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It has been well recognized by work design theories and research that jobs should be 

designed to positively influence motivational states that are conducive to work performance 

(Oldham & Fried, 2016; Parker, 2014). Yet, in the past two decades the nature of work has 

changed fundamentally: Work has become more complex, dynamic, and interdependent due 

to economic globalization and applications of information and communication technologies 

(Grant & Parker, 2009). The changes in reality urge scholars and practitioners to revisit the 

question: how to better design the motivating potential of the job? Research suggests that top-

down management interventions (e.g., job enrichment) are not adequate to maximize 

employee functioning because they do not fully take into account different individual needs 

of employees. Job crafting theory views an employee as a unique and active architect of 

his/her own job; it suggests that employees can shape and mold their jobs by initiating 

changes in the task and relational boundaries of their work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

Job crafting initiated from the bottom-up is suggested to be a complement to the traditional 

work (re)design approaches (Demerouti, 2014). 

Employee job crafting, however, may or may not be acknowledged by 

supervisors/leaders. Berg, Wrzesniewski, and Dutton (2010) presented an example in which a 

coordinator explained how her dynamic with her supervisor restricts her from job crafting. 

We quote the example below: 

A lot of what’s difficult about my job is that I get a lot of things in the communications 

department that is grunt work. I wish I could take that out of my job description . . . then I 

could do more writing work . . . but I don’t have the power to do that. Sometimes I think [my 

supervisor] just gives me the work she doesn’t want to do. . . . If my supervisor were someone 

who was not sharp-tongued or if she was more lax, I would feel better about saying that this 

is what I would like my responsibilities to be like, or if I felt like she supported me in shaping 

my job like that, then I could do more of what I want to do, and it would be better (p. 170).  

From the quotation, we can see that leadership is a critical social context factor that 

affects to what extent employees feel free to change their jobs. Leaders who assert authority 

and control over employees may see job crafting as challenging their allocation of tasks and 

responsibilities. Are leaders who provide autonomy and support for self-development more 

open to employee job crafting? Furthermore, since job crafting is a promising individual 

work design approach to create favorable work conditions, we are curious to know: if leaders 

accept and even encourage employees to craft their own jobs, would employees in turn show 

higher motivation and subsequently become more productive? This dissertation is intended to 

offer insights into these questions. Our findings will provide important implications for 
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contemporary organizations, which more than ever before need their employees to exhibit 

high performance in the rapidly changing and highly competitive business environment. 

In the following sections, we will first introduce the concept of job crafting and 

identify research gaps in the literature; we will then formulate research questions and 

describe how we design our studies to answer the questions.  

Job Crafting 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) suggest that rather than being passively reacting to 

the work environment, employees initiate changes to shape their own work experiences. They 

coined the term “job crafting” to describe the changes employees make in their work tasks 

and social environment of the job. In the modern organizations, employees are increasingly 

being treated as “free agents” and have considerable latitude to craft their own jobs (Oldham 

& Hackman, 2010). In the last 10 years we have witnessed a significant increase in studies on 

employee job crafting (Oldham & Fried, 2016). A search in Google Scholar in October 2016 

revealed that the seminal paper on job crafting by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) had been 

cited over 1550 times. And there was a sharp increase in the number of citations from 2011 to 

2015 (n=706), compared to the one from 2006 to 2010 (n= 327). How can this popularity be 

explained? Why do organizational researchers devote substantial attention to job crafting? 

We suggest that the surge of interest in employee job crafting reflects the increasing 

importance of this type of behavior in today’s workplace, where there is greater competition 

and increased demand for innovation. Employees’ self-initiated behavior has become more 

critical to ensure organizational competitiveness and innovation. Employees are not only 

required to carry out the core tasks specified in the job description, but are also expected to 

be more proactive and creative in improving the status quo (Grant & Parker, 2009; Griffin, 

Neal, & Parker, 2007; Martin, Liao, & Campbell, 2013). For example, employees may be 

encouraged to introduce new methods to the existing work procedures and practices. 

Moreover, as organizations change their forms, processes, and functions more quickly than 

ever before, it offers considerable opportunities for employees to craft their jobs since tasks 

and roles are “in flux” in a changing context (Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, in press). 

Employees can shape their work roles to better serve organizational goals by constantly 

crafting what they do and how they do it in the job. Finally, the nature of the workforce itself 

is changing considerably. For instance, knowledge workers, usually having sufficient 

autonomy to craft their jobs, represent one of the most rapidly growing segments of the 

workforce (Chen & Klimoski, 2003). The population of older workers comprising the active 
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workforce continues to grow worldwide. Job crafting may offer older workers a way to age 

successfully at work (Kooij, Tims, & Kanfer, 2015). These new situations and challenges 

faced by modern organizations create a need and an opportunity for researchers and 

practitioners to better understand “what is job crafting and why does it matter?” 

Recent academic development also produces a fertile ground for studying employee 

job crafting behaviors. As we will see below, the theoretical framework of job crafting 

developed by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) and the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) 

perspective on job crafting (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012; Tims, 

Bakker, & Derks, 2012) act as two major ‘push factors’ for the rapid growth in job crafting 

research.  

Employees as Active Crafters of Their Own Jobs 

The basic premise underlying job crafting is that employees actively use elements of 

the job to construct their work; it suggests that employees are agentic in creating their own 

work experiences by making changes to the job. Job crafting stands in contrast to the 

traditional work design approaches in which it is assumed that employee work experiences 

(e.g., motivation) are determined by external job characteristics (e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 

1980). 

 Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) took a person-centered perspective to investigate 

individual motives for job crafting and placed great emphasis on how job crafting alters work 

meaning and work identity. They suggested that the motivation for job crafting arises from 

individual needs for control over job and work meaning, positive self-image, and human 

connections with others. They focused on work tasks and interactions as the raw materials 

employees use to craft their jobs, and job crafting was defined as “the physical and cognitive 

changes individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of their work” (p. 179). More 

specifically, job crafting takes the forms of task (physical), relational, and/or cognitive 

crafting. Task crafting means that employees alter the numbers of work tasks and/or the ways 

how they perform them. For example, employees may choose to do more/less, or complete 

work tasks with a different method/skill. Relational crafting means that employees exert 

control over interpersonal interactions at work. They may increase communications with their 

colleagues and supervisors as a way of building their network, or reduce social activities in 

order to better concentrate on their own work or simply to avoid the people they don’t like. 

Cognitive job crafting refers to altering how one views the job (e.g., as a collection of 

different tasks, or as playing a functional role in the entire organization or society). By 

expanding or limiting the task and relational boundaries of the job, employees create and 
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sustain a definition of the content and value of what they do (i.e., meaning of the work) and 

who they are at work (i.e., work identity). 

Although the idea of job crafting was mentioned three decades ago (Kulik, Oldham, 

& Hackman, 1987), Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) highlighted the value of job crafting in 

understanding changes in the nature of work in the current work environment. They explored 

this concept in detail and addressed the conceptual differences between job crafting and other 

related constructs, such as personal initiative, organizational citizenship behavior, etc. The 

work by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) has been playing a significant role in calling the 

attention of organizational researchers and practitioners to the job crafting phenomenon. 

Many new research directions also emerged from their seminal work. For instance, 

researchers interested in employee proactivity have recognized job crafting as one form of 

proactive person-environment fit behavior (Parker & Bindl, 2016), and positive psychology 

scholars view job crafting as a means to develop individual psychological capital through 

enhancing the feelings of hope, resiliency, optimism, and self-efficacy (e.g., Vogt, Hakanen, 

Brauchli, Jenny, & Bauer, 2016). 

Conceptualizing Job Crafting Based on the JD-R Theory 

Consisting with the premise that employees play an active role in building their work 

experiences, European scholars yet defined job crafting using the framework of the JD-R 

theory (Petrou et al., 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012). The JD-R theory posits 

that job demands and job resources are two general categories of job characteristics among 

various occupations (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). Job demands refer 

to the job aspects that require sustained physical and/or psychological effort or skill; job 

resources refer to the job aspects that cope with job demands and the associated physiological 

and psychological costs, and/or help to achieve work goals and personal growth. Research on 

the JD-R theory has suggested that work conditions characterized by sufficient job resources 

combined with tolerable job demands maximize employee motivation and performance, 

whereas those characterized by highly demanding work and poor resources lead to strain and 

burnout (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job crafting was viewed as “changes that employees 

initiate in the level of job demands and job resources in order to make their own job more 

meaningful, engaging, and satisfying” (Demerouti, 2014, p. 237), consisting of seeking 

resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands (Petrou et al., 2012). Seeking resources 

and seeking challenges refer to behaviors that expand the job (i.e., expansion job crafting), 
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whereas reducing demands refers to behaviors that contract the job (i.e., contraction job 

crafting). 

The JD-R perspective on job crafting has stimulated substantial empirical research 

because it concretely describes Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) “task crafting” and 

“relational crafting” on the basis of job demands and job resources. Seeking challenges (e.g., 

asking for more tasks or responsibilities) and reducing demands (e.g., diminishing emotional, 

cognitive, or physical job demands) can be seen as altering task boundaries, while seeking 

resources (e.g., contacting other people at work to get work-related information) can be seen 

as altering relational boundaries. In this stream of literature, research has found evidence that 

both personal attributes (e.g., proactive personality, Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012) and job 

characteristics (e.g., job autonomy, Petrou et al., 2012) may determine individual job 

crafting; job crafting, in turn, is related to work engagement (e.g., Petrou et al., in press; Vogt 

et al., 2016), job satisfaction (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013), job performance (e.g., 

Demerouti, Bakker, & Gevers, 2015; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2015a), work meaning (Tims, 

Derks, & Bakker, 2016), and person-job fit (e.g., Lu, Wang, Lu, Du & Bakker, 2014; Tims et 

al., 2016). 

Conceptualizing job crafting on the basis of job demands and job resources also offers 

a more intuitive understanding of how leaders affect employee job crafting. As shown in the 

example in the beginning of this chapter, leaders’ view on what and how much employees are 

allowed to do in the job may influence employees’ seeking challenges behaviors (e.g., taking 

on a new task) as well as reducing demands behaviors (e.g., getting rid of some grunt work). 

Besides, leaders have many valuable resources such as support for employee career 

development (e.g., training opportunities), work-related information, knowledge, and 

experiences. To what extent leaders are open and willing to share those resources would 

influence employees’ seeking resources behaviors (e.g., learning new things at work; asking 

feedback and advice from leaders). In this dissertation we therefore adopt the 

conceptualization of job crafting based on the JD-R theory. 

Research Gaps 

Because it has an important practical value and a solid theoretical foundation, job 

crafting is a promising research direction with a fast-growing literature. Although the 

accumulated research results have advanced understanding of forms, antecedents, and 

outcomes of job crafting, there are still many unresolved issues surrounding this topic.  

First, the role of leadership is largely overlooked in job crafting research. Job crafters 

do not live in a social vacuum; other people in the work group may have an impact on how 
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they enact their work roles (e.g., Bakker, Rodríguez-Muñoz, & Vergel, 2016). The supervisor 

or leader is arguably a very important person in the social environment of employees (Parker 

& Wu, 2014; Zhang, Wang, & Shi, 2012). Studying the influence of leadership on job 

crafting may seem paradoxical, because job crafting is initiated by employees themselves 

rather than instructed by leaders. We argue that the linkage between leadership and employee 

job crafting is grounded in the assumption that different types of leadership provide 

employees with more/less freedom, resources, or legitimate reasons to engage in job crafting. 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) asserted that: 

“Closeness of monitoring or supervision by management may affect whether 

employees perceive opportunities to job craft. In jobs in which managers closely control 

employee tasks and time (e.g., customer service agent, telemarketer), job crafting is likely to 

be both high in visibility and less welcomed.” (p.184) 

More generally, Parker and Wu (2014) suggested that leaders play a critical role in 

increasing or decreasing employees’ motivation to behave proactively. Yet little theoretical 

or empirical work has examined the effect of leadership on employee job crafting. 

Second, when employees craft the job, it means that they make changes to what they 

do and how they do it. Work performance could be enhanced or harmed as a result of job 

crafting (Demerouti, Bakker, & Halbesleben, 2015), depending on what kinds of changes 

employees make and the effectiveness of the changes. If leaders can affect the ways 

employee craft their jobs, it would be interesting to know whether leaders can encourage 

employees to choose certain job crafting strategies that benefit their work performance. 

Research on this question would provide practical implications for effectively managing job 

crafting by maximizing its positive effect on performance and minimizing its potential 

downsides. 

Third, a broader understanding of the psychological mechanisms underlying the 

association of job crafting with work performance is needed. Work design theories and 

research have recognized that employee positive psychological states—such as work 

engagement (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), psychological ownership (Pierce, Jussila, & 

Cummings, 2009), and affective organizational commitment (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & 

Topolnytsky, 2002)—conduce to work performance. In addition to work engagement (Tims 

et al., 2015a), job crafting may also influence employees’ psychological ownership and 

affective organizational commitment (i.e., work attachment). Job crafters, who redefine their 

jobs to incorporate their motives, strengths, and passions, are likely to get more attached to 
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work and thus achieve better performance. For example, employees may feel more 

responsible for or ownership of the projects they initiate themselves, or become more 

committed to the employing organization because of the social network they build. We 

suggest that work attachment may serve as an alternative psychological process linking job 

crafting to work performance.   

Research Aims and Questions 

The above research gaps create a puzzle: what job crafting behaviors are more likely 

to occur under certain leadership styles and whether and how they are associated with 

employee performance? To solve the puzzle, we investigate the dynamics of leadership and 

job crafting as well as the underlying psychological mechanisms linking job crafting and 

work performance. Four main research questions have been formulated to direct our studies 

in this dissertation. 

Q1. How does leadership affect the ways employees craft their jobs?  

Employees have different ways of crafting their work for different reasons. They 

might expand the job for personal growth by increasing resources and challenges, and/or 

contract the job by decreasing demands in order to reduce high job strain. As leaders play a 

significant role in the social context of work, many questions arise regarding how leadership 

affects job crafting. Is expansion or contraction job crafting more likely to be encouraged by 

certain leadership styles (e.g., transformational leadership)? What type(s) of leadership might 

promote both forms of job crafting? Does leader behavior affect employee job crafting on a 

daily basis (too)? Does leader personality also have an influence on employee job crafting? 

Q2. How do individual differences and situational characteristics influence the 

effect of leadership on job crafting?  

