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ABSTRACT

Prosocial and proactive behaviours among employees have been a central issue in the
study of organizations in the past 30 years due to the considerable changes that have
occurred within the world of work. In order to provide greater autonomy for work teams
organizations have been implementing a flatter structure. The management style of
supervisors has also changed as they increasingly rely on their workforce to be proactive
and introduce changes to their jobs. In parallel with the focus on proactivity, the social
and prosocial aspects of work have also received increased research attention. A shift
from a manufacturing to a service economy resulted in a growing number of new working
relationships, in which employees can express and experience prosocial behaviours.
However, there has been very limited work on combining these two emerging areas. This
PhD research aims to provide a significant contribution by investigating the fruitful
integration of proactive and prosocial behaviours through examining a specific form of
job crafting, namely Prosocial Job Crafting (PSJC). PSJC behaviours reflect the processes
through which individuals modify their jobs’ task, relational, and cognitive boundaries to
allow them act in a manner that positively benefits the work and lives of colleagues and
customers. The thesis includes three empirical studies. In the first two studies a new scale
is developed and validated for the measurement of PSJC with two samples: sample one
of 500 participants collected via Amazon Mturk, and sample two of 243 participants
collected from academic libraries in the UK. The third empirical study describes the
Structural Equation Modelling analysis of a conceptual model with a field sample of 262
participants from academic libraries in Hungary. Consistent with theoretical predictions,
results show that task and cognitive prosocial job crafting were predicted by prosocial

motivation, and task prosocial job crafting strongly and positively predicted self-report



and supervisor ratings of individual performance. Implications of these findings for

theory and for practice are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

In this thesis | explore a specific form of job crafting, namely Prosocial Job Crafting. Job
crafting is a relatively new concept that concerns the employee’s role in customizing their
job to better suit their individual needs and preferences. Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001)
define job crafting as “the physical and cognitive changes individuals make in the task or
relational boundaries of their work” (p. 179), and identified three dimensions of job
crafting, namely task, relational, and cognitive crafting. My thesis extends the burgeoning
job crafting literature by exploring the specific concept of Prosocial Job Crafting (PSJC),
which is defined as the processes through which individuals modify their jobs’ task,
relational, and cognitive boundaries to allow them act in a manner that positively benefits
the work and lives of colleagues and customers. Investigating PSJC is relevant as both
qualitative and quantitative studies have shown that for many employees, making a
positive difference in other people’s lives is one of the main purpose of their work (Colby,
Sippola, & Phelps, 2001; Ruiz-Quintanilla & England, 1996). Moreover, the motivation
to make a prosocial difference is also a powerful driving force behind the employees’
actions through increasing effort (Mitchell & Daniels, 2003), and persistence (Batson,
Powell, Millon, & Lerner, 2003). Thus, increasing the opportunities to have a positive
impact on others could be a crucial factor in establishing positive work meaning, work
identities, and improved performance.

Prior to recognizing the importance and value of proactive workplace behaviours
(such as job crafting) in organizations, the more traditional approaches to job design took
a ‘top down’ approach. The advocation of a top down view on job design (e.g., Babbage,
1835; Smith, 1850; Taylor, 1911) proposed job simplification and standardization as the

best way for increasing productivity, and viewed employees as passive recipients of



orders, and being under the control of managers. However, this approach resulted in
decreased employee satisfaction, increased turnover and absenteeism, difficulties in
managing employees in simplified jobs (Hackman & Lawler, 1971), and counter-
productive behaviours (Walker & Guest, 1952). As a response to these negative
consequences of traditional job design, organizational scholars started to pay more
attention to the motivational aspects of job design, and influential job design models took
over the outdated views. Some of the most notable theories incorporating motivational
factors were the Motivation-Hygiene Theory of Herzberg (1966), which proposed that
jobs should be enlarged and enriched rather than simplified, and the Job Characteristics
Theory (JCT) and Job Characteristics Model (JCM) by Hackman and Oldham (1974).

Although incorporating motivational factors in the design of jobs was a major step
forward, models such as the JCM remained top-down in nature and failed to recognize
the aspect of employee proactivity. However, recognizing the shortcomings of traditional
views and the significant changes in the world of work (e.qg., globalization, technological
advancement, shift from a manufacturing to a knowledge and service focused economy),
researchers have started to increasingly recognize the role that employees play in the
design of their own jobs, focusing on the proactivity of their efforts. A number of
influential proactive behaviour constructs emerged such as role innovation (Schein,
1971), voice (LePine & Van Dyne, 1998), and eventually job crafting (Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001), all self-starting, future-focussed, and change-oriented in nature.

