, RMSEA = .18, 
SRMR = .17] 

General Locus of Control 
(Lumpkin, 1985) 
α = .73 (6 items) 

[χ2(132) = 892.79, CFI = .91, 
TLI = .89, RMSEA = .07, 
SRMR = .06] 

[χ2(134) = 1,713.14, CFI = .81, 
TLI = .78, RMSEA = .11, 
SRMR = .10] 

[χ2(134) = 1,713.59, CFI = .81, 
TLI = .78, RMSEA = .11, 
SRMR = .11] 

[χ2(135) = 3,908.53, CFI = .54, 
TLI = .48, RMSEA = .16, 
SRMR = .16] 

Mindfulness: 
(Lau et al., 2006) 
    Curiosity subscale  
    α = .93 (6 items) 

 
 
[χ2(132) = 523.53, CFI = .97, 
TLI = .96, RMSEA = .05, 
SRMR = .04] 

 
 
[χ2(134) = 5,146.32, CFI = .57, 
TLI = .51, RMSEA = .19, 
SRMR = .21] 

 
 
[χ2(134) = 2,681.99, CFI = .78, 
TLI = .75, RMSEA = .14, 
SRMR = .14] 

 
 
[χ2(135) = 6,055.43, CFI = .49, 
TLI = .42, RMSEA = .21, 
SRMR = .20] 

    Decentering subscale 
    α = .78 (7 items) 

[χ2(149) = 805.51, CFI = .92, 
TLI = .91, RMSEA = .07, 
SRMR = .06] 

[χ2(151) = 2,132.65, CFI = .77, 
TLI = .74, RMSEA = .11, 
SRMR = .13] 

[χ2(151) = 1,826.63, CFI = .80, 
TLI = .78, RMSEA = .10, 
SRMR = .10] 

[χ2(152) = 4,314.10, CFI = .51, 
TLI = .45, RMSEA = .16, 
SRMR = .17] 

Notes: All models were run using the sem command in Stata 15.1. All models included correlated factors. All χ2 tests were significant at p < .001, including χ2 difference tests 
comparing the three-factor model to the other three models in the same row.  
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Analyses of Measurement Invariance Over Time for Self-Growth Mindset, Job-Growth 
Mindset, and Happiness (Study 2) 
 
 Given our focus on mean changes over time, evidence of measurement invariance over 

time is important for the validity of our results (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Therefore, we 

conducted analyses to assess measurement invariance for the three measures in Study 2: self-

growth mindset, job-growth mindset, and happiness. Following the usual approach in the 

literature, we assessed four types/levels of invariance with a series of four confirmatory factor 

analyses (CFA), adding the corresponding constraints for each successive model (Putnick & 

Bornstein, 2016): configural/baseline (all parameters vary freely), metric/weak (loadings are 

invariant), scalar/strong (loadings and intercepts are invariant), and residual/strict (loadings, 

intercepts, and residuals are invariant). Results from these analyses are in Table S13 below. 

The three time points had different sample sizes: N = 398 at pretest, n = 221 at the four-

week posttest, and n = 165 at the six-month posttest. To utilize all the data while accounting for 

within-participant nesting, we stacked the data in long form and used bootstrapped standard 

errors clustered by participant. Following standard practice, one item in each scale was set to 1 

with an intercept of 0 across the three time points—results were consistent across alternative 

items (Johnson et al., 2009). All models were run with the sem command in Stata 15.1; 

constraints were added to each successive model using the ginvariant option. 

Although the literature on assessing measurement invariance has advanced considerably 

over the past two decades, researchers have yet to converge on a set of specific standards for 

evaluating the series of CFA models meant to test measurement invariance. We follow the 

current recommended practice of considering the evidence holistically based on multiple 

indicators to assess if the necessary level of invariance is reasonably met for the study at hand 

(Putnick & Bornstein, 2016). For our goal of comparing means between experimental conditions 
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over time, evidence of metric/weak and scalar/strong invariance over time is important, but 

residual/strict invariance over time is not necessary (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). We report 

results regarding residual/strict invariance over time for exploratory purposes. 