Although it is not novel that the effect of leadership on employee responses is 

contingent on employee individual differences and/or job situations (e.g., Kerr & Jermier, 

1978), it is still worth investigating moderators of the leadership-job crafting relationship 

because job crafting is distinct from other forms of voluntary behavior such as organizational 

citizenship behavior. In a job crafting process employees adjust their jobs on their own 

initiative without management cooperation. Job crafting behaviors such as seeking challenges 

or reducing demands might therefore also be seen as not following leaders’ assignment of 

work tasks and questioning their authorities. Research on this question would provide new 

insights into contingencies of the relationship between leadership and employee-initiated 

behaviors. 
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Q3. Can job crafting have a unique effect on work attachment (above and beyond 

the effect of job design) and do individual differences and situational characteristics 

influence its effect? 

Though scholars have presented the conceptual basis that distinguishes job crafting 

from top-down work design approaches (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014), the empirical evidence 

for the unique effect of job crafting on work attachment (e.g., psychological ownership, 

affective organizational commitment) is still lacking. The desire for attachment originates 

from human’s fundamental need for belonging (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Tajfel & Turner, 

1979), but this need may be stronger or weaker for some employees or in some job situations. 

Thus, the magnitude of the relationship between job crafting and work attachment is likely to 

vary according to employee and situational characteristics. But, unfortunately, there is little 

research addressing the boundary conditions for job crafting effects. Studies to answer this 

question would not only advance theories of job crafting by identifying its potential 

moderators, but also provide implications regarding to whom and under what circumstances 

managers should provide more support for job crafting in order to promote employees’ 

attachment to work. 

Q4. Can leadership positively influence employee work performance through 

influencing employee job crafting?  

As today’s organizations face more dynamic and uncertain business environments, 

simply “doing what being told” may not be enough to effectively perform work roles. 

Employees’ adaptive, proactive, and creative performance, beyond task proficiency, have 

been increasingly recognized as critical components that constitute effective performance 

(Griffin et al., 2007; Parker & Bindl, 2016; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). This shift creates a 

challenge for leaders to enhance work effectiveness, as not all leadership is suitable for 

increasing employees’ willingness to perform the job in a proactive and creative way. For 

example, Martin et al. (2013) found that although both directive leadership (e.g., providing 

specific task directions and giving commands) and empowering leadership (e.g., emphasizing 

followers’ self-influence) increased employee core task proficiency, only empowering 

leadership increased employee proactive behavior. Job crafting has the potential to indirectly 

contribute to effective work performance (Demerouti et al., 2015), as employees may feel 

more responsible, committed, and engaged at work by customizing their jobs to fit their own 

preferences. Thus, building on the above three questions, the last question concerns whether 
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leaders can cultivate well-performing employees by encouraging them to make adjustments 

to their jobs. 

Design of the Project: 

In this thesis, the four research questions will be addressed in six different chapters. 

We will use different research methods (i.e., qualitative review, daily diary, cross-sectional, 

longitudinal) and collect multi-source data (i.e., self-reported, supervisor-reported, company 

record). The overall research framework is presented in Figure 1.  
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Chapters 2, 3, and 4 provide insight into Q1 and Q2. Specifically, Chapter 2 presents 

a state-of-the-art review of the job crafting literature, highlighting the neglected role of 

leadership. In this chapter, a contingency model with multiple moderators of leadership and 

job crafting is proposed. Chapter 3 presents a dyadic study to examine the effect of 

transformational leadership on job crafting, by taking into account employee organizational 

identification. In Chapter 4, we conduct a daily diary study to examine how leader proactive 

personality is associated with employee daily job crafting via leader daily empowering 

behaviors, and include employee daily job autonomy as a moderator. 

Q3 is mainly addressed in Chapter 5, which presents a cross-sectional study and a 

two-wave study to examine the effect of job crafting on psychological ownership and 

affective organizational commitment, controlling for formal job demands and job control. 

Furthermore, the effects of job crafting are examined for different types of employees (i.e., 

low performers v.s. high performers) and across different situations (i.e., low job security v.s. 

high job security).   

Q4 is addressed in Chapters 6 and 7. Chapter 6 presents a three-wave study to develop 

a model linking empowering leadership to role performance via job crafting and 

psychological ownership. Employee organizational tenure is tested as a moderator. Chapter 7 

presents a four-wave study to compare the effectiveness of different leadership behaviors 

(i.e., paternalistic and empowering) in transforming graduate newcomers into engaged and 

creative employees through influencing their job crafting. We also include newcomer core 

self-evaluations to see whether the effect of leadership can go beyond the effect of 

individuals’ self-concept. 
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Abstract 

Job crafting is proactive employee behavior and represents a bottom-up job redesign 

approach. The goal of this chapter is twofold. First, the chapter provides a review of past 

research on job crafting. Specifically, we present conceptualizations, types, measurements, 

antecedents, and outcomes of job crafting. Second, we highlight the role of leader behaviors 

in the process of employee job crafting. Opportunities for future research offered by our 

model of leadership and job crafting are discussed. 
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Today’s business world is evolving faster than ever before due to the global economic 

situation and developments in information/telecommunication technology. The advent of 

global work, virtual work, and self-managing teams has considerably increased the 

complexity and flexibility of professional jobs. Jobs have become more dynamic coupled 

with constantly shifting and changing roles, tasks, and projects (Grant & Parker, 2009). In 

order to address emergent demands and opportunities at work, managers more and more rely 

on employees to adapt to and initiate changes in the nature of their jobs (Demerouti, 2014). 

For example, employees may be encouraged to introduce new methods to carry out tasks 

more proficiently, or to expand their work by taking more responsibilities. These proactive 

behaviors may not only increase individual work well-being and motivation, but may also be 

crucial for organizational effectiveness. 

Recognizing the importance of employee proactivity, Wrzesniewski and Dutton 

(2001, p. 180) introduced the concept of job crafting to capture “the actions employees take 

to shape, mold, and redefine their jobs”. Job crafting is a bottom-up job redesign process in 

which employees themselves make changes pertaining to the characteristics of their jobs. As 

organizations change their forms, processes, and functions more quickly than before, 

employees need to improve their understanding of how their job roles and responsibilities 

contribute to achieving organizational goals (Ghitulescu, 2013). Employees’ ability to craft 

the content and the meaning of their jobs helps them cope with ongoing changes and thus 

may be “a strategic advantage in larger-scale organizational change” (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001, p. 198).  

    In this chapter we review the body of research on job crafting over the past decade, 

consider the limitations of the extant literature, and identify areas that require further 

investigation for future research. Specifically, the present paper firstly discusses the job 

crafting phenomenon, as well as types, measurements, antecedents, and outcomes of job 

crafting (see Figure 1). Second, we set out to advance theory on job crafting. Specifically, we 

argue that leaders or managers should play a role in the process of job crafting. Consequently, 

we outline how leadership (e.g., transformational leadership and empowering leadership) will 

influence employee job crafting, and how this influence may be qualified by individual 

factors and job characteristics. We also discuss how job crafting may have a reversed effect 

on leader behaviors. Finally, we identify several ways that this model can be expanded, as 

well as opportunities for future research on job crafting. In doing so, we hope this review will 

bring more attention particularly to the relationship between leader behaviors and employee 

job crafting. 
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What is Job Crafting? 

Work plays a significant role in almost everyone’s life. Individuals work not only for 

material benefits (e.g., money), but also for fulfilling psychological needs for autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Individuals can thus derive achievement, 

meaning, satisfaction, and identity out of work. Moreover, individuals are often not passive 

recipients of their work environment (Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer, 1999). When they feel that 

their psychological needs are not being met in their jobs, individuals will be motivated to 

initiate changes in their job tasks and characteristics, which is referred to as job crafting. 

Conceptualizations of Job Crafting 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001, p. 179) define job crafting as “the physical and 

cognitive changes individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of their work”. 

Changing task boundaries refers to altering the form or number of work activities. That is, 

employees choose to do fewer, more, or different tasks other than prescribed in their formal 

job description. Changing relational boundaries means exercising discretion over social 

interactions at work, which involves changing the quality and/or the amount of interactions 

with people at work. For instance, employees may avoid colleagues they do not like, or 

increase opportunities to meet new clients. According to Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), 

job crafting also includes changing cognitive task boundaries, which refers to altering how 

one sees the job. Cognitive crafting involves a cognitive process of task redefinition without 

actually changing the job. For example, academic researchers may view their work as a 

combination of teaching students and writing papers, but they also can change their view by 

seeing their work as making an important contribution to the scientific community and 

society as a whole.  

Job crafting can be described as proactive behavior to increase person-environment fit 

(Bindl & Parker, 2010; Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010). It is different from other types of 

proactive work behavior like taking charge and personal initiative in a way that it is very 

specific and targeted towards the changes of job characteristics (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). 

Moreover, the goal of taking charge and personal initiative is mainly to improve the internal 

organizational environment (Parker & Collins, 2010). In contrast, job crafting primarily aims 

to derive individual fit, satisfaction, meaning, and identity from work (Tims & Bakker, 2010; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). As a result, job crafting does not necessarily lead to 

organizationally beneficial outcomes. In fact, in some cases, job crafting may have 

detrimental effects on employee performance and organizational effectiveness (Demerouti, 

Bakker, & Halbesleben, 2015). The degree to which job crafting contributes to organizations 
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seems to be dependent on its alignment with organizational objectives (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001, p. 181) argued that “the job is being re-created or 

crafted all the time”, which implies that job crafting occurs on a daily basis. In order to 

capture job crafting as a daily behavior, some scholars conceptualize job crafting as 

employee proactive behavior that is specifically targeted at job characteristics (e.g., Petrou, 

Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims, Bakker, & 

Derks, 2012), drawing on the established framework of Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) 

theory (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001; Bakker & Demerouti, 2014). 

According to JD-R theory, job characteristics can vary widely across occupations but can 

always be classified into two categories: job demands and job resources. Job crafting, from 

this perspective, is defined as the self-initiated behaviors of employees to make changes in 

their level of job demands or job resources. Job demands refer to “physical, psychological, 

social, or organizational aspects of the job that require sustained physical and/or 

psychological (cognitive and emotional) effort or skills and are therefore associated with 

certain physiological and/or psychological costs” (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, p. 312). Job 

resources refer to “physical, psychological, social or organizational aspects of the job that are 

either/or: (a) functional in achieving work goals; (b) reduce job demands and the associated 

physiological and psychological costs; (c) stimulate personal growth, learning and 

development” (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, p. 312). Examples of job demands are work 

pressure, emotional demands, cognitive demands, and physical demands. Examples of job 

resources are job autonomy, social support, performance feedback, and skill variety. These 

job demands and resources are generic and can be found across different types of jobs and 

industries, although they may vary in strength and relevance. Whereas job demands are 

generally the most important predictors of reduced health (e.g., exhaustion, psychosomatic 

health complaints), job resources are generally the most important predictors of work 

motivation (e.g., work enjoyment, engagement) (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014). 

A comparison of the perspectives of Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) and JD-R 

theory on job crafting is presented in Table 1, which shows the definition, purpose and 

motivation, target, and types of job crafting from the two perspectives. It should be noted that 

this review focuses particularly on job crafting as conceptualized from the JD-R perspective.
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Types of Job Crafting 

By increasing or decreasing job demands and job resources, employees can shape the 

job to better fit their personal abilities, preferences, and needs, helping them to maintain 

motivation and protect well-being. Therefore, job crafting is defined as “proactive employee 

behavior consisting of seeking resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands” (Petrou 

et al., 2012, p. 501). Reducing resources is not distinguished, as it is assumed that individuals 

strive for resources (Hobfoll, 2001). This JD-R approach of job crafting is consistent with 

Laurence’s (2010) approach which distinguishes between expansion-oriented and 

contraction-oriented job crafting. While expansion-oriented job crafting refers to increasing 

the number or complexity of tasks and interactions with others, contraction-oriented job 

crafting refers to reducing complexity of the tasks or limiting the number of relationships at 

work. Seeking resources and seeking challenges can be considered as expansion-oriented job 

crafting, while reducing demands is a form of contraction-oriented job crafting. Similarly, 

Bindl, Unsworth, and Gibson (2014) distinguished between enhancing and limiting forms of 

job crafting. 

Seeking resources may include behaviors such as asking feedback and advice from 

colleagues and supervisors, enhancing the amount of communication with people at work, 

seeking opportunities to learn new technologies, or increasing skill variety to improve work 

efficiency. Seeking challenges may include looking for new and appealing tasks at work, or 

expanding the scope of job responsibilities once one has finished the assigned work. Finally, 

reducing demands may include behaviors targeted at minimizing the emotionally, 

cognitively, or physically demanding aspects of the job and reducing workload so that one’s 

work does not erode one’s private life (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). Seeking challenges and 

reducing demands both refer to changing job demands, but are conceptually distinct (Petrou 

et al., 2012). Seeking challenges is a way to keep employees busy and enhance motivation. 

Reducing demands, particularly referring to decreasing hindering job demands, serves to 

protect employee well-being from stress and burnout. 

Team-level Job Crafting 

Job crafting not only occurs at the individual level but also at the team level. In a team 

setting, individuals need to work closely with other team members in order to complete their 

tasks. This interdependence requires communication, cooperation, and coordinated action 

among team members. Then it is likely that team members, rather than individual agents, 

jointly determine how to alter task and relational boundaries in order to meet their common 

goals. Job crafting thus can be carried out collaboratively involving joint effort among groups 
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of employees in customizing how their work is organized and enacted (Leana, Appelbaum, & 

Shevchuk, 2009). In fact, employees can engage in both individual and collaborative job 

crafting. The incidence and strength of each kind of job crafting is dependent on how closely 

their jobs are connected with others. 

The first study examining job crafting on the team level was conducted by Leana et al. 

(2009). In this study, it was found that job crafting can be coordinated between childcare 

teachers and aides in work teams. Additionally, it was demonstrated that individual and 

collaborative job crafting were distinct constructs and had different antecedents. Tims, 

Bakker, Derks, and Van Rhenen (2013) found that collaborative job crafting was positively 

related to team performance through team work engagement. It should be noted that even in 

work teams with low control, there remain opportunities for collaborative job crafting. 

McClelland, Leach, Clegg, and McGowan (2014) argued that under conditions where need 

for control is not met, the motivation to job craft would be enhanced. McClelland et al. 

(2014) tested a model of collaborative job crafting using data collected from 242 call center 

teams (1,935 individuals) that had low levels of work discretion. It was found that 

collaborative crafting did exist and was related positively to team efficacy, team control, and 

team interdependence. 