In parallel with the focus on proactive workplace behaviours, researchers started to
pay increased attention to the social attributes of job design that had been largely
overlooked by the traditional job design theories. The shift to a service and knowledge
economy resulted in an increased amount and variety of social interactions at the

workplace, hence the social factors became a key focus of scholars. Moreover, one of the



consequences of rethinking business strategies was a paradigm shift from self-
centeredness to interconnectedness, as businesses started to move away from self-interest
to service and stewardship (Karakas, 2010). As an outcome of this trend, scholarly interest
was directed to prosociality at work, which had been found to improve organizational,
group, and individual effectiveness (Bailey, Madden, Alfes, & Fletcher, 2017).
Consequently, a number of prosocial organizational behaviour (POB) constructs
emerged, such as OCB (e.g., Organ, 1988), and mentoring (Allen, 2003). | propose that
PSJC in addition to being a form of proactive organizational behaviour, is also a form of
POB.

Despite the recognized significance of POBs, attention has only recently shifted
towards investigating the role of job design and the work context in facilitating these
positive outcomes resulting from prosocial motivation. Grant (2007) suggests that jobs
that allow some room to make a prosocial difference might trigger job crafting
behaviours. This is in line with some of the examples of job crafting outlined by
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), such as the example of hospital cleaners who crafted
the aspect of patient interaction in their job to increase meaningfulness. However, this
specific subset of job crafting behaviours led by the motivation to make a difference in
others’ lives has not yet been explored in detail. Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001)
proposed that in addition to control over the job, cultivating a positive self-image and the
motivation to connect to others are important motivators behind job crafting. | propose,
that in addition to these three facets, prosocial motivation is also an important motivator
behind a subcategory of job crafting behaviours, namely PSJC.

Job crafting research has been relatively narrow to-date, and has not yet recognized
the growing importance of prosocial behaviour and the fruitful combination of proactive

and prosocial behaviours. Therefore, my thesis is addressing the lack of research in this



area, and provides a significant contribution to theory and literature. The examination of
prosocial job crafting is particularly timely given the changes occurring within the
economy, with an ever growing shift towards services, leaving organizations being
‘forced’ to meet the needs of their customers to succeed and survive (Oldham & Fried,
2016). The more frequent use of teams in a variety of industries resulted in a growing
number of new working relationships, in which employees can express and experience
prosocial behaviours. Moreover, in today’s uncertain job market, a significant percentage
of people are likely to take on job roles that they did not necessarily desire, envisioned,
and planned for, and PSJC can be an effective way to improve and create meaningfulness
in a variety of jobs. Although, jobs can differ in the degree to which they offer room to
make a positive difference (Grant, 2008b), McClelland, Leach, Clegg, and McGowan
(2014) found that even with low levels of autonomy, individuals find ways to craft their
jobs. My research investigates PSJC in the organizational setting of academic libraries.
In this workplace setting, employees experience a variety of workplace relationships by
working closely with each other, but also with their ‘customers’ (students, faculty). Due
to the above noted reasons for the topic’s relevance and timeliness, I propose that there is
a need to go beyond the traditional conceptualization of job crafting, and consider an
exciting new concept investigating job crafting behaviours from a prosocial perspective.

The three empirical studies outlined in the thesis found support for PSJC occurring in
a variety of jobs and organizational settings, and were able to demonstrate the construct’s
proposed three dimensional structure, identifying a task, a relational, and a cognitive
dimension. Out of the three dimensions, the task dimension returned the most promising
results as this dimension demonstrated to be a strong predictor of both work engagement
and performance. Next, | will briefly introduce the structure of my thesis and provide an

overview of the chapters.



Chapter 2 of my thesis provides a review on job crafting research, and critically
examines the most relevant theoretical and empirical studies pursuant to my research. As
part of the review, Chapter 2 first provides a brief overview on the history of job design,
focusing on the more traditional views. Next, Chapter 2 moves on to discuss the emerging
proactive approach and concepts as a response to the limitations of the traditional
approaches, followed by outlining the different conceptualizations of job crafting. In the
last section of Chapter 2, | provide an up-to-date review of the existing job crafting
literature, focusing on academic outputs that built on the conceptualization of
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001).

