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Abstract 

The work experience of multiple jobholders—or individuals who work more than one job 

simultaneously—is vastly under-researched despite the prevalence of this work arrangement. 

There are three critical assumptions made about these workers that prohibit researchers, workers, 

and organizations from realizing the benefits afforded by multiple jobholding: 1) money 

primarily motivates multiple jobholders, 2) multiple jobholding causes burnout, and 3) multiple 

jobholding is symptomatic of poverty and low skill. In this dissertation, I advance a model to 

challenge these assumptions and theorize important benefits from working several jobs. Using 

job crafting theory, I expand the current motivational typology to include finances, skill 

development, as well as personal growth or maintenance (e.g., identity expression, socialization). 

I propose that multiple jobholding can yield enrichment (meaningfulness and human capital 

gain) and depletion in the secondary job, but that the strength of these relationships depend on 

the worker’s motivation to take on a secondary job and the degree of integration, or overlap, 

between work roles. Finally, I aim to address managers’ concerns about sharing human capital 

by proposing positive pathways between enrichment in a secondary job and greater engagement, 

creativity, and performance in the primary job, highlighting the potential for synergy between an 

individual’s distinct work roles. Following a pilot study where I interviewed eight multiple 

jobholders, I develop and test hypotheses using a sample largely comprised of adjunct faculty to 

present a more detailed illustration of the experience of multiple jobholding. Finally, I discuss 

the theoretical and practical implications of the findings. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

Research on the nature of work and the current labor landscape suggests more individuals 

and organizations are moving to alternative work arrangements that utilize independent work1, or 

freelancing (Colbert, Yee, & George, 2016; Spreitzer, Cameron, & Garrett, 2017). Upwards of 

15% of working-aged individuals in the United States engage in independent work, which 

affords workers autonomy in their tasks and sovereignty over their work hours (Manyika, 

Bughin, & Lund, 2017; Manyika, Lund, Bughin, Mischke, & Mahajan, 2016). Meanwhile 

managers are supportive of a system that allows them to tap into an on-demand workforce with 

specialized talents to attain organizational goals often without onboarding costs, long-term 

employment, and benefits (Dishman, 2017). Individuals often engage in independent work in 

addition to a primary job—whether that be full- or part-time—making them multiple jobholders 

(Caza, Moss, & Cough, 2017).  

Current research on this type of worker lacks consensus on a definition and generally 

excludes the self-employed (Inness, Barling, & Turner, 2005; Lale, 2015). This is a critical 

oversight given that individuals who engage in independent work are considered self-employed, 

according to the Internal Revenue Service (Weliver, 2013). Further, entrepreneurship scholars 

have dubbed individuals who work as paid employees and as self-employed in their second job 

as “hybrid entrepreneurs,” though these two literatures have evolved almost entirely in parallel 

(Schulz, Urbig, & Procher, 2017). Thus, for the purposes of this research, I define a multiple 

jobholder as an individual who works more than one job, including working for different 

employers and self-employment, wherein all tasks are performed in exchange for monetary 

                                                           
1 McKinsey Global Institute (MGI) defined independent work as work characterized by 1) a high level of control 

and autonomy, 2) payment by task, assignment, or sale, and 3) short-term duration (lasting less than 12 months). 

Further, these scholars created three categories of workers as those who 1) provide services, 2) sell goods, or 3) rent 

out assets (p. 2). 
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payment. This broad conceptualization allows for consideration of myriad sources of revenue, 

taxed and untaxed, as well as seasonal labor.  

Given the lack of definitional consistency, both excluding and including self-

employment, rates of multiple jobholding range from about 5% (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

2017) to 15% (Manyika et al., 2016) or more of the working population.  However, the 

expansion of the gig economy has increased scholarly recognition and interest in multiple 

jobholders (Colbert, et al., 2016) and recent research has augmented the dearth of information we 

currently have on this work arrangement. The purpose of this dissertation is to advance this area 

of research by addressing its three weakest assumptions: 1) money is the primary and most 

important motivator, 2) it creates role conflict and overload for workers, and 3) it is symptomatic 

of poverty and low skill. Therefore, I aim to answer three research questions critical to move this 

literature forward.  

First, what motivates individuals to seek multiple work roles? Motivations for multiple 

jobholding proposed by theory are underdeveloped, suggesting that individuals work multiple 

jobs primarily to fulfill financial need, though scholars have more recently recognized skill 

development as a potential driver (Dickey, Watson, & Zangelidis, 2015; Hirsch, Husain, & 

Winters, 2016a). Pulling from job crafting theory, I propose that personal- or identity-related 

reasons may also motivate individuals to work several jobs. For example, employees may be 

frustrated with their primary job and seek a secondary job as an outlet to compensate for 

psychological resources spent on navigating their primary job (Gould, Moore, McGuire, & 

Stebbins, 2008; Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007). Whereas job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 

2001) tells a story of employees who expand the boundaries of their current position to include 

other responsibilities or connections within the same company, I aim to demonstrate how 
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multiple jobholders expand the boundary of their total work experience to fulfill needs not 

currently met by one role (i.e., financial, skill, and personal). 

Second, is multiple jobholding enriching or depleting and under what conditions does it 

vary? Scholars, workers, and organizations tend to make the critical assumption that working 

multiple jobs creates strain and this negatively affects work output (Sliter & Boyd, 2014). 

However, it is possible workers find joy and meaning in taking on an additional work role. In 

fact, MGI found that individuals who chose to participate in the gig economy—an environment 

seemingly riddled with uncertainty for workers—reported higher job satisfaction than those who 

chose to work in a more traditional arrangement (Manyika et al., 2016). Applying role theory, I 

argue that the accumulation of discrete work roles can be enriching (Sieber, 1974), and that this 

can strengthen as a function of role integration. Role integration, in this dissertation, is the 

degree of overlap among multiple work roles. For example, a banker who teaches finance has 

naturally complementary work roles. I argue that role overlap influences the amount of 

enrichment or depletion a multiple jobholder experiences (Ashforth, 2001; Ashforth, Kreiner, & 

Fugate, 2000; Biddle, 1986). Further, I integrate role theory with job crafting theory to examine 

how differences in motivations potentially yield more or less enrichment or depletion. In doing 

so, I attempt to disentangle the assumption that working multiple jobs invariably results in 

depletion and, likely, poor performance and burnout. Without neglecting these potential 

outcomes, I, instead, assume that this alternative work arrangement can yield both positive and 

negative consequences for the worker (Lilius, 2012; Bolino & Turnley, 2005).  

Finally, what are the benefits of multiple jobholding for the worker’s primary 

organization? Pulling largely from human capital theory and spillover research, I argue that 

organizations can benefit from the knowledge, skills, and abilities employees potentially gain 
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from occupying work roles external to the organization. Human capital theory suggests 

additional experiences are the source of human capital gain (Becker, 1964; Davidsson & Honig, 

2003) and I propose that this accumulation of work roles and experiences (Dragoni, Oh, 

Vankatwyk, & Tesluk, 2011), and the opportunity for human capital spillover between the two 

roles, has gone unrecognized as a crucial advantage of multiple jobholding for employers. For 

example, let us consider a woman who works full-time as a bank teller and part-time as a yoga 

instructor. Bank tellers are required to manage the bank’s relationship with investors and engage 

in regular human interaction over a sensitive topic. In a complementary fashion, yoga instructors 

are required to assist others in becoming more self-aware and mindful, and in turn be self-aware 

and mindful themselves. Skills from teaching yoga can spillover into her teller role and result in 

more active listening and focused problem-solving, thus creating a synergy between the roles. 

Further, this role accumulation can yield wider and more diverse networks, as well as expose 

workers to different problem-solving processes, which can influence important outcomes such as 

creativity (Audretsch & Belitski, 2013; Baer, 2010; Leung, Madduz, Galinsky, & Chiu, 2008).  

A more thorough understanding of the impact multiple jobholding has on worker 

experiences within his or her jobs contributes to literature in three important ways. First, in this 

dissertation I examine a wider range of motivating factors of multiple jobholding. In addition to 

financial and skill development, I propose a third category—personal growth and maintenance—

to present an expanded conceptualization of motivating factors and challenge the long-held 

notion that individuals are solely or largely motivated to work a secondary job for money. Doing 

so contributes to the literature by providing a more comprehensive illustration of the 

phenomenon, the important motivations behind an individual’s decision to work several jobs, 

and how these motivations influence experiences within the secondary job. 
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Second, in debunking the myth that working multiple jobs is a zero-sum resource game, I 

hope to illustrate how an individual can generate resources from working multiple jobs 

(Rothbard, 2001). Job crafting theory suggests there are personal gains in the modification of 

work roles and boundaries that yield greater meaning and fulfillment in an individual’s work 

(Bruning & Campion, 2018). The sense of accomplishment derived from completion of self-

directed tasks can increase an individual’s self-efficacy (Parker, 1998), which has positive 

implications for performance and progress toward personal goals.  

Finally, I aim to extend job crafting theory (Wrzesniewski & Durron, 2001) by proposing 

an integration with human capital theory (Becker, 1964) to demonstrate how a second job 

provides a key opportunity to develop additional knowledge, skills, and abilities. Currently, job 

crafting theory focuses on the modification of one job’s boundaries within an organization to 

create more meaning and efficiency (Bruning & Campion, 2018). However, in the current 

dissertation I propose and test whether a second job—conceptualized as an extension of job 

crafting by crafting an entire work experience—provides human capital growth experiences that 

theoretically contribute to an individual’s overall career development. 

Furthermore, an examination of multiple jobholding has the potential to importantly 

contribute to practice. First, research on multiple jobholding can help organizations manage their 

employees’ career development as well as assist employees in managing their own career 

development. More and more employees are leading the charge in their own work-related growth 

as the traditional “one organization for life” perspective fades (Whyte, 1959) wherein employees 

are beholden to the needs of their organization (Sullivan & Baruch, 2009).  

Second, the motivations behind an individual’s desire to seek a second job send a 

valuable signal to their primary organization. For example, should skill development motivate 
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the worker, the manager can assist his or her employee in identifying secondary positions that 

will contribute to human capital growth. This is important because the employee can use these 

new skills in the short-term in their primary organization and leverage it when applying for 

higher-level job assignments in the future. While this means organizations are allowing 

employees to use their human capital elsewhere, I aim to demonstrate that working additional 

roles may provide an opportunity for employees to develop skills that can be brought back to the 

primary organization. 

Finally, there is a notable amount of non-academic interest in this area wherein research 

organizations, such as MGI, are seeking to understand the scope of the work arrangement (e.g., 

Hathaway & Muro, 2016; Rosenblat, 2016; Smith, 2016; cf., Spreitzer et al., 2017). This interest 

points to the relevance of the topic and its potential impact, not only on individuals within these 

roles, but also on the organizations that employ them. Thus, the proposed research questions 

highlight potentially significant benefits for organizations with employees who hold multiple 

jobs. As will be argued, multiple jobholding can be a source of greater engagement and creativity 

in an individual’s primary job (Audretsch & Belitski, 2013; Gould et al., 2008). Further, should 

an organization demonstrate support for an employee’s ambition in seeking external work 

experiences, the organization may find employees are more loyal and feel a need to reciprocate 

via commitment or citizenship behaviors (Blau, 1964; Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, & 

Rhoades, 2001). The current multiple jobholding scholarship suggests there are also potential 

costs to this alternative work arrangement. Therefore, in an attempt to answer these research 

questions, I also plan to explore the conditions under which employees experience depletion, 

which can spill into other work roles.  
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While I do not directly address the societal ramifications of multiple jobholding, these are 

tangentially important to this dissertation. For example, research suggests independent work and 

other types of self-employment occur in response to economic downturns, as individuals who 

have been laid off must find a source of income (Newman, 2013; Rodrigues & Guest, 2010). 

However, in the recent recovery of the 2007 – 2008 financial crisis, self-employment has 

continued to grow (Spreitzer et al., 2017). Further, the social implications of research on multiple 

jobholders appear to be of particular interest to economists and policymakers keen on reforming 

the country’s approach to employee benefits and protections, which currently do little for the 

independent worker (Harris & Krueger, 2015; Mulcahy, 2016, 2017; see Freelance Isn’t Free Act 

now in effect in New York City, Freelancers Union, 2017). 

Organization of Dissertation 

The remainder of this dissertation proceeds as follows. Chapter Two includes a review of 

the literature on multiple jobholders in management, sociology, and economics, and an 

introduction of the theoretical streams—job crafting theory, role theory, and human capital 

theory—that underlie this dissertation. Chapter Three includes model development and a set of 

hypotheses to test the model. I additionally present general findings from a set of pilot interviews 

with multiple jobholders to inform hypotheses. Chapter Four includes the sample and data 

collection method, measure descriptions, and analytic strategy. I present the results in Chapter 

Five and discuss the theoretical and practical implications, as well as the limitations of the study, 

in Chapter Six. 
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature 

In this chapter, I provide an overview of the literature on multiple jobholders. Here, I 

define multiple jobholding, discuss the current literature on the motivations to work a secondary 

job, and review the outcomes researchers have theorized and empirically tested. Further, I 

introduce and review job crafting theory, role theory, and human capital theory as theoretical 

foundations for this dissertation and hypotheses in Chapter Three. This review serves to highlight 

how our understanding of the multiple jobholding process remains incomplete. As such, I 

conclude this chapter with a brief synopsis of the scholarship’s current shortcomings, the 

outdated assumptions made about this particular group of workers, and how I will address these 

limitations in this dissertation. 

Multiple Jobholding Defined 

Perhaps the most important issue to address in the literature of multiple jobholding is its 

definition. While it seems straightforward that a multiple jobholder is someone who works more 

than one job, there have been inconsistencies in the application of terminology (multiple 

jobholder vs. moonlighter). Management scholars and sociologists have primarily focused on 

outcomes, while economists have predominantly tried to predict why individuals work more than 

one job. Nuances sprout within each domain to accommodate the data and the needs of the 

researchers.  

For example, in organizational behavior and sociology, scholars have mostly studied 

these workers under the auspice of “moonlighters” (Wilensky, 1963). Moonlighters are 

individuals who “hold a primary, or full-time, job and choose to seek secondary employment 

over and above their primary job. Moonlighters have two separate jobs in two separate 

organizations and work for two separate supervisors” (Inness et al., 2005, p. 733). Such a 
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conceptualization—as well as the use of “moonlighter”—constrains researchers from examining 

the full scope of the phenomenon in three ways.  

First, the definition is not applicable to individuals who are self-employed in their 

primary or secondary job as they distinctly dictate that moonlighters are obligated to two distinct 

organizations and managers. Second, it excludes individuals who work several part-time jobs. 

Finally, there remains ambiguity around the cultural assumptions attached to the moniker 

“moonlighting” that make it difficult to research without potentially introducing error. More 

specifically, some refer to moonlighters as those individuals who work for under-the-table pay 

and do so without the knowledge of their primary employer. The Oxford Dictionary defines 

moonlighting as having “a second job, typically secretly and at night, in addition to one’s regular 

employment.” However, there are also scholars who have chosen to use the term more liberally 

and specifically note that they are not “making any implications regarding the legitimacy or the 

time the described actions take place” (Dickey, Watson, & Zangelidis, 2011, p. 1). This 

ambiguity is sufficient to challenge the use of this term in research aimed at expanding our 

understanding of this phenomenon. Unequal definitions make it difficult to synthesize findings, 

apply results generally, and highlight future directions. 

Economics scholars tend to use the term “multiple jobholding” and follow the Bureau of 

Labor Statistic’s (BLS) definition because they frequently use government-collected data. 

According to Lale (2015), the BLS defines a multiple jobholder as an individual: 

who held more than one job during the reference week of the survey and who usually 

receives a wage or salary from his or her primary job (i.e., the job at which the individual 

worked the greatest number of hours during the reference week). Excluded from the 

definition are individuals who were unpaid family workers on their primary job as well as 
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individuals who were self-employed on their primary job and were either self-employed 

or unpaid family workers on their second job. 

While this definition makes fewer assumptions about the characteristics of a multiple 

jobholder’s work (e.g., full- or part-time), the BLS explicitly excludes the self-employed. Given 

the cultural assumptions attached to “moonlighter” and the narrow nature of its definition, and in 

an effort to include all possible work arrangements, I propose the following definition of 

multiple jobholder: an individual who works more than one job, including working for employers 

and self-employed, wherein all tasks or set of tasks are performed in exchange for monetary 

payment. This excludes volunteer work and other forms of non-monetary, labor-related 

exchanges (e.g., “I’ll fix your garage door, if you help me retile my kitchen”). 

Motivations of Multiple Jobholding 

Predictors of this work arrangement generally fall into two domains. Economists have 

been the primary investigators of motivations behind multiple jobholding and have highlighted 

two categories: the constraint motivation and job portfolio, or heterogeneous job, motivation. 

While each of these categories has received empirical support, more recently scholars have noted 

the existence of multiple motivations (Conway & Kimmel, 1998; Kimmel & Conway, 2001; Wu, 

Baimbridge, & Zhu, 2009). The second domain of research from which we can extract potential 

motivations is from the job crafting literature. While job crafting theory has been used 

exclusively to understand the modification of a single job’s boundaries, the underlying concept 

that individuals alter role boundaries to fulfill particular needs supports its application to multiple 

jobholding (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Marks, 1977). I will review findings from each domain.  

Constraint motivation. According to the hours-constrained motivation, workers are 

limited to a number of hours at their primary job and subsequently face a limited earning 
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capacity rendering those hours insufficient to reach their optimal utility and achieve a desired 

income level (Dickey et al., 2015; Hirsch, Husain, & Winters, 2016a). These employees are 

willing to work more to make more, but are unable to do so in their primary job due to 

restrictions in hours, so they seek a second job. A related constraint is called the “earnings 

constraint” wherein salaried employees are not able to earn more by working more hours and 

thus take on an additional job to supplement their earnings (Hirsch, Husain, & Winters, 2016b). 

Research has generally supported the constraint models.  

Shishko and Rostker (1976) were the first to create and test a theory of multiple 

jobholding. Until then, most researchers provided demographic illustrations of multiple 

jobholders and examined descriptive data on the motivations and attitudes behind multiple 

jobholding (Guthrie, 1969; Hamel, 1967). Shishko and Rostker (1976) found that an individual’s 

labor supply, or their willingness to work more, for an additional job fell as they accrued more 

hours and earnings in their primary job. Further research indicated that the more demands and 

rewards an employee experienced from their primary job (i.e., longer hours and a higher income, 

respectively), the less likely they were to seek and take a secondary job (Krishnan, 1990). 

Moreover, a working spouse deterred individuals from engaging in multiple jobholding. 

Krishnan (1990) noted that human capital also played a role such that having specific, versus 

general, training was associated with a higher wage in a second job. 

Building on these constraint models, Abdukadir (1992) found that individuals would be 

more likely to seek a second job if they 1) perceived their income level to be lower than that 

which was expected for their educational level or 2) if they were planning for a large purchase in 

the upcoming months (e.g., house or car). More recently, Renna (2006) tested the constraint 

notion across nine countries (Canada, Finland, France, Luxembourg, Spain, Sweden, 
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Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United States) and found that reducing the standard 

number of hours per workweek was associated with an increase in the likelihood of multiple 

jobholding. Renna argued that a workweek hour reduction could result in underemployment, thus 

stimulating the search for additional labor. 

The key theoretical underpinning of the constraint models is relative deprivation. In his 

seminal piece on multiple jobholding, Wilensky (1963) wrote, “Subjective deprivation and a 

disorderly work history are among the best predictors of moonlighting” (p. 109) and argued the 

economically and socially “deprived” most often worked multiple jobs. While the hypothesis 

about those with erratic work histories has not received much support since Wilensky’s study 

(Guthrie, 1969; Jamal & Crawford, 1981), the idea that an individual’s perceptions of economic 

deprivation motivate their multiple jobholding remains the dominant perspective. 

Yet, some scholars argue that the deprivation hypothesis neglects important individual 

differences that motivate a more energetic lifestyle characterized by multiple work roles and high 

personal achievement standards. Jamal (1986) argued that the assumption multiple jobholders 

were economically and socially disadvantaged was incorrect. He was perhaps the first to 

challenge the deprivation perspectives and framed his argument as deprivation versus aspiration 

as a means of drawing attention to the positive side of multiple jobholding. Jamal (1986) 

described those who fall under “aspiration” as “…a special breed. They have more energy as 

human beings and they have higher social and economic expectations in life than the average 

person” (p. 980). Jamal suggested that multiple jobholding was a self-selection phenomenon 

whereby individuals incapable of navigating such demands select out, leaving only those who 

desire the busier schedule.  
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Jamal (1986) tested his competing hypotheses first on a set of manufacturing plant 

workers and firefighters and found more support for the energic/opportunity—or aspiration—

hypothesis than the deprivation/constraint hypothesis. In a second study, Jamal, Baba, and 

Riviére (1998), tested the hypothesis on teachers who worked in two separate colleges and found 

similar results. As such, Jamal concluded that researchers in this domain needed to take a more 

expansive view on the complexities that motivate human work behavior by not solely focusing 

on the pecuniary influences, but by considering other potential benefits of work, such as 

enrichment and meaning. 