Additionally, in collectivist societies (e.g., China), characterized by a primary concern 

of collective interests (Hofstede, 1984), individual job crafting might take more effort 

because individuals should consider the potential influence of their crafting initiatives on 

others. Collaborative job crafting thus may be more likely to happen, since it involves joint 

effort among group members in customizing their work in order to meet their common goals. 

Note however that the study by Lu, Wang, Lu, Du, and Bakker (2014) showed that individual 

job crafting occurs also in collectivistic cultures like China. In sum, next to individual job 

crafting also team or collaborative job crafting occurs even in contexts where discretion is not 

high and seems to have positive outcomes for the team. 

Related Job Redesign Constructs 

Job crafting represents a bottom-up job redesign approach and is different from task i-

deals and role adjustment. Task i-deals refer to the customization of job content based on 

agreement reflecting the interests and influence of both the employer and the employee 

(Hornung, Rousseau, Glaser, Angerer, & Weigl, 2010). Task i-deals are distinguished from 

job crafting in a sense that they are authorized by the employer or its agents, typically the 

immediate supervisor (Rousseau, 2005). For example, an employee may negotiate special job 

duties or assignments with his/her supervisor. Job crafting, however, is not explicitly 
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authorized by the employer and occurs in the zone of acceptance an individual perceives with 

respect to his or her supervisor and colleagues. Moreover, the primary goal of job crafting is 

to fulfil personal needs of employees through reorganizing and restructuring job demands and 

resources, and thus employees are the actors of the job. Task i-deals, in contrast, aim to 

achieve mutual benefit between employers and employees through negotiating employment 

features, which makes employees both actors and recipients of the job (Hornung et al., 2010).  

Role adjustment is generally broader, not only including job crafting and task i-deals, 

but also delegation of responsibilities by supervisors and work sharing with colleagues 

(Clegg & Spencer, 2007). In Clegg and Spencer’s (2007) model of role adjustment, high 

performance from the job-holders leads their supervisors and peers to perceive job-holders as 

competent and develop trust in them; job-holders also trust their own competence because of 

good job performance. As a result, the trust from others and self leads to some adjustment in 

the role of job-holders that may be initiated by the supervisor (e.g. through delegation), peers 

(e.g. by sharing out the work differently), or job holders themselves (e.g., through job 

crafting). 

Job Crafting Measurement 

There are several validated scales measuring job crafting, developed from slightly 

different perspectives on job crafting. Laurence (2010) developed a job crafting scale 

measuring dimensions suggested by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), namely physical 

crafting, relational crafting, and cognitive crafting. There is good evidence for the validity of 

this job crafting scale (e.g., Lu et al., 2014). Similarly, Slemp and Vella-Brodrick’s (2013) 

scale also assessed the extent to which individuals engage in these three forms of job-crafting 

activities. Most recently, Bindl et al. (2014) developed a job crafting scale that comprises 

both enhancing and limiting forms of task, relationship, skill, and cognitive crafting in the 

workplace. Scholars have also developed job crafting scales based on the JD-R perspective 

(Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012; Petrou et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2012). For instance, by 

conducting series of studies Tims et al. (2012) provided a reliable and validated scale 

consisting of four different dimensions: increasing structural job resources, increasing social 

job resources, increasing challenging job demands, and decreasing hindering job demands. 

Petrou et al. (2012) developed a daily job crafting scale based on the scale by Tims et al. 

(2012). Their study indicated that all the three forms of job crafting (seeking resources, 

seeking challenges, reducing demands) varied substantially both between and within 

individuals, and the three-factor structure model of job crafting was confirmed at the day 

level. 
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Antecedents of Job Crafting 

In the previous research there have been two broad approaches adopted to address 

triggers of job crafting (see Figure 1). The first one has focused on personal attributes as 

determinants of job crafting. The implicit reasoning in this line of research is that certain 

individuals are more likely than others to actively redesign their jobs (Bakker, Tims, & 

Derks, 2012; Petrou & Demerouti, 2015). For example, Bipp and Demerouti (2015) found 

that individual approach temperament was related to more seeking resources and challenges, 

whereas individual avoidance temperament was related to more reducing demands. Bakker et 

al. (2012) found that proactive personality was associated with more increasing job resources 

and job challenges behaviors. Moreover, personal resources (e.g., self-efficacy), which 

fluctuate within the same person from one day to another (e.g., Xanthopoulou, Bakker, 

Heuven, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009), may cause daily fluctuations in job crafting 

behaviors. For instance, on days when employees feel more efficacious about what can be 

done at work, employees are more likely to change the characteristics of the job to attain their 

goals (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2014). 

The second one has focused on job characteristics as stimulators of job crafting. 

Scholars have argued that employee job crafting is a response to the combination of job 

demands and job resources at work. For instance, daily working conditions may cause 

employees to change the job on that specific day. Petrou et al. (2012) found that on days that 

work pressure and autonomy were both high employees showed highest levels of seeking 

resources and lowest levels of reducing demands. Petrou et al. (2012) argued that jobs with 

high job autonomy and high work pressure are seen as active jobs which facilitate learning 

and development. Consequently, active jobs make employees engage in more resources 

seeking and less demands reducing. But they may be already too demanding for employees to 

search for more challenges. 

Furthermore, Tims and Bakker (2010) proposed that person-job misfit leads to job 

crafting behaviors. Person-job misfit or fit focuses on the match between personal 

characteristics and those of the jobs or tasks that are performed at work, which can be 

differentiated into demands–abilities fit and needs–supplies fit (e.g., Edwards, 1991; Kristof-

Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). However, we further argue that the motivation to 

craft may not only be driven by the current misfit between job demands and resources and 

personal attributes, but also by the possible misfit in future. Job crafting is a self-initiated 

process of changing job characteristics in order to adaptively and proactively achieve greater 

compatibility between personal attributes and dynamic work environments. Given that 
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today’s organizations are increasingly faced with dynamic and uncertain conditions, the 

content of the job is not fixed but may change from time to time. Employees may be 

motivated to craft their jobs to proactively prepare for future job change. For instance, they 

may expand their task and relational environments by increasing the scope of job 

responsibilities, or building network at work. As a result, job crafting may help employees 

easily cope with future job change and uncertainty. 

Outcomes of Job Crafting 

Job redesign initiated by employees has beneficial effects on both individual and 

organizational outcomes. Figure 1 presents an overview of categories of potential outcomes 

of job crafting. First, we distinguish between immediate and long-term effects. Certain types 

of outcomes can be achieved immediately after job crafting, whereas others may be 

manifested after a longer period of time. Second, a distinction can be made between such 

outcomes that are more individually or organizationally oriented. This leads to four major 

categories of potential outcomes of job crafting: immediate individual outcomes (e.g., work 

engagement, need satisfaction), immediate organizational outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction, job 

performance), long-term individual outcomes (e.g., work meaning and identity, person-job 

fit), and long-term organizational outcomes (e.g., organizational commitment, job design). 

Immediate Individual Outcomes 

There is substantial evidence demonstrating that job crafting relates to employee work 

engagement. A cross-sectional study by Bakker et al. (2012) found that job crafting 

(increasing structural and social job resources and increasing job challenges) was associated 

with work engagement. A three-wave longitudinal study has shown that job crafting 

predicted work engagement over time (Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny, & Bauer, 2016). 

Petrou et al. (2012) addressed this relationship on a daily basis. It was found that day-level 

seeking challenges (but not resources) was positively associated with day-level work 

engagement, whereas day-level reducing demands was negatively associated with day-level 

work engagement. It should be noted that work engagement may also predict job crafting. In 

their three-wave longitudinal study, Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2015a) examined dynamic 

relationships between job crafting intentions, work engagement, and actual job crafting 

behavior. The time interval was one month between two consecutive time points. Results of 

structural equation modeling showed that job crafting intentions and work engagement were 

significantly related to actual job crafting behavior, which, in turn, was related to higher 

levels of work engagement. 
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Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) suggested that motivation to craft the job is driven 

by individual, unfulfilled needs, including the needs for control and meaning, a positive self-

image, and connection with others. Job crafting therefore allows employees to fulfil basic 

human needs. In a cross-sectional study with a sample of 253 working adults, it was reported 

that task, relational, and cognitive forms of job crafting were related to satisfaction of the 

intrinsic needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness at work (Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 

2014). 

Long-term Individual Outcomes 

Meaning and identity are suggested to be at the center of why employees job craft and 

how they benefit from job crafting over time (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). An extensive 

review of job crafting and those two outcomes is provided by Wrzesniewski, LoBuglio, 

Dutton, and Berg (2013). However, little empirical research has directly examined how 

employees develop positive meaning and identity at work from the process of job crafting. A 

qualitative study by Mattarelli and Tagliaventi (2012) provided insights into dynamics 

between job crafting and identity at work. It was found offshore professionals searched for 

consistency between their professional identity and their work (i.e. work-identity integrity). 

And when they perceived a lack of consistency, they were likely to adjust their work to their 

professional identity, like introducing new products, markets, and services. As a result, job 

design may be changed and work-identity integrity may be attained. 

Using the framework of JD-R model, Tims and Bakker (2010) argued that changes 

job crafters make are primarily aimed at improving person-job fit and work motivation. A 

study conducted in 246 full-time frontline hotel employees in Taiwan revealed that both 

individual crafting and collaborative crafting related to more person-job fit, which in turn 

related to more engagement of employees (Chen, Yen, & Tsai, 2014). Moreover, the types of 

person–job fit achieved most likely depend on how employees craft their jobs (Yu, 2009). 

Physical job crafting, changing the form or number of activities at work, is more likely to 

affect the perception of demands–abilities fit. Relational job crafting, changing the psycho-

social work environment, which is more relevant to the perception of needs–supplies fit. Lu 

et al. (2014) provided support for this proposition.  

Immediate Organizational Outcomes 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) assumed that job crafters, who alter the task and 

relational boundaries of their jobs, are more satisfied with work they create. Therefore job 

crafting should increase job satisfaction of employees. Empirical research has provided some 

evidence for this proposition. For example, it was found in the study of Tims, Bakker, and 



CH2. JOB CRAFTING REVIEW 

38 

Derks (2013) that employees who crafted their job resources (i.e., structural and social 

resources) reported an increase in job resources, and this increase was positively related to 

increased satisfaction with the job two months later. However crafting job demands (i.e., 

challenging and hindering) was not found to lead to an increase in job satisfaction.  Similarly, 

Ghitulescu (2007) reported significant correlations between relational and cognitive job 

crafting (but not task job crafting) and job satisfaction among 661 teachers in 200 schools. 

After customizing job features according to their own preference, skill, and ability, 

employees should generally feel engaged and happy at work and thus job performance is 

expected to be improved. Several empirical studies have provided evidence for the positive 

relation between job crafting and work performance. For example, Bakker et al. (2012) found 

that job crafting, predicted by proactive personality, was positively related to colleague-

ratings of in-role performance via work engagement. Similarly, Tims et al. (2015a) found that 

job crafting increased employee work engagement, which in turn predicted in-role 

performance but not organizational citizenship behavior. A cross-sectional study found that 

seeking resources had a positive indirect relationship with contextual performance through 

work engagement, and with creativity through work engagement and flourishing; reducing 

demands had negative indirect relationships with both contextual performance and creativity 

through work engagement (Demerouti, Bakker, & Gevers, 2015). A longitudinal study by 

Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli (2015) showed that seeking resources predicted task 

performance one year later. On a day level, Demerouti et al. (2015) found daily seeking 

resources was positively associated with daily task performance; yet daily reducing demands 

was detrimental for daily task performance and altruism. 

Long-term Organizational Outcomes 

Job crafting may be associated with stronger organizational commitment. When 

employees redefine their jobs to incorporate their motives, strengths, and passions, they are 

expected to be more attached to their jobs. Besides, job crafters achieve positive meaning and 

identity in work and thus are more committed to what they do in their work. Leana et al. 

(2009) examined job crafting in childcare centers and found teacher collaborative job crafting 

positively related to organizational commitment. Do the benefits of job crafting derive from 

the changes in job design or simply from being involved in job crafting (Oldham & 

Hackman, 2010)? Tims et al. (2013) provided some insights into this question based on 

longitudinal data. They found that employees who crafted their job resources showed an 

increase in their structural and social resources. Crafting job demands however did not result 

in a change in job demands.  
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Based on the above review, it can be concluded that there is increasing evidence 

showing that job crafting can foster positive work outcomes. However, more research 

adopting longitudinal designs is needed to examine the long-term impact of job crafting on 

individual and organizational outcomes. Moreover, whether the job crafting of one person is 

related to the job characteristics and well-being of a colleague is also worth studying in future 

research (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2015b). In addition, most of the research on the 

consequences of job crafting has been conducted in Western societies and more evidence is 

needed from other cultures where job crafting may work in a different way. 

Potential Negative Outcomes of Job Crafting 

Job crafting may also cause dysfunctional effects for job crafters, colleagues, teams, 

and organizations. Employees’ crafting their jobs means they make changes to what they do 

and how they do it. If this proactivity requires working extra hours or taking on additional 

responsibilities, such acts could deplete personal resources. And if the change employees 

make does not work out, employees may experience frustration. Berg, Grant, and Johnson 

(2010) found that individuals may experience unpleasant states such as stress in pursing their 

unanswered callings by crafting job and leisure. An employee may successfully avoid seeing 

a complaining customer, but someone else will then need to deal with this difficult situation. 

This means job crafters who adjust their tasks likely affect their colleagues, depending on the 

extent to which their work is interdependent. Moreover, Demerouti et al. (2015) found that 

daily seeking challenges was positively (rather than negatively) related to daily counter-

productive behaviors such as gossiping about others and hiding mistakes. They argued that 

when individuals search for more challenges they may also tend to legitimate their counter-

productive behaviors to achieve a moral equilibrium.  

Employees can have different strategies to craft their work, but not all the strategies 

will bring positive outcomes and achieve what employees want. For example, Petrou et al. 

(2015) found reducing demands and exhaustion strengthen each other over time. Petrou et al. 

(2015) argued that employees who are exhausted and drained put less effort in their tasks. As 

a result, their workload and time pressure is increased, which further intensifies the feelings 

of exhaustion. It seems that when exhaustion has already happened, reducing demands 

represents an ineffective strategy. Interestingly, ten Brummelhuis, ter Hoeven, Bakker, and 

Peper (2011) found that intrinsic motivation enabled employees to break through the loss 

cycle of burnout. Taken together, seeking challenges and resources, which enhance intrinsic 

motivation, may be more effective in reducing emotional exhaustion.  
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As job crafting is voluntary and not instructed in the job description or by supervisors, 

it may bring unexpected consequences for job crafters and others. What leaders or managers 

can do is to keep job crafting in a way that is beneficial to both employees and the 

organization. In short, how employees create their dream jobs with the help of their leaders is 

an interesting area for future research. Therefore, the next goal of this review is to zoom in 

the relationship between leader behaviors and employee job crafting. 