Chapter 3 begins by introducing, defining, and discussing the key concept of my
thesis, namely PSJC, and considers the concept as a form of POB in addition to being a
form of job crafting. Chapter 3 also provides an overview of existing job crafting
measures, and presents an argument for the need to develop a new measure to capture
PSJC. Last, Chapter 3 outlines the theoretical framework of the research, and the
development of nine hypotheses.

Chapter 4 presents the first two empirical studies of the thesis, namely Studies la
and 1b. The aim of these studies was to develop and validate a new quantitative scale for
measuring PSJC, namely the Prosocial Job Crafting Measure (PSJCM). As PSJC is a
specific subset of job crafting behaviours that has not yet been investigated, there were
no available scales for its measurement. The scale development process involved a
number of steps, with both qualitative and quantitative phases, but an overall larger focus
on the quantitative data collection and analysis. The analyses yielded promising results,
and confirmed the three dimensional structure of the PSICM, reflecting task (TPSJC),

relational (RPSJC), and cognitive (CPSJC) forms of PSJC behaviours.



Chapter 5 details the next empirical study of my thesis (Study 2). The aim of this
study was to test a conceptual model of PSJC, adapting a Structural Equation Modelling
(SEM) approach. The conceptual model includes variables that were selected following
careful theoretical considerations. Building on the definition of PSJC, prosocial
motivation was chosen as the predictor of the three forms of PSJC behaviours.
Performance was chosen as the proposed outcome of PSJC due to the variable’s
theoretical and practical relevance. Furthermore, two job characteristics variables
(opportunity for prosocial impact and prosocial contact) were investigated to test their
moderating effect on the relationships between prosocial motivation and the three forms
of PSJC. All variables were measured with self-report measures, with the exception of
supervisor ratings of performance. This was obtained by asking the supervisors to rate the
individual level performance of their employees. Six structural models were tested in the
SEM stage, and the best fitting model was used to assess the proposed nine hypotheses,
theorizing relationships between the dimensions of PSJC and the antecedent, outcome,
and moderator variables.

At last, Chapter 6 discusses the findings of the three empirical studies in the light
of existing literature, and provides insights into how my research enriches and enhances
our knowledge and understanding of job crafting and POBs. Subsequently, the chapter
outlines the theoretical and practical implications arising from the findings of the thesis,
and ends by elaborating on the limitations of the research and putting forward
recommendations for future research. Chapter 6 closes with a section on personal

reflections, and brief concluding remarks.



CHAPTER 2: THE THEORETICAL BACKGROUND TO JOB
CRAFTING

“Is there no inspiration in labor? Must the man who works go on forever in a
deadly routine, fall into the habit of mechanical nothingness, and reap the
reward of only so much drudgery and so much pay? | think not. The times
demand an industrial prophet who will lift industry off from its rusted,
medieval hinges and put pure human interest, and simple, free-spirited life into

modern workmanship” (McChesney, 1917, pp. 176-177).

2.1. Chapter introduction

This chapter provides an overview of job crafting research, outlining the theoretical
background to the key construct of my PhD thesis, highlighting the most influential
theoretical and empirical studies. The purpose of this review is to introduce the research
base underpinning job crafting, and the key theories and their limitations. | will first
provide a brief overview on the history of job design, focusing on the more traditional
views. Next, | move on to outline the emerging proactive approach to job design as a
response to the drawbacks of traditional approaches, and to the changes in the world of
work. Following, | discuss the theoretical background and the different
conceptualizations of job crafting. At last, the chapter outlines a critical and up-to-date
review of the relevant job crafting literature. In this review I mainly focus on academic
outputs that conceptualized job crafting based on the original job crafting theory of
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001). As it will be discussed in section 2.6.4., there is a ‘rival’
conceptualization of job crafting proposed by Tims and Bakker (2010), adapting the Job
Demands-Resources Model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Although a large number of

the recent studies on job crafting adapted this new conceptualization, | argue that these



studies mainly provide insights into the Job Demands-Resources theory, but not into the
job crafting theory of Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001). As my PhD research aims to
advance the original job crafting theory, the selection of relevant job crafting literature

was guided by the job crafting framework used by the authors.