Wu et al. (2009) responded to this call to action by comparing the financial and non-

financial models: hours-constrained, heterogeneous jobs (or job portfolio), hedging against job 

insecurity, and achieving a target income. Using 11 waves of the British Household Population 

Survey, Wu and his colleagues found that multiple jobholding was not a consequence of 

constrained hours in the primary job, nor was additional work sought in an effort to ward off job 

insecurity. Instead, the data supported that individuals hold multiple jobs to diversify their tasks 

(heterogeneous job model) and to achieve a target income. While this study did not directly 

replicate Jamal and his colleagues’ (1986, 1998) studies, the results support the idea that multiple 

jobholding may have more to do with non-financial reasons than scholars originally thought.  

Job portfolio perspective. The emergence of the heterogeneous motivation occurred in 

tandem with the development of an idea in organizational behavior called the job portfolio 

perspective (Handy, 1984, 1995). Scholars suggested that this view addressed an individual’s 

desire to diversify their job tasks (Chipman, 1993; Fraser & Gold, 2001). Handy (1995), one of 

the earliest researchers of portfolio working, defined it as “a collection of different bits and 

pieces of work for different clients” (p. 175). Mallon (1998) later defined it as “independence 
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from any one employer and the packaging and exercising of one’s skills in a variety of ways with 

different organisations” (p. 169). Researchers from consulting groups and labor institutes refer to 

this as independent work, or jobs that afford autonomy and control to the worker, where workers 

are paid by the assignment, and the jobs are short-term in nature (Manyika et al., 2016). At the 

heart of this perspective is task diversity. 

Motives detailed in this perspective include learning about new occupations, gaining 

additional skills, seeking task variety, fulfilling an interest or hobby, insuring against job 

insecurity, or maintaining a flexible work schedule (Dickey et al., 2015; Hirsch et al., 2016a, 

2016b). While a more recently realized set of motivations, this approach to multiple jobholding 

has received empirical support. Fraser and Gold (2001) studied freelance translators in the 

United Kingdom and found that while some reported income desires (i.e., “Wanted extra income 

after retiring from non-translation job”), most of the respondents indicated either an identity-

based motivation (i.e., “Always wanted to be freelance”) or a need for something with flexibility 

or a need for change (e.g., “Change of circumstances” such as conforming work to childcare, or 

“Wanted a change from non-translation job”), supporting the notion of portfolio work. While 

Fraser and Gold did not explicitly examine multiple jobholders, Clinton, Totterdell and Wood 

(2006) studied the motivations of portfolio workers and found similar results. In their interviews, 

they noted that individual differences around the need to be busy influenced their respondent’s 

work arrangements. 

Early work on the job portfolio model in economics not only challenged the prevalent 

notion that multiple jobholding was exclusively a function of financial constraint, but also 

revealed a perspective to understanding work as the simultaneous engagement of several jobs 

rather than the strict sequential approach careers scholars often apply (Briscoe & Hall, 2006). 
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Further, these changes signaled a need for an adjustment of our thinking that working several 

jobs occurred in response to a discrepancy between current working hours and ideal workings 

hours and highlighted a need for more complex theorizing about multiple jobholders beyond 

relative deprivation. 

Job crafting theory. While not yet thought of as an underlying theory of multiple 

jobholding motivation, job crafting theory and its assumptions provide an important basis from 

which to strengthen our conceptualization of what drives individuals to work more than one job. 

Job crafting is defined as “the physical and cognitive changes individuals make in the task or 

relational boundaries of their work” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 179; Bruning & 

Campion, 2018). Original theorizing outlined three motivators: need for control over job and 

work meaning, need for positive self-image, and need for human connection. Research on job 

crafting suggests that employees are sufficiently motivated to modify the boundaries of their job 

in an effort to improve it. Improvements come in three forms. 

The first is through changes in the number, scope, and type of job tasks. The 

diversification of one’s job tasks, according to job crafting theory, can yield greater meaning in 

one’s work as the employee has more control over important elements of a project. The second 

form of changes are through personal interactions with co-workers. Not only does this benefit 

workers by fulfilling a need for belonging (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), but it can also afford 

employees an opportunity to witness how their job tasks integrate with the overall work flow and 

contributes to the department’s or organization’s goals. The final set of changes occur through 

the modification of cognitive task boundaries. It is through the reframing of one’s work that they 

can go from seeing themselves as merely a person who cleans up the operating room after 
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surgery to understanding that the successful completion of their tasks can help keep a vulnerable 

patient from contracting an infection from a dirty operating table.  

Research has supported this general framework of job crafting. Most recently, Bruning 

and Campion (2018) developed a taxonomy of job crafting, suggesting that workers engage in 

role or resource approach or avoidance. For example, work role expansion includes the 

enlargement of a person’s work role specific to work tasks such as responding to work emails at 

home to dedicate more time during normal work hours to one’s individual work. Work 

organization crafting, on the other hand, occurs when an individual creates systems to organize 

one’s workload to more efficiently allocate resources. For example, one of Bruning and 

Campion’s (2018) participants commented on how they set deadlines to keep themselves from 

procrastinating and experiencing undue anxiety immediately prior to project presentations. 

Finally, avoidance crafting occurs when workers modify their roles to reduce time spent on tasks 

they dislike or with bothersome coworkers. In addition to supporting the process of job crafting, 

research conducted on the outcomes consistently demonstrate its benefits. 

For example, in a study of employees at a plastic manufacturing company in the 

Netherlands, Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012) found that employees who engaged in job crafting 

behavior had more social resources a month later, which was related to higher job engagement 

and job satisfaction, and less burnout two months later. In another study of workers in the 

Netherlands, these same scholars found that job crafting behaviors, such as increasing social 

support and job autonomy, as well as participating in new and challenging projects, resulted in 

stronger perceptions of person-job fit and meaningfulness (Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016). 

Finally, Bruning and Campion (2018) found that role crafting yielded greater enrichment 

(defined as “improving the intrinsic value of the job,” p. 502), engagement, and less strain, while 
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resource crafting resulted in greater performance and engagement, as well as less strain through 

the management of one’s personal resources. 

In sum, job crafting suggests individuals are motivated to expand or reduce their work 

role boundaries due to three key needs: need for control over job and work meaning, need for 

human connection, and need for positive self-image. Motivated individuals will engage in role or 

resource crafting as a means to achieve these ends and can do so quite frequently, such as 

creating a work schedule that allows for more time to be spent on certain projects or with certain 

team members. Further, job crafting provides several benefits for both employees and their 

organizations, such as increased engagement and job performance. However, job crafting 

theorists have thus far focused on the expansion of an individual’s single job. Nevertheless, it is 

reasonable to reconceptualize job crafting as total work experience crafting to explore how 

workers initiate and manage the expansion of their work boundaries beyond a single organization 

and apply job crafting principles to the accumulation of more work roles (Sieber, 1974). As will 

be discussed in Chapter Three, I use job crafting theory to argue that while individuals are 

motivated to expand the number of their work roles in response to financial constraint, they may 

also (or simultaneously) be motivated by a desire to build additional skills or a desire to work in 

a job more in-line with their identity. 

Outcomes of Multiple Jobholding 

In addition to more money, scholars have considered a number of other outcomes of 

multiple jobholding, which fall into two research streams. First, organizational behavior scholars 

have been interested in individual-level outcomes related to worker experiences (e.g., strain and 

satisfaction). Second, human resources scholars have been more interested in understanding how 

workers use multiple jobholding as a way to develop and employ their human capital, in addition 
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to how organizations can efficiently access and utilize the on-demand talent pool created by 

multiple jobholders. I will review the themes from each of these categories. 

Organizational behavior and multiple jobholding. Findings on the consequences of 

multiple jobholding in organizational behavior are illustrative of a domain with much work to be 

done. Conflicting or null results on the benefits and consequences of this work arrangement 

suggest that contextual and individual factors play a bigger role than previously anticipated. 

While some research has found working several jobs to be enriching (Jamal et al., 1998), other 

research shows that it can also be a source of significant strain and depletion (Boyd, Sliter, & 

Chatfield, 2016; Parham & Gordon, 2011). Early descriptive data on multiple jobholding police 

officers reflect this inconsistency. In their study, Arcuri, Gunn, and Lester (1987) found that 35% 

of the officers claimed that multiple jobholders negatively affected their family, 18% said it 

benefited their family situation, and 46% reported it had no effect. 

Researchers generally frame the negative outcomes of multiple jobholding around hours 

and roles. According to the BLS, multiple jobholders, on average, work 11 more hours per week 

than single jobholders (Hipple, 2010). As such, scholars have theorized that the more time spent 

at work, the less time spent at home and the greater likelihood of work-family conflict (Frone, 

Russell, & Cooper, 1992) and burnout (Barnett, Gareis, & Brennen, 1999). More recently, 

scholars have suggested that it can be important for workers to use non-work hours to recover 

cognitively from the demands of their job tasks (Sonnentag, Binnewies, & Mojza, 2008). 

In its reduced form, multiple jobholding is the occupation of multiple work roles between 

more than one organization or employer (self included). As such, the possibility of role conflict 

is ever-present. In their piece on work-family conflict, Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) state that 

role conflict occurs when  
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(a) time devoted to the requirements of one role makes it difficult to fulfill requirements 

of another; (b) strain from participation in one role makes it difficult to fulfill 

requirements of another; and (c) specific behaviors required by one role make it difficult 

to fulfill the requirements of another. (p. 76) 

It is no wonder, then, that most researchers of multiple jobholders conclude that 

individuals should approach this work arrangement with caution (e.g., McLean Parks, Kidder, & 

Gallagher, 1998). For example, Boyd et al. (2016) found that the work-family conflict an 

individual experiences in their primary job is exacerbated by the work-family conflict they 

experience in their secondary job, yielding greater emotional exhaustion, worse physical 

symptoms (e.g., headaches, trouble sleeping), and lower life satisfaction. However, different 

levels of conflict at each job in their data told a different story. Low work-family conflict in 

one’s primary job and high work-family conflict in one’s secondary job yielded high life 

satisfaction and the least amount of emotional exhaustion of all the possible combinations of low 

and high conflict for each job. While Boyd et al. do not address this relationship explicitly, one 

could argue that engagement in the secondary job protects the individual from strain. For 

example, Ten Brummelhuis, Rothbard, and Uhrich (2017) demonstrated that individuals who 

engage in long work hours do not experience the expected physical deleterious effects of this 

strain (e.g., high blood pressure, elevated cholesterol levels) as long as they are engaged in their 

work. As such, one could argue that the participants in Boyd et al.’s study were engaged in their 

secondary job, which protected them from the work-family conflict (measured as time- and 

strain-based conflict) due to the secondary job. Further, it may be that the secondary job may act 

as an opportunity for recovery from the primary job, though likely depending on the content of 
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the secondary job. This is to say that there are some positive outcomes associated with multiple 

jobholding. 

Role theory. The main theoretical foundation of the research on outcomes of multiple 

jobholding is role theory. As mentioned, researchers have centered their arguments on role 

conflict (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964). Thus far, our understanding of 

multiple jobholders is either sympathetic for the overburdened, or negative about a person who 

cannot handle their commitments. Nevertheless, role theory has much more to offer the domain 

of multiple jobholding. 

According to role theory, individuals engage in particular behaviors because of the roles 

they occupy. This theory, which is rooted in an analogy of theatrical performance, describes the 

enactment of role-specific behaviors as “playing the part” (Thomas & Biddle, 1966). For 

example, society expects that a taxi driver will be cordial and able to navigate a city; a teacher 

will be encouraging, yet also a disciplinarian for ill-behaved children; and a doctor will 

professionally and accurately diagnose patient ailments and prescribe treatments. Each of these 

roles is associated with a position within a social structure and behavioral expectations of 

individuals who fill those roles. As such, there are three components, or basic building blocks, of 

role theory: roles, social positions, and expectations. 

In its most fundamental state, scholars define a role as a set of “patterned human 

behaviors” (Biddle, 1979, p. 4). Roles are often associated with certain social positions or “a 

more or less institutionalized or commonly expected and understood designation in a given 

social structure” (Ashforth, 2001, p. 4). Finally, there are the expectations according to the role. 

Each role comprises norms regarding behaviors and attitudes such that individuals in specific 

roles are expected to adhere to these norms.  
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Role theory research spans most of the 20th Century, beginning in the 1930s, as several 

veins of role theory emerged from anthropology, sociology, and social psychology. In all, 

scholars have identified five approaches to role theory: functional, symbolic interactionist, 

structural, organizational, and cognitive (Biddle, 1986). However, decades of research have 

reduced these five approaches into two schools of thought: structuralism and symbolic 

interactionism (Ashforth, 2001).  

The structural perspective stems from anthropology wherein roles are basic units of 

measurement within a culture, or social system, that are generally consistent across that culture 

(Biddle, 1979; Linton, 1936). Structuralists believe that roles are embedded within a larger 

system and it is an individual’s placement within this system that dictates behavior. Discretion 

around behavior does not exist and behaviors are strict functions of the pattern of roles within a 

network, not actual individual differences (Mayhew, 1980). Scholars in this camp are much more 

interested in how social structure imposes a role onto a person and do not support the claim that 

individuals can influence the structure around them (Biddle, 1986). This is in stark contrast to 

those who study role theory via symbolic interactionism. 

The symbolic interactionist approach views roles as simultaneously a predictor and 

outcome of social interaction whereby individuals can be role makers. It is a dynamic 

perspective that allows for continual creation and modification of a role that may yield different 

behaviors and consequences depending on contextual factors as well as the individual who 

assumes that role. This approach evolved at the intersection of sociology and social psychology 

when scholars began to acknowledge the reciprocal relationship between an individual and their 

environment such that while a person’s placement within a structure may predict certain 

behaviors, the person’s individual enactment of that role may alter the way that role is carried out 
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by future role players (Mead, 1934). As such, this perspective requires a more flexible approach 

to roles where roles are not simply representative of a place within a social system, but evolve 

according to contextual and individual differences. This is generally the perspective that 

organizational role theorists have taken in an attempt to predict human behavior at work, and will 

be the approach employed in the current dissertation. 

In sum, research on the psychological and physical outcomes of multiple jobholding have 

been mixed and err on the side of negative. Scholars have supported and explained these claims 

using role theory and, more specifically, role conflict, arguing that too many roles and the 

demands from each role over-burden the individual occupying all of the roles. However, the 

symbolic interactionist approach to role theory suggests individuals are able to modify these 

roles as needed to reduce strain and enhance positive benefits. Further, while some scholars 

propose that role integration, or the degree to which an individual’s roles overlap (Ashforth, 

2001), can worsen strain (Powell & Greenhaus, 2010), this area of research remains unexplored. 

In Chapter Three, I will discuss the ways in which role theory contributes to our understanding 

of the multiple jobholding process. Using Ashforth’s (2001) micro-role transition extension to 

role theory in concert with job crafting theory, I will formulate a set of hypotheses in Chapter 

Four about the conditions under which multiple jobholders experience enriching or depleting 

effects from engaging in a secondary job. Ultimately, I will draw a theoretical line between how 

working a second job affects work-related outcomes in the individual’s primary job and can do 

so positively. 

Human resources and multiple jobholding. In contrast to organizational behavior 

scholars interested in worker experiences, attitudes, and stress, human resources scholars have 

sought to expose multiple jobholding as a means for workers to expand their human capital and 
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as a way for organizations to more effectively manage talent using on-demand systems to meet 

company needs. In Wilensky’s (1963) article on multiple jobholding, he proposed three 

conditions necessary to maximize the rate of multiple jobholding: 

(1) occupations and industries on flexible work schedules which provide opportunity for 

part-time help; (2) consumption pressures and aspirations of persons which greatly 

exceed economic rewards; (3) relevant skills and information which are readily available 

to the motivated people. (p. 106) 

 Conditions one and three speak to the core of human resources research on multiple 

jobholding and Cappelli (2008) would likely agree that more organizations now need to include 

multiple jobholding as a variable in their talent management systems as more employees seek 

independent work or as organizations begin to use more short-term, specialized talent. In his 

book “Talent on Demand,” Cappelli (2008) argues that the existing assumptions about talent 

management have created considerable constraints on organizations’ abilities to meet 

organizational needs while navigating the economic and social climate (Kuhn, 1996). He writes 

that the current approach to talent management adversely assumes that workers can plan their 

careers with any certainty within a single organization and that a company’s talent pipeline does 

not have any leaks (that talent does not leave). Claiming inaccuracy on all counts and refuting 

what Whyte (1956) called “The Organization Man2,” Cappelli suggests organizations must adapt 

to more on-demand talent management systems by accepting the necessity of outside hiring, 

allowing operating demands to drive talent demands, and executing more short-term talent 

                                                           
2 This concept is characterized by 1) a long-standing relationship between employee and employer over the course 

of the employee’s lifetime and 2) punctuated by a steady, hierarchical progression through the organization (Whyte, 

1956; Levinson, 1978). 
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development and planning goals to manage career uncertainty. One solution to these suggestions 

is the use of independent workers to meet the needs of the organization. 

There are generally two perspectives about contingent labor. The first perspective is one 

that doubts the sustainability and social benefits of contingent work with some scholars calling it 

precarious work, or “employment that is uncertain, unpredictable, and risky from the point of 

view of the worker” (Kalleberg, 2008, p. 2). Kalleberg, in particular, discusses this sub-

population within the labor market as being vulnerable, of lower socioeconomic status, and 

forced into this work arrangement. In the second perspective, conversely, Guest, Oakley, 

Clinton, and Budjanovcanin (2006) suggest that while these individuals are in more uncertain 

work arrangements, it allows for more flexibility, autonomy, and the emergence of a self-view as 

“free” rather than precarious. From a human resources perspective, resource-based theory 

positions the contingent workforce as a critical source of competitive advantage for organizations 

that pull from diverse or heterogeneous talent pools (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993; Brymer, 

Molloy, & Gilbert, 2014; Matusik & Hill, 1998). Thus, it appears that organizations need to 

consider alternative work arrangements, such as contingent and part-time labor, to meet 

organizational goals. 

In line with the call for revised talent management systems (Cappelli, 2008), I aim to 

demonstrate that external labor opportunities may be an opportunity to develop internal talent. It 

is reasonable that organizations are hesitant to share their human capital with other firms (Lepak 

& Snell, 1999), but research shows that more workers are engaging in work outside their primary 

organizations (Manyika et al., 2016). Thus, it is important for organizational scholars to 

understand whether these opportunities create gains for the primary organizations, or if multiple 

jobholding creates too much strain to be a useful tool for employee development.  
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Human capital theory. A key theory underlying the human resources approach to 

multiple jobholding is human capital theory. Human capital theory was created with the intent to 

explain ways in which an individual’s investments in their knowledge, skills, abilities, and other 

characteristics (KSAOs) translate into an economic return for themselves and their firm (Becker, 

1964; Ployhart, Nyberg, Reilly, & Maltarich, 2014; Schultz, 1961). Investments include 

education and experiences that contribute to their overall skill level. Investments can be costly 

and time-consuming, such as a college degree, but they can also be short-term, such as taking an 

afternoon-long workshop on how to use a new type of software. While we generally think of 

human capital as it directly relates to work, theorists additionally note that expenditures on 

healthcare, as well as time and money spent on the development of future generations via 

parenting, are potentially types of human capital investments (Becker, 1994). As such, human 

capital, more specifically, comprises “the knowledge, information, ideas, skills, and health of 

individuals” (Becker, 2006, p. 3). 

Human capital theory acknowledges that while individuals are responsible for the 

development of general KSAOs, firms are responsible for providing opportunities for employees 

to gain firm- or occupation-specific human capital (Campion, Ployhart, Campion, 2017; Lepak & 

Snell, 1999). Whereas employees are interested in the transferability of their human capital as 

needed to maximize their economic return, firms are interested in narrowing the transfer of their 

employees’ human capital to competing organizations. Yet, the prevalence of multiple 

jobholding means that the distribution of human capital is more widespread.  