Traditionally, researchers have used χ2 tests to compare each model to the model 

preceding it in the series. If the models are not significantly different based on a χ2 test, this 

implies the threshold for the type/level of invariance is met. However, it is well known that such 

χ2 tests are sensitive to sample size, such that χ2 tests are often overly conservative tests of 

measurement invariance, especially in larger samples (Meade et al., 2008). To offset this 

weakness in χ2 tests, researchers have increasingly relied on other goodness-of-fit indices to 

assess the difference between a model and its predecessor in the series. The most commonly used 

cutoff is a -.01 change in CFI (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). If the CFI for a model 

decreases less than .01 compared to the preceding model, this is evidence that the type/level of 

invariance is met.4 Chen (2007) has also suggested using a .015 cutoff for RMSEA, and for 

SRMR, a cutoff of .03 for metric/weak invariance and .01 for both scalar/strong and 

residual/strict invariance. In general, the researchers who have proposed these cutoffs suggest 

that they be used as approximate heuristics, not formal or rigid tests. 

 The results in Table S13 provide evidence for the necessary type/level of invariance over 

time in our study (i.e., scalar/strong invariance) across all three variables, as well as for 

residual/strict invariance regarding job-growth mindset and happiness (the evidence was 

relatively weak for residual/strict invariance regarding self-growth mindset). First and foremost, 

the CFA models all exhibited good fit overall, except the residual/strict model for self-growth 

 
4 For samples larger than ours (greater than 400 per group or time point), Meade et al. (2008) recommend a more 
stringent CFI cutoff of -.002. This likely does not apply to our study given that the average sample size across the 
three time points was 261 participants. 
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mindset. Second, as mentioned, the χ2 tests likely represent overly conservative tests but were 

nonetheless insignificant (supporting invariance) for metric/weak invariance across all three 

variables, as well as across all levels of invariance for happiness. Third, the DCFI values were all 

within (or only slightly outside) the -.01 cutoff (range: -.001, -.013), except residual/strict 

invariance for self-growth mindset (which was -.021). Fourth, the DRMSEA values were all 

below the .015 cutoff (range: -.016, -.008). Fifth, the DSRMR values were all below the .03 

cutoff for metric/weak invariance (range: .017, .029), as well as below (or only slightly above) 

the .01 cutoff for scalar/strong and residual/strict invariance (range: .000, .012). In sum, the 

evidence was consistent with the presence of scalar/strong invariance over time for all three 

variables (and residual/strict invariance over time for job-growth mindset and happiness). 
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Table S13. Measurement Invariance Results for Self-Growth Mindset, Job-Growth Mindset, and Happiness (Study 2) 
 
 

 

Model df χ2 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Ddf Dχ2 Dχ2 p DCFI DRMSEA DSRMR 

Self-Growth Mindset:             

1.) Configural (Baseline)  27 116.55 .962 .937 .113 .055 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    1 vs. 2 -- -- -- -- -- -- 10 14.62 .15 -.001 -.014 .017 
2.) Metric (Weak) 37 131.17 .961 .952 .099 .072 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    2 vs. 3 -- -- -- -- -- -- 10 20.99 .02 -.005 -.006 .000 
3.) Scalar (Strong) 47 152.16 .956 .958 .093 .072 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    3 vs. 4 -- -- -- -- -- -- 12 62.87 <.001 -.021 .008 .012 
4.) Residual (Strict) 59 215.03 .935 .950 .101 .084 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                   
Job-Growth Mindset:                   
1.) Configural (Baseline)  27 65.86 .979 .966 .074 .032 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    1 vs. 2 -- -- -- -- -- -- 10 16.37 .09 -.003 -.006 .024 
2.) Metric (Weak) 37 82.23 .976 .971 .068 .056 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    2 vs. 3 -- -- -- -- -- -- 10 33.18 <.001 -.012 .007 .000 
3.) Scalar (Strong) 47 115.41 .964 .965 .075 .056 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    3 vs. 4 -- -- -- -- -- -- 12 36.78 <.001 -.013 .003 .005 
4.) Residual (Strict) 59 152.19 .951 .962 .078 .061 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
                   
Happiness:                   
1.) Configural (Baseline)  27 145.75 .962 .937 .130 .032 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    1 vs. 2 -- -- -- -- -- -- 10 16.11  .10 -.002 -.016 .029 
2.) Metric (Weak) 37 161.86 .960 .952 .114 .061 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    2 vs. 3 -- -- -- -- -- -- 12 13.09  .36 -.001 -.012 .000 
3.) Scalar (Strong) 47 174.95 .959 .961 .102 .061 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
    3 vs. 4 -- -- -- -- -- -- 12 15.03 .24  -.001 -.010 .003 
4.) Residual (Strict) 59 189.98 .958 .968 .092 .064 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
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