2.2. A brief overview on the history of job design
As Grant and Parker (2009, p. 3) noted, “we spend the majority of our waking hours
working, and many organizational scholars have spent the majority of their waking hours
trying to understand the trials and tribulations of work”. Work is an important aspect of
life where one can establish relationships, develop self-identity and skills, and firm self-
esteem (Pierce & Gardner, 2004). Therefore, the design of jobs has a great significance
to organizational scholars, and organizations as well. As Oldham and Fried (2016, p.20)
noted: “over the past fifty years, few topics in the organizational sciences have attracted
as much attention as job design”. Job design focuses on the work itself, and refers to the
ways “jobs, tasks, and roles are structured, enacted, and modified, as well as the impact
of these structures, enactments, and modifications on individual, group, and
organizational outcomes” (Grant & Parker, 2009, p.5). The main reason for this
substantial amount of research attention is that job design has been shown to influence
psychological outcomes such as work motivation, job satisfaction, work engagement,
stress, and burnout (e.g., Parker & Wall, 1998), behavioural outcomes such as
performance, productivity, turnover (e.g., Fried & Ferris, 1987), and physical outcomes
such as blood pressure and heart disease (Ganster, Fox, & Dwyer, 2001; Melamed, Fried,
& Froom, 2001) and cortisol levels (Fay & Huttges, 2017).

Early works on job design (e.g., Babbage, 1835; Smith, 1850) argued that

specifying and simplifying jobs to the most possible extent would allow employees to



devote their full attention to a very limited number of tasks. And in turn, this devoted
attention was expected to result in improved employee productivity and efficiency. These
early recommendations for job design focused mostly on cost reduction and on how to
increase productivity with highly simplified and standardized operations (Taylor, 1911).
In this top-down approach employees were viewed as passive recipients of orders, and
being under the control of managers (Locke & Latham, 2002). Not surprisingly, this
approach resulted in decreased employee satisfaction, increased turnover and
absenteeism, difficulties in managing employees in simplified jobs (Hackman & Lawler,
1971), and counter-productive behaviours such as tardiness and productivity restriction
(Walker & Guest, 1952).

With the aim of overcoming some of these negative consequences of traditional job
design, researchers started to pay increased attention to the motivational aspects of job
design (e.g., Vroom, 1964; Lawler & Porter, 1968; Hackman & Lawler, 1971). Many of
these approaches adapted the Motivation-Hygiene Theory of Herzberg (1966), which
proposed that jobs should be enlarged and enriched rather than simplified, with the aim
of including ‘motivators’ in the job to enhance employee satisfaction, achievement,
responsibility, and advancement (Oldham & Fried, 2016).

The Job Characteristics Theory (JCT) and Job Characteristics Model (JCM) by
Hackman and Oldham (1976) became one of the most influential theories based on the
motivational aspects of job design. The conceptual core of the theory built on the
Expectancy Theory of motivation proposed by Vroom (1964) and Lawler and Porter
(1968). The Expectancy Theory posits that employees rather than being motivated by
receiving or avoiding the attention of a supervisor, and the potential of rewards, are in
fact motivated by the positive feelings that result from performing well. Conversely, the

negative feelings when not performing well. The JCM also adapted the pioneering
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research on job characteristics by Turner and Lawrence (1965), especially the aspects of
job autonomy and the amount of variety offered by jobs. The JCM proposes that five core
job characteristics; skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback
from the job motivate individuals. Hackman and Oldham (1976) posit that these job
characteristics fulfil three critical psychological states; experienced meaningfulness,
experienced responsibility, and knowledge of results, and this in turn leads to improved
job motivation, performance, and job satisfaction. Despite being a dominant model of job
design, the JCM has received some criticism. Kelly (1992) argued that out of 25 studies
that were testing JCM, only 12 could actually demonstrate that the five core
characteristics result in improved performance. Moreover, the JCM was criticised for not
considering the work context, and for including only a subset of the job characteristics
that influence employees’ experiences and behaviours.

Researchers now recognize that jobs not only vary in their core job characteristics,
but also in physical characteristics such as the level of and type of physical demands, and
the quality of work conditions. In addition, the JCT did not address the aspect of
knowledge characteristics, and key factors such as problem-solving, job complexity, and
information processing (Parker & Wall, 1998; Morgeson & Campion, 2003; Grant &
Parker, 2009). Furthermore, other important aspects of work such as the social attribute
of jobs have not been incorporated in the model (Oldham & Hackman, 2010). In spite of
the criticism (e.g., Roberts & Glick, 1981), the JCM remained the dominant model for
years, and it is still considered influential today, due to the range of behavioural and
affective outcomes linked to the five job core characteristics (e.g., Fried & Ferris, 1987;
Humphrey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007).