Therefore, scholars have yet to explore the opportunities presented by multiple 

jobholding as either potentially benefitting primary organizations or costing primary 

organizations. The less society adheres to the “one organization for life” ideology (Whyte, 1956), 
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the more opportunities there are for firms to tap into the short-term labor for specialized skills 

and the more they can use or allow external opportunities to develop their existing human 

capital. For workers, a second job provides a way to gain more human capital and use it in 

negotiating their value to firms, seeking higher-level positions or higher pay, or changing 

careers. As will be discussed in Chapter Three, it may also be the case that firms benefit from 

multiple jobholders who bring in seemingly unrelated human capital for the benefit of the firm 

(Zedeck, 1992). This phenomenon is called human capital spillover, whereby the KSAOs gained 

from working a second job can spillover into one’s primary job, potentially yielding higher 

performance and creativity. Similar to the knowledge spillover theory in entrepreneurship 

(Audretsch & Belitski, 2013; Glaeser, Kallal, Scheinkman, & Shleifer, 1992), human capital 

spillover is likely to occur when the individual transitioning between the two jobs is sufficiently 

motivated to recognize the transferable value between the jobs and allows his or her multiple 

work roles to overlap. In Chapter Three, I will formulate hypotheses regarding the conditions 

under which this type of spillover is likely to occur and how it impacts engagement, creativity, 

and performance in one’s primary job. 

Limitations of the Multiple Jobholding Scholarship 

In summation, there are six limitations in the multiple jobholding scholarship most 

detrimental to the progression of this research domain. First, lack of clarity in the definition of 

multiple jobholding and how it compares to related work arrangements (e.g., job portfolio work, 

contingent work, independent work, precarious work, etc.) creates ambiguity about the topic 

being studied and clouds the generalizability of current findings. Perceptions of multiple 

jobholders, generally communicated in research on moonlighters, suggests there are assumptions 

about the motivation to work a second job, the legality of the work, the type of work, and the 
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longevity of the work that worsens construct clarity. Additionally, the lack of precision in the 

definition poses concerns regarding validity of the findings. The definition provided in this 

chapter will assist in understanding the current mixed results in the organizational behavior 

literature and help guide future research to explain these differences. Tangential to this problem 

is the underestimated prevalence of this phenomenon by large-scale surveys, such as the BLS 

(Hirsch & Winters, 2016). 

Second, current theory is ill-prepared to address nuances of multiple jobholding and its 

various dimensions. While the literature on alternative work arrangements (e.g., independent 

work, temporary work, contingent work, flexible work arrangements) is growing (Spreitzer et al., 

2017), the combination of multiple job roles—rather than the traditional job vs. home roles—

further complicates and challenges our theories. As such, the integration of multiple theories is 

necessary to more thoroughly understand the multiple jobholding process. 

Third, the motives behind multiple jobholding identified by economists need to be 

developed for the purposes of management scholars. Much of the economics research 

extrapolates theoretical reasons for multiple jobholding from data on number of hours worked 

and wages earned in primary and secondary jobs, as well as other non-attitudinal proxies (e.g., 

Atherton, Faria, Wheatly, Wu, & Wu, 2016; Conway & Kimmel, 1998; Kimmel & Conway, 

2001; Renna & Oaxaca, 2006). While sufficient for economists, organizational scholars need to 

refine the list of motivations to inform companies of ways to attract the best talent and manage 

existing talent who seek to split their time between or among jobs. Tangential to this problem is 

the economics approach to explaining multiple jobholding as a function of disequilibrium in 

labor market supply and demand (Husain, 2014). This method does not allow for consideration 
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of individual differences such as the inability to enact one’s personal identity at their primary job 

or the desire to stay busy when there are significant schedule gaps. 

Fourth, researchers continue to make negative assumptions about multiple jobholding and 

its relation to performance. In so doing, they are erroneously ignoring the potential benefits 

afforded by working more than one job, such as the potential for human capital gain and other 

enriching outcomes for the individual (e.g., meaningfulness).  

Fifth, similar to the previous limitation, we currently underestimate the potential benefit 

of the transference of human capital between and among firms to the economic benefit of those 

firms. That is, it is possible paid external roles provide opportunities for employee development 

at little cost to the primary organization. Moreover, social network scholarship suggests 

employees’ broad networks can generate a competitive advantage for organizations, and I argue 

it could be particularly advantageous for organizations with employees who have diverse 

networks from working several jobs (Granovetter, 1973; Reagans, Zuckerman, & McEvily, 

2004; Uzzi, 1997).  

Finally, research on multiple jobholders is, at times, skewed by antiquated datasets 

(Conway & Kimmel, 1998; Kimmel & Conway, 2001; Paxson & Sicherman, 1996; Renna & 

Oaxaca, 2006) that, while informative of general trends, fail to capture current economic and 

social climates that influence work patterns. As such, I aim to address each of these in the 

present dissertation. While I have provided and argued for a definition of multiple jobholder in 

this chapter, the remaining limitations will be discussed in Chapter Three. 

 

 

 



 
 

29 
 

Chapter Three: Toward a Framework of Multiple Jobholding 

In this chapter, I will draw on the theoretical foundations reviewed in Chapter Two to 

develop hypotheses depicted in Figure 1. While a more inclusive definition of multiple 

jobholding was proposed in Chapter Two, in this chapter I will address four of the five remaining 

limitations in line with the three purposes outlined in Chapter One. First, I will apply job crafting 

and role theories to predict the enrichment and depletion paths associated with the increased 

attentional, or cognitive, resources spent on the secondary job to identify benefits associated with 

working a secondary job. Second, I will utilize job crafting theory to hypothesize moderating 

effects of motivation to work a secondary job on the experience of enrichment or depletion. 

Third, I will invoke human capital theory to debunk negative assumptions about multiple 

jobholding for primary organizations by illustrating the way in which organizations can benefit 

from employing individuals who work several jobs. The final limitation about antiquated 

datasets will be addressed in Chapter Four with a current sample of multiple jobholders. 

The Enrichment and Depletion of Multiple Jobholding 

Role multiplicity research has advanced two schools of thought on depletion and 

enrichment. Role theorists in the traditional school have argued that role accumulation results in 

role conflict wherein the navigation of too many roles from different life domains (e.g., work and 

home) yields cognitive and physical costs to the individual. As such, there is an assumption that 

role accumulation is a depleting experience and likely results in poor performance at work and 

problems at home (Barnett & Baruch, 1985; Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999). While this 

perspective has largely dominated the literature, the second school of thought has gained traction 

with more scholarly interest in positive spillover. 
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Sieber’s (1974) theory of role accumulation and Marks’s (1977) discussion of human 

energy provide the theoretical foundation for the enrichment argument. Since these seminal 

pieces, scholars have demonstrated the benefits of role multiplicity time and time again 

(Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999; McCall, Lombardo, & Morrison, 1988; Rodell, 2013; 

Ruderman, Ohlott, Panzer, & King, 2002). They have theoretically and empirically identified 

boundary conditions such as gender (Rothbard, 2001), the relevance of resources between two 

roles (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), and intrinsic motivation to engage in one of the roles 

(Menges, Tussing, Wihler, & Grant, 2017). Yet, a majority of these studies have explored this 

debate within the realm of work-family balance, failing to apply them to individuals who 

experience role multiplicity within one nominal domain (e.g., work) such as multiple jobholders.  

Enrichment, in the context of work, is defined as increasing the value of the work 

(Bruning & Campion, 2018). The critical underlying assumption in the research on enrichment 

via role accumulation is that humans do not have a fixed set of resources; instead, individual 

resources can expand, presenting a much more dynamic illustration of human capability (Marks, 

1977; Owens, Baker, Sumpter, & Cameron, 2016; Sieber, 1974). This is an important caveat for 

job crafting theory such that job crafting research suggests self-initiated alterations to one’s 

work—including expanding the scope of responsibilities—can result in more meaningful work 

experiences for the worker. Bruning and Campion (2018) suggest that such changes to work can 

“improve the crafter’s work experience through increases in personally relevant task and social 

characteristics, enriching their work through idiosyncratic modifications to align their tasks and 

social relationships with their personal needs, motives, and identities” (p. 502).  

The idea that workers can increase the value of their work stems from the job design 

literature where Hackman and Oldham (1976; Oldham & Hackman, 1978) discussed how 
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specific elements of a job—task variety, task significance, task identity, feedback, and 

autonomy—yielded more meaningful psychological experiences for the worker. The job crafting 

literature suggests that workers attempt to create these job features where their primary role 

responsibilities do not include such characteristics. The same argument can be used for multiple 

jobholders such that individuals who do not have particular job features, such as feedback or 

autonomy, in their primary job will seek these out in a secondary job. Doing so, according to job 

crafting and job design research, will result in greater meaning. 

In addition to increased meaningfulness in one’s work, I argue that enrichment from 

working a secondary job can include the generation of human capital (Campion & McClelland, 

1993), which is associated with productivity and increased earnings (Becker, 1964; Strober, 

1990). For multiple jobholders, knowledge, skill, or ability (KSA) gains occur via more work 

experiences, exposure to alternative work processes, and expanded social networks. This can 

enhance capacity for action and workers can apply such KSAs in other work roles (Becker, 1994; 

Seiber, 1974). Therefore, pulling from literature on job crafting, the job characteristics model, 

and human capital, enrichment is conceptualized as work meaningfulness (Bruning & Campion, 

2018) and human capital gain (Becker, 1994; Campion & McClelland, 1993; Seiber, 1974). 

Despite the aforementioned benefits of role accumulation, sufficient research asserts enrichment 

is not a guaranteed outcome and that additional work roles may also yield depletion. 

Depletion is “a temporary reduction in the self's capacity or willingness to engage in 

volitional action (including controlling the environment, controlling the self, making choices, 

and initiating action) caused by prior exercise of volition” (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & 

Tice, 1998, p. 2531). Scholarship has generally found that workers experience depletion when 

they face arrangements wherein their work demands exceed their personal resources. Depletion 
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occurs via two mechanisms. The first is role conflict, or “the simultaneous occurrence of two or 

more role expectations such that compliance with one would make compliance with the other 

more difficult” (Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 204). This creates strain as individuals must make 

decisions on how to allocate their resources among roles (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). The 

second mechanism is role overload, which generally refers to having too many duties and 

responsibilities in the time allotted for their completion (Rizzo, House & Lirtzman, 1970). While 

not necessarily a multi-role phenomenon, the concept is important as research continues to 

highlight that experienced stress or depletion occurs due in part to “a finite sum of role 

resources” (Sieber, 1974, p. 567) from which an individual can pull to expend on work.  

Both schools of thought on role accumulation have received empirical support. Some 

argue it is simple math such that the more hours an employee spends at work, the more negative 

outcomes they will experience (e.g., Barnett, Gareis, & Brennan, 1999; Sonnentag et al., 2008). 

Others acknowledge that navigating multiple role demands can result in positive spillover where 

workers can use resources generated in one role in another role (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; 

Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson & Kacmar, 2007). Yet, these experiences are not necessarily on 

either end of a continuum. That is, just as work-family research suggests individuals can 

experience both positive and negative affect simultaneously (Watson & Tellegen, 1985; also see 

Rothbard, 2001), multiple jobholders can derive meaning from their secondary job, but also feel 

depleted after their secondary job.  

I use attention to secondary job to conceptualize the amount of cognitive resources an 

individual spends on his or her secondary job. Specifically, attention refers to “cognitive 

availability and the amount of time one spends thinking about a role” (Rothbard, 2001, p. 656) 
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and captures the resources a multiple jobholder allocates to his or her secondary role. As such, I 

propose that multiple jobholding will positively relate to enrichment and depletion.  

Hypothesis 1a. Attention to the secondary job will positively relate to enrichment in the 

secondary job. 

Hypothesis 1b. Attention to the secondary job will negatively relate to depletion in the 

secondary job. 

Motivations Behind Multiple Jobholding 

The most cited reason for multiple jobholding is money. Whether this be financial need 

(i.e., for survival) or want (e.g., safety net, saving for a big expenditure), economists have long-

supported finances as an important motivator of multiple jobholding (e.g., Dickey et al., 2015). 

Moreover, it is logical to believe that even those motivated by alternative reasons, such as 

enjoyment of the secondary work, likely appreciate the pecuniary benefits.  

Second to money, economists suggest skill or career development is a notable motivator 

to working a second job. Workers may seek task diversification (Wu et al., 2009) and 

opportunities to learn about new occupations (Dickey et al., 2015). Further, individuals may seek 

second jobs to more generally guard against job insecurity or in response to a more acute threat 

of unemployment (e.g., company re-organization or layoffs; Bell, Hart, & Wright, 1997). In 

organizational behavior, this is supported by the job crafting literature, which recognizes human 

desire to learn new skills. Yet, job crafting theory offers a third, unrecognized, category of 

motivation: personal maintenance. Being motivated by personal maintenance means that an 

individual chooses to engage in a second job to fulfill a personal identity that is not being 

fulfilled in other work roles he or she occupies. For example, a person who does photography, 
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but does not have the opportunity to express this identity in his or her primary job, may be 

motivated to be an event or portrait photographer to maintain this particular identity. 

More than a century of research supports the notion that humans are interested in 

fulfilling personal needs through work. Humans want to identify with their work (Ashforth, 

Harrison, & Corley, 2008; Taylor, 1911), they want to enjoy their work (Hipple, 2010)3, and they 

want to find meaning in their work (Grant, 2007; Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Wrzesniewski, 

LoBuglio, Dutton, & Berg, 2013). An individual’s job represents their place in the world. In fact, 

it was sociologist Everett Hughes (1958) who wrote, “A (wo)man’s work is as good a clue as any 

to the course of his (or her) life, and to his (or her) social being and identity” (p. 7). Therefore, it 

is for reasons beyond money, such as personal identity, need for autonomy, or desire to develop 

skills that we see individuals choose one job over another, craft their job in a particular way, or 

seek more than one job altogether (Spreitzer et al., 2017).  

In an effort to more deeply examine the experience of multiple jobholding, I conducted a 

pilot study by interviewing eight multiple jobholders over a two-week period (see interview 

protocol in Appendix). Of them, six were women. Participants in the pilot study worked in the 

public sector and in varying industries. Table 1 includes participants and their jobs. I conducted 

interviews on the phone or in person and each lasted approximately 30 minutes. The objective of 

the pilot study was to inductively examine the experience of multiple jobholding to guide 

appropriate theories and identify additional motivators under-researched in the literature. 

Together with research from economics and job crafting theory, the pilot study supported the 

                                                           
3 The last time the BLS collected information on why individuals work second jobs was in May 2004 in the Work 

Schedules Supplements for the Current Population Survey. They asked, “What is the MAIN reasons that [you/name] 

worked at more than one job?” Respondents reported one of the following: 1) Meet expenses or pay off debt, 2) 

Earn extra money, 3) Build a business or get experience in a different job, 4) Enjoy the second job, or 5) Some other 

reason. While 65 percent of participants indicated that they did so for financial purposes (responses included 1 and 

2), a notable 18.28 percent reported that their multiple jobholder status was largely a function of the satisfaction they 

derive from their second job. 
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three categories (see Table 2). Financial motivations were present in the interviews, and so were 

skill development and personal maintenance.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

INSERT TABLES 1 & 2 ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

One interviewee who worked in social media for a mid-size organization, was an event 

photographer, and wanted to become a clinical professor, viewed also working as an adjunct 

professor as a logical step toward that goal: 

[O]ne day I was online and the university was hiring for a clinical associate professor, 

and I sent her (a professor friend at the university) the link. I was like, ‘Ha ha, I wish this 

could be my job someday.’ I was just, it was honestly, I never meant anything to come 

out of it. She responded with, ‘Well, yeah, you know, you probably don't have those 

qualifications, but we need just like a TA for these marketing classes’ . . . the fall of  '15 I 

started. 

Similarly, one interviewee who worked as an adjunct professor in music, owned a private 

voice studio, and acted in a professional theater company, also decided to earn a real estate 

license that she uses from time-to-time.  

[A] couple of years ago, I thought why don’t I just get my real estate license because my 

family has—my family owns homes—and I thought, well, at some point, we’re gonna 

have to—I’m an only child—I’m gonna have to be aware of how to sell these. Why not 

really be aware of how to sell them, and get that license? So I’m also a real estate agent. 

Additionally, the interviews presented illustrations of personal maintenance. For 

example, a common theme in the pilot study was a need to be, or a history of being, busy. One 
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interviewee who used to work part-time in a clothing retail store, part-time in a kitchen retail 

store, and freelanced as a social media consultant spoke positively of his busy schedule: 

I liked being busy. As crazy as it sounds. A lot of my close family and friends were like 

‘you’re going to burn yourself out, you’re stupid.’ I’d rather have too much to do than too 

little to do. 

Another, who worked part-time as a massage therapist at two different organizations, 

similarly commented: 

I always jumped around and have done more than one thing at a time. When I was in 

school, I worked in childcare and sold stuff I made at an umbrella market and did chair 

massages. 

Finally, the same woman who worked in music, theatre, and real estate astutely noted that 

her prior “corporate job” was not allowing her to create the type of meaning she desired: “I was 

not fulfilling my artistry and creativity on the gerbil wheel.” As evidenced from this pilot study, 

multiple jobholders were motivated to work another job when their current or past role was not 

sufficient in satisfying the expression of their identity. In sum, there appear to be three categories 

of reasons to work multiple jobs—finances, skill or career development, and need for personal 

maintenance—and I propose these motivations will differentially predict enrichment and 

depletion in the second job. 

The moderating effect of motivation. The three proposed categories of motivators 

represent two different focal points for the worker: job outcomes and job content. Individuals 

motivated by job outcomes, or more specifically money, will go to work and likely perform to 

the degree that is necessary to maintain the job and receive payment. In stark contrast to those 

who choose to work a second job to gain skills or engage in personal maintenance, individuals 
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motivated by the outcome of money will likely not experience as much enrichment from the 

work itself, though it may account for one’s ability to meet other basic needs (e.g., housing, 

food; Ryan & Deci, 2000). It is possible these workers conceptualize work as a “means to an 

end” and not an opportunity for growth or personal expression. This type of motivation can be 

psychologically straining, creating emotional exhaustion and negative affect (Kammeyer-

Mueller, Simon, & Judge, 2013; Kasser & Ryan, 1993). 

Conversely, activities that inherently motivate humans are those that afford an 

opportunity to engage in behaviors that occur most naturally (Deci, 1972) or allow for the 

expression of an individual’s personal identity (Oyserman, 2009). This means that it is the 

content of the activity itself, not necessarily the pecuniary outcome, that motivates the individual. 

The decision to craft a job by expanding and modifying boundaries is one that is driven by a 

need for opportunities to create more meaning from the job and its content such as experiencing 

more variety in tasks, creating more workplace relationships, or engaging in positive self-

reflection in regards to work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Similarly, a need for opportunities 

to create more meaning from an entire work experience can drive the decision to expand the 

work domain. Motives that fall under skill development, or the expansion of one’s human 

capital, or personal expression likely yield positive experiences because working these jobs are 

driven by internal factors and general interest in the actual tasks performed within the job. Given 

the content of the second job satisfies these needs, it is likely that those who are motivated by 

skill development or personal maintenance will experience enrichment because of multiple 

jobholding (Bandura, 2001; Menges et al., 2017).  

However, as has been previously discussed, enrichment and depletion are not mutually 

exclusive and can occur simultaneously and to varying degrees depending on certain boundary 
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conditions (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). As Rothbard (2001) demonstrated in her study on the 

enrichment and depletion of balancing work and home life, attention paid to work positively 

relates to both positive work affect and negative work affect. Further, Rothbard showed that 

gender acted as a boundary condition where only women experienced depletion. 

In a study using the National Survey of Midlife Development, Grzywacz and Marks 

(2000) found that pressure from work and familial disputes produced varying levels of 

enrichment and depletion such that negative experiences were associated with more conflict and 

negative spillover and less enrichment and positive spillover. Similarly, a multiple jobholder who 

is motivated to work a job due to financial need will experience more depletion than enrichment 

because it is something they must do, though it is possible they may also experience a degree of 

meaning and may gain skills. On the other hand, a multiple jobholder who is motivated to work a 

secondary job due to skill development or personal maintenance will experience more 

enrichment. However, this does not mean they will not experience depletion because engaging in 

activities individuals like can still be depleting. As such, I propose that a multiple jobholder can 

experience varying levels of enrichment and depletion simultaneously and, specifically, that this 

occurs as a function of motivational forces behind working a second job: 

Hypothesis 2a. Motivational factors related to skill development and personal 

maintenance will strengthen the positive relationship between attention to the secondary 

job and enrichment in the secondary job. 

Hypothesis 2b. Motivational factors related to skill development and personal 

maintenance will weaken the positive relationship between attention to the secondary job 

and depletion in second job. 
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Hypothesis 3a. Motivational factors related to finances will weaken the positive 

relationship between attention to the secondary job and enrichment in the secondary job. 

Hypothesis 3b. Motivational factors related to finances will and strengthen the positive 

relationship between attention to the secondary job and depletion in the secondary job. 