Promoting Effective Job Crafting: A Leadership Perspective 

Scholars have argued that bottom-up job redesign such as job crafting should be 

promoted by leaders or managers and combined with traditional top-down approaches to 

improve the working conditions of employees; after all, the individual employee knows 

his/her job best and can recognize which part of the job should be improved (Demerouti & 

Bakker, 2014). We suggest that leaders can stimulate job crafting by developing personal 

resources of employees and designing resourceful jobs with urgency to craft. In addition, 

leader behaviors like promoting employees’ organizational identification and building a 

trusting, open, and supportive work climate may also influence employee job crafting. 

Developing Personal Resources 

Self-efficacy is suggested to be the core foundation of human motivation, 

performance accomplishments, and well-being (Bandura, 1997). People with high self-

efficacy are confident about their abilities and thus more likely to maximize resourceful and 

challenging aspects of their jobs to achieve a desired level of job performance. Job crafting 

requires competence and persistence. The success of a job crafter may depend to a large 

extent on his or her ability to utilize resources at work (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 

2008). Leaders can boost followers’ efficacy beliefs by, for instance, raising follower self-

confidence, developing follower potentials, and providing positive feedback for follower 

performance. Employees’ heightened self-efficacy may be associated with perceived 

competence, which in turn, leads to self-initiated role adjustment in their jobs (Clegg & 

Spencer, 2007). 

Leaders can indirectly enhance job crafting by stimulating positive work-related affect 

of employees (e.g., work engagement). According to Fredrickson's (2001) broaden-and-build 

(B&B) theory, positive affective states share the ability to broaden momentary thought–

action repertories of individuals, which builds enduring personal resources in people, ranging 

from physical and intellectual resources to psychological and social resources. Therefore, 

positive emotions/affect is expected to lead to more proactive behavior (Bindl, Parker, 

Totterdell, & Hagger-Johnson, 2012; Den Hartog & Belschak 2007; Fay & Sonnentag 2012; 
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Fritz & Sonnentag, 2007). For instance, Lu et al. (2014) found that work engagement, as a 

positive and high-arousal affective state, was positively related to both changes in physical 

and relational job crafting. 

Designing Resourceful Jobs with Urgency to Craft 

Leaders also need to provide employees with a variety of resources that can be 

utilized when employees craft their jobs. Leaders have many tangible resources such as 

empowerment, training opportunities, and decision latitude, and intangible resources such as 

work-related information, feedback, knowledge, and experience (Breevaart, Bakker, 

Demerouti, & Van den Heuvel, 2015; Jiang, Law, & Sun, 2014). Leaders should be open and 

willing to share those resources with employees, which may help employees better enact their 

jobs. 

However, leaders should be aware that a job with resources may not be enough to job 

craft, there should be also urgency (i.e., high demands) to do so. Petrou et al. (2012) argue 

that jobs with high resources combined with high demands are seen as ‘active jobs’ (Karasek 

& Theorell, 1990) which facilitate the development of new behavioral patterns. Specifically, 

high job demands are likely to lead to active problem solving like self-job redesign or self-

management because of available job resources. Consequently, employees in active jobs tend 

to optimize their job characteristics to fit their strength and potentials. Taken together, we 

suggest that active jobs with high resources and demands can best cultivate employees’ job 

crafting behaviors. 

Promoting Organizational Identification 

Leaders can promote ‘good’ job crafting by raising employees’ identification with the 

organization. It is expected that employees with high organizational identification may 

execute their crafting in a way that is beneficial to organizational goals rather than only 

pursuit self-interests, because employees who identify themselves with the organization view 

themselves as members of the organization and are willing to submit individual self-interests 

to the collective interests (Brewer & Chen, 2007). To increase employees’ organizational 

identification, leaders can explain to employees that what the organization is trying to 

accomplish and why. If employees buy into goals of the organization and adopt them as their 

personal goals, they may use this cognitive perception to legitimate their own job crafting 

behaviors (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Leaders can also explain to employees how their 

work is connected to the effectiveness of the work unit as a whole. If employees perceive 

their jobs important, they may be intrinsically motivated to craft their jobs to improve work 

process and achieve high levels of performance. 
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Building a Trusting, Open and Supportive Climate 

To establish such a context stimulating personal initiative, mutual trust between 

employees and leaders may play an important role (Berg et al., 2008). A healthy and trusting 

work climate accepts mistakes as learning experiences, which is likely to encourage 

employees to try new things. If employees feel trusted by their leaders, they are likely to have 

more confidence in their own abilities. Moreover, if employees trust their leaders will support 

them, they may perceive more control in the process of job crafting (Parker, Williams, & 

Turner, 2006). Besides, leaders should display behaviors signaling openness and support, 

such as listening to employees’ individual needs, considering their new ideas, encouraging 

personal growth, and taking actions to address the matter raised. Wu and Parker (in press) 

found that leader secure-base support (i.e., leader availability, encouragement, and 

noninterference) positively predicted employees’ proactive work behavior through promoting 

their role breadth self-efficacy and autonomous motivation. 

In particular, in this review we link transformational and empowering leadership to 

job crafting. Among different leadership styles identified in the literature, transformational 

leadership has received the greatest research attention. Since transformational leadership is 

change-oriented (Bass, 1985; Detert & Burris, 2007), it may be a meaningful antecedent of 

job crafting. A recent meta-analysis has found a positive relationship between 

transformational leadership and employee proactive behavior (Chiaburu, Smith, Wang, & 

Zimmerman, 2014). Empowering leadership involves delegation of autonomy and power, 

which may enhance followers’ proactive motivation (“can do”, “reason to”, and “energized 

to”) to shape their job demands and job resources (Parker & Wu, 2014). Our overall model of 

leadership and job crafting is presented in Figure 2. 
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Transformational Leadership and Job Crafting 

In this section, we discuss how transformational leadership relates to job crafting of 

employees. Characteristics of transformational leaders typically include articulating a vision, 

providing an appropriate model, fostering the acceptance of group goals, high performance 

expectations, individualized support, and intellectual stimulation (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 

Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). Specifically, transformational leaders motivate followers to go 

beyond immediate self-interests by emphasizing long-term goals, developing a vision, and 

inspiring employees to pursue that vision. Employees are motivated to set long-term goals 

and adjust their work environment in an effort to achieve these goals (Griffin, Parker, & 

Mason, 2010). Further, transformational leaders challenge the status quo and expect higher 

performance, by encouraging employees to find new ways to work. Under transformational 

leadership, employees are likely to make changes to expand their task and relational 

environments. Employees also likely lower the levels of hindering demands since those 

demands may inhibit performance and achievement of valued goals and threaten personal 

growth and future gains (Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010). 

Job crafting is proactive behavior to increase person-environment fit, which may be 

encouraged by a transformational leader. This idea seems to be supported by the study by Chi 

and Pan (2012) in which it was found that transformational leadership related to higher 

perception of need-supply job fit and demand-ability job fit of employees. In addition, 

transformational leaders perhaps are job crafters themselves and they lead by ‘doing’ rather 

than simply ‘talking’, thus providing a good example for employees. Therefore, we suggest 

that transformational leadership is positively related to job crafting of employees. 

Empowering Leadership and Job Crafting  

Empowering leadership has been found to increase employee proactive behavior 

(Martin, Liao, & Campbell-Bush, 2012). In the case of job crafting, it seems that job 

constrains and lack of power are two major factors that may affect the extent to which lower-

ranking employees craft their jobs (Berg, Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010). Empowering 

leaders explicitly give job autonomy and delegate power to their followers (e.g., Zhang & 

Bartol, 2010), which may effectively stimulate employee job crafting. 

Empowering leadership involves enhancing the significance of the work, fostering 

participation in decision making, expressing confidence in high performance, and providing 

autonomy from bureaucratic constraints (e.g., Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005; Zhang & 

Bartol, 2010). Empowered employees feel that their work is personally important (i.e., 

meaningful), they have freedom to choose how to initiate and perform work tasks (i.e., self-
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determination), they have the ability to successfully perform work tasks (i.e., self-efficacy), 

and they are able to make a difference in work outcomes (i.e., impact). Together, these four 

cognitions reflect an active orientation to a work role in which “an individual wishes and 

feels able to shape his or her work role and context” (Spreitzer, 1995, p.1444). 

For instance, when employees understand how their objectives and goals relate to 

those of the company, they may perceive their jobs to be of great significance and thus 

change their way of thinking regarding what their work entails and how to do the work. 

Empowering leaders delegate authority to employees and thus employees would feel it is 

legitimate for them to implement actions to shape and redefine their jobs. Empowering 

leaders, who share power with employees, is open and willing to provide employees with job 

resources that may help them better enact their jobs. Overall we suggest that empowering 

leadership is a strong predictor of employee proactive behavior such as job crafting. 

Moderators in the Relationship between Leadership and Job Crafting 

The effect of leadership on job crafting is not universal and often depends on job 

characteristics or individual difference of followers (e.g., Howell, Bowen, Dorfman, Kerr, & 

Podsakoff, 1997; Shamir & Howell, 1999). According to the contingency theory of 

leadership (e.g., Fiedler, 1978), characteristics of the situation may enhance or weaken the 

effects of leadership. In the next section, we briefly review the potential moderators in the 

relationship between leadership and job crafting. 

Individual factors as moderators. First, the effectiveness of leadership is likely to be 

moderated by follower power distance. Individual power distance refers to the extent to 

which one accepts that power is distributed unequally in institutions and organizations 

(Hofstede, 1984). Power distance of employees has been suggested to influence how they 

perceive and react to authority. Under transformational and empowering leadership, 

employees are expected to shape their work roles themselves. However high power distance 

subordinates are more willing to accept the imposed work roles and to wait for instructions 

from their supervisors with respect to work tasks. For those subordinates, transformational 

and empowering leadership is less normative and not consistent with how relations and 

interactions between superiors and subordinates are expected to be (e.g., Kirkman, Chen, 

Farh, Chen, & Lowe, 2009). Thus we suggest that the effect of transformational and 

empowering leadership on job crafting would become weaker for subordinates higher in 

power distance. 

Employee personality is also likely to moderate the effect of leadership on job 

crafting. Proactive personality is defined as “the relatively stable tendency to effect 
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environmental change” (Bateman & Crant, 1993, p.103). People high in proactive personality 

tend to “identify opportunities and act on them, show initiative, take action, and persevere 

until meaningful changes occur” (Crant, 2000, p. 439). Bakker et al. (2012) found that 

proactive employees were most likely to craft their jobs by increasing their structural and 

social job resources and job challenges, in an effort to create favorable conditions and 

opportunities for themselves in workplace. Proactive individuals are likely to lead themselves 

to personal excellence by using self-management strategies (Breevaart, Bakker & Demerouti, 

2014), whereas individuals low in proactive personality are likely to passively wait and react 

to instructions of leaders. Taken together, we suggest that leadership may be more influential 

for individuals with low proactive personality. 

Leadership is also likely to interact with individual temperament in predicting job 

crafting. Approach temperament refers to the neurophysiological sensitivity towards positive 

stimuli (e.g., reward) accompanied by a behavioral predisposition towards such stimuli; 

avoidance approach temperament refers to the neurophysiological sensitivity towards 

negative or undesirable stimuli (e.g., punishment) accompanied by a behavioral 

predisposition away from such stimuli (Elliot & Thrash, 2010). It is expected that high scores 

on approach temperament combined with approach goals condition lead to higher seeking 

resources and challenges; high scores on avoidance temperament combined with avoidance 

goals condition lead to higher reducing demands (Bipp & Demerouti, 2015). Leadership may 

induce different goal focus. For instance, transformational leadership may stimulate the 

pursuit of approach goals (e.g., encouraging personal growth), and transactional leadership 

may be more likely to increase the pursuit of avoidance goals (e.g., avoiding mistakes). 

Therefore, a particular goal focus induced by leadership may jointly predict job crafting with 

individual temperament. 

Job characteristics as moderators. As we mentioned early, autonomous jobs are 

expected to encourage job crafting because job autonomy implies considerable latitude to 

determine one’s work activities. We suggest that job autonomy may substitute for the effect 

of leadership on job crafting. Take transformational leadership for an example. When job 

autonomy is high, employees may not need the encouragement of their leaders (even though 

they may still appreciate their leaders’ encouragement), as they already feel self-determined 

to modify their jobs (Den Hartog & Belschak 2012). On the contrary, low levels of job 

autonomy suggest that employees have little freedom to choose their work tasks and 

strategies to fulfill those tasks. Under this condition, employees are in stronger need for 
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empowerment and autonomy, and thus are more impacted by leaders’ transformational and 

empowering behaviors.  

Employees’ responses to leader behaviors may be enhanced by job uncertainty. When 

employees experience job uncertainty, they tend to make a greater use of information from 

leaders. Specifically, employees experience uncertainty regarding desired behaviors when 

they do not have clear external social or structural cues to guide their behavior. As a result, 

employees become more prone to the influence of leadership in terms of how to enact their 

jobs. By contrast, in jobs where employee behavior is guided by clear cues regarding work 

tasks and responsibilities and how to fulfil them, leadership may become less influential on 

employee work behaviors. Accordingly, we suggest that when there is a greater level of 

uncertainty in the job, leadership is likely to have a stronger effect on job crafting. 

Workload depletes employees’ energy and leads to stress and burnout, which may 

impact the extent to which job crafting takes place. For example, when employees have high 

workload, they are more likely to engage in seeking job resources and reducing the hindering 

aspects of job demands (e.g., minimizing unnecessary demands) as a way to cope with work 

stress and to sustain well-being. Employees may also increase the challenging aspects of job 

demands to enhance intrinsic work motivation, which enables them to break through the loss 

cycle of stress and burnout (ten Brummelhuis, et al., 2011). Therefore although 

transformational and empowering leader behaviors may generally increase employees’ job 

crafting, we predict that more job crafting behaviors will be performed when employees are 

confronted with high (vs. low) workload.  