Rather independently from JCM, but with a time overlap between the two, another

influential job design model emerged, namely the Job Demands-Control Model (Karasek,
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1979). Karasek’s model (1979) built on previous research on the influence of job design
on strain and health (e.g., Whyte, 1948). The Job Demands-Control model addressed
some of the shortcomings of motivational job design theories by incorporating the aspect
of job demands in the theory (Parker, Morgeson, & Johns, 2017). The key prediction of
Karasek’s (1979) model is regarding the interaction between demands and control. The
model posits “that control can buffer the negative effects of demands, and that strain will
be greatest when demands are high and control is low” (Parker et al., 2017 p. 408). In a
later study, Karasek and Theorell (1990) also acknowledged social support as being an
additional corrective to job demands.

The Job Demands-Control model inspired an abundant number of studies, and
research building on the model found a positive relationship between job demands and
burnout and stress (Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010; Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Moreover,
a large volume of studies found evidence that stress can result in compromised physical
health (e.g., Ganster & Rosen, 2013). Sonnentag and Zijlstra (2006) showed that excess
job demands, or low control can impair health and well-being because they decrease the
daily recovery experiences of employees. In a study looking at the effects of
demands/control on health, Bond and Bunce (2003) found that employees who have
higher levels of psychological flexibility can benefit the most from high levels of job
control.

Furthermore, the model of Karasek (1979) inspired the influential model
developed by Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, and Schaufeli (2001), the Job Demands-
Resources (JDR) Model. The JD-R advances the Job Demands-Control by considering
further work features such as security and rewards in addition to control and social
support, and recognizing their role in serving as job resources. Moreover, the model

integrates both motivation and strain. The key feature of the model is regarding the
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balance of job demands and resources, with the “assertion that demands primarily
function to impair health, via strain and burnout, whereas resources lead to high levels of
performance, via engagement.” (Parker, Morgeson, & Johns, 2017, p. 409.). Further
research found evidence and support for many predictions based on the JD-R theory and
the model became increasingly influential as the basis for the job crafting
conceptualization by Tims and Bakker (2010). However, there are some critiques of the
model, proposing that the conceptual distinction between the key concepts is not clearly
defined (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). The theory leaves several conceptual questions
unanswered (Parker et al., 2017) such as: do poor resources establish a demand? And are
engagement and burnout indeed conceptually distinct or the opposite ends of the same
continuum (Cole, Walter, Bedeian, & O’Boyle, 2012)?

At last, | discuss an influential model by Clegg and Spencer (2007) that
incorporates aspects of job redesign in their framework. The circular and dynamic model
of job design incorporates a variety of factors such as job characteristics, motivational
factors, factors of job content, and proposes a flexible circular structure that much better
suits the characteristics of today’s contemporary organizations. Clegg and Spencer (2007)
argue that the factors integrated in the model can influence job performance in a flexible
manner. The model emphasizes several reversed causations, and the relationships are
suggested to progress in a cyclical manner. For instance, job performance instead of being
simply an outcome, evolves into a new input and the cyclical process continues. The
model also incorporates the aspect of role adjustment, building on emerging proactive
concepts such as job crafting which is discussed in section 2.4. One of the main
contributions of this model is offering a step towards a proactive and flexible approach to

job design that can be aligned with contemporary organizational cultures. However, the
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full model is yet to be empirically validated, owing to the difficulty of testing the proposed
dynamic relationships.

All of these job design theories were highly influential and valuable for
subsequent research in the area, as they provide an interesting timeline to how the role,
power, and autonomy of individual employees have changed over time. Early research
on job design by Babbage (1835), Smith (1850) and Taylor (1911) all took a top down
approach to job design, and put all the power in the hand of the managers and the
organization. Even in the 1970’s, the focus of Job Characteristics Theory (JCT) by
Hackman and Oldham (1976) maintained that it is the job of the managers and
organization to design suitable jobs for the employees. However, the influence of the
evolving proactive perspectives have changed the approach to job design, and the more
recent models such as Clegg and Spencer (2007), have incorporated role adjustment
activities of the employees in their model. In the next section | discuss the emerging

proactive perspectives in more details.