The moderating effect of role integration. Literature on role segmentation, integration, 

and transition derive from an extension of role theory called boundary theory (Ashforth et al., 

2000; Nippert-Eng, 1996; Zerubavel, 1991). According to this theory, individuals create “mental 

fences” around the roles they play, which allow for the identification of appropriate attitudes and 

behaviors expected within each role. Transitions between roles can be costly and can foster 

conflict between the roles (Allen, Cho, & Meier, 2014). Similar to enrichment and depletion 

studies, research in this area has generally focused on the strain created between an individual’s 

work role and home role, though some scholars have alluded to multiplicity of roles within one 

of these domains (Ashforth et al., 2000). 

Role segmentation and role integration lie at two ends of one continuum. Role 

segmentation exists where the boundaries around a role are distinct, inflexible, and impermeable. 

There is no overlap between the roles and the roles are mutually exclusive (Allen et al., 2014). 

Further, there are great costs associated with crossing boundaries between highly segmented 

roles. On the other end of the continuum is role integration. Role integration exists where the 

boundaries between roles are not distinct, are highly flexible, permeable, and overlap (Ashforth 

et al., 2000). Transition costs are not as great between highly integrated roles and there are 

opportunities for positive spillover. I propose human capital spillover is one type of positive 

spillover between work roles.  
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Human capital spillover occurs when the KSAOs gained in one role transfer into another 

role. In the case of multiple jobholders, this can happen when an individual takes the knowledge 

or skills gained in his or her second job and utilizes them in his or her primary job, or vice versa. 

While research on spillover has generally focused on the transfer of mood across the work-life 

boundary (Zedeck, 1992) and scholars have most often examined negative spillover (Allen, 

Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000), scholars have also framed spillover as a potential mechanism for 

positive work and life outcomes (Kirchmeyer, 1992; Powell & Greenhaus, 2010). In their theory 

of work-family enrichment, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) argued that resources generated in one 

role (work or family) can yield high performance in that role, high affect in that role, and high 

performance and affect in the opposite role (family or work). In this dissertation, I specifically 

identify human capital as a resource that can yield positive outcomes in an individual’s multiple 

work roles, similar to work-life enrichment.  

According to role theory, the accumulation of roles creates opportunities for “tolerance of 

discrepant viewpoints, exposure to many sources of information, flexibility in adjusting to the 

demands of diverse role-partners, (and) reduction of boredom” (Sieber, 1974, p. 576). Therefore, 

there is an advantage to seeing problems from different points of view such that multiple 

jobholders may have the chance to engage in different methods of problem solving and decision-

making, as well as witness alternative strategies to obtaining organizational goals. Doing so 

allows an individual to engage in perspective taking. 

Perspective taking is the “ability to experience and describe the presentation of an object 

or display from different vantage points” (Ackerman, 1996, p. 28). Studies on spatial 

perspective-taking suggests individuals are able to manipulate their own perspective of an object 

to understand it from an alternative view by mentally rotating the object. This allows individuals 
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to mentally track the changes according to each perspective and adjust their interpretation of the 

object (e.g., Greenberg, Bellana, & Bialystok, 2013; Huttenlocher & Presson, 1973). Likewise, 

individuals who work in different jobs and approach similar problems (or objects) have 

opportunities to view problems from different angles—the angles being different organizational 

contexts, processes, or strategies. Perspective taking has been linked to improved problem-

solving abilities (Chi, Bassock, Loewis, Reimann, & Glaser, 1989; Ku, Wang, & Galinsky, 

2015), increased team creativity (Hoever, van Knippenberg, van Ginkel, & Barkema, 2012) 

increased empathy (Lamm, Batson, & Decety, 2007), and decreased stereotyping (Galinsky & 

Moskowitz, 2000). Multiple jobholders in the pilot study demonstrated this. 

For example, the individual who worked in social media for a mid-size company and also 

worked as an adjunct professor, explained that his experience as an adjunct allowed him to take 

an alternative perspective to problems he faced in his social media job and experience spillover 

between his jobs: 

[T]eaching here has forced me, as bad as it sounds, to jump back into a textbook and read 

some things that I'm like, ‘oh yeah, why haven't I tried this or why haven't I thought of 

this? [at my social media consulting job]’ . . . And I probably wouldn't have made that 

connection if I wasn't back here, with a book and saying, oh yeah, can I look at these 

things. 

In addition to jobs that naturally overlap, research shows that role integration can occur 

between roles that do not appear to have complementary KSAs (e.g., Kossek, Lautsch, & Eaton, 

2006; Matthews & Barnes-Farrell, 2010). For example, in Western culture it is often that one’s 

home and work life should not overlap, yet research on the relationship between non-work-

related experiences and work-related outcomes demonstrates an opportunity for overlap and 
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human capital spillover. It may not seem apparent that a father who coaches his daughter’s 

softball team has set himself up to develop leadership skills, but research suggests that it likely 

does (McCall et al., 1988). Moreover, Ruderman et al. (2002) found that women managers who 

engaged in multiple non-work roles not only experienced more life satisfaction and self-esteem, 

but also had better interpersonal and task-related skills as rated by the participants’ boss, peers, 

and subordinates. Thus, it is possible that the accumulation of disparate work roles also yields 

human capital spillover due to the expansion of an individual’s experiences in the workplace 

(Dragoni et al., 2011; Glaeser et al., 1992).  

There are key work-related benefits to role segmentation, however, such as reduction of 

ambiguity regarding role expectations. Segmented roles provide clear behavioral implications 

within each role and fewer distractions from alternative roles (Ashforth et al., 2000). For 

example, an individual who segments her work and home lives does not accept phone calls or 

read texts from family during work hours and does not read emails from supervisors or 

colleagues during non-work hours. Similarly, an individual who segments his or her multiple 

work roles establishes clear demarcations and compartmentalizes attitudes, thoughts, and 

behaviors associated with being in work role A when entering work role B. However, I argue 

that segmentation is only advantageous to the degree that it does not impinge on the benefits of 

role multiplicity. Research shows that role segmentation reduces positive spillover (Powell & 

Greenhaus, 2010). That is, allowing for some overlap wherein skills learned and exercised in one 

role can benefit the other role can create synergy between the two roles. 

Take, for example, a woman who is a computer programmer in her primary job. For 

about eight hours per day she works mostly alone, though at times she works in a team and must 

communicate problems and solutions with her supervisor. In her second job, she coaches a girls’ 
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little league team and spends a couple hours per day during the season in frequent 

communication with the young athletes explaining drills, solving problems, and helping them 

build their teamwork skills. Should she segment these roles, she would be less likely to make 

connections or see overlap between the roles to be able to apply human capital gained via 

coaching and would potentially miss an opportunity to synergistically enact the applicable skills 

between her roles. As such, I hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 4. Role integration will strengthen the positive relationship between attention 

to the secondary job and enrichment in the secondary job. 

Workplace Outcomes of Multiple Jobholding 

Theoretically, job design and role theory highlight three important outcomes: 

engagement, creativity, and performance. Engagement remains one of the most discussed 

workplace issues and concerns about depletion from additional roles potentially yield lower 

engagement in one’s primary job. Research on job design suggests that creativity is an important 

outcome. Specifically, work characteristics such as autonomy, the complexity of the work, and 

the demands required of the jobs, relate positively to the perception that jobs require creativity 

(Shalley, Gilson, & Blum, 2000). Further, psychological empowerment at work—comprising 

meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact—is related to employee creativity via 

engagement in the creative process (Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Finally, research on depletion 

suggests that employee performance can suffer because of role conflict (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, 

Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005). Therefore, in this dissertation, I aim to demonstrate how multiple 

jobholding can result in increased engagement, creativity, and performance in one’s primary job. 

Engagement refers to the “simultaneous investment of personal energies in the 

experience or performance of work” (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011, p. 95). I argue that an 

individual who experiences enrichment from his or her secondary job likely experiences more 
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engagement in their primary job. While current literature on multiple jobholding suggests this 

may not always be the case (Sliter & Boyd, 2014), this relationship has not yet been directly 

hypothesized or examined. I argue that multiple jobholding relates to greater engagement in 

one’s primary job for two reasons. First, time constraints imposed by occupying several work 

roles nearly forces multiple jobholders to create systems to complete their tasks more efficiently. 

The creation of these systems presents an opportunity to develop skills in scheduling and time 

management (Fernbach, Kan, & Lynch, 2015). Second, by implementing systems that aid in the 

organization and management of tasks and by allotting certain time for certain jobs, individuals 

will optimize their focus on tasks at hand and be more engaged in their primary job. The resource 

generation of working multiple jobs, conceptualized more broadly in this dissertation as 

enrichment, “increases employees’ capacity for action” (Owens et al., 2016, p. 35) making it 

possible for them to direct those resources to their primary job. For example, in the pilot study, 

most interviewees commented on how in order to accomplish their tasks, they devised ways to 

organize their time for maximum utility. 

The same adjunct professor who worked as a social media consultant and an event 

photographer discussed his system: 

My calendar in my phone is my bible. Everything that I do from teaching down to drinks 

with friends is in my phone, and it's planned, I'm not even kidding, it's usually planned 

three weeks in advance. 

Another adjunct professor who teaches voice and is in real estate explained that it was 

more than a good method of organization to keep tasks clear, but also a physical representation 

of her roles:  
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[O]nce I discovered that having these notebooks helped me kind of keep things in order, 

that became part of the ritual, and having outfits, believe it or not, almost like costumes 

for the different roles that I play. 

 Creating systems assisted in the construction and maintenance of mental boundaries 

around their roles to better target their energy toward specific tasks. Enrichment in a secondary 

job creates resources and these resources propel workers to maximize their output by 

constructing systems to use their time more effectively. These systems help workers understand 

which tasks they need to work on at different times so that the concern over managing the 

workload is minimized and they can focus their energy, or be more engaged, in the task at hand. 

As such, I propose that the experience of enrichment in the second job will yield higher 

engagement in the primary job. 

Conversely, the experience of depletion is one that reduces the amount of energy an 

individual retains to allocate to other roles. Individuals who experience depletion then enter a 

state of conservation where they are interested in reserving the pockets of resources they have 

available and spending them cautiously on future tasks (Janssen, Lam, & Huang, 2010; Hobfoll, 

1989). These efforts may yield resignation to certain tasks or avoiding the taxing behaviors 

altogether as a way to alleviate exhaustion and minimize resource expenditures (Bruning & 

Campion, 2018; Whitman, Halbesleben, & Holmes, 2014). Therefore, I propose the following: 

Hypothesis 5. Enrichment in the secondary job will positively relate to engagement in 

primary job, and depletion in the secondary job will negatively relate to engagement in 

primary job. 

In addition to engagement in the primary job, I also propose that multiple jobholding will 

yield increased reports of creativity via enrichment such that occupying multiple work roles can 
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increase a person’s perception of meaning and produce human capital gains. Experiences where 

individuals are able to witness or engage in alternative ways of thinking or completing tasks 

afford workers the opportunity to internalize the information and use it to enhance their own 

problem-solving techniques (Dragoni, Tesluk, Russell, & Oh, 2009; Sieber, 1974). Moreover, 

according to network theory, expansion of social networks presents pathways for the transfer of 

novel information (Granovetter, 1973; Inkpen & Tsang, 2005). Workers can use this information 

in future tasks and, more specifically, can use it in creative idea generation or problem solving 

(Perry-Smith & Shalley, 2003).  

Creativity has long been the target of scholarly interest, particularly in the realm of 

management research where innovation is an ever-present goal. However, within the last decade 

researchers have attempted to resolve discrepancies in the definitions, suggesting that there are 

generally three levels of creativity: Big-C, little-c, and mini-c (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2007). The 

more colloquial understanding of creativity is reflected in Big-C or “the ability to produce work 

that is novel (i.e., original, unexpected), high in quality, and appropriate (i.e., useful, meets task 

constraints)” (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2007, p. 73). Alternatively, mini-c is a more internal process 

defined as “the novel and personally meaningful interpretation of experiences, actions, and 

events” (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2007, p. 73). In this dissertation, I am most interested in little-c, 

or everyday creativity characterized by problem solving (Hennessey & Amabile, 2010). In the 

past, researchers have described this as “active, non-rote problem solving or idea generation” 

(Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005, p. 381). As such, little-c is more process-oriented 

than outcome oriented (Zhang & Bartol, 2010). For clarity and parsimony, I will refer to this 

simply as creativity throughout the remainder of the dissertation. 



 
 

47 
 

 Research suggests that creativity is linked inextricably to affect (Amabile et al., 2005). 

Supported by broaden-and-build theory, events that incur positive emotion expand, or broaden, 

thinking and, more specifically, an individual’s scope of attention and thought-action repertoires 

(Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005). Thought-action repertoires are instincts to behave in a certain 

way due to a stimulus. According to Fredrickson (1998, 2001), positive stimuli activate thought-

action repertoires such as “play or explore,” while negative stimuli activate thought-action 

repertoires such as “fight or flight.” As such, the positive emotions from one’s secondary job 

likely yields more creativity (e.g., play or explore) in one’s primary job due to a broadened scope 

of attention (Fredrickson, 1998, 2001). Further, the human capital gained from more work 

experiences help inform processes, such as decision-making and problem-solving, in other work 

roles. Conversely, the reduction of resources of the depletion experience likely results in less 

creativity as depletion has a narrowing effect on an individual’s scope of attention (Fredrickson 

& Branigan, 2005). Thus, I propose:  

Hypothesis 6. Enrichment in the secondary job will positively relate to creativity in the 

primary job, and depletion in the secondary job will negatively relate to creativity in the 

primary job. 

Performance is defined as “the degree to which employees’ behaviors achieve 

organizational objectives” (Grant, 2008, p. 50). As discussed, findings from studies on multiple 

jobholders in organizational behavior thus far align with the depletion argument suggesting that 

dedicating resources to a secondary job likely has a negative impact on primary job performance 

(Sliter & Boyd, 2014). However, the enrichment argument proposes that multiple jobholders 

may achieve greater performance provided they are bringing additional energy, positive affect, 

and more human capital to their job. The expansion of human capital from external work 
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experiences positively affects performance given human capital investments relate to positive 

gains such as productivity and wages (Strober, 1990). While research on leisure highlights the 

importance of taking a break from work demands (Sonnentag, 2003), the nature of some 

secondary work (e.g., making and selling pottery or gardening and selling produce at the 

farmer’s market) can offer opportunities to re-energize and provide resources similar to that of 

more traditional leisure (Kelly, Strauss, & Arnold, 2017).  

In addition to in-role performance, which refers to performance as dictated by a job 

description (Williams & Anderson, 1991), research shows that extra-role performance—or 

organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs)—are important to attaining organizational goals 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). Given enrichment in the secondary job 

equips multiple jobholders with additional resources, workers may be likely to engage in OCBs 

in addition to fulfilling tasks required of the position in the primary job. Therefore, I propose: 

Hypothesis 7a. Enrichment in the secondary job will positively relate to OCB and task 

performance in the primary job. 

However, given OCBs tend to exist on the periphery of in-role behaviors, it is reasonable 

to argue that an individual who is depleted from his or her secondary job will be less likely to 

engage in OCBs to conserve resources for tasks detailed in his or her job description (Hobfoll, 

1989). That is, an individual will prioritize in-role performance over extra-role performance in 

the primary job when he or she experiences strain from the secondary job given in-role 

performance is central to maintaining the primary job. Therefore, I propose: 

Hypothesis 7b. Depletion in the secondary job will negatively relate to OCB and task 

performance in the primary job and the coefficient will be stronger for OCB than for task 

performance. 
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An Integrated Model of the Motivation and Role Integration via Enrichment and Depletion 

So far, I propose that the relationship between the attention a worker pays to his or her 

secondary job and enrichment and depletion is moderated by motivation to work a secondary job 

(Hypotheses 2a – 3b). Further, I propose that the more integrated the work roles, the more 

enrichment and less depletion a multiple jobholder will experience (Hypothesis 4) given there 

are fewer costs associated with transition among roles because the boundaries are more 

permeable (Ashforth et al., 2001). Finally, I propose that enrichment will positively relate to 

workplace outcomes and depletion will negatively relate to workplace outcomes (Hypotheses 5 – 

7). These hypotheses lay the foundation for an integrated model of the enrichment and depletion 

experience of multiple jobholding. I propose that enrichment and depletion explain the 

relationship between the attention an individual spends on their secondary job and the effect this 

has on his or her behaviors in their primary job and that this indirect effect is contingent on 

motivation to seek a secondary job and the degree of role integration. Moreover, the 

simultaneous consideration of both moderating effects provides a more coherent understanding 

of the phenomenon. 

For example, a multiple jobholder may be motivated by skill development or personal 

maintenance, but if the roles are not integrated, the worker is at risk of incurring transitional 

costs between roles and potentially mitigating the positive interaction of attention to the 

secondary job and skill development or personal maintenance motivation on enrichment. 

Conversely, a worker who is motivated primarily by money and has highly segmented roles will 

experience the most depletion such that being mostly financially motivated warrants little 

investment in the job content—where workers may find meaning—and highly segmented roles 

require extra resources as the worker transitions between or among jobs. In summation, I propose 
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that the indirect effects of attention paid to one’s secondary job and workplace outcomes via 

enrichment and depletion are contingent upon motivation to work a secondary job and the degree 

of role integration. Figure 1 includes the full hypothetical model. 

Hypothesis 8. Motivation to work a secondary job and role integration will 

simultaneously moderate the indirect effect of attention to the secondary job on the 

primary job experience via enrichment such that the indirect effect is positive and 

strongest when individuals are highly motivated by skill development and personal 

maintenance reasons and have high role integration. 

Hypothesis 9. Motivation to work a secondary job will simultaneously moderate the 

indirect effect of attention to the secondary job on the primary job experience via 

depletion such that the indirect effect is negative and strongest when individuals are 

highly motivated by financial reasons. 
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Chapter Four: Methodology 

Procedure and Sample 

The focus of this study was on the experience of multiple jobholders. However, this is a 

particularly difficult population to access given it is not an organizationally specific 

phenomenon. As such, I employed both convenience and snowball sampling to generate a 

sample for this study (e.g., Ashforth, Kreiner, Clark, & Fugate, 2007; Creed, DeJordy, & Lok, 

2010). In order to identify possible participants, I created a data set of individuals listed as 

adjunct faculty on websites of universities across the Midwest and Northeastern United States4. 

However, as demonstrated in Table 3, not all participants identified their adjunct position as 

either their primary or secondary job. As such, this sample provided a wider range of industries 

than anticipated, though still overwhelmingly in higher education (see discussion of industry 

categories below).  

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Adjuncts were an ideal sample to test this study’s hypotheses for three reasons. First, 

individuals who adjunct largely do it as a secondary job. Second, the motivations to adjunct 

likely vary such that it is not solely for financial reasons. Individuals may choose to adjunct to 

develop additional skills, stay current in their field, or enjoy working with students. Finally, 

adjunct professors provided a convenient population from which to sample given that many 

institutions list adjunct faculty. Participants had to be at least 18 years old and working in two or 

                                                           
4 There were two criteria I used to decide which universities to contact. First, I contacted adjuncts in universities 

where individuals would recognize University at Buffalo, which localized my first search to the northeast. Second, I 

contacted universities that consistently provided contact information for their adjunct faculty. These tended to be 

larger institutions in the Midwest. 
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more jobs at distinct organizations at the time of the study. I also asked participants to recruit a 

supervisor from their primary job to complete a survey on their performance. However, only 23 

participants recruited supervisors making any analyses of supervisor responses impossible. 

The measures were split into three separate surveys, distributed and collected one week 

apart over the course of three weeks (see surveys in Appendix B). I did this primarily as a means 

to help control for method bias, but also to examine the causal relationships in the model 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). I gathered demographics, job information, 

motivation, attention, and role integration in Survey 1. I gathered work meaningfulness, human 

capital gain, and depletion in the secondary job in Survey 2. Surveys 1 and 2 comprised stage 

one of Figure 1. I gathered engagement, creative process engagement, and performance in the 

primary job in Survey 3. Survey 3 comprises stage two of Figure 1. In order to encourage 

participation, participants and supervisors each received a $10 Starbucks gift card for completing 

the surveys.  

It was important that participants differentiated between their primary job and secondary 

job for the purposes of this study. A primary job is the job that pays the most, requires the most 

time, and is likely the one that provides healthcare (Neal, 1999). The secondary job is the one 

that pays the second most and requires the second most amount of time. Participants received 

these definitions in each survey. Ultimately, however, identification of what job constituted 

primary or secondary was at the discretion of the participant. For the purposes of this study, I 

only considered primary and secondary jobs. To account for short-term jobs, in each survey I 

asked participants to report whether their jobs changed from the previous survey. No participants 

reported job changes. 
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I contacted 7,220 individuals to fill out the survey. Of these, 624 emails bounced. 