Reversed Effect of Job Crafting on Leadership Behaviors  

Different job crafting behaviors may result in different qualities of dyadic 

relationships between supervisors and subordinates (i.e., leader-member exchange, LMX), 

which may consequently influence behaviors that leaders display towards their subordinates 

(see Figure 2). Because of limited time and recourses, leaders differentiate relationship 

qualities between followers. Leaders form high quality of exchange relationships with 

followers who are loyal, trustworthy, and skilled, and poor quality of exchange relationships 

with followers who betray the trust of the leaders, or are unmotivated or incompetent. 

Seeking resources can both enhance employee work motivation and help employees cope 

with job demands. Thus, employee seeking resources could be seen as a sign of high 

motivation and pursuing better performance at work, which may be appreciated by their 

leaders. Employees who do seeking challenges also prove their competence and create a good 

image. Leaders may consider employees exhibiting such behaviors to be more responsible, 
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skilled, and capable, and thus are more likely to establish good work relationships with them. 

Reducing demands however, could be seen as an indicator of incompetence (Tims et al., 

2012) or low motivation (Petrou et al., 2012), which fails to meet leaders’ expectations of 

high performance and therefore may harm LMX quality. 

Job crafting may change leader behaviors, because different LMX quality is formed 

due to different job crafting strategies. High LMX quality will be associated with, for 

instance, more transformational leader behaviors (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Wayne, Shore, & 

Liden, 1997). High LMX quality is comprised of high levels social exchange characterized 

by mutual respect, trust, support, and obligation between leaders and followers. When job 

crafters form high LMX quality with their leaders, leaders would display behaviors that are 

more oriented toward transformational influence, like expecting followers to satisfy longer-

term and collective interests of the work unit rather than to satisfy immediate self-interests. 

High LMX quality is also associated with more empowering leader behaviors. Job crafters 

with high LMX quality are seen as leaders’ in-group members. Leaders assign in-group 

members more significant tasks and provide them with more resources, such as participation 

in decision making and autonomy from bureaucratic constraints. Also, leaders trust the 

competency of in-group members and expect them to have higher performance.  

Taken together, we suggest that job crafting is likely to have a reversed effect on 

leadership behaviors via influencing LMX quality. 

Conclusion 

The present chapter provided an overview of the existing literature on job crafting as 

well as introduced the neglected role of leadership behaviors in the process of job crafting. 

We defined job crafting as a self-initiated process of changing job characteristics in order to 

adaptively and proactively achieve greater compatibility between personal attributes and 

dynamic work environments. We reviewed the conceptualizations, types, forms, 

measurements, antecedents, and outcomes of job crafting. It seems that job crafting can bring 

many positive work outcomes for both employees and organizations. Nevertheless, the 

potential dark side of job crafting also needs to be taken into account. 

Proactive behavior such as job crafting usually is not part of a given job description 

and thus not tied to formal systems of rewards and penalty (Van Dyne, & LePine, 1998; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Consequently, leader behaviors should server as critical 

signals of whether or not such proactive behavior is welcomed at work. Yet the insufficient 

understanding of the role of leader behaviors in employee job crafting limits the theoretical 

development of job crafting literature. We argued that leaders can stimulate effective job 
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crafting by developing personal resources of employees, designing resourceful jobs with 

urgency to craft, building a trusting, open, and supportive work climate, and promoting 

employees’ organizational identification. We then discussed the dynamic relationships 

between transformational and empowering leadership and employee job crafting.  

Our model of leadership and job crafting (depicted in Figure 2) can also be expanded 

in several ways. First, whereas we mainly position leadership as a predictor of job crafting, 

the effect of job crafting may also be contingent on leadership. Job crafting is not welcomed 

by every leader. For instance, transactional leaders may expect followers to complete the 

prescribed tasks and not to encourage them to take greater responsibility for developing 

themselves (e.g., Bass & Avolio, 1990). They would make the decision regarding how to 

allocate demands and resources. Job crafting such as seeking challenges, therefore, might be 

seen as not to follow transactional leaders’ allocations and to challenge their authorities. As a 

result, employees’ job crafting practices are less likely to bring desired outcomes when they 

work with a transactional leader than with a transformational leader who facilitates job 

crafting by giving autonomy.  

Second, the effect of job crafting on LMX may be determined by how leaders 

interpret the motivation for job crafting. Leaders may attribute employees’ seeking resources 

and seeking challenges to impression management motives (Morrison & Bies, 1991). 

Consequently, leaders tend to provide less support to such employees and such job crafting 

attempt may not be associated with high LMX quality. For example, Lam, Huang, and Snape 

(2007) found that employees’ feedback seeking was positively related to LMX quality only 

when leaders interpreted the feedback-seeking behavior as being driven more by performance 

enhancement motives and less by impression management motives. Moreover, if leaders 

interpret employees may have good motives for reducing their (hindrance) job demands, 

reducing demands is less likely to negatively impact LMX quality. 

Third, future research can also investigate the underlying mechanism linking job 

crafting with work outcomes. Past research has mainly focused on the person-environment fit 

perspective to understand the psychological processes in the job crafting-work outcomes 

relationships. Nevertheless, psychological ownership of the job may be an alternative 

psychological mechanism underlying the effect of job crafting on work outcomes. Job 

crafters may have a feeling of ownership toward their jobs because they feel control over 

jobs, invest their time and effort into jobs, and have intimate knowledge of jobs (Brown, 

Pierce, & Crossley, 2013; Pierce, Jussila, & Cummings, 2009). When employees perceive 
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more feelings of ownership as a result of job crafting, they are expected to be engaged at 

work and achieve positive work outcomes.  

Last but not least, the present study has focused on how leader behaviors influence 

employee job crafting. The role of leader traits is not taken into account. Future research can 

investigate both leader personality traits and leader behaviors in order to have an integrative 

understanding of how leadership influences job crafting. For instance, previous research has 

found that proactive individuals are most likely to craft their jobs in an effort to create 

favorable working conditions (Bakker et al., 2012). It is reasonable to assume that leaders 

with proactive personality are job crafters themselves. Given that employees often see their 

leaders as role models, employees are more inclined to craft their own jobs when they work 

with proactive leaders. 

In the past decades, due to fierce global competition and rapid changes in technology, 

organizations have to adopt various adaptive strategies like outsourcing, mergers and 

acquisitions, and restructuring to survive and to remain flexible (Sparks, Faragher, & Cooper, 

2001). Job crafting is suggested to be an instrumental way to facilitate employees to adapt to 

change more successfully while maintaining their well-being and work motivation (Petrou et 

al., 2012). Thus, creating contexts in which job crafting is more favored might be key to 

organization success particularly in times of uncertainty. As argued by Berg et al. (2008), job 

crafting of employees should be accepted or even encouraged by leaders or managers as long 

as it is in line with organizational goals. We hope this review will contribute to understanding 

how leaders stimulate employee job crafting in order to improve employee well-being and 

performance at workplace. 
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CHAPTER 3  

 

Transforming Employees into Job Crafters:  

The Role of Adaptability and Organizational Identification 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This chapter is largely based on: 

 

Wang, H. J., Demerouti, E., & Le Blanc, P. (revise & resubmit). Transformational leadership, 

adaptability, and job crafting: The role of organizational identification. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior.



CH3. TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND JOB CRAFTING 

60 

Abstract 

In this study, we aim to explore the link between transformational leadership and job crafting. 

We predict that transformational leadership stimulates employees’ job crafting (seeking 

resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands) by increasing their adaptability; 

however, transformational leadership is less effective when employees have high levels of 

organizational identification. Data from 185 dyads of subordinates and supervisors were 

analyzed to test our hypotheses. Supervisors rated their own transformational leadership and 

subordinates’ adaptability, and subordinates rated their own job crafting and organizational 

identification. Results from structural equation modelling analyses partially supported our 

hypotheses. In general our findings suggest that transformational leadership is associated 

with more expansion-oriented job crafting (seeking resources and seeking challenges) via 

adaptability, particularly for employees with low identification with the organization. We 

conclude that transformational leadership is an important antecedent of employee adaptability 

and proactivity at work. 

Keywords: employee adaptability, job crafting, organizational identification, transformational 

leadership 
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Nowadays organizations are faced with increasing uncertainty that arises from aspects 

of the business environments such as economic conditions, globalization, and information 

technology. In order to be successful during times of uncertainty, organizations expect their 

employees to be more adaptive and proactive in the changing environments. Job crafting 

refers to the actions employees take to redesign their jobs (Oldham & Hackman, 2010; Tims 

& Bakker, 2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Because employee job crafting has been 

found to be an effective way to deal with change at work (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, 

Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012), it is important to understand factors that facilitate employee job 

crafting. 

Job crafting is employee proactive behavior to increase person-environment fit 

(Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010). In their theoretical model of leading for individual 

proactivity, Parker and Wu (2014) argue that leaders play a critical role in increasing 

employees’ motivation to behave proactively. Employees may feel that it is risky to engage in 

proactive behavior, as it aims to change the status quo. Therefore, leader behaviors that 

encourage and support new ideas and change are expected to be associated with more 

proactive behavior among employees. Transformational leaders embrace change and initiate 

change with a vision (Bass, 1985; Detert & Burris, 2007). They are seen as role models by 

followers because of the way they behave and the values they espouse. As such, 

transformational leadership may be a critical contextual factor influencing followers’ 

motivation to adapt to change and to initiate change. Thus, in this study, we examine how 

transformational leaders stimulate job crafting by increasing employees’ adaptability defined 

as “the willingness and ability to change behaviors, feelings, and thoughts in response to 

environmental demands” (McArdle, Waters, Briscoe, & Hall, 2007, p.248). 

However, employees’ motivation and behaviors are not only determined by external 

influences like leadership but also by their self-concept. In this vein, we further examine the 

interaction of transformational leadership and employee organizational identification on 

employee adaptability and subsequently job crafting. Organizational identification is a 

collective self-concept of employees, referring to the extent to which the organization’s 

identity and employees’ own identity overlap (Van Knippenberg & Sleebos, 2006). 

Employee work motivation may be supplied by the collective self-concept instead of being 

supplied by a transformational leader (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Indeed, Li, Chiaburu, Kirkman, 

and Xie (2013) provided evidence that employees’ collective self-concept (e.g., identification 

with workgroups) substitutes for the effectiveness of transformational leadership in 

influencing employees’ work outcomes. More generally, according to the perspective of 
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substitutes for leadership (e.g., Kerr & Jermier, 1978), the effect of leadership could be 

substituted or attenuated when employees’ self-concept is strong. So we suggest that 

transformational leadership may be less influential for employees with high organizational 

identification. 

Taken together, in this study we link transformational leadership to employee job 

crafting, adding to the promising literature on job crafting. Despite of the fact that scholars 

have already suggested the association of leadership and employee proactive behavior (e.g., 

Parker & Wu, 2014) the empirical research on transformational leadership and job crafting is 

still limited. By investigating the intervening variable of adaptability and the boundary 

condition of organizational identification, we advance the understanding of why and when 

transformational leadership is related to employee job crafting. 

Theory and Hypotheses 

Job Crafting 

Job crafting is a bottom-up job redesign process in which employees themselves 

proactively change job characteristics (Demerouti, 2014). In order to capture the specific 

actions performed by job crafters, Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012) use the Job Demands-

Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) as a 

framework to conceptualize job crafting. According to the JD-R model, job characteristics 

can vary widely across occupations but can always be classified into two categories: job 

demands and job resources. Whereas job demands primarily relate to reduced health (e.g., 

exhaustion, psychosomatic health complaints), job resources primarily relate to work 

motivation (e.g., work enjoyment, engagement). Job crafting is defined as “proactive 

employee behavior consisting of seeking resources, seeking challenges, and reducing 

demands” (Petrou et al., 2012, p. 501). Seeking resources and seeking challenges belong to 

expansion-oriented job crafting, while reducing demands is a form of contraction-oriented 

job crafting (Lu, Wang, Lu, Du, & Bakker, 2014; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

Job crafters customize the levels of their job demands and job resources according to 

their own skills, abilities, and needs. There is growing evidence showing that job crafting can 

foster positive outcomes, such as work identity (Mattarelli & Tagliaventi, 2015), work 

engagement (Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012; Harju, Hakanen, & Schaufeli, 2016), person-job 

fit (Lu et al., 2014; Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016), job satisfaction (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 

2013), and increased personal resources (Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny, & Bauer, 2016). 

As job crafting is an effective way to maintain employee well-being and work motivation, 

researchers have been interested to find out what factors predict job crafting. 
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In the existing literature, researchers have focused on either the individual difference 

factors or job characteristics as determinants of job crafting (e.g., Bakker et al., 2012; Petrou 

et al., 2012). A perspective on leadership and employee job crafting, however, has received 

much less research attention. We suggest that transformational leadership, which is change-

oriented (Bass, 1985; Detert & Burris, 2007), may serve as an important social context factor 

of job crafting. 

Transformational Leadership and Job Crafting 

Recently, Parker and Wu (2014) have theorized the role of leadership in influencing 

employee proactive behavior. Specifically, they argue that leaders need to take deliberate, 

intentional action to enhance employees’ willingness and ability to engage in proactive 

behavior. Among different leadership styles, transformational leadership perhaps is the one 

that has attracted most attention to date (e.g., Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013). Previous 

empirical research has revealed a direct relationship between transformational leadership and 

proactive behavior (Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012; Schmitt, Den Hartog, & Belschak, 2016; 

Strauss, Griffin, & Rafferty, 2009). Yet few studies have examined the effect of 

transformational leadership on employee job crafting in particular. 

Characteristics of transformational leadership typically include articulating a vision, 

providing an appropriate model, fostering the acceptance of group goals, communicating high 

performance expectations, and providing individualized support and intellectual stimulation 

(e.g., Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). As transformational leaders 

communicate a compelling vision and challenge the status quo, employees are expected to be 

more flexible and open to change (Herold, Fedor, Caldwell, & Liu, 2008; Oreg & Berson, 

2011). Transformational leaders also tend to lead by ‘doing’ rather than simply ‘talking’, 

acting as role-models for stimulating change-oriented behaviors. Shamir, House, and Arthur 

(1993) emphasize role-modeling as a key practice of transformational leaders to influence 

their followers. Moreover, transformational leaders provide individualized consideration of 

followers’ different needs and abilities. Chi and Pan (2012) found that transformational 

leadership was positively associated with followers’ perceptions of need-supply job fit and 

demand-ability job fit. So it is likely that transformational leaders may encourage followers 

to shape their job characteristics (i.e., job crafting) to achieve person-job fit. 