2.3. The rise of the proactive perspectives
“...that organizations are supposed to be run from the top down, not from
the bottom up; that many employees have neither the competence nor the
commitment to take real responsibility for carrying out the work of the
organization on their own; that organizational effectiveness should be
measured primarily, if not exclusively, in terms of the economic efficiency of
the enterprise; that more management control of employee behavior is better

management”’ (Hackman & Oldham, 1980, p. 268-269.)
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Traditional approaches typically focused on management practices, and took a top-down
approach to job design. As one of the most dominant models, namely the JCM, challenged
the more early views on job design (Babbage, 1835; Smith, 1850; Taylor, 1911), but the
approach remained top-down in nature, and the model failed to recognize the aspect of
employee proactivity. Building on the drawbacks on this top-down approach of the early
work on job design, researchers have started to increasingly recognize the role that
employees play in the design of their own jobs, focusing on the proactivity of their efforts:
“employees do not just let life happen to them. Rather, they try to affect, shape, curtail,
expand, and temper what happens in their lives” (Grant & Ashford, 2008 p.4). This shift
of focus was unavoidable due to the considerable changes that occurred in the nature of
work over the past 30 years. A number of key changes occurred such as globalization,
technological advancement, the rise of flexible and part-time work arrangements, and the
shift from a manufacturing economy to a knowledge and service focused economy
(Oldham & Fried, 2016). This shift from an industrial society to information society
resulted in less predictable and more knowledge intensive work that requires proactivity.
To provide greater autonomy for work teams and to promote collaboration across
boundaries (cultural, geographical, occupational), organizations are implementing a
flatter structure (Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007; Osterman, 2000). Global and virtual work,
and the increasing use of self-managing teams has taken over the previously rigid and
static job roles (Oldham & Fried, 2016). Jobs became more dynamic, and the constantly
changing inputs, outputs, and processes resulted in continuously shifting projects
(Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006).

According to Grant and Parker (2009), uncertainty is a key feature that shapes job
design, and the outcomes that organizations must achieve (Griffin et al., 2007).

Uncertainty played an important role in the emerging and expanding research attention
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on the proactive tendencies of employees. It is a consequence of these above mentioned
unpredictable contextual factors such as expanding and rapidly changing technological
aspects of work, and the ever-growing competition for talent and customers, resulting in
the unpredictability of inputs, outputs, and processes of complex work systems (Wall,
Cordery, & Clegg, 2002). It is difficult and seldom possible to manage uncertainty
through control systems (Weick, Sutcliffe, & Obstfeld, 1999). Therefore, organizations
increasingly rely on a more flexible job design, and on employees to proactively take
initiative to change the execution of their job (Freese & Fay, 2001). Traditional views on
job design (e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 1976, 1980) assumed that it is the role of the
managers to structure the jobs of their employees. However, with the increasing levels of
uncertainty, managers are no longer able to design rigid and formalized jobs that
thoroughly specify the expected tasks and behaviours required in the job (Oldham &
Fried, 2016). Thus, managers increasingly rely on their workforce to adapt to and
introduce changes in the nature of their job (Frese & Fay, 2001).

According to a structural review by Parker and Bindl (2017), more than 236 articles
were published between 2010 and 2015 on the subject of proactivity, almost four times
the number of articles (N = 66) that was published in the five-year period between 2005
and 2009 altogether. These papers covered a burst of proactive concepts, varying in
whether proactivity is seen as a pattern of behaviours (Frese & Fay, 2001), a stable
disposition (Crant, 2000), or a way of behaving at work (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker
et al., 2006; Bindl & Parker, 2010). Parker, Bindl, and Strauss (2010, p. 828) define
proactivity as “taking control to make things happen rather than watching things happen.
It involves aspiring and striving to bring about change in the environment and/or oneself
to achieve a different future”. This definition taps into three key dimensions that

collectively describe proactivity (Parker & Bindl, 2017):
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1. Future focussed: proactivity refers to thinking about and anticipating the long-term
future, as a form of goal-directed behaviour.
2. Change oriented: in addition to anticipating future challenges, one must also actively
act on these challenges through achieving change.
3. Self-starting: the action or behaviour is initiated by the individual him/herself, as a
reaction to the personal interest or commitment to the matter in question.
One of the most influential proactive concepts emerged in 2001, and has since attracted
particular and substantial research attention. The concept of job crafting was introduced
by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), and brought a major development to the field with
a bottom up approach to job design. The job crafting theory puts the power in the hands
of the employees, and effectively states that individuals can take proactive action and
become responsible for their own job design or redesign. The introduction of job crafting
was a hindsight an almost inevitable development due to the changes in the world of work
(e.g., globalization, technological advancement, development of employee laws and
human rights, the rise of flexible and part-time work arrangements, and the shift from a
manufacturing economy to a knowledge and service focused economy), as noted above.
Due to these changes, employees are becoming increasingly independent, and job crafting
is a relevant and suitable behavioural concept to help take charge of one’s job and work

environment.