Considering missing data and attrition between surveys, the final sample size of survey 1 was 

590, the final sample size of survey 2 was 493, and the final sample size at survey 3 was 439, 

yielding response rates of 8.94%, 7.47%, and 6.66%, respectively. The following demographic 

description is on the participants of survey 1. Half of participants (50.17%) held two jobs, one 

third (33.73%) held three jobs, and almost half (40.68%) had worked multiple jobs for more than 

10 years. The demographics of the sample are as follows: 334 (56.61%) were women, 255 

(43.22%) were men, and 1 (.17%) reported Other; 22 (3..75%) were Black, 526 (89.61%) were 

White, 17 (2.90%) were Hispanic, 8 (1.36%) were Asian, 1 (.17%) was American Indian, and 13 

(2.21%) reported Other; 206 (34.97%) had an advanced degree (PhD, JD, MD, EdD), 309 

(52.46%) had a Master’s Degree, 53 (9%) had a Bachelor’s Degree, and the remaining 21 

(3.57%) had a high school diploma or equivalent, some college, or an Associate’s Degree. Most 

(66.78%) of the sample earned more than $60,000 annually and most (53.18%) earn up to 10% 

of their annual income from their secondary job. Participant age averaged 47.38 years, and 

ranged from 25 to 81. A majority of participants had either two children (176, 29.93%) or no 

children (200, 34.01%). Of the 455 participants who had a spouse, a majority of them either 

worked one full-time job (248, 42.03%) or also worked multiple jobs (85, 14.41%). 

I used O*NET classifications to categorize jobs into industries to aid in interpretation of 

the sample. O*NET is a program funded by the United States Department of Labor that provides 

detailed information on occupations. O*NET delineates 20 industries, defined as “broad groups 

of businesses or organizations with similar activities, products, or services” 

(https://www.onetonline.org/find/industry). Table 3 includes the industries represented in the 

sample, as well as the frequencies and examples of each. A majority of participants worked in 
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either Educational Services or Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services (394, 67.01%) in 

their primary job, and most worked in Educational Services in their secondary job (410, 

69.85%). 

Measures 

Demographics. I collected the following data on worker demographics: age, gender, 

racioethnicity, education, personal income, children, and marital status.  

Job characteristics. I collected the following data on workers’ job characteristics: 

primary job title, secondary job title, number of jobs, tenure as multiple jobholder, tenure in each 

job, and hours spent in each job per week.  

Motivation to work multiple jobs. I identified three motivation measures from existing 

research in economics on multiple jobholding and integrating job crafting theory, which argues 

that identity can be an important motivator for taking on additional tasks and, in this case, an 

additional job. As such, the motivation to work a second job fell into three categories: financial, 

skill or career development, and personal maintenance. I used validated scales modified for the 

purposes of this study to measure the degree to which a worker was motivated by each category 

to begin working a secondary job. For all motivation items, the stem read, “Please indicate how 

important each of the following factors were when you decided to work more than one job.” I 

used Srivastava, Locke, and Bartol’s (2001) three-item security dimension of financial 

motivation to measure financial motivation, Vandewalle’s (1997) six-item learning-goal 

orientation measure to capture skill development motivation, and Clary, Snyder, and Ridge’s 

(1992) five-item esteem dimension of the volunteer functions inventory (VFI) measure to capture 

personal maintenance. The esteem dimension of the VFI included items that asked about making 

connections, maintaining one’s identity, and feeling better about oneself. Each of these were 
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reflected as important motivators to seek a secondary job per the pilot interviews (see Table 2). 

All motivation items were measured on a scale of 1 (totally unimportant) to 5 (extremely 

important). The internal consistency reliability of the items for the measures of financial, skill 

development, and personal maintenance motivation were α = .85, α = .87, α = .86, respectively. 

 Attention to the secondary job. I measured attention to the secondary job with 

Rothbard’s (2001) four-item attention measure. I modified the measure for the purposes of this 

study. An example item is “Recently, I have spent a lot of time thinking about my second job.” 

These items were measured on a seven-point Likert agreement scale and higher scores 

represented more attention paid to the second job. The internal consistency reliability of the 

items in this measure was α = .96. 

 Role integration. Role integration refers to the permeability of the boundaries between 

and among roles wherein highly integrated roles have flexible and permeable boundaries and 

segmented roles have inflexible and impermeable boundaries. Integration and segmentation exist 

at two ends of one continuum (Ashforth, 2001). I modified Kossek, Lautsch, and Eaton’s (2006) 

four-item measure of role integration-segmentation for the purposes of this study. An example is, 

“I tend to integrate my work roles through the work day.” I measured these items on a seven-

point Likert agreement scale and higher scores represented more role integration. The internal 

consistency reliability of the items in this measure was α = .72. 

 Enrichment in secondary job. I operationalized enrichment in the secondary job as 

work meaningfulness and human capital growth. Work meaningfulness is “the value of a work 

goal or purpose, judged in relation to an individual’s own ideals or standards” (Spreitzer, 1995, 

p. 1443). In this study, I used a modified version of Spreitzer’s (1995) three-item measure. An 

example item is “Recently, my activities in my secondary job have been personally meaningful 
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to me.” These items were measured on a seven-point Likert agreement scale and higher scores 

represented more work meaningfulness. The internal consistency reliability of the items in this 

measure was α = .94. 

Human capital gain comprises knowledge, skill, or ability growth. I used a modified 

version of Alavi’s (1994) perceived skill development measure. Example items included 

“Recently, I have improved my ability to think critically about my second job” and “Recently, I 

have learned new and important skills in my second job.” I measured these four items on a 

seven-point Likert agreement scale and higher scores represented more human capital gain in the 

secondary job. The internal consistency reliability of the items in this measure was α = .84. 

 Depletion in secondary job. I used the 10-item short-form of Twenge, Muraven, Harter, 

and Tice’s (2007) depletion measure. The prompt read, “Please respond to the statements below, 

describing how you have felt recently after working your second job.” Example items included: 

“After my second job, it takes a lot of effort for me to concentrate on something” and “I can’t 

absorb any more information.” I measured these items on a scale from 1 (not true) to 5 (very 

true) where higher scores represent more depletion in the secondary job. The internal consistency 

reliability of the items in this measure was α = .87. 

Engagement in primary job. I used a slightly modified version of Rich, Lepine, and 

Crawford’s (2010) 18-item scale to measure engagement. It comprised three dimensions: 

physical, emotional, and cognitive engagement. Examples items are, “I have worked with 

intensity on my job,” “I have been enthusiastic in my job,” and “I have been absorbed by my 

job,” respectively. I measured these items on a seven-point Likert-type agreement scale where 

higher scores represent more engagement in the primary job. The internal consistency reliability 
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of the items for the measures of physical, emotional, and cognitive engagement were α = .93, α = 

.94, α = .96, respectively. 

Creative process engagement in primary job. I used Zhang and Bartol’s (2010) 11-

item scale of creative process engagement to measure creativity. Example items are, “I think 

about the problem from multiple perspectives” and “I look for connections with solutions used in 

seemingly diverse areas.” I measured these items on a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (very frequently) 

where higher scores represented more creative process engagement. The internal consistency 

reliability of the items in this measure was α = .92. 

Performance in primary job. Participants responded to Williams and Anderson’s 

(1991) seven-item in-role performance measure on a five-point Likert agreement scale where 

higher scores represented greater in-role performance. Example items are, “I have adequately 

completed my assigned duties” and “I have met formal performance requirements of the job.” 

The internal consistency reliability of the items in this measure was α = .80. Participants also 

responded to a revised measure of organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) using a 10-item 

version of Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) scale (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994; MacKenzie, 

Podsakoff, & Paine, 1999). OCBs are “behavior[s] of a discretionary nature that are not part of 

employees’ formal [role] requirements, but nevertheless promote the effective functioning of the 

organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). Example items are, “I ‘touch base’ with others before 

initiating actions that might affect them” and “I am a stabilizing influence when dissention 

occurs.” The internal consistency reliability of the items in this measure was α = .84. 

Analytic Strategy 

 I used SPSS v. 24 to manage the data, analyze descriptive statistics, and assess the nature 

of the data. To determine the appropriate analytic strategy to test the proposed hypothesis, I ran a 
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number of preliminary tests regarding the linearity and heteroscedasticity of the data. I examined 

the distribution, skewness, and kurtosis of the study variables. Three variables were not within 

the +/- 2 threshold: meaningfulness of secondary job, physical engagement in primary job, and 

task performance in primary job. Further, an examination of the Predicted Probability (P-P) 

plots, as well as residuals plotted against outcome values, supported a need to address the 

slightly non-normal nature of the data. As such, I tested hypotheses using bootstrapping in Mplus 

v.8. Bootstrapping is a statistical technique that allows for a robust analysis of data and does not 

assume data are normally distributed (Field, 2013). I used a path analysis framework to test all 

hypotheses by averaging the items to create manifest variables. This allowed for a full test of 

each hypothesis instead of piecemealing separate regressions together. Further, path models 

allowed for the dependent variables to covary. In Hypotheses 1 – 4, I built the full model in a 

stepwise fashion to be able to calculate the variance explained by the interactions. I mean-

centered interactions to ease interpretability and reported standardized coefficients in all 

hypothesis tests. 

Control Variables. I considered three variables for use as controls: number of jobs, 

tenure as a multiple jobholder, and personal income. Little previous research on multiple 

jobholders was available to guide this decision, but role theory provided some direction. As 

discussed, one school of thought on individual resource allocation suggests too many competing 

demands can yield strain and burnout (Goode, 1960), making number of a jobs a potentially 

important variable. Further, the present study focused on the experience of multiple jobholding 

and framed hypotheses around the idea that working several jobs provided an opportunity for 

individuals to create mechanisms to become more effective and efficient workers, yielding 

positive experiences in both the primary and secondary job. It is logical to believe that the longer 



 
 

59 
 

an individual has been working as a multiple jobholder, the more time he or she has had to 

develop such mechanisms. Finally, personal income is an important control variable given that 

scholars have largely pointed to money as a primary motivator. Controlling for income helps to 

isolate the effects of financial motivation. Therefore, I used number of jobs, tenure as multiple 

jobholder, and personal income as statistical controls. The remaining demographic variables 

(age, gender, race/ethnicity, education) were not theoretically relevant and offered only an 

illustration of the sample and not explanations for the results (Berneth & Aguinis, 2016; Spector 

& Brannick, 2011).5 

 Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

 This model comprises eight constructs operationalized by 14 variables. As such, I 

planned to run a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) to support the hypothesized factor 

structure. However, the first model—a one-factor model with all indicators from all 14 variables 

loaded onto one latent factor—did not converge. To more effectively examine and identify the 

issue, I ran a CFA on the dependent variables in the model—physical engagement, emotional 

engagement, cognitive engagement, creative process engagement, task performance, and OCB. 

This model also did not converge. As such, I inspected the covariance coverage, which was 

sufficient, and I inspected elements of the factor structure. I found that the residual variance for 

an emotional engagement item (“I am interested in my primary job”) had a negative residual 

variance. Ultimately, I eliminated the item and did so for two reasons. First, theoretically, it 

appears to be the weakest of the emotional engagement items (see items 6 – 11 in Table B1). 

Second, the current data indicated that this item was not capturing the hypothesized content.  

                                                           
5 It is suggested that for scientific transparency analysis with and without control variables be reported (Berneth & 

Aguinis, 2016; Spector & Brannick, 2011). Therefore, the results without control variables are presented in 

Appendix C. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 The dependent-variable only model (Model 2 in Table 4) converged and yielded 

moderate model fit (χ2 = 3004.401, df = 1112, p < .01, TLI = .84, CFI = .85, RMSEA = .06, 

SRMR = .07). However, four standardized factor loadings of the OCB measure were notably 

below the .40 cutoff (.26, .18, .23, and .26). These were the four reverse-scored items in the OCB 

measure (items 3, 6, 9, & 14 in Table B1). Some evidence suggests that reverse-scored items (or 

reverse-worded items) are problematic and generally yield lower factor loadings that non-

reverse-scored items (e.g., Harvey, Billings, & Nilan, 1985; Hinkin, 1995), particularly when 

completed by careless responders (Woods, 2006). I dropped these four indicators and examined 

model fit, which was better than the model with the items (χ2 = 2392.176, df = 930, p < .01, TLI 

= .86, CFI = .87, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .06). 

 I continued to examine the factor structure of the study variables by adding one variable 

at a time. This series of CFAs and the corresponding fit indices can be found in Table 4. I 

examined the factor loadings and fit indices in each model to confirm they were sufficient. 

Model 8 provided insight into the role integration model. Note that the fit indices were worse in 

this model than the previous model, suggesting a potential issue with the role integration 

indicators. In this measure, I added two items to examine additional potential role integration 

behaviors specific to the population of multiple jobholders. These items were “I tend to talk 

about my primary job while at my secondary job and vice versa” and “I tend to think about my 

primary job while at my secondary job and vice versa.” The factor loadings were .40 and .51, 

respectively. However, the item “Throughout the day, I deal with issues from each job as they 
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occur” also had a low factor loading (.34). While the first four items being a validated scale 

(Kossek et al., 2006), I tested three additional models with different combinations of the items. 

In Model 9, I analyzed whether the exclusion of the additional items (items 5 and 6 in 

Table B1) strengthened or weakened the fit. The fit change was not notable and the factor 

loading for the first item remained low at .37. In Model 10, I analyzed whether exclusion of the 

first item while including the additional items resulted in different model fit. Again, the fit 

indices did not change much, however the two additional items had higher factor loadings of .43 

and .53, respectively. Finally, I tested a model (Model 11) without items 1, 5, and 6, which 

yielded similar model fit. Ultimately, I decided to use Model 10 where I excluded item 1, but 

maintained the items I added for this population. I did so due to the content of the items. In the 

conceptual development of this study, I intended role integration to represent how individuals 

potentially use information gained from one job in another, which theoretically occurs when a 

worker acknowledges the overlap between his or her jobs. This idea is better captured by the 

items “I tend to talk about my primary job while at my secondary job and vice versa” and “I tend 

to think about my primary job while at my secondary job and vice versa,” rather than 

“Throughout the day, I deal with issues from each job as they occur.” 

The full 14-factor model fit the data moderately well (χ2 = 6520.643, df = 3394, p < .01, 

TLI = .87, CFI = .88, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05), but several other alternative theoretical 

factor structures required empirical testing: 1) all items loaded onto one factor (Model 16) , 2) 14 

factors (3 distinct engagement factors) vs. 12 factors (1 engagement factor) (Model 17), 3) 14 

factors (three motivation factors) vs. 13 factors (two motivation factors) (Models 18 – 20) vs. 12 

factors (one motivation factor) (Models 21), and 4) 14 factors (2 enrichment factors) vs. 13 

factors (1 enrichment factor) (Model 22). Fit indices are presented in Table 4. 
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As expected, the one-factor model (Model 16) fit poorly. Despite high correlations 

among the three engagement latent variables (r = .71 – r = .89), the data supported a three-factor 

model of engagement in the primary job instead of the one-factor model (Model 17). The tests of 

different combinations of motivation factors, as well as a one-factor model of motivation, 

yielded slightly less exceptional fit, but significantly worse factor loadings when loading two 

categories together. Therefore, I operationalized these variables as they were theorized: three 

distinct motivational categories. Finally, the conceptual enrichment variables—meaningfulness 

and human capital growth in the secondary job—also resulted in poorer fit than the 14-factor 

model wherein all variables were operationalized distinctly. 

While the fit of the 14-factor model approached the thresholds, allowing for additional 

indicator error terms to correlate was theoretically sound and increased the model fit to accepted 

cutoffs. Specifically, I allowed for six sets of error terms to correlate, one set within each of the 

following latent variables: physical engagement, emotional engagement, task performance, role 

integration, personal motivation, and OCBs. Each set was within a latent variable and all 

correlations were between r = .47 and r = .57. The final model fit was χ2 = 5823.54, df = 3388, p 

< .01, TLI = .90, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05, which met the general thresholds for 

each fit index. 
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Chapter Five: Results 

 Table 5 presents the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among the study 

variables. An examination of the correlation table affords four important observations and mixed 

initial support for hypotheses: 1) attention is positively related to enrichment, but not related to 

depletion; 2) motivation to work a secondary job is significantly correlated with enrichment and 

depletion; 3) role integration is not significantly related to enrichment, but it is related to 

depletion, though the relationship was not hypothesized; and 4) enrichment and depletion in the 

secondary job are generally related to experiences in the primary job. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Hypothesis Testing 

 In Hypothesis 1a, I predicted that attention would positively relate to enrichment and in 

Hypothesis 1b, I predicted that attention would positively relate to depletion in the secondary 

job. As Table 6 indicates, the data supported Hypothesis 1a such that attention positively 

predicted meaningfulness (β = .34, p < .01) and human capital growth (β = .22, p < .01) and 

explained 11% and 5% of the variance in meaningfulness and human capital growth, 

respectively. However, attention was not positively related to depletion (β = -.04, p = .40). Thus, 

the data did not support Hypothesis 1b.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

INSERT TABLES 6 & 7 ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 In Hypothesis 2a, I predicted that skill development and personal motivation would 

strengthen the relationship between attention and enrichment. Table 7 presents the standardized 
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coefficients of the model. Skill development moderated the relationship between attention and 

meaningfulness, but only at marginal levels (β = .11, p = .06). Personal maintenance (β = -.22, p 

< .01) significantly moderated the relationship between attention and meaningfulness. I followed 

Aiken and West’s (1991) methods for calculating and plotting simple slope. Figure 2 shows the 

interaction effects of motivation on meaningfulness. Contrary to the hypothesis, greater personal 

maintenance motivation did not yield greater meaning in the secondary job. Interestingly, level 

of meaning derived from the secondary job remained unchanged at different levels of attention as 

long as the individual had higher personal maintenance motivation to work in the secondary job. 

Of the motivation categories, only personal maintenance moderated the relationship between 

attention and human capital growth (β = -.15, p < .05), but the interaction term did not explain 

more variance in human capital growth. Similar to meaningfulness, personal maintenance 

motivation at high levels of attention yielded no change in human capital growth in the 

secondary job (see Figure 3). In Hypothesis 2b, I predicted that skill development and personal 

motivation would weaken the relationship between attention and depletion. Neither skill 

development (β = -.08, p = .22) nor personal motivation (β = .07, p = .20) moderated the 

relationship between attention and depletion. Therefore, the data did not support Hypotheses 2a 

and 2b. 

 In Hypothesis 3a, I predicted the moderating effect of financial motivation to work a 

secondary job on the relationship between attention and enrichment. Table 7 presents the 

standardized coefficients. Financial motivation moderated the relationship between attention and 

meaningfulness (β = .10, p < .05). As hypothesized, higher financial motivation yielded less 

meaning in the secondary job compared to lower financial motivation (Figure 4). However, 

financial motivation did not moderate the relationships between attention and human capital 
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growth (β = -.04, p = .44). The data only partially supported this hypothesis. In Hypothesis 3b, I 

predicted that financial motivation would moderate the relationship between attention and 

depletion. The interaction was not significant (β = .02, p = .74). Therefore, the data did not 

support this hypothesis either. 

 In Hypothesis 4, I predicted that role integration would strengthen the relationship 

between attention and enrichment in the secondary job. As Table 8 indicates, this hypothesis was 

not supported for meaningfulness (β = .00, p = .99) or human capital growth (β = -.05, p = .36). 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

INSERT TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 In Hypotheses 5 – 7b, I predicted that enrichment and depletion in the secondary job 

would relate to primary job experiences. As predicted (see Table 9), depletion was significantly 

and negatively related to physical (β = -.12, p < .05) and emotional engagement (β = -.18, p < 

.01), as well as task performance (β = -.20, p < .01). However, contrary to the prediction, the 

significant coefficient for task performance as compared to the non-significant coefficient for 

OCBs suggest that when a multiple jobholder is depleted from his or her secondary job, he or she 

is less likely to perform in-role obligations than extra-role behaviors. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

INSERT TABLES 9 & 10 ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Moreover, as Table 9 shows, meaningfulness marginally predicted creative process 

engagement (β = .11, p = .09), and human capital growth significantly predicted creative process 

engagement (β = .11, p < .05). Table 10 includes the direct and indirect effects of this model. 

Attention to the secondary job negatively predicted OCBs in the primary job (β = -.11, p < .05) 
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and attention positively predicted creative process engagement through human capital growth, 

though only marginally (β = .03, p = .07). Finally, attention to secondary job predicted OCBs 

through meaningfulness in secondary job, though only marginally (β = .04, p = .06). The data 

generally did not support Hypotheses 5 – 7b. In sum, it appears that while negative experiences 

in the secondary job have consequences for the primary job, enriching experiences in the 

secondary job do not generally translate to the primary job in this sample. 