Transformational leadership also includes high performance expectations and 

intellectual stimulation. For example, transformational leaders stimulate employees to 

explore new ways of doing things and new opportunities to learn, which may particularly 

stimulate employee job crafting since job crafting is a creative and improvised process that 
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captures how employees change the way they do their jobs (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

Moreover, job crafting (especially seeking resources and seeking challenges) is suggested to 

be a way for employees to enhance their work motivation and job performance (Tims, Derks, 

& Bakker, 2015), so transformational leaders are likely to encourage employees to engage in 

these job expansion behaviors. Reducing demands, particularly referring to decreasing 

hindering job demands, is supposed to contribute to maintaining employees’ work well-

being, as hindering demands are negatively related to work engagement and positively related 

to burnout (Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010). Since reducing demands also represents a 

different way of doing work (although it is a form of job contraction behaviors) we propose a 

positive association of transformational leadership and reducing demands. 

Hypothesis 1: Transformational leadership is positively related to subordinates’ 

seeking resources (H1a), seeking challenges (H1b), and reducing demands (H1c). 

The Mediating Role of Employee Adaptability 

We suggest that one way that transformational leaders influence employee job 

crafting is through increasing employee adaptability referring to the willingness and ability to 

change personal factors. This suggestion is consistent with Parker and Wu’s (2014) view that 

leaders can influence employees’ proactive behavior by enhancing their motivation (e.g., 

“can do”, “reason to”, and “energized to”) and their capability (e.g., knowledge, skills, and 

abilities). 

Transformational leadership has been found to be an important facilitator of employee 

adaptation (e.g., Nemanich & Keller, 2007). Transformational leaders identify the change 

that is needed in the organization, and create a vision to guide and execute the change 

through inspiring and motivating followers. Working with transformational leaders, 

employees have less intention to resist change (Oreg & Berson, 2011) and more commitment 

to change (Herold et al., 2008). Therefore, transformational leadership may enhance 

employees’ willingness to adapt to changing situations. Moreover, transformational leaders 

mentor and coach employees and show their confidence in employees’ ability to perform 

work tasks (Bass, 1985). This individualized consideration element of transformational 

leadership, which is similar to leader supportiveness, reinforces employees’ competence and 

self-efficacy. Thus, transformational leadership may also increase employees’ ability to adapt 

to the changing environment. 

Adaptable employees expose themselves more easily to change because they 

welcome change and know better how to take advantage of change (“personal flexibility”, 

Van der Heijde & Van der Heijden, 2006). They also proactively prepare for future work 
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change in order to achieve the best possible job and career outcomes (“anticipation and 

optimization”, Van der Heijde & Van der Heijden, 2006). For instance, Taber and 

Blankemeyer (2015) found that career adaptability was positively associated with proactive 

skill development and proactive network building. In terms of job crafting, we argue that 

adaptable employees may expand their task and relational environments to cope with change. 

Supporting this argument, Petrou, Demerouti, and Schaufeli (2015) found that willingness to 

change was positively related to seeking resources and seeking challenges. Adaptable 

employees may also use reducing demands as a way to deal with work stress and to sustain 

well-being. They may engage in minimizing unnecessary or hindering demands so that they 

can obtain more advantages from change. It was reported that reducing demands (e.g., saying 

‘no’ to some tasks) is important to achieve personal growth and meaningful performance 

during organizational change (Kira, Balkin, & San, 2012). 

Taken together, we suggest that transformational leadership may enhance employee 

adaptability, which, in turn, may increase employee motivation to craft the working 

environment. Therefore, we propose: 

Hypothesis 2: Subordinates’ adaptability mediates the relationships between 

transformational leadership and subordinates’ seeking resources (H2a), seeking challenges 

(H2b), and reducing demands (H2c). 

The Moderating Role of Organizational Identification  

The limited research on the association of transformational leadership and employee 

proactive behavior suggests that the strength of the association may vary depending upon 

specific characteristics of employees. For example, Griffin, Parker, and Mason (2010) found 

that employees’ role breadth self-efficacy moderated the effect of leader’s articulating a 

vision on employee proactivity. We examine how employees’ organizational identification 

moderates the effect of transformational leadership, which is in line with the notion that 

individuals’ motivation and behaviors are a function of both social influence and their self-

concept. 

Many approaches on leadership research have suggested that follower self-concept 

may act as a moderator of leadership effectiveness (e.g., Kerr & Jermier, 1978; Lord, Brown, 

& Freiberg, 1999; Van Knippenberg, Van Knippenberg, De Cremer, & Hogg, 2004). 

Organizational identification as a collective self-concept of employees may be particularly 

relevant as a potential moderator of transformational leadership which emphasizes the 

collective identity of the organization (Lord et al., 1999). Organizational identification 

reflects the level of overlap between one’s own identity and the organization’s identity (Van 
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Knippenberg & Sleebos, 2006). The more individuals identify with an organization, the more 

the organization’s values, goals, and norms are included in individuals’ self-concept.  

We suggest that when employees already have high identification with the 

organization, the effectiveness of leader behaviors in enhancing employees’ adaptability may 

be attenuated. Employees are willing to adjust themselves to fit into the organization system 

when they view themselves as members of the organization (Carmeli, Gilat, & Waldman, 

2007). Besides, they are intrinsically motivated to behave in line with the organizational 

goals and norms and thus have low need for leadership. It was found that the effect of 

transformational leadership was weakened when employees’ need for leadership was low 

(Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti, Sleebos, & Maduro, 2014). In contrast, if employees are not 

identified with the employing organization, it is difficult for them to find meaning at work 

(Pratt & Ashforth, 2003). In this situation, transformational leadership is needed more and 

supposed to have stronger effects. This notion is in line with the perspective of substitutes for 

leadership, and corroborates the study by Li et al. (2013) in which it was found that the 

influence of transformational leadership was attenuated when employees were highly 

identified with their workgroups. Therefore, the following hypothesis is formulated: 

Hypothesis 3: The relationship between transformational leadership and 

subordinates’ adaptability is stronger for subordinates with low organizational identification 

than for those with high organizational identification. 

Taken together, the three previous hypotheses suggest a model in which not only the 

relationship between transformational leadership and adaptability, but also the mediated 

relationship between transformational leadership and job crafting depends on the level of 

organizational identification. More specifically, we assume that transformational leaders 

promote job crafting via enhancing adaptability, which is more likely to occur in a situation 

where employees have low levels of organizational identification. Because in such a 

situation, employees’ motivation to adjust themselves and craft the job tend to be more 

influenced by their transformational leaders. In contrast, when employees identify with the 

organization, the motivation to make change happen is more fueled by their collective 

identity. Applying this argumentation, organizational identification may be a prominent 

boundary condition for this mediating relationship as it substitutes for transformational 

efforts in increasing adaptability. 

Hypothesis 4: Subordinates’ organization identification moderates the mediated 

relationships between transformational leadership and subordinates’ seeking resources 

(H4a), seeking challenges (H4b), and reducing demands (H4c). The mediated relationships 
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are stronger at low levels of organizational identification than at high levels of 

organizational identification. 

Method 

Sample and Procedure 

The participants in the study were 185 supervisor-subordinate dyads recruited by 

master or bachelor students in the Netherlands. We followed Demerouti and Rispens’ (2014) 

suggestions (e.g., process of data collection is standardized for all students; a feasible amount 

of data for each student, etc.) to control the quality of student-recruited data. The students 

handed out dyadic questionnaires that were filled out separately by supervisors and 

subordinates. In all surveys, a cover letter accompanying the questionnaire indicated that the 

survey was being conducted solely for academic research purposes, and the confidentiality of 

responses was assured. The supervisors and subordinates were asked to fill out the 

questionnaires independently. We distributed 246 packages of questionnaires. In the end, 185 

unique supervisor-subordinate dyads (i.e., each subordinate has a different supervisor) 

returned completed questionnaires, resulting in a response rate of 75%. 

Among the participants, 134 (72%) supervisors and 115 (62%) subordinates were 

male. The mean age of supervisors was 43.91 years (SD = 10.13) and of subordinates 37.23 

years (SD = 14.31). About 74% of supervisors and 48% of subordinates had completed a 

university or college degree. Participants mainly worked in business service (36%), industry 

and construction (20%), public service (20%), medical service (11%), and education (8%). 

On average, supervisors had 11.48 years (SD = 9.48) of work experience in the current 

company, whereas subordinates on average had worked in the current company for 9.41 years 

(SD = 9.72).  

Measures 

Transformational leadership. Transformational leadership was assessed with 

twenty-three items developed by Podsakoff et al. (1990), reflecting six dimensions: 

articulating a vision, providing an appropriate model, fostering the acceptance of group goals, 

high performance expectations, individualized support, and intellectual stimulation. 

Supervisors were asked to report their own transformational leader behaviors. A sample item 

is “I inspire others by my plan for the future”. All of the items were rated on a 7-point Likert 

scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). 

Adaptability. Two different types of subordinates’ adaptability were assessed by 

supervisors with eight items from Van der Heijde and Van der Heijden (2006): anticipation 

and optimization, and personal flexibility. Anticipation and optimization was measured with 
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five items. A sample item is “S/he associated himself/herself with the latest developments in 

the job domain”. Personal flexibility was measured with three items. A sample item is “s/he 

adapts to developments within the organization”. All of the items were rated on a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). 

Organizational identification. Employees rated their organizational identification 

with two items developed by Bartel (2001). The first item is “To what extent does your own 

sense of who you are (i.e., your personal identity) overlap with your sense of what your 

company represents”. In the second item, we used diagrams to illustrate the extent of overlap 

between the employee’s own identity and the organization’s identity (see Bartel, 2001). The 

items were rated on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from “not at all” (1) to “to a great extent” 

(6). 

Job crafting. Employees rated their job crafting behaviors with thirteen items from 

Petrou et al. (2012), covering seeking resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands. 

All of the items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “never” (1) to “often” (5). 

Seeking resources included six items (“I ask colleagues for advice”), seeking challenges 

included three items (“I ask for more tasks if I finish my work”) and reducing demands 

included four items (“I try to simplify the complexity of my tasks at work”). 

Control variable. Proactive personality has been suggested to be related to employee 

adaptability (e.g., Fugate, Kinicki, & Ashforth, 2004; Tolentino, Garcia, Lu, Restubog, 

Bordia, & Plewa, 2014). Thus, we controlled for proactive personality of subordinates in our 

analyses. We measured proactive personality with four items (“No matter what the odds, if I 

believe in something I will make it happen”, see Parker & Sprigg, 1999). All the items were 

rated by subordinates themselves on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” 

(1) to “strongly agree” (5).  

Results 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Descriptive Statistics 

We conducted confirmatory factor analysis to test the factorial validity of our 

measures through maximum likelihood estimation with Amos 18.0. The relatively small 

sample size did not permit us to assess a complete item-level CFA because it would require 

the estimation of too many parameters. As an alternative, we used item parcels to make the 

analysis tractable (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002). Transformational 

leadership was modelled as a latent factor with six indicators (i.e., six dimensions: 

articulating a vision, providing an appropriate model, fostering the acceptance of group goals, 

high performance expectations, individualized support, and intellectual stimulation). 
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Adaptability was modelled with two indicators (i.e., two dimensions: anticipation and 

optimization, and personal flexibility). For seeking resources, reducing demands, and 

proactive personality, which were measured with more than three items, we randomly created 

three indicators respectively.  

We compared the hypothesized seven-factor model (transformational leadership, 

adaptability, organizational identification, seeking resources, seeking challenges, reducing 

demands, and proactive personality) with an alternative model, in which seeking resources, 

seeking challenges, and reducing demands were loaded on a second-order factor. The 

hypothesized model showed a better fit (χ
2
(188)  = 289.44; TLI = .88, IFI = .91, CFI = .90, 

RMSEA = .05, AIC = 419.44) 
1
 than the alternative model (χ

2
(196)  = 322.90; TLI = .86, IFI 

= .88, CFI = .88, RMSEA = .06, AIC = 436.90; ∆χ
2
(8) = 33.46, p < .001). Table 1 shows the 

means, standard deviations, correlations, and the alpha coefficients which range from .69 

to .88. 

Testing Hypotheses 

Table 1 shows that transformational leadership was positively related to seeking 

resources (r = .18, p < .05), but not to seeking challenges (r = .08, p > .05) or reducing 

demands (r = -.03, p > .05). Thus H1a received preliminary support. The proposed model was 

tested as a whole using moderated Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). To create the 

indicator of the latent interaction variable, we followed previous studies (e.g. Bakker, 

Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007). Each exogenous variable (i.e. transformational 

leadership and organizational identification) had only one indicator that was the standardized 

scale score of the respective variable. The indicator of the latent interaction variable was the 

multiplication of the indicator of transformational leadership and organizational 

identification. The control variable (i.e., proactive personality) was included as a manifest 

variable that was allowed to correlate with the exogenous variables. Following the suggestion 

by Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007), we used a moderator centering approach to test the 

simple slopes and conditional indirect effects (i.e., moderated mediation effects) in SEM. 

Furthermore, we also tested an alternative model in which there was no path from 

transformational leadership to job crafting (i.e., “moderated mediation model WITHOUT 

direct effect”). 

                                                 
1
 The factor loadings in the hypothesized model were all above .30 and significant except the “high performance 

expectations” dimension of transformational leadership (λ = .15, p = .09). After we deleted this dimension, the 

model fit became better (χ2(168)  = 237.95; TLI = .91, IFI = .93, CFI = .93, RMSEA = .05, AIC = 363.95). 

Nevertheless, we kept this dimension since the scale has previously been validated and used in both Western 

and Eastern contexts (e.g., Spreitzer, Perttula, & Xin, 2005). 