2.4. The introduction of job crafting

Job crafting has become one of the most influential research avenues within the scope of
job design following the seminal paper of Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001). The authors
define job crafting as “the physical and cognitive changes individuals make in the task or

relational boundaries of their work™ (p. 179). They use the term ‘crafting’ to capture “the
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actions employees take to shape, mold, and redefine their jobs” (p. 180). The authors
suggest that the interactions and work tasks that compose the working days are the raw
materials employees use to construct their jobs, and they draw on the assumptions of
social constructionism that "place particular stress on the individual's psychological
construction of the experiential world" (Gergen, 1994, p. 67). Job crafting is a physical,
psychological, and social act, in which cues are read about physical boundaries of the
work and these cues are interpreted by job crafters. Job crafters are individuals who
actively construct what their job is both physically, by altering a job's task and relational
boundaries, and what their job is cognitively by altering the way they think about their
job tasks, and their relationships at work. Job crafters act upon the opportunities to change
the relational and task boundaries of their job, and change their identity and the meaning
of the work in the process. Consequently, job crafters create different jobs for themselves
within the context of their defined jobs.

However, the idea that individuals can craft their jobs within the constraints of
their prescribed jobs is not completely new, and there have been earlier research studies
proposing similar ideas. As an example, Staw and Boettger (1990) build on previous
research on role innovation by Katz and Kahn's (1966), and proposed that individuals
engage in task revision and sculpting activities (Bell & Staw, 1989) that can make a
difference for both the individual and the organization. Another related idea was proposed
by Ilgen and Hollenbeck (1992), who argued that individuals can create emergent task
elements in their job roles, given that there are suitable conditions such as few formal
requirements, great deal of autonomy, and freedom to choose the work tasks to be
undertaken. However, despite these valuable developments, up to the introduction of job
crafting the idea that employees can actively redesign their jobs has not been studied

sufficiently, regardless to its significance to organizational studies. Job crafting and its
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distinction from previously proposed related constructs will be discussed in more detail
in Section 2.5.

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) offer the fundamental framework of job crafting
(Figure 1), and describe the following aspects: (1) the individual motivations that initiate
these behaviours, (2) the forms job crafting takes, the (3) moderating situational and
dispositional conditions and (4) the possible outcomes of crafting behaviours. Next, |

discuss the theoretical framework of job crafting.

Figure 1: Job crafting model (adapted from Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001)

A Model of Job Crafting
Moderating - .
Motivations variables Job crafting practices Specific outcomes General outcomes
Perceived Changing task boundari
. anging tas oundaaries . .
opportunity to -
Motivation for job cfaprt N +  Type of jobtasks Changes job design
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image ) *  Alter view of work as identity
¢ Human connection discrete parts or whole
with others
Individual Changing relational task | |5 Cha_nges social ||
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towards work ¢ Alter with whom one
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Alter nature of
Motivational interaction at work
Orientation

2.4.1. The motivation to craft
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) identified three individual needs as sources of the
motivation for job crafting; the need for control, the need for positive self-image, and the

need for human connections.
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Need for control drives employees’ job crafting activities with the aim to gain
some control over their work. It is a basic human drive, and employees respond well to
having control, even if it is over small matters (De Rijk, Blanc, Schaufeli, & De Jonge,
1998). By taking control even of some small aspects of the job, job crafters can take
ownership and make the job their own. Even in jobs with low autonomy, “employees can
create new domains for mastery and shape facets of job tasks to take control over some
aspect of the work” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 181.).

Second, people are motivated to create a positive self-image at their work.
Employees have a strong desire to create and then sustain a positive self-image in their
own, and others’ eyes. When employees are faced with a situation in which constructing
a positive self is difficult, they respond by altering the situation. As an example, Rogers
(1995) describes how temporary workers changed their name while doing a short-term
job. Their aim was to separate the negative impressions of temp work fro