 In Hypothesis 8, I predicted that the indirect effect of attention to secondary job on 

primary job experiences would be positive and strongest when skill development motivation, 

personal maintenance motivation, and role integration were high. Table 11 shows the indirect 

effects of attention on primary job experience via meaningfulness and human capital growth at 

all levels of moderators. Three indirect effects via meaningfulness in the secondary job were 

significant: 1) low levels of skill development motivation, personal motivation, and role 

integration (β = .02, p < .05); 2) low levels of skill development and personal motivation, and 

high levels of role integration (β = .02, p < .05); and 3) high levels of skill development 

motivation, low levels of personal motivation, and high levels of role integration (β = .03, p < 

.05). Several others were marginally significant. No indirect conditional effects were significant 

at hypothesized levels. Therefore, the data did not support this hypothesis. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

INSERT TABLES 11 & 12 ABOUT HERE 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 In Hypothesis 9, I predicted that the indirect effect of attention to secondary job on 

primary job experiences would be negative and strongest at high levels of financial motivation. 

Similar to Hypothesis 7, this hypothesis did not receive support. As Table 12 shows, indirect 

effects were not significant via depletion at any level of financial motivation. 
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Chapter Six: Discussion 

 In response to the dearth of research on multiple jobholders, I developed hypotheses to 

answer three fundamental question about this population of workers. A summary of the 

hypotheses and the findings are in Table 13. First, what motivates individuals to seek multiple 

work roles? In the pilot study, I attempted to delineate the motivations behind multiple 

jobholding. Research suggests money (Dickey et al., 2015) is the lead motivator. More recently, 

scholars have suggested that skill or career development can additionally influence an 

individual’s decision to work a second job (Renna & Oaxaca, 2006). However, according to job 

crafting theory (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), as well as the pilot interviews, a third category 

of motivation was needed: personal maintenance. Personal maintenance motivations include 

participating in jobs that provide an opportunity to express one’s personal identity. An example 

from the pilot study included a woman who began acting and instructing voice lessons when her 

full-time job did not allow her to use her personal creativity. Altogether, it appears that there are 

at least three distinct motivational categories: financial, skill development, and personal 

maintenance.  

Second, is multiple jobholding enriching or depleting and under what conditions does it 

vary? In this sample, multiple jobholding is more enriching than depleting, importantly 

challenging the notion that this work arrangement is generally exhausting. However, the non-

significant relationship between attention to the secondary job and depletion in the secondary job 

directly counters previous scholarship (e.g., Sliter & Boyd, 2014). This is an important, but 

unexpected finding. Historically, scholars have theorized and, on occasion, found that having a 

second job can be related to burnout, exhaustion, and overall depletion (Sliter & Boyd, 2014). 

While this weakens the long-held belief that multiple jobholding is an overwhelmingly taxing 
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experience workers should avoid, it is important to consider why these data did not support this 

relationship.  

There are four possible explanations. First, early research on multiple jobholders suggests 

these individuals are particularly energetic and do not often experience the assumed pitfalls of 

working several jobs (Jamal, 1986). Second, it may be the nature of the job. A majority of the 

individuals in the sample were adjunct faculty in their secondary job, which requires higher 

education, higher skill, and fulfills Hackman and Oldham’s (1976) job characteristics model. For 

example, adjunct faculty have autonomy, task significance, task identity, and receive immediate 

feedback from students on their performance. To test whether this is a viable explanation, I 

analyzed whether being an adjunct in the secondary job moderated the relationships between 

attention and meaningfulness, human capital growth, and depletion. Being an adjunct moderated 

the relationship between attention and meaningfulness, but only at low levels of attention such 

that meaningfulness was the same between adjunct and non-adjunct at high levels of attention. 

Inclusion of this variable did not change the direct relationship between attention and 

meaningfulness. The goal of the analysis was to examine whether adjunct status explained 

variance in depletion given the non-significant finding. However, being an adjunct faculty did 

not share a significant relationship with depletion, nor did including this variable change the non-

significant relationship between attention and depletion, suggesting the sample may not be the 

culprit. Regardless, a more diverse sample would likely lend insight into the depleting effects of 

spending cognitive resources on the secondary job.  

Third, attention and depletion may occur through different processes such that attention 

captures the amount of cognitive resources an individual spends on his or her secondary job, 

whereas depletion captures a more emotional outcome. Therefore, a future study including the 
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emotional resources spent on a secondary job may be better equipped to measure the depletion 

experienced from a secondary job. A fourth explanation is the nature of depletion and its 

measure. In this study, depletion is defined and operationalized as a temporary reduction in 

ability or willingness to behave certain ways due to previous resource expenditures. As such, it 

tends to occur in the moment, fluctuate due to circumstance, and fade over time. Therefore, 

depletion as it is measured is perhaps more appropriate as used in a study designed to capture 

within- versus between-person variation. Scholars use experience sampling method (ESM) to 

capture workplace experiences that tend to fluctuate (e.g., mood, coping strategies) (Fisher & To, 

2012). Future research should implement an ESM to examine how attention spent on a secondary 

job depletes the worker in the short-run to capture the ebb and flow of multiple jobholding. 

Similarly, attention is potentially also a temporary phenomenon such that it captures how 

individuals allocate cognitive resources on a job in moment or the recent past. Whereas 

meaningfulness and human capital growth were more stable factors, attention may not have had 

the power to influence another fluctuating variable, such as depletion. 

The relationship between attention and enrichment varied by motivation, though not 

entirely as hypothesized. First, low personal maintenance yielded more meaning and human 

capital growth when participants paid more attention to their secondary job, contrary to the 

expectation. I used the esteem dimension of Clary et al.’s (1992) volunteer functions inventory to 

capture personal maintenance. The five items in this measure (see Table B1 in Appendix B) map 

onto the motivations Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) identified in job crafting theory: to assert 

control to avoid alienation, to create a positive self-image, and to fulfill a basic human need for 

connection. Therefore, these contradictory findings may be a function of the sample such that 

individuals do not generally work as adjunct faculty for personal reasons, but more so for skill 
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development reasons. However, a more diverse sample with individuals who sell on Etsy, drive 

Uber, or play in a band as a secondary job would likely illustrate personal maintenance as a more 

important motivator. 

Further skill development did not moderate the relationship between attention and 

enrichment in secondary job. This was unexpected, particularly when predicting human capital 

growth. There are two explanations for this. First, it may be that an additive rather than a 

multiplicative model best represents the relationships such that the relationships do not depend 

on one another—one variable is not required for another to have an effect—but that both are 

independently important predictors of human capital growth. Second, and similarly, it is possible 

that, theoretically, motivations dictate the amount of attention—or cognitive resources—multiple 

jobholders place on their secondary job (e.g., Fisher & Ford, 2006) such that attention to 

secondary job partially mediates the relationship between skill development motivation and 

primary job experiences. 

Additionally, role integration had no effect on enrichment in the secondary job, nor did it 

share any significant relationships with enrichment (see Table 7). This was also a surprising 

outcome. This may be a product of the sample, where the jobs appear to have naturally high 

overlap as most individuals work in education in both their primary and secondary jobs (see 

Table 3 for industry classifications of each job). As such, it may be that there is little variation in 

the variable. It is therefore important that future research in this area sample from a larger cross-

section of workers to capture wider variation in role integration.   

Finally, what are the benefits of multiple jobholding for the worker’s primary 

organization? There appeared to be two benefits. First, human capital growth in the secondary 

job positively related to creativity, as expected. Second, meaningfulness in the secondary job 
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positively related to OCBs, also as expected. Meaningfulness shared a marginally significant and 

positive relationship with creative process engagement. Unfortunately, human capital growth in 

the secondary job did not relate to task performance or OCBs in the primary job. This may be 

due to participants not using skills gained in the secondary job in their primary job because they 

did not see an opportunity to use the skills. 

Neither meaningfulness nor human capital growth related to engagement in the primary 

job. In Chapter Three, I argued that multiple jobholders who experienced more enrichment in 

their secondary job will have more personal resources to maximize their output in multiple roles. 

Multiple jobholders enriched by their secondary job would create systems to more effectively 

use their time and fully engage in tasks in their primary job. However, a majority of the sample 

worked as multiple jobholders for 10 or more years suggesting that any systems they would 

create to manage their work roles would be well in effect and stable at the time of the data 

collection.  

Theoretical Implications 

 Posing multiple jobholding as a source of enrichment rather than simply burnout, and 

hypothesizing that money is not the only—or even the primary—motivator for working more 

than one job has broad implications for organizational scholarship. First, the present study 

extends current notions that individuals largely work several jobs for financial reasons. On the 

contrary, the desire to develop extra skills was the leading motivator in the current sample 

followed by financial reasons, then personal reasons. Follow-up studies should examine not only 

how these motivations may change over time—such that someone may be motivated by money 

initially, but grow to enjoy the job itself. Further, future research should consider how these 

motivations interact. It may be that different combinations of these motivation categories yield 
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discrete profiles. These profiles may predict how the individual will experience multiple 

jobholding or even which job family or industry they choose for their secondary job.  

 Second, while research on role conflict, demand, and strain has dominated the literature 

on resource creation, allocation, and re-generation (e.g., Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Kahn et al., 

1964; Sonnentag et al., 2008), findings in this study suggest that working may not be a strict 

resource-draining experience and that a second job may be capable of acting as a resource re-

filler. This supports the job crafting literature, which argues that individuals importantly derive a 

sense of accomplishment by actively constructing their own experiences within a job (Bruning & 

Campion, 2018). The current study extends this idea beyond the boundaries of a single job, 

suggesting that individuals craft their entire work experience and that experiences within one job 

have important implications for experiences in the other, and vice versa. Future research in this 

area should consider an ESM study to more accurately capture how experiences in each job 

influence the other. For example, one might consider how an individual potentially practices a 

skill learned in a secondary job in his or her primary job, or whether an individual re-generates 

resources from his or her secondary job lost during the primary job. 

 Finally, the current study extends job crafting theory (Bruning & Campion, 2018; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) via integration with human capital theory (Becker, 1964; 

Davidsson & Honig, 2003; Dragoni et al., 2011) by highlighting how a secondary job may 

represent a key opportunity to gain new knowledge, skills, and abilities. Research on career 

development has long-suggested that challenging job assignments are critical opportunities for 

individuals to acquire and practice important skills (Campion, Cheraskin & Stevens, 1994; 

Tesluk & Jacobs, 1998). The management of multiple jobs, in addition to the responsibilities of 

the secondary job are important ways in which individuals can initiate their own career 
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development. Fortunately, this area is ripe with future research opportunities. For example, 

multiple jobholding may act as a boundary condition to agency theory, which argues that 

employers and employees have conflicting goals yielding low efficiency and effectiveness 

(Eisenhardt, 1989). Perhaps the use of a secondary job as a volitional development strategy in the 

organization would yield greater returns from the employee. Future research should test whether 

multiple jobholding as a joint effort by employee and manager can result in mutual benefits for 

both parties over time (e.g., skill gain, quicker promotability, better performance, loyalty).  

Practical Implications 

 The empirical findings of this paper offer four important practical implications for 

workers and organizations. First, workers should carefully consider their secondary job in light 

of their motivations. The findings suggest that assuming individuals hold multiple jobs purely for 

financial reasons unfortunately neglects two additional and important motivational categories. In 

fact, the money can potentially dampen meaning derived from the secondary job itself. Second, 

though enrichment in the secondary job did not relate to every measured variable representing 

the primary job experience, human capital growth positively predicted creative process 

engagement in the primary job. As such, while organizations remain hesitant to share their 

human capital with other firms (Lepak & Snell, 1999), the potential for knowledge and skill gain 

may outweigh the risk. Thus, senior management charged with revising current talent 

management systems who recognize the benefits of including external opportunities as an option 

for employee development may find that employees who take advantage of this initiative are 

more creative and loyal and potentially better performers in the long run. Tangentially, and 

finally, if a manager has an employee who experiences depletion from his or her secondary job, 

instead of encouraging the employee to quit the second job, it may benefit the manager to assist 
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the employee in finding another secondary job where they are more motivated. As expected, 

depletion from a secondary job has negative ramifications for the primary job. Namely, lower 

engagement, task performance, and OCB. It appears counterintuitive to recommend a manager 

help an employee in another job outside the organization, but this hypothetical instance is one 

way in which organizations may be able to reap greater outcome from their employees.   

Limitations 

While this study importantly utilized a sample of working adults, there are several 

limitations to note. First, the data were self-report only. Despite efforts to recruit supervisor 

reports, participants had the option to include their primary job supervisor and more than 90% of 

participants elected not to nominate a supervisor for the study. I combated method bias by 

temporally separating the independent and dependent variables (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Future 

research should prioritize other reports including, but not limited to, supervisor and co-worker 

responses, but also more objective measures of performance such as sales numbers or annual 

evaluations. 

  Second, the study suffered from a restriction of range in education and skill given the 

sample was overwhelmingly adjunct faculty. There were two critical benefits to such a limited 

sample, however. Examining only adjuncts provides a natural control of extraneous variables. 

Further, such a focus on the middle and upper class challenged an assumption about multiple 

jobholders that this particular work arrangement is symptomatic of poverty and low skill, as well 

as done largely for financial gain (Wilensky, 1963). Therefore, while the study contributed to our 

collective understanding of multiple jobholding beyond the lower class, which is where much of 

the current research on multiple jobholding focuses, the study is not capable of examining the 

full range of multiple jobholding experiences. Exclusion of such groups limits the external 
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validity of the findings beyond the middle and upper class, and unfortunately contributes to the 

pervasive trend that organizational scholars generally study middle-class managers (Côté, 2011). 

Follow-up studies should explore multiple jobholding across the distribution of education, skill, 

and occupational prestige to provide a more comprehensive illustration of this phenomenon. 

Moreover, the study comprised mostly individuals who had worked multiple jobs for more than 

10 years, limiting the opportunity to examine early multiple jobholding effects such as the 

creation of time management systems. 

 Third, I did not consider a combination of motivations for working several jobs, though it 

is theoretically likely that individuals are motivated by more than one factor to actively craft 

their work experience (e.g., take on a secondary job) (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Though 

the goal of this study was to identify and preliminarily test a wider range of motivations than had 

been previously considered—financial, skill development, and personal maintenance—future 

research examining how these three categories work together to predict secondary job 

experiences would significantly contribute to the literature. For example, a follow-up study could 

implement latent profile analysis (LPA) to see if varying levels of each category yield certain 

profiles of multiple jobholders. Such an inductive approach would not require theory to support a 

number of a priori profiles (Nylund, Asparouhov, & Muthén, 2007), which is particularly 

advantageous given the lack of theory in this area. 

Fourth, in the current study I largely focused on multiple jobholders with two jobs. I 

measured and controlled for number of jobs, but the theorizing and survey items only considered 

a primary and secondary job. Such a parameter allowed for a more exact examination of the 

relationship between the primary jobs and secondary jobs; however, neglecting additional jobs 

prohibits inferences about experiences in third and fourth jobs and reduces potential 
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generalizability of the findings. Future research should consider the relationships among jobs 

beyond the primary and secondary as motivations to incur a third or fourth job may significantly 

differ from the motivation for the secondary job. Similarly, future research should consider the 

capacity to work several jobs. That is, previous scholarship highlights the potential individual 

differences between multiple jobholders and single jobholders (e.g., Jamal, 1986). Follow-up 

studies should include relevant individual difference variables, such as conscientiousness, to 

supplement the motivation to pursue multiple jobs and account for the ability to manage and 

pursue multiple jobs. 

Finally, in the current study I use a time lag to support causal relationships among the 

variables; however, a more complete design including non-work-related variables will assist in 

controlling for confounding explanations. For example, while findings from the current study 

support a positive relationship between enrichment in the secondary job and experiences in the 

primary job, alternative explanations may include positive home life experiences or a 

promotion/pay increase in the primary job during the time of the study. As discussed, an ESM is 

an alternative method to examine causal relationships proposed in the current study. Further, it is 

possible that the relationship between the secondary and primary jobs are reciprocal such that 

while the secondary job influences the experiences in the primary job, the primary job 

simultaneously influences the experiences in the secondary job and an ESM would capture such 

relationships. 

Conclusion 

 Multiple jobholding is a growing work arrangement that has important implications for 

skill development and work experiences. No longer are we able to assume that individuals work 

several jobs to make ends meet, nor should we automatically associate multiple jobholding as 

symptomatic of poverty and low skill. Rather, highly educated individuals also work several jobs 
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and do so for more than just money. Further, the assumption that a secondary job is only 

depleting is one of the past. Instead, scholars and workers alike should consider a secondary job 

as an opportunity to use and develop additional human capital and, further, as a way to 

experience greater meaning from work.  
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Table 1 

Summary of Pilot Study Interviewees 

Number 

in sample 

Reference 

letter 

Interviewee Work Arrangement 

2  Etsy shop owners who work several part-time jobs 

 A. Potter with Etsy shop 

Consultant (grant writing & art education) 

Art instructor in kids summer camp 

B Etsy shop for illustrations/Zentangle 

Studio owner (teach and sell) 

Subscription box service (all supplies for one project) 

Waitress 

1 C. Undergraduate student 

Budget assistant 

Kitchen store sales associate  

1 D. Massage therapist at two locations 

Independent massage therapist 

1 E. Kitchen store sales associate 

Retail marketing coordinator 

Social media consultant 

3  Adjunct professors 

 F. Adjunct professor in music/theatre 

Private voice teacher 

Actress in professional theatre 

Real estate agent 

 G. Adjunct professor in marketing 

Digital marketing consultant at New Era 

Field evaluator for UBMD-EMS 

Special Event Photographer 

EMS Chief of Armor Fire Co. (volunteer) 

 H. Adjunct professor in accounting 

Internal claims auditor 

Co-owner of high-end scissor-sharpening company 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

101 
 

Table 2 

Taxonomy of Motivations to Seek Multiple Jobs 

Categories of motivations Description 

Financial   

Fulfillment of financial 

need 

To fill a need for more money, such as making ends meet 

Fulfillment of financial 

want 

To meet a desire for more money 

Skill or Career Development   

Gaining additional skills To develop a new skill or exercise an existing one. 

Guard against job insecurity To have an employment back-up plan (general). 

Response to job insecurity To safeguard against current threat to employment (e.g., 

company re-organization, layoffs) 

Personal Maintenance   

Hobby or interest 

fulfillment 

To engage in activities related to hobby or interest. 

Identity fulfillment To express full identity. 

Implementation of personal 

control/autonomy 

To exert control over current work. 

Social interaction 

fulfillment 

To satisfy needs for social interaction. 

Physical fulfillment To fulfill physical needs in primary job. 