CH3. TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND JOB CRAFTING 

70 

The fit indices and path estimates of the proposed model and the alternative model are 

presented in Table 2 and Table 3 respectively. As shown in Table 2, the alternative model 

was better than the proposed model. Thus, we chose the alternative model as the final model, 

which is presented in Figure 1. Furthermore, proactive personality was positively related to 

adaptability (β = .21, p < .01) but not to job crafting (seeking resources: β = .03, p > .05; 

seeking challenges: β = .15, p > .05; reducing demands: β = .12, p >.05). 
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Table 3 

 Standardized Path Coefficients of the Structural Models 

Model  Adaptability Seeking 

resources 

Seeking 

challenges 

Reducing 

demands 

The proposed 

model 

(Moderated 

mediation 

model 

WITH direct 

effect) 

TFL .27** .15 -.02 .02 

OI -.01 .36*** .16 -.32*** 

TFL*OI -.21* -- -- -- 

Adaptability -- .28* .20* -.11 

The final model 

(Moderated 

mediation 

model 

WITHOUT 

direct effect) 

TFL .28** -- -- -- 

OI -.01 .37*** .16 -.32*** 

TFL*OI -.21* -- -- -- 

Adaptability -- .33** .20* -.11 

Note. N=185. TFL, transformational leadership. OI, organizational identification.  
***

 p < 

.001; 
**

 p < .01;
 *
 p < .05 
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We used bootstrap estimates and constructed a bias-corrected confidence interval 

(95%) to test the indirect effect. If the confidence interval does not overlap zero, the effect is 

statistically significant. The results indicated that transformational leadership had a 

significant indirect effect on seeking resources (estimate =.048, standard error = .024, bias-

corrected CI [.010, .112]) and seeking challenges (estimate =.042, standard error = .028, bias-

corrected CI [.002, .118]), but not on reducing demands (estimate = -.018, standard error = 

.018, bias-corrected CI [-.066, .009]). H2a and H2b were supported. Regarding the 

moderation of organizational identification, the interaction was significant on adaptability (β 

= -.21, p < .05)
 2

. As shown in Figure 2, for employees with low organizational identification 

transformational leadership had a stronger effect on adaptability (b = .24, p < .001). The 

simple slopes were not significant when organizational identification was high (adaptability, 

b = .03, p > .05). Hypothesis 3 was fully supported. 

Moreover, the analysis of conditional indirect effect indicated that at low levels of 

identification, transformational leadership had a significant indirect effect on seeking 

resources (estimate =.058, standard error = .033, bias-corrected CI [.009, .152]) and seeking 

challenges (estimate =.050, standard error = .035, bias-corrected CI [.003, .150]); while at 

high levels of identification the indirect effect of transformational leadership was not 

significant for seeking resources (estimate =.009, standard error = .023, bias-corrected CI [-

.033, .066]) and seeking challenges (estimate =.009, standard error = .025, bias-corrected CI 

[-.034, .074]). Regarding reducing demands, transformational leadership had no significant 

indirect effect at either high or low levels of identification. Taken together, H4a and H4b 

were supported. 

                                                 
2
 As an additional analysis, we estimated the paths from the interactive term to job crafting, none of them were 

significant with adaptability included as the mediator (seeking resources, β = -.16, p > .05; seeking challenges, β 

= -.17, p > .05; reducing demands, β = .04, p > .05). 
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Figure2. The moderation effect of organizational identification on the relationship between 

transformational leadership and adaptability; TFL= transformational leadership 

Discussion 

The present study examined how transformational leadership stimulates employee job 

crafting via increasing employee adaptability, and how employee identification with the 

organization influences the effect of transformational leadership. The results showed that 

transformational leadership had a direct effect on seeking resources; adaptability fully 

mediated this relationship. The results also supported the conditional indirect effects of 

transformational leadership on seeking resources and seeking challenges. These findings 

suggest that transformational leadership seems to be more effective in indirectly fostering 

expansion-oriented job crafting via increasing employee adaptability, especially when 

employees are less identified with the organization.  

Theoretical Implications 

In the rapidly changing business world, how to make employees more adaptive and 

proactive in response to environmental demands is now becoming a central goal for 

organization management. Our study reveals that leader transformational influence and 

employee collective self-concept interactively influence employee adaptability and proactive 

behavior. Our study has several implications for the literature. First, leader behaviors serve as 

a critical social context factor wherein proactive behavior is welcomed or not. This study 

provides a leadership perspective to manage employee job crafting behaviors, therefore 
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contributing to the development of the job crafting literature. Seeking resources and seeking 

challenges, which are motivation-enhancing job crafting behaviors, may be more positively 

influenced by transformational leadership. Yet transformational leadership may not have 

direct or indirect effect on reducing demands. This may be because although reducing 

demands may protect employees from high stress and burnout, it could be seen as an 

indicator of incompetence (Tims et al., 2012) or low motivation (Petrou et al., 2012), which 

fails to meet leaders’ expectations of high performance. As such, reducing demands may not 

be stimulated by transformational leadership.  

Second, we also extend the literature by uncovering the role of employee adaptability 

in the link of transformational leadership and job crafting, responding to the call for studies to 

document the process linking leadership to job crafting (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 

2013). Our findings suggest that the influence of transformational leadership on employee 

adaptability is above and beyond the influence of employee proactive personality. The 

results, however, did not support the proposed positive relation between adaptability and 

reducing demands. Adaptable employees have beliefs in their capability to overcome 

challenges and obstacles encountered in goal pursuit, and report lower levels of work stress 

(Maggiori, Johnston, Krings, Massoudi, & Rossier, 2013). It seems that it is less urgent for 

employees with high adaptability to reduce job demands in order to cope with stress. In 

addition, our findings also indicate that employee adaptability is a more proximal predictor 

than proactive personality of job crafting behaviors. 

Third, the examination of the moderating role of organizational identification reveals 

that transformational leader behaviors influence followers differently. It has been pointed out 

that only few empirical studies have focused on employee self-concept as a moderator of 

leadership effectiveness (Van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Our findings suggest that 

identification with the organization can replace the effectiveness of a transformational leader, 

which is in line with the perspective of substitutes for leadership. However, researchers point 

out that the previous empirical support for this perspective had been rather weak. Few of the 

published hypothesized interactions were significant and most of these interactions were not 

in line with the predicted pattern (see De Vries, Roe, & Taillieu, 2002). It seems that we still 

need more research to investigate this issue. In addition, our data reveal a non-significant 

correlation between transformational leadership and organizational identification (r = .13, p > 

.05). A meta-analysis found that transformational leadership primarily affects leader 

identification (Horstmeier, Boer, Homan, & Voelpel, 2014), yet whether this leader 
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identification could be transformed into organizational identification may be dependent on 

the extent to which employees see the leader as the agent of the organization. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

The limitations of this study should be acknowledged. First, although we had a mixed 

measurement design by obtaining data on transformational leadership and employee 

adaptability from ratings of supervisors, the relationships between variables measured from 

the same source might have been inflated by common method variance. However, recent 

research has shown that common-method bias makes it even more difficult to detect 

interaction effects (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010). Thus, the potential impact of common-

method bias should render the test of the hypothesized interactive effects more conservative. 

Second, our findings do not allow conclusions about causality. For example, although we 

found support for the mediating role of adaptability in the relationship between 

transformational leadership and job crafting, it is also plausible that job crafting might 

enhance employee adaption to change. Future research adopting a three-wave longitudinal 

design might enable to address this issue. Third, future research may investigate the role of 

job design in the dynamics of leadership and job crafting, which can shed light on the 

question under what work circumstances leadership is more successful in encouraging 

employee job crafting.  

Practical Implications and Conclusions 

Our study suggests that leaders should consider transformational leadership to 

motivate employees to craft their jobs. For example, leaders can provide individualized 

support to build a trusting, open, and supportive climate in which job crafting is welcomed. 

Leaders can also display behaviors signaling openness and support, such as listening to 

employees’ individual needs, considering their new ideas, and encouraging personal growth. 

As a result, employees may feel free and safe to craft their job demands and job resources. 

The findings of the mediation effect suggest that an effective way to increase job crafting is 

by improving employee adaptability. Therefore organizations may consider increasing 

employees’ adaptability in order to promote their job crafting. Developing transformational 

leadership is one way to do this. Nevertheless, many other organizational practices (e.g., 

organizational support and communication) may also have an influence on employee 

motivation to adapt to change. 

In addition, transformational leaders need to consider followers’ social connection 

with the organization. Because when employees have a strong perception of oneness with the 

organization, they are likely to guide their own attitudes and behaviors, and are less 
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influenced by their leaders. Leaders could rely on followers who are already identified with 

the organization and direct their transformational efforts to increase adaptability and job 

crafting toward less identified followers. 

We conclude that transformational leadership, which is change-oriented, is an 

important antecedent of employee adaptability and proactivity. More specifically, 

transformational leadership is particularly effective in promoting employees’ adaptability and 

consequently expansion-oriented job crafting when employees are not highly identified with 

the organization. 
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Abstract 

Despite substantial progress made in the job crafting literature, there is still limited 

knowledge about how leaders influence employees’ job crafting on a daily basis. The purpose 

of this study was to build and test a model linking leader proactive personality with follower 

daily job crafting. We proposed that: 1) leader proactive personality is associated with leader 

daily empowering behaviors; 2) leader daily empowering behaviors, in turn, are related to 

follower daily job crafting (seeking resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands). 

Drawing on the contingency leadership literature, we further theorized follower daily job 

autonomy as a moderator that may weaken the above relationships. Data were collected from 

106 dyads of leaders and followers working in various companies in Northern China. Results 

generally supported our hypotheses, suggesting that proactive leaders empower their 

followers on a daily basis; leader daily empowering behaviors particularly stimulate follower 

job crafting on days that follower job autonomy is low. We discuss the theoretical and 

practical implications of the findings. 

Keywords: leader empowering behaviors; leader proactivity; job autonomy; job crafting 
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The nature of work has changed fundamentally due to economic globalization and 

applications of information and communication technologies. Early work design approaches 

in which managers design jobs for employees are no longer adequate to serve the 

contemporary work that is getting more uncertain, complex, dynamic, and interdependent 

(Grant & Parker, 2009). As a result, work design research is undergoing a transformation 

with an attempt to address the new challenges and problems faced by today’s organizations 

(e.g., Parker, 2014). One promising research direction is job crafting (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). Job crafting perspective views employees as active architects of their own 

jobs; it suggests that employees take actions to shape and mold their jobs on a daily basis. For 

example, they may try to learn new things, take on extra tasks, increase or reduce interactions 

with others at work, etc. (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). Job crafting perspective offers a 

bottom-up approach of designing the job, in which employees are placed in the position 

traditionally held by managers or leaders. 

However, job crafting, as one form of proactive behavior (Parker & Bindl, 2016), is 

not welcomed by all leaders, as it may be seen as challenging the formal allocation of tasks 

and responsibilities. Then, the question is: Who is likely to acknowledge employee job 

crafting? Research suggests that if leaders themselves are proactive, they tend to also accept, 

appreciate, and support proactive behavior in their followers (Fuller, Marler, Hester, & 

Otondo, 2015; Zhang, Wang, & Shi, 2012). Consisting with this notion, in this study we 

examine the association of leader proactive personality with follower job crafting. We 

suggest that leaders with a proactive personality may stimulate followers’ job crafting by 

exhibiting empowering behaviors on a daily basis. Moreover, by drawing upon research on 

the substitutes for leadership (Kerr & Jermier, 1978) and more generally, contingency 

leadership approaches (Hersey, Blanchard, & Johnson, 2001), we theorize that when follower 

daily job autonomy is low: 1) proactive leaders show more daily empowering behaviors; and 

2) leader daily empowering behaviors are more helpful in getting followers engaged in daily 

job crafting (Figure 1). By hypothesizing and testing these above relationships, we attempt to 

extend the literature in several ways.  

First, this study adds to the leadership literature by examining leader proactive 

personality. Scholars acknowledging the trait paradigm of leadership have been interested in 

the question what traits distinguish leaders from other people (DeRue, Nahrgang, Wellman, 

& Humphrey, 2011). They examined leaders’ gender, intelligence, and the Big Five 

personality traits. Leaders’ proactive personality, however, has so far received limited 

research attention. According to Bateman and Crant (1993), proactive personality predisposes 
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individuals to be relatively unconstrained by external conditions, show initiative, and take 

actions to make change happen. Seibert and colleagues found that proactive personality was 

associated with promotion (Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer, 1999; Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 

2001), which implies that proactive personality may differentiate leaders from nonleaders. So 

it is important to study proactive personality of leaders. 

Second, we contribute to the theory and research on proactive behavior by examining 

the link between leader proactive personality and follower job crafting. Leaders with a 

proactive personality feel a personal sense of responsibility for bringing about change at work 

(Fuller & Marler, 2009). But, in a rapidly changing work environment, top-down change 

initiated by leaders (e.g., redesigning the structure and content of employees’ jobs) is not 

adequate in effectively addressing emergent demands and opportunities at work; leaders have 

to rely on employees to take initiative and create change from the bottom-up (e.g., employees 

themselves alter the design of the job). As proactive leaders naturally value individual 

initiative, they may treat their followers as active agents and create an empowering work 

context enabling employees to proactively craft their jobs. In this sense, we suggest that 

proactive leaders may stimulate follower job crafting by displaying empowering behaviors. 

Third, we further address the question under which circumstances: 1) proactive 

leaders show more empowering behaviors; and 2) empowering behaviors are more effective 

in enhancing employee job crafting. Proactive leaders scan the environment and take actions 

to help employees to overcome obstacles to proactive behavior. They may adjust their 

empowering efforts by considering followers’ day-to-day job situations. On the days 

followers experience autonomy (e.g., having high levels of independence and freedom), 

empowering leadership is less needed in order to motivate employees to job craft. In contrast, 

on the days with limited autonomy, leader empowerment may act as a more useful resource 

to stimulate employee job crafting. This argument is consistent with the notion of 

contingency leadership that successful leaders are those who adapt their leadership to the 

situational conditions of followers (Hersey et al., 2001; Kerr & Jermier, 1978). 
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Figure 1.  A proposed model of leader proactive personality and follower daily job crafting 
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among the first to examine job crafting on a daily basis. They found that participants reported 

frequent job crafting behaviors from day-to-day, supporting the notion that job crafting varies 

substantially both between and within individuals. 

Leader Proactive Personality, Leader Daily Empowering Behaviors, and Follower Daily 

Job Crafting 

Despite that employee job crafting is driven by individual needs (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001), its occurrence is also affected by leaders’ general attitudes toward change. 

Proactive personality is “the relatively stable tendency to effect environmental change” 

(Bateman & Crant, 1993, p.103). Leaders with a proactive personality are personally 

obligated to bring about change and consider proactive behavior as useful in attaining long-

term work goals (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Fuller et al., 2015). Since proactive leaders 

emphasize the value of positive change, they are likely to motivate their followers to initiate 

change to improve the status quo. More specifically, we suggest that proactive leaders may 

exhibit empowering leadership behaviors to enhance followers’ willingness and capability to 

craft the job.  