Coping with stressful 

primary job 

To cope with the stress of primary job or non-work-related 

stressors. 
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Table 3 

Frequencies of Primary and Secondary Job Industries in Sample with Examples 

  Primary Job Secondary Job 

Industry Examples from 

Sample 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Accommodation and 

Food Services 

 

Lead Server 1 .17 5 .85 

Agriculture, Forestry, 

Fishing, and Hunting 

 

Research Fishery 

Biologist 

1 .17 1 .17 

Arts, Entertainment, 

and Recreation 

 

Filmmaker 14 2.38 27 4.60 

Educational Services 

 

Professor 267 45.41 410 69.85 

Finance and Insurance 

 

Investment Manager 11 1.87 4 .68 

Government Assistant Attorney 

General 

19 3.23 2 .34 

Health Care and 

Social Assistance 

 

Dietitian 

Coordinator 

53 9.01 21 3.58 

Information Director of 

Communication 

13 2.21 16 2.73 

Management of 

Companies and 

Enterprises 

 

Business Owner 67 11.40 52 8.86 

Manufacturing Computational 

Engineer 

6 1.02 3 .51 

Professional, 

Scientific, and 

Technical Services 

 

Research Associate 127 21.60 35 5.96 

Real Estate and Rental 

and Leasing 

 

Landlord/Property 

Manager 

7 1.19 3 .51 

Retail Trade 

 

Sales 2 .34 6 1.02 

Transportation and 

Warehousing 

 

Bus Driver 0 0.00 2 .34 

Total 

 

 588  587  

Missing  2  3  
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Table 4 

 

Fit Indices for Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

 

  Fit indices 

Model 

Number 

 
χ2 TLI CFI RMSEA SRMR 

1 6-Factor Model of Dependent Variables (Physical, Emotional, and 

Cognitive Engagement, Creative Process Engagement, Task Performance, 

and OCBs) 

Did not converge 

2 6-Factor Model of DVs – Emotional Engagement Item 3004.401, df = 

1112, p < .01 

 

.84 .85 .06 .07 

3 6-Factor Model of DVs – Emotional Engagement Item and Four Reverse-

Scored OCB items 

2392.176, df = 930, 

p < .01 

 

.86 .87 .06 .06 

4 Model 3 + Full Depletion  5927.338, df = 

2324, p < .01 

 

.81 .82 .06 .06 

5 Model 3 + Short-Form Depletion  3233.513, df = 

1409, p < .01 

 

.86 .87 .05 .06 

6 Model 5 + Human Capital Growth  3562.625, df = 

1624, p < .01 

 

.86 .87 .05 .05 

7 Model 6 + Meaningfulness 3847.068, df = 

1793, p < .01 

 

.87 .88 .05 .05 

8 Model 7 + Role Integration 4484.742, df = 

2165, p < .01 

 

.86 .87 .04 .05 

9 Model 7 + Role Integration – Additional Items 4191.707, df = 

2034, p < .01 

 

.87 .87 .04 .05 

10 Model 7 + Role Integration – Item 1 4370.802, df = 

2099, p < .01 

 

.86 .87 .04 .05 

11 Model 7 + Role Integration – Item 1 and Additional Items 4086.496, df = 

1970, p < .01 

 

.87 .88 .04 .05 
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12 Model 10 + Financial Motivation 4639.981, df = 

2290, p < .01 

 

.87 .87 .04 .05 

13 Model 12 + Skill Development Motivation 5342.153, df = 

2708, p < .01 

 

.86 .87 .04 .05 

14 Model 13 + Personal Maintenance Motivation 6092.674, df = 

3081, p < .01 

 

.86 .87 .04 .05 

15 Model 14 + Attention 6520.643, df = 

3394, p < .01 

 

.87 .88 .04 .05 

16 1 Latent Factor with All Items Loaded 21362.205, df = 

3485, p < .01 

 

.27 .29 .09 .16 

17 Model 15 with 1 Engagement Factor 7808.386, df = 

3419, p < .01 

 

.82 .83 .05 .06 

18 Model 15 with 2 Motivation Factors (Financial and Skill as 1) 7301.370, df = 

3407, p < .01 

 

.84 .85 .04 .06 

19 Model 15 with 2 Motivation Factors (Financial and Personal as 1) 7286.759, df = 

3407, p < .01 

 

.84 .85 .04 .06 

20 Model 15 with 2 Motivation Factors (Skill and Personal) 7677.918, df = 

3409, p < .01 

 

.84 .85 .04 .06 

21 Model 15 with 1 Motivation Factor 8442.469, df = 

3421, p < .01 

 

.79 .80 .05 .07 

22 Model 15 with 1 Enrichment Factor 7177.386, df = 

3407, p < .01 

.84 .85 .04 .06 

Note. Recommended fit indices from Hu and Bentler (1999) 
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Table 5 

 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables 

 

 

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Age 47.38 13.12          

2. Gender .57 .51 -.11*         

3. Race/Ethnicity 1.36 1.25 -.13** 0.01        

4. Education 6.17 .82 -0.01 -0.03 0.05       

5. Number of Jobs 2.74 .95 0.02 0.05 0.05 -0.03      

6. Tenure as Multiple Jobholder 7.49 3.51 .39** -0.05 0.00 0.03 .17**     

7. Personal Income 6.09 1.51 .22** -.24** 0.02 .19** -.07* .10*    

8. Attention to Secondary Job 4.91 1.55 0.08 0.01 -0.01 0.05 .10** -0.07 -0.05 (.96)  

9. Motivation - Financial 2.87 1.31 -.15** .13** .16** -0.05 .28** .14** -.27** 0.09* (.85) 

10. Motivation - Skill Development 3.16 1.01 0.00 -0.04 0.02 0.04 0.01 -0.06 0.01 .21** -0.01 

11. Motivation - Personal Maintenance 2.44 1.04 0.06 -0.05 -0.03 0.00 0.01 -0.03 -0.04 .17** 0.07 

12. Role Integration 4.51 1.30 -0.09* -0.05 -0.05 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.00 .19** 0.00 

13. Meaningfulness in Secondary Job 6.13 1.02 .18** 0.00 -0.01 .11* 0.06 0.03 .15** .33** -.16** 

14. Human Capital Growth in Secondary Job 5.32 1.07 0.07 -0.02 -0.04 -0.05 0.05 -.11* .14** .22** -.14** 

15. Depletion in Secondary Job 2.10 .78 -.30** 0.08 0.01 -0.05 -0.03 -0.06 -.16** -0.03 .24** 

16. Physical Engagement in Primary Job 6.01 .95 0.03 -0.01 0.00 0.04 -.10* 0.06 0.03 0.05 -0.03 

17. Emotional Engagement in Primary Job 5.80 1.11 .15** -0.03 -0.07 0.05 -0.07 .10* 0.01 0.05 -0.09 

18. Cognitive Engagement in Primary Job 5.70 1.10 0.06 -0.04 0.01 0.05 -.12** 0.08 0.05 0.04 -0.07 

19. Creative Process in Secondary Job 4.06 .63 0.05 -0.05 0.05 0.07 -.11* 0.06 .18** 0.09 -0.09 

20. Task Performance in Primary Job 4.63 .50 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 -0.07 -0.02 0.05 -0.01 -0.09 

21. OCBs in Primary Job 3.99 .60 0.02 0.05 0.00 -0.07 -.10* .08 .19** -0.09 -.17** 

Pairwise deletion used. Sample size ranges from 438 – 590.   

Note. Scale reliabilities are in parentheses. OCBs = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. 
**p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10 
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 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

10. Motivation – Skill Development (.87)            

11. Motivation – Personal Maintenance .61** (.86)           

12. Role Integration 0.00 .07 (.72)          

13. Meaningfulness in Secondary Job .25** .21** 0.07 (.94)         

14. Human Capital Growth in Secondary Job .27** .21** -0.01 .49** (.84)        

15. Depletion in Secondary Job -.14** -0.03 .12* -.34** -.21** (.87)       

16. Physical Engagement in Primary Job 0.08 -0.03 -0.07 .10* 0.05 -.14** (.93)      

17. Emotional Engagement in Primary Job .11* 0.01 0.00 .12* 0.07 -.20** .65** (.94)     

18. Cognitive Engagement in Primary Job .10* -0.01 -0.06 .11* 0.04 -.13** .85** .68** (.96)    

19. Creative Process in Secondary Job .20** 0.06 -0.04 .18** .17** -0.03 .43** .34** .46** (.92)   

20. Task Performance in Primary Job 0.07 -0.02 -0.03 .16** .15** -.24** .43** .34** .37** .30** (.80)  

21. OCBs in Primary Job .23** 0.04 -0.06 .13** 0.10* -.11* .32** .24** .34** .37** .23** (0.84) 

Pairwise deletion used. Sample size ranges from 438 – 590.   
Note. Scale reliabilities are in parentheses. OCBs = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. 
**p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10 
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Table 6 

 

Stepwise Regression Modeling the Relationships between Attention to Secondary Job and Meaningfulness, Human Capital Growth, 

and Depletion in Secondary Job Controlling for Number of Jobs, Tenure as a Multiple Jobholder, and Personal Income 

 

 Meaningfulnessa Human Capital Growtha Depletiona 

 β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE 

Control Variables             

Number of Jobs .08 .05 .04 .05 .09* -.04 .07 .05 -.04 .05 -.04 .05 

Tenure as MJH .00 .04 .03 .04 -.14** .04 -.12** .04 -.04 .05 -.05 .05 

Income .16** .05 .18** .05 .15** .05 .17** .05 -.17** .05 -.17** .05 

Main Predictor             

Attention 

 

  .34** .05   .22** .05   -.04 .05 

R2 .03† .14** .04* .09** .03† .03† 

ΔR2  .11**  .05*  .00 
N = 490 

Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. DVs are correlated. MJH = Multiple Jobholder. 
**p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10 
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Table 7 

 
Path Models of the Moderating Effects of Motivation to Work a Secondary Job on the Relationships between Attention to Secondary Job and Meaningfulness, Human Capital Growth, and Depletion in 

Secondary Job Controlling for Number of Jobs, Tenure as a Multiple Jobholder, and Personal Income 

 

 Meaningfulnessa Human Capital Growtha Depletiona 

 β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE 

Control Variables                   

Number of Jobs .08 .05 .08 .05 .07 .05 .09* .04 .10* .04 .10* .04 -.04 .05 -.10* .05 -.10* .05 
Tenure as MJH .00 .04 .07 .04 .06 .04 -.14** .04 -.10* .04 -.10* .04 -.04 .05 -.08† .05 -.09† .05 

Income .16** .05 .12** .05 .14** .05 .15** .05 .13** .05 .14** .05 -.17** .05 -.09† .05 -.10† .05 

Main Predictors                   
Attention   .31** .05 .30** .04   .18** .05 .17** .05   -.03 .05 -.02 .05 

Motivation-Financial   -.18** .05 -.18** .04   -.12* .05 -.11* .05   .24** .05 .24** .05 

Motivation-Skill Development   .13** .05 .14** .05   .19** .06 .18** .06   -.17** .05 -.17** .05 
Motivation-Personal Maintenance   .09† .05 .12* .05   .07 .06 .10† .05   .06 .05 .06 .05 

Interactions                   

Attention X Financiala     .10* .04     -.04 .05     .02 .05 
Attention X Skill Development     .11† .06     .03 .07      -.08 .06 

Attention X Personal Maintenance     -.22** .05     -.15* .06     .07 .06 

R2 .03† .21** .24** .04* .15** .17** .03† .11** .11** 
ΔR2  .18** .03*  .11** .02  .08** .00 

N = 490 

Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. DVs are correlated. MJH = Multiple Jobholder. 
**p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

109 
 

Table 8 

 

Path Models of the Moderating Effects of Work Role Integration on the Relationships between Attention to Secondary Job and Meaningfulness 

and Human Capital Growth in Secondary Job Controlling for Number of Jobs, Tenure as a Multiple Jobholder, and Personal Income 

 

 Meaningfulnessa Human Capital Growtha 

 β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE 

Control Variables             

Number of Jobs .08 .05 .04 .05 .04 .05 .09* .04 .07 .04 .07 .04 

Tenure as MJH .00 .04 .03 .04 .03 .04 -.14** .04 -.12** .04 -.12** .04 

Income .16** .05 .18** .05 .18** .05 .15** .05 .17** .05 .17** .05 

Main Predictors             

Attention   .34** .05 .34** .05   .23** .05 .23** .05 

Role Integration   .01 .04 .01 .04   -.05 .05 -.04 .05 

Interaction             

Attention X Role Integration     .00 .04     -.05 .05 

R2 .03† .14** .14** .04* .09** .09** 

ΔR2  .11** .00  .05* .00 
N = 490 

Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. DVs are correlated. MJH = Multiple Jobholder 
**p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10 
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Table 9 

 

Path Model of the Relationships between Attention to Secondary Job and Experiences in the Primary Job Mediated by Enrichment and Depletion in Secondary Job Jobholder 

Controlling for Number of Jobs, Tenure as a Multiple Jobholder, and Personal Income 

 

 Meaningful- 

nessa 

Human 

Capital 

Growtha 

Depletiona Physical 

Engagementb 

Emotional 

Engagementb 

Cognitive 

Engagementb 

Creative 

Process 

Engagementb 

Task 

Performanceb 

OCBsb 

 β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE 

Control Variables                   

Number of Jobs .03 .05 .07 .04 -.04 .05 -.13* .05 -.11* .05 -.15** .05 -.13* .06 -.06 .06 -.09† .05 

Tenure of MJH .04 .04 -.12** .04 -.05 .05 .07 .05 .11* .05 .09† .05 .09* .04 -.02 .05 .07 .05 

Income .18** .05 .17** .05 -.17** .05 -.01 .05 -.04 .05 .00 .05 .14** .05 -.01 .06 .14** .05 

Predictors                   

Attentiona  .34** .05 .22** .05 -.04 .05 .05 .05 .05 .06 .04 .06 .05 .05 -.05 .05 -.11* .05 

Meaningfulnessa        .06 .06 .04 .06 .07 .06 .11† .06 .08 .07 .12* .06 

Human Capital 

Growtha 

      -.01 .05 -.02 .06 -.01 .05 .11* .06 .08 .06 .05 .06 

Depletiona       -.12* .06 -.18** .05 -.10† .06 .05 .05 -.20** .06 -.04 .05 

R2 .14** .09** .03† .04 .06* .04† .08** .06* .06* 
N = 435 – 490 
Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. DVs are correlated. MJH = Multiple Jobholder. OCBs = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. 
aIn secondary job 
bIn primary job 
**p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10 
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Table 10 

 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Attention to Secondary Job and Primary Job Experiences with 

Controls 

 

Direct Effects β SE 

Attentiona → Physical Engagementb .05 .05 

Attentiona → Emotional Engagementb .05 .06 

Attentiona → Cognitive Engagementb  .04 .06 

Attentiona → Creative Process Engagementb .05 .05 

Attentiona → Task Performanceb -.05 .05 

Attentiona → OCBsb -.11* .02 

Indirect Effects   

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → Physical Engagementb  .02 .02 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → Physical Engagementb .00 .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → Physical Engagementb .01 .01 

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → Emotional Engagementb .02 .02 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → Emotional Engagementb .00 .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → Emotional Engagementb .01 .01 

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → Cognitive Engagementb .02 .02 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → Cognitive Engagementb .00 .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → Cognitive Engagementb .00 .01 

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → Creative Process Engagementb .04 .03 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → Creative Process Engagementb .03† .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → Creative Process Engagementb .00 .00 

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → Task Performanceb .03 .03 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → Task Performanceb .02 .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → Task Performanceb .01 .01 

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → OCBsb .04† .02 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → OCBsb .01 .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → OCBsb .00 .00 
N = 435 – 490 

Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. OCBs = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. 
aIn secondary job 
bIn primary job 
**p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10 
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Table 11 

 

Conditional Indirect Effects between Attention to Secondary Job and Primary Job Engagement via 

Meaningfulness and Human Capital Growth in Secondary Job with Controls 

 

Mediator: Meaningfulness 

Moderators Physical Engagement 

Motivation-Skill 

Development 

Motivation-

Personal 

Maintenance 

Role Integration Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .02 .02 

  High .02 .02 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .03 .03 

  High .03 .03 

 High Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

   Emotional Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .03† .02 

  High .03† .02 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .04 .03 

  High .05† .03 

 High Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

   Cognitive Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .03 .02 

  High .03 .02 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .04 .03 

  High .05 .03 

 High Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

   Creative Process Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .02 .01 

  High .02 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .02 .02 

  High .03 .02 

 High Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

   Task Performance 

   Indirect Effect SE 
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Low  Low Low .02† .01 

  High .02† .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .03† .02 

  High .03† .02 

 High Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

   OCBs 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .02* .01 

  High .02* .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .03† .02 

  High .03* .02 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .00 

Mediator: Human Capital Growth 

Moderators Physical Engagement 

Motivation-Skill 

Development 

Motivation-

Personal 

Maintenance 

Role Integration Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .00 

High Low Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

 High Low .00 .00 

  High .00 .00 

   Emotional Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .01 .02 

  High .01 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .01 .02 

  High .01 .02 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .00 

   Cognitive Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .00 .02 

  High .00 .01 

 High Low .00 .00 
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  High .00 .00 

   Creative Process Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .02† .01 

  High .01 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .02 .01 

  High .02 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .00 

   Task Performance 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

 High Low .00 .00 

  High .00 .00 

   OCBs 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

 High Low .00 .00 

  High .00 .00 

High Low Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

 High Low .00 .00 

  High .00 .00 

N = 435 – 490 

Note. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. Low = - 1 SD, High = + 1 SD. OCBs = Organizational 

Citizenship Behaviors. 
**p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10 
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Table 12 

 

Conditional Indirect Effects of Financial Motivation between Attention to Secondary Job and Primary Job Experience via Depletion in Secondary Job 

Controlling for Number of Jobs, Tenure as a Multiple Jobholder, and Personal Income 

 

  Physical 

Engagement 

 

Emotional 

Engagement 

 Cognitive 

Engagement 

 Creative 

Process 

Engagement 

 Task 

Performance 

  

OCB 

Financial 

Motivation Level 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE Indirect 

Effect 

SE Indirect 

Effect 

SE Indirect 

Effect 

SE Indirect 

Effect 

SE Indirect 

Effect 

SE 

Low .01 .01  .01 .01  .01 .01  .00 .00  .01 .01  .00 .00 

High .00 .01  .00 .01  .00 .01  .00 .00  .00 .01  .00 .00 

N = 435 – 490  

Note. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. OCBs = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. Low = - 1 SD, High = + 1 SD 
**p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10 
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Table 13  

 

Summary of Hypotheses and Findings 

 

Hypothesis Finding 

Hypothesis 1a. Attention to the secondary job will positively relate to 

enrichment in the secondary job  

Supported 

Hypothesis 1b. Attention to the secondary job will negatively relate to 

depletion in the secondary job. 

Unsupported 

Hypothesis 2a. Motivational factors related to skill development and 

personal maintenance will strengthen the positive relationship between 

attention to the secondary job and enrichment in the secondary job. 

Unsupported 

Hypothesis 2b. Motivational factors related to skill development and 

personal maintenance will weaken the positive relationship between 

attention to the secondary job and depletion in second job. 

Unsupported 

Hypothesis 3a. Motivational factors related to finances will weaken 

the positive relationship between attention to the secondary job and 

enrichment in the secondary job. 

Partially supported 

Hypothesis 3b. Motivational factors related to finances will and 

strengthen the positive relationship between attention to the secondary 

job and depletion in the secondary job. 

Unsupported 

Hypothesis 4. Role integration will strengthen the positive relationship 

between attention to second job and enrichment in second job. 

Unsupported 

Hypothesis 5. Enrichment in the secondary job will positively relate to 

engagement in primary job, and depletion in the secondary job will 

negatively relate to engagement in primary job. 

Partially supported 

Hypothesis 6. Enrichment in the secondary job will positively relate to 

creativity in the primary job, and depletion in the secondary job will 

negatively relate to creativity in the primary job. 

Partially supported 

Hypothesis 7a. Enrichment in the secondary job will positively relate 

to OCB and task performance and the coefficients will be positive and 

similar in magnitude. 

Unsupported 

Hypothesis 7b. Depletion in the secondary job will negatively relate to 

OCB and task performance and the coefficient will be stronger for 

OCB than for task performance. 

Partially supported 

Hypothesis 8. Motivation to work a secondary job and role integration 

will simultaneously moderate the indirect effect of attention to the 

secondary job on the primary job experience via enrichment such that 

the indirect effect is positive and strongest when individuals are highly 

motivated by skill development and personal maintenance reasons and 

have high role integration. 

Unsupported 

Hypothesis 9. Motivation to work a secondary job will simultaneously 

moderate the indirect effect of attention to the secondary job on 

primary job experience via depletion such that the indirect effect is 

negative and strongest when individuals are highly motivated by 

financial reasons. 

Unsupported 
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Figure 1. Model of the Effect of Multiple Jobholding on Primary Job Workplace 

Outcomes. Theoretical model depicting the moderating factors that dictate whether 

multiple jobholding is an enriching or depleting experience in addition to the potential 

impact multiple jobholding has on engagement, creativity, and performance in their 

primary job via enrichment and depletion. Surveys 1 and 2 comprised stage one of this 

model and included attention to secondary job, motivations, role integration, enrichment 

in the secondary job, and depletion in the secondary job. Survey 3 comprised stage two of 

this model, including engagement, creativity, and performance in the primary job. 
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Figure 2. The Moderating Effect of Personal Maintenance Motivation to Work a 

Secondary Job on the Relationships between Attention and Meaningfulness in the 

Secondary Job. 
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Figure 3. The Moderating Effect of Personal Maintenance Motivation to Work a 

Secondary Job on the Relationship between Attention and Human Capital Growth in the 

Secondary Job. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

5

Low High

M
ea

n
in

g
fu

ln
es

s

Attention

Figure 3. Moderating Effect of Personal Maintenance Motivation on 

Relationship between Attention and Human Capital Growth in Secondary 

Job 

Personal

Maintenance Low

Personal

Maintenance High



 
 

120 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. The Moderating Effect of Financial Motivation to Work a Secondary Job on the 

Relationships between Attention and Meaningfulness in the Secondary Job. 
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Appendix A 

Interview Protocol for Pilot Study 

 

Table A1 

Interview Protocol for Pilot Study 

ID: 

Job 1: 

 

Tenure: 

Job 2: 

 

Tenure: 

Job 3: 

 

Tenure: 

 

1. Which job do you consider your primary job? And why? 

2. How did you obtain your secondary/tertiary job? Why did you seek or accept your 

second/tertiary job? (If they left a full-time job, why did they not seek out another full-

time job?) 

3. When someone asks you “What do you do?” what do you say? 

4. What was your attitude about working several jobs when you began? Do your 

parents/significant other/friends work more than one job? Have you worked multiple jobs 

at other stages in your life? 

5. How much do the skills required from each job overlap? 

6. Are there clear boundaries between your jobs? To what degree are these boundaries 

malleable? 

7. What are some ways in which your job roles impact each other? For example, do you talk 

about your secondary or tertiary job at your primary job and vice versa? Are your 

employers supportive of you having more than one job? 

8. How do you manage your workload? 

9. What does working multiple jobs mean to you? 

10. What are some consequences, both positive and negative, that you’ve experienced by 

working multiple jobs?  

11. How do you address or combat the negative consequences? 

12. What are some rituals you have when you are transitioning between your roles? 

13. Do you ever find it difficult to complete the tasks required of both/all of your jobs? 

14. To what degree do you feel you can “be yourself” within each of your jobs? 

15. How meaningful do you find your work experience right now? Define work 

meaningfulness. 

16. What’s next? Do you plan on continuing to work all of these jobs? What would make you 

rethink your work commitments? 
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Appendix B 

Surveys for Empirical Study 

Table B1 

 

Survey Items for Empirical Study 

 

Survey 1 

Exclusion Items 

Including all full-time and part-time jobs, how many paid jobs do you have? 

a. 1 

b. 2 

c. 3 

d. 4 

e. 5 

f. 6+ 

How long have you worked multiple jobs? 

a. Less than 1 year 

b. 1 year 

c. 2 years 

d. 3 years 

e. 4 years 

f. 5 years 

g. 6 years 

h. 7 years 

i. 8 years 

j. 9 years 

k. 10+ years 

Demographic Items 

How old are you? 

What is your gender? 

a. Female 

b. Male 

c. Other: 

What is your race/ethnicity? 

a. White 

b. Black or African American 

c. American Indian or Alaska Native 

d. Asian 

e. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 

f. Latino/a or Hispanic 

g. Other: 

What is the highest level of education you have obtained? 

a. Less than a high school diploma 

b. High school diploma or equivalent (GED) 

c. Some college 
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d. Associate Degree 

e. Bachelor’s Degree 

f. Master’s Degree 

g. Advanced degree (EdD, PhD, JD, MD) 

What is your zip code? 

a. Open 

What is your annual personal income? 

a. $10,000 or less 

b. $10,001 – $20,000 

c. $20,001 – $30,000 

d. $30,001 – $40,000 

e. $40,001 – $50,000 

f. $50,001 – $60,000 

g. $60,001 + 

How many children do you have? 

a. 1 

b. 2 

c. 3 

d. 4 

e. 5 

f. 6+ 

g. I do not have children. 

What does your spouse do? 

a. Stays at home 

b. Works one full-time job 

c. Works one part-time job 

d. Works a full-time job and a part-time job/several part-time jobs 

e. Works several part-time jobs 

f. I do not have a spouse 

What best describes your health insurance? 

a. I have health insurance through my full-time organization 

b. I have health insurance through a union 

c. I have health insurance through the Affordable Care Act 

d. I have health insurance through my spouse’s job 

e. I have health insurance through my parents 

f. Other: 

g. I do not have health insurance 

Work Descriptives 

In this survey and the remaining surveys, you will be asked about your primary and your 

secondary jobs. Please refer to the following definitions: 

 

 Your primary job is the one where you spend the most time and earn the largest portion 

of your overall income. This is generally thought of as a traditional full-time job. 

 Your secondary job is the one where you spend the second largest portion of your time 

and make the second largest portion of your income. 
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Should you have more than two jobs, please focus on the two that fall within the definitions 

provided. 

What is your title at your primary job? 

a. Open 

How long have you worked at your primary job? 

a. Less than 1 year 

b. 1 year 

c. 2 years 

d. 3 years 

e. 4 years 

f. 5 years 

g. 6 years 

h. 7 years 

i. 8 years 

j. 9 years 

k. 10+ years 

How many hours per week do you work at your primary job? 

a. 1 – 5 hours 

b. 6 – 10 hours 

c. 11 – 15 hours 

d. 16 – 20 hours 

e. 21 – 25 hours 

f. 26 – 30 hours 

g. 36 – 40 hours 

h. 41+ hours 

What is your title at your secondary job? 

a. Open 

How long have you worked at your secondary job? 

a. Less than 1 year 

b. 1 year 

c. 2 years 

d. 3 years 

e. 4 years 

f. 5 years 

g. 6 years 

h. 7 years 

i. 8 years 

j. 9 years 

k. 10+ years 

How many hours per week do you work at your secondary job? 

a. 1 – 5 hours 

b. 6 – 10 hours 

c. 11 – 15 hours 

d. 16 – 20 hours 

e. 21 – 25 hours 

f. 26 – 30 hours 
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g. 36 – 40 hours 

h. 41+ hours 

Approximately what portion of your personal income is from your secondary job? 

a. Less than 5% 

b. 6% – 10% 

c. 11% – 15% 

d. 16% – 20% 

e. 21% – 30% 

f. 31% – 40% 

g. 41% – 50% 

Attention 
Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements as they pertain to 

your secondary job on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

1. I spend a lot of time thinking about my secondary job. 

2. I focus a great deal of attention on my secondary job. 

3. I concentrate a lot on my secondary job. 

4. I pay a lot of attention to my secondary job. 

Is your secondary job in the same occupation (e.g., math teacher and adjunct professor) as 

your primary job, or do your jobs span occupations and industries (e.g., adjunct professor and 

event photographer)? 

a. I work in the same occupation. 

b. My job spans several occupations. 

If you have additional jobs (third, fourth, fifth, sixth, etc.), please list them here. 

a. Open 

Psychological Variables 

Motivation 
On a scale of 1 (not at all important) to 5 (extremely important), please indicate how important 

each of the following factors were when you decided to work more than on job. 

1. To take care of the basic requirements for living such as decent housing. (Financial) 

2. To look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge. (Skill development) 

3. To feel better about myself. (Personal maintenance) 

4. To have a feeling of security. (Financial) 

5. To take a risk and develop my work ability. (Skill development) 

6. To feel important. (Personal maintenance) 

7. To increase my self-esteem. (Personal maintenance) 

8. To improve my ability at work. (Skill development) 

9. To maintain a reasonable bank balance for emergencies. (Financial) 

10. To work in situations that require a high level of ability and talent. (Skill development) 

11. To make new friends. (Personal maintenance) 

12. To select a challenging work assignment that I can develop from. (Skill development) 

13. To maintain my identity. (Personal maintenance) 

14. To enjoy challenging and difficult tasks where I’ll learn new skills. (Skill development) 

Please take a minute and tell us your story of how you began to work more than one job. 

Describe your decision-making process. 

a. Open 

Role Integration 
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Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements on a scale of 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

1. *Throughout the day, I deal with issues from each job as they occur. 

2. It would be rare for me to read materials related to one job while I was working at or 

on another job. 

3. I tend to integrate my jobs throughout the day. 

4. I tend to handle communications (e.g., emails, texts, and phone calls) related to one job 

separately from my other job(s). 

5. I tend to talk about my primary job while at my secondary job and vice versa. 

6. I tend to think about my primary job while at my secondary job and vice versa. 

Survey 2 

Recall in the last survey you were asked about your primary and secondary jobs. Again, please 

refer to the following definitions: 

 

 Your primary job is the one where you spend the most time and earn the largest portion 

of your overall income. This is generally thought of as a traditional full-time job. 

 Your secondary job is the one where you spend the second largest portion of your time 

and make the second largest portion of your income. 

 

Should you have more than two jobs, please focus on the two that fall within the definitions 

provided. 

Did you primary job change from the last survey? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

Did your secondary job change from the last survey? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

Meaningfulness in Secondary Job 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements regarding your 

secondary job recently on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

1. The work I do in my secondary job is very important to me. 

2. The job activities in my secondary job are personally meaningful to me. 

3. The work I do in my secondary job is meaningful to me. 

Human Capital Growth in Secondary Job 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements as they pertain to 

your secondary job recently on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

1. I have felt more confident expressing ideas related to my secondary job. 

2. I have improved my ability to think critically about my secondary job. 

3. I have improved my ability to critically analyze issues related to my secondary job. 

4. I have learned new and important skills in my secondary job. 

Depletion in Secondary Job 

Please respond to the statements below describing how you felt recently after working your 

secondary job on a scale of 1 (not true) to 5 (very true). 

1. *I felt mentally exhausted. 

2. *It took a lot of effort for me to concentrate on something after my second job. 

3. I needed something pleasant to make me feel better. 
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4. *I felt motivated. 

5. *If I were given a difficult task after my second job, I would give up easily. 

6. I felt drained. 

7. *I had lots of energy. 

8. *I felt worn out. 

9. If I were tempted by something, it would have been difficult to resist. 

10. I wanted to quit any difficult task I was given. 

11. I felt calm and rational. 

12. I couldn’t absorb any more information. 

13. I felt lazy. 

14. *I found it difficult to plan ahead after my second job. 

15. I felt sharp and focused. 

16. I wanted to give up. 

17. *After working my second job was a good time for me to make an important decision. 

18. I felt like my willpower was gone. 

19. *My mind felt unfocused after my second job. 

20. *I felt read to concentrate. 

21. *My mental energy was running low. 

22. *A new challenge would have appealed to me after my second job. 

23. *I wish I could have just relaxed for a while. 

24. *I had a hard time controlling my urges. 

25. *I felt discouraged. 

Survey 3 

Recall in the last survey you were asked about your primary and secondary jobs. Again, please 

refer to the following definitions: 

 

 Your primary job is the one where you spend the most time and earn the largest portion 

of your overall income. This is generally thought of as a traditional full-time job. 

 Your secondary job is the one where you spend the second largest portion of your time 

and make the second largest portion of your income. 

 

Should you have more than two jobs, please focus on the two that fall within the definitions 

provided. 

Did you primary job change from the last survey? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

Did your secondary job change from the last survey? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

Job Engagement 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements as they pertain to 

your primary job recently from a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

1. I have been working with intensity on my primary job. 

2. I have exerted my full effort to my primary job. 

3. I have devoted a lot of energy to my primary job. 

4. I have tried my hardest to perform well in my primary job. 
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5. I have strived as hard as I can to complete my primary job. 

6. I have exerted a lot of energy on my primary job. 

7. I have been enthusiastic in my primary job. 

8. I have felt energetic in my primary job. 

9. *I have been interested in my primary job. 

10. I have been proud of my work efforts in my primary job. 

11. I have felt positive about my primary job. 

12. I have felt excited about my primary job. 

13. My mind is focused on my primary job. 

14. I have been paying a lot of attention to my primary job. 

15. I have focused a great deal of attention to my primary job. 

16. I have been absorbed in my primary job. 

17. I have concentrated on my primary job. 

18. I have devoted a lot of attention to my primary job. 

Creative Process Engagement 
In your primary job, to what extent do you engage in the following actions when seeking to 

accomplish an assignment or solve a problem on a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (very frequently). 

1. I spend considerable time trying to understand the nature of the problem. 

2. I think about the problem from multiple perspectives. 

3. I decompose a difficult problem/assignment into parts to obtain greater understanding. 

4. I consult a wide variety of information. 

5. I search for information from multiple sources (e.g., personal memories, others’ 

experience, documentation, Internet, etc.). 

6. I retain large amounts of detailed information in my area of expertise for future use. 

7. I consider diverse sources of information in generating new ideas. 

8. I look for connections with solutions used in seemingly diverse areas. 

9. I generate a significant number of alternatives to the same problem before I choose the 

final solution. 

10. I try to devise potential solutions that move away from established ways of doing 

things. 

11. I spend considerable time sifting through information that helps to generate new ideas. 

In-Role Performance 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements regarding your 

work in your primary job recently on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

1. I have adequately completed assigned duties. 

2. I have fulfilled my responsibilities specified by my job description. 

3. I have performed tasks that are expected of me. 

4. I have met formal performance requirements of the job. 

5. I have engaged in activities that will directly affect my performance evaluation. 

6. I have neglected aspects of my job that I am obligated to perform. 

7. I have failed to perform essential duties. 

OCB 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements regarding your 

work in your primary jobs recently on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

1. I willingly give time to other workers who have work-related problems. 
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2. I am willing to take time out of my own busy schedule to help with recruiting or 

training new workers. 

3. *I always find fault with what the company is doing. 

4. I “touch base” with others before initiating actions that might affect them. 

5. I take steps to try to prevent problems with other workers. 

6. *I tend to make “mounts out of molehills” (make problems bigger than they are). 

7. I encourage other workers when they are down. 

8. I act as a “peacemaker” when others have disagreements. 

9. *I consume a lot of time complaining about trivial matters. 

10. I am a stabilizing influence when dissention occurs. 

11. I attend functions that are not required but help the company image. 

12. I attend training/information sessions that workers are encouraged but not required to 

attend. 

13. I attend and actively participate in company meetings. 

14. *I focus on what is wrong with my situation rather than the positive side of it. 
*Indicates an item that was eliminated due to the confirmatory factor analyses. 
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Appendix C 

Analyses without Controls 

 

Table C1 

 

Regression Modeling the Relationships between Attention to Secondary Job and 

Meaningfulness, Human Capital Growth, and Depletion in Secondary Job 

 

 Meaningfulnessa Human Capital 

Growtha 

Depletiona 

 β SE β SE β SE 

Attentiona 

 

.33** .05 .22** .05 -.03 .05 

R2 .11** .05* .00 
N = 494 

Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. DVs are correlated. 
aIn secondary job 
bIn primary job 
**p < .01 *p < .05 †p < .10 
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Table C2 

 

Stepwise Regression Modeling the Moderating Effect of Motivation to Work a Secondary Job on the Relationships between Attention to Secondary 

Job and Meaningfulness, Human Capital Growth, and Depletion in Secondary Job 

 

 Meaningfulnessa Human Capital Growtha Depletiona 

 β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE 

Attentiona .30** .05 .29** .05 .18** .05 .16** .05 -.02 .05 -.02 .05 

Motivation-Financiala -.18** .04 -.19** .04 -.14** .05 -.14** .05 .23** .05 .23** .04 

Motivation-Skill 

Developmenta 

.13* .05 .13** .05 .18** .06 .18** .05 -.16** .06 -.16** .06 

Motivation-Personal 

Maintenancea 

.09† .05 .12* .05 .07 .05 .10† .06 .06 .06 .06 .05 

Attention X Financiala   .11* .04   -.04 .05   .00 .05 

Attention X Skill 

Developmenta 

  .11† .06   .04 .07   -.07 .06 

Attention X Personal 

Maintenancea 

  -.21** .05   -.15* .06   .07 .06 

R2 .18** .21** .12** .14** .08** .08** 

ΔR2  .04*  .02  .00 

N=494 

Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. DVs are correlated. 
aIn secondary job 
bIn primary job 
**p < .01 *p < .05 †p < .10 
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Table C3 

 

Regression Modeling the Moderating Effect of Work Role Integration on the Relationships between Attention to Secondary Job and 

Meaningfulness and Human Capital Growth in Secondary Job 

 

 Meaningfulnessa Human Capital Growtha 

 β SE β SE β SE β SE 

Attentiona .33** .05 .33** .05 .22** .05 .22** .05 

Role Integrationa .01 .04 .01 .04 -.04 .05 -.04 .05 

Attention X Role Integrationa   .01 .04   -.04 .05 

R2 .11** .11** .05* .05* 

ΔR2  .00  .00 
N=494 

Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. DVs are correlated. 
aIn secondary job 
bIn primary job 
**p < .01 *p < .05 †p < .10 
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Table C4 

 

Path Model of the Relationships between Attention to Secondary Job and Experiences in the Primary Job Mediated by Enrichment and Depletion in Secondary Job 

 

 Meaningful- 

nessa 

Human Capital 

Growtha 

Depletiona Physical 

Engagementb 

Emotional 

Engagementb 

Cognitive 

Engagementb 

Creative 

Process 

Engagementb 

Task 

Performanceb 

OCBb 

 β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE β SE 

Attentiona  

 

.33** .05 .22** .05 -.03 .05 .03 .05 .04 .06 .01 .06 .02 .05 -.06 .05 -.15** .05 

Meaningfulnessa  

 

      .06 .06 .05 .06 .08 .06 .13* .06 .08 .07 .14* .06 

Human Capital 

Growtha 

 

      -.01 .05 .00 .06 -.02 .05 .11* .06 .08 .06 .06 .06 

Depletiona 

 

      -.12* .06 -.18** .06 -.10† .06 .04 .05 -.20** .06 -.05 .05 

R2 .11** .05* .00 .02† .04† .02 .04† .05* .03† 
N = 494 

Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. DVs are correlated. OCBs = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. 
aIn secondary job 
bIn primary job 
**p < .01 *p < .05 †p < .10 
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Table C5 

 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Attention to Secondary Job and Primary Job Experiences 

 

Direct Effects β SE 

Attentiona → Physical Engagementb .03 .05 

Attentiona → Emotional Engagementb .04 .06 

Attentiona → Cognitive Engagementb .01 .06 

Attentiona → Creative Process Engagementb .02 .05 

Attentiona → Task Performanceb -.06 .05 

Attentiona → OCBsb -.15** .05 

Indirect Effects   

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → Physical Engagementb .02 .02 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → Physical Engagementb .00 .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → Physical Engagementb .00 .01 

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → Emotional Engagementb .02 .02 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → Emotional Engagementb .00 .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → Emotional Engagementb .00 .01 

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → Cognitive Engagementb .03 .02 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → Cognitive Engagementb -.01 .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → Cognitive Engagementb .00 .01 

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → Creative Process Engagementb .04† .02 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → Creative Process Engagementb .02† .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → Creative Process Engagementb .00 .00 

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → Task Creative Process Engagementb .03 .02 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → Task Performanceb .02 .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → Task Performanceb .01 .01 

Attentiona → Meaningfulnessa → OCBsb .05* .02 

Attentiona → Human Capital Growtha → OCBsb .01 .01 

Attentiona → Depletiona → OCBsb .00 .01 

N = 494 

Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. OCBs = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. 
aIn secondary job 
bIn primary job 
**p < .01 *p < .05 †p < .10 
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Table C6 

 

Conditional Indirect Effects between Attention to Secondary Job and Primary Job Engagement via 

Meaningfulness and Human Capital Growth in Secondary Job 

 

Mediator: Meaningfulness 

Moderators Physical Engagement 

Motivation-Skill 

Development 

Motivation-

Personal 

Maintenance 

Role Integration Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .02 .02 

  High .02 .02 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .03 .02 

  High .04 .03 

 High Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

   Emotional Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .03† .02 

  High .03† .02 

 High Low -.01 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .05† .03 

  High .05† .03 

 High Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

   Cognitive Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .03† .02 

  High .04† .02 

 High Low -.01 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .05† .03 

  High .05† .03 

 High Low .01 .01 

  High .02 .01 

   Creative Process Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .02 .01 

  High .02 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .03† .02 

  High .03† .02 

 High Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

   Task Performance 

   Indirect Effect SE 
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Low  Low Low .02† .01 

  High .02† .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .03† .01 

  High .03† .01 

 High Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

   OCBs 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .02* .01 

  High .03* .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .04* .02 

  High .04* .02 

 High Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

Mediator: Human Capital Growth 

Moderators Physical Engagement 

Motivation-Skill 

Development 

Motivation-

Personal 

Maintenance 

Role Integration Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

 High Low .00 .00 

  High .00 .00 

   Emotional Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .00 .02 

  High .00 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .00 

   Cognitive Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 
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  High .00 .00 

   Creative Process Engagement 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .01† .01 

  High .01 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .02 .01 

  High .02 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .00 

   Task Performance 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .01 

High Low Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

 High Low .00 .00 

  High .00 .00 

   OCBs 

   Indirect Effect SE 

Low  Low Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

 High Low .00 .01 

  High .00 .00 

High Low Low .01 .01 

  High .01 .01 

 High Low .00 .00 

  High .00 .00 
N = 435 – 490 

Note. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. Low = - 1 SD, High = + 1 SD. OCBs = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. 
**p < .01, *p < .05, †p < .10 
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Table C7 

 

Conditional Indirect Effects of Financial Motivation between Attention to Secondary Job and Primary Job Experience via Depletion in Secondary Job  

 

  Physical 

Engagement 

 

Emotional 

Engagement 

 Cognitive 

Engagement 

 Creative 

Process 

Engagement 

 Task 

Performance 

  

OCB 

Financial 

Motivation Level 

Indirect 

Effect 

SE Indirect 

Effect 

SE Indirect 

Effect 

SE Indirect 

Effect 

SE Indirect 

Effect 

SE Indirect 

Effect 

SE 

Low .01 .01  .01 .01  .01 .01  .00 .00  .01 .01  .00 .00 

High .00 .01  .00 .01  .00 .01  .00 .00  .00 .01  .00 .00 

N = 435 – 490  

Note. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. OCBs = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. Low = - 1 SD, High = + 1 SD 
**p < .01 *p < .05 †p < .10 
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