According to Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, and Drasgow (2000), leader empowering 

behaviors include: consulting (e.g., listening to employees’ ideas and concerns before making 

a decision), delegating (e.g., increasing employees’ responsibilities and authority), enabling 

(e.g., expressing confidence in employees’ ability to perform at a high level), and informing 

(e.g., helping employees understand how their work relates to objectives and goals of the 

company) (see also, Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005). The effectiveness of leader 

empowering behaviors is based on the assumption that work functioning can be enhanced by 

emphasizing employee self-influence and encouraging employee self-leadership (Houghton 

& Yoho, 2005). The theoretical underpinning for proactive personality is people can be active 

agents that shape their environments (Bateman & Crant, 1993). Proactive personality and 

empowering leadership both give an emphasis to individual initiative and self-development. 

In this sense, there is likely to be a positive association of leader proactive personality with 

leader empowering behaviors.  

Personality is manifested in everyday behaviors. Proactive leaders actively engage in 

information-seeking in the workplace on a daily basis; they may consult with followers 

before making specific decisions, because consultation provides an opportunity to collect 

sufficient information that helps enhancing the decision-making quality (Yukl & Fu, 1999). 

Leader proactive personality may also contribute to delegation of tasks to followers. 

Proactive leaders challenge the status quo and identify opportunities for improvement 
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(Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crossley, Cooper, & Wernsing, 2013); they are likely to use 

delegation to increase workplace efficiency. For example, proactive leaders may make it 

more efficient for followers to do the work by simplifying the rules and regulations, or by 

allowing followers to make important decisions in order to respond quickly to daily customer 

needs. Proactive leaders believe that people can influence the environment; they may 

encourage followers to make a difference in the workplace by reinforcing their efficacy 

beliefs even when followers sometimes fail to achieve the desired performance outcomes. 

Proactive leaders are also apt to find and solve problems that are crucial to organizational 

effectiveness; they may help followers understand the importance of their work to the overall 

effectiveness of the organization and motivate them to discover a better way to serve 

organizational goals (Crant & Bateman, 2000).  

Taken together, the above arguments are in favor of a link of leader proactive 

personality to leader empowering behaviors. In the present study, we propose a positive, 

cross-level relationship between leader proactive personality and leader daily empowering 

behaviors because proactive leaders are inclined to continuously enact their proactive 

disposition.   

Hypothesis 1: Leader proactive personality is positively related to leader daily 

empowering behaviors. 

Empowering leadership may enhance followers’ proactive motivation (“can do”, 

“reason to”, and “energized to”) to shape their job demands and job resources on a daily basis 

(Parker & Wu, 2014). As we mentioned early, leader empowering behaviors include 

consulting, delegating, enabling, and informing. Specifically, leaders’ enabling promotes 

followers’ self-efficacy by showing trust in followers’ ability to handle challenging tasks; 

followers may gain a sense of competence and feel that they can make adjustments to their 

job characteristics (Clegg & Spencer, 2007). Leader’s informing and delegation of greater 

responsibility increase the significance of followers’ work to the organization, and therefore, 

followers may feel that they have good reason to craft their jobs in the way that better serves 

organizational goals. Leader’s consulting makes followers feel that they are respected and 

valued, increasing followers’ positive affect; followers may be more energized to change 

what they do and how they do it in the job. Therefore, we propose: 

Hypothesis 2: Leader daily empowering behaviors will be positively related to 

follower daily seeking resources (2a), daily seeking challenges (2b), and daily reducing 

demands (2c). 



CH4. LEADER PROACTIVITY AND FOLLOWER JOB CRAFTING 

92 

Taken together, in response to these daily empowering cues from their proactive 

leaders, followers may initiate change in the levels of their job demands and job resources in 

order to make the job more meaningful, engaging, and satisfying. Thus, we propose a cross-

level mediation model of leader proactive personality and follower daily job crafting. 

Hypothesis 3: Leader daily empowering behaviors will mediate the relationship 

between leader proactive personality and follower daily seeking resources (3a), daily seeking 

challenges (3b), and daily reducing demands (3c). 

The Moderating Role of Follower Daily Job Autonomy 

Contingency leadership theories suggest that to what extent leaders should empower 

employees is dependent upon characteristics of the situation (e.g., Yun, Faraj, & Sims Jr, 

2005). As employees might need more (or less) leader empowerment to change their jobs on 

some days than others, proactive leaders may accordingly adjust the level of their 

empowering efforts on a daily basis. Job autonomy refers to employees’ control over task 

execution, which may vary significantly from day-to-day (e.g., Petrou et al., 2012; 

Xanthopoulou, Bakker, & Ilies, 2012). Since a high level of autonomy already provides 

considerable opportunities for employees to craft the job, proactive leaders might feel that 

extra empowerment is somewhat redundant. So the association of leader proactive 

personality and daily empowering behaviors may vary depending upon follower daily job 

autonomy.  

On days when there is low job autonomy employees perceive fewer opportunities to 

do the job in their own way. For instance, on some days employees may want to take some of 

the grunt work out of their jobs so that they could have more time do what they like. 

However, they may feel that they don’t have the power to do that. Leader empowering 

behaviors such as delegation of authority may unlock the constraints of rules and regulations 

so that employees can shape their jobs into more of what they want to be (Berg, 

Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010). By contrast, a highly autonomous situation is empowering 

in itself (Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000). In this situation, job crafting is not necessarily 

stimulated by leadership but the sufficient independence and freedom in the job itself. So job 

autonomy may attenuate the effect of empowering leadership on job crafting. Based on the 

above, the following hypotheses are formulated: 

Hypothesis 4: Leader proactive personality will have a stronger positive relationship 

with leader daily empowering behaviors when follower daily job autonomy is low (vs. high). 
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Hypothesis 5: Leader daily empowering behaviors will have a stronger positive 

relationship with follower daily seeking resources (H5a), daily seeking challenges (H5b), and 

daily reducing demands (H5c) when follower daily job autonomy is low (vs. high). 

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

The participants in the study were 106 leader-follower dyads recruited in China by the 

authors via personal contacts. The authors contacted the potential participants and sent the 

survey packages via e-mail. It was ensured that every participant (if working in the same 

company) referred to a different leader or a follower and each leader-follower dyad had work 

contact on a daily basis. Followers were asked to complete a daily survey measuring job 

autonomy, leader empowering leadership and their own job crafting at the end of every 

workday for one week (i.e., five consecutive workdays). Before the daily survey started, 

leaders were asked to fill in a general questionnaire measuring their demographics and 

proactive personality; followers were asked to fill in a general questionnaire measuring their 

demographics, workload and job constraints. When all surveys were completed, leaders and 

followers sent back the survey packages separately to the authors. 

In total, 106 dyads out of 140 returned surveys with complete answers (response rate 

of 76%). Among the participants, 67 (63%) leaders and 50 (47%) followers were male. The 

mean age of leaders was 33.01 years (SD = 4.51) and of followers 27.55 years (SD = 3.85). 

About 80% of leaders and 70% of followers had a bachelor degree or above. On average, 

leaders’ job tenure was 52.96 months (SD = 32.30); followers’ job tenure was 26.59 months 

(SD = 17.19); the tenure of the dyadic relationship was 16.31 months (SD = 11.07). 

Participants came from fifty-five companies mainly from construction industry (25%), IT 

(21%), financial industry (15%), medical service (12%), public service (9%), real estate 

industry (6%), and management consulting service (6%). Most of the participants were HR 

managers, consultants, engineers, and programmers. 

All items included in our study were written in Chinese. The back-to-back translation 

procedure was employed if a Chinese version of a scale was not available. As we did not 

want to bother participants to spend long time to fill in the questionnaires, we aimed to keep 

the questionnaire as short as possible. It is also a common practice to use limited items in 

diary research because the participants fill out the same scale repeatedly. 

Measures 

 Leader proactive personality was rated by leaders themselves using a Chinese 

version (Zhang et al., 2012) of the Proactive Personality Scale developed by Claes, Beheydt, 
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and Lemmens (2005). There are six items in the scale and a sample item is, “I am always 

looking for better ways to do things”. The measure used a seven-point response scale, 

ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). In the current study, Cronbach’s 

alpha was .82. 

Leader daily empowering behaviors were measured with eight items adapted from 

Zhang and Bartol (2010) by referring to the specific day. Each of the four dimensions of 

empowering leadership was assessed with two items. Here are examples: “Today, my 

supervisor solicited my opinion on decisions that may affect me” (consulting); “Today, my 

supervisor allowed me to do the job in my way” (delegating); “Today, my supervisor 

believed that I could handle challenging tasks” (enabling); “Today, my supervisor helped me 

to understand how my objectives and goals relate to that of the company” (informing). All 

items were scored on a five-point scale, ranging from 1 (“not true at all”) to 5 (“totally true”). 

The average Cronbach’s alpha was .87. 

Follower daily job autonomy was assessed with two items adapted from Hackman 

and Oldham (1980) by referring to the specific day. The two items are: “Today, I had 

opportunities for independence and discretion in how I did my job”; “Today, I could decide 

on my own how to go about doing my work”. Responses were given on a 5-point scale 

ranging from 1 (“not true at all”) to 5 (“totally true”). The average Cronbach’s alpha was .75. 

 Follower daily job crafting was assessed with three multi-item subscales developed 

by Petrou et al. (2012) that measured day-level seeking resources (e.g., “Today, I have asked 

my supervisor for advice”, four items; the average Cronbach’s alpha was .77), day-level 

seeking challenges (e.g., “Today, I have asked for more responsibilities”, three items; the 

average Cronbach’s alpha was .82), and day-level reducing demands (e.g., “Today, I have 

made sure that my work is cognitively less intense”, three items; the average Cronbach’s 

alpha was .69). Responses were given on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (“not true at all”) to 

5 (“totally true”).  

 Control variables. Employee tenure has been suggested as an important factor that 

determines the amount as well as the effectiveness of empowerment (Ahearne et al., 2005; 

Yukl & Fu, 1999). We controlled both follower tenure with the leader (i.e., we asked the 

leader that how long he/she, as a supervisor, has been working with the follower) and 

follower job tenure (i.e., we asked the follower how long he/she has been working as a…, 

e.g., programmer). Previous studies focusing on the dyadic level of analysis showed the 

influence of relational demographics (e.g., Tsui, Egan, & O'Reilly III, 1992). Because we 

have dyadic data of supervisors and subordinates, we included gender similarity as a control 
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variable. We created a dummy variable indicating whether the follower and the leader have 

the same gender (0) or not (1). Follower general workload and general job constraints, 

which may be related to follower job crafting (Petrou et al., 2012), were also included as 

control variables. Workload was measured with five items developed by Spector and Jex 

(1999). A sample item is “How often does your job require you to do work very fast”. 

Responses ranged from 1 (“less than once per month”) to 5 (“several times per day”). 

Cronbach’s alpha was .87. Follower job constraints were measured with two items adapted 

from Meyer et al. (2014). The two items are, “There are some constraints of the job which 

disable employees to work according to their own ways”; “The job hinders employees from 

choosing their own approach to work”. Responses ranged from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 

(“strongly agree”). Cronbach’s alpha was .84. 

Results 

Preliminary Results 

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study 

variables. Our data have repeated daily measurements nested within persons. The two-level 

hierarchical structure included 530 occasions at the day-level, 106 leaders and 106 followers 

at the person-level. We used multilevel modeling to test the hypotheses with the Mplus 7.4 

software (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2015). The analyses of the intraclass correlations showed 

that 60 percent of the variance in leader daily empowering behaviors, 53 percent in follower 

daily seeking resources, 61 percent in follower daily seeking challenges, and 39 percent in 

follower daily reducing demands were attributed to between-person variations. Thus, there 

was a substantial amount of between- and within-person variance in these day-level variables, 

which justified the use of a multilevel approach. 
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Testing Mediation Effects 

To test the hypothesized cross-level (2-1-1) mediation effects (i.e., Hypotheses 1-3), 

we followed the study by Preacher, Zhang, and Zyphur (2011) and estimated a multilevel 

model (M1) that specified the Level 1 random slope effect of leader daily empowering 

behaviors on follower daily job crafting. To facilitate interpretation, we followed previous 

studies (e.g., Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 2011) by centering the person-level 

predictors (i.e., control variables and leader proactive personality) to the sample mean. We 

did not center leader daily empowering behavior and follower daily job crafting, because they 

were modeled at both person and day levels.  

Table 2 presents unstandardized coefficient estimates for M1. Leader proactive 

personality was positively related to leader daily empowering behaviors (γ = .11, t = 2.00, p < 

.05), which was positively related to follower daily seeking resources (γ = .34, t = 4.00, p < 

.01), daily seeking challenges (γ = .38, t = 4.37, p < .001), and daily reducing demands (γ = 

.40, t = 4.09, p < .001). Thus, Hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported. To test the significance of 

the indirect effects, we used the online interactive tool developed by Selig and Preacher 

(2008), which creates confidence intervals for the indirect effect via Monte Carlo simulation 

procedure. With 10,000 Monte Carlo replications, we found that the indirect effects of leader 

proactive personality through leader daily empowering behaviors on follower daily seeking 

sources (estimate = 0.085, 95% confidence interval [0.002, 0.181]), daily seeking challenges 

(estimate = 0.081, 95% confidence interval [0.001, 0.172]), and daily reducing demands 

(estimate = 0.046, 95% confidence interval [0.001, 0.164]) were significant, providing 

support to Hypothesis 3. These findings suggest that proactive leaders have a positive impact 

on follower job crafting through displaying empowering leadership. 
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Testing Moderation Effects 

To test hypothesized moderation effects (i.e., Hypotheses 4-5), on the basis of M1, we 

estimated a multilevel model (M2) including follower daily job autonomy which was 

centered to the person mean. We specified the Level 1 random slope effect of follower daily 

job autonomy on leader daily empowering behaviors. However, the variance of this random 

slope was not significant (τ = .03, t = 1.28, p > .05). Thus we did not use leader proactive 

personality to predict this random slope, meaning that Hypothesis 4 (i.e., the cross-level 

interaction effect of leader proactive personality and follower daily autonomy on leader daily 

empowering behaviors) was not supported. 

The interaction of leader daily empowering behaviors and follower daily job 

autonomy was significant for follower daily seeking resources (γ = -.42, t = -3.04, p < .01), 

daily seeking challenges (γ = -.46, t = -2.57, p < .05), and daily reducing demands (γ = -.55, t 

= -3.09, p < .01). Unstandardized coefficient estimates of M2 are presented in Figure 2 and 

Table 3. We plotted this interaction at conditional values (±1 standard deviation) of follower 

daily job autonomy. As shown in Figures 3-5, leader daily empowering behaviors were more 

strongly related to follower daily job crafting when follower daily job autonomy was low (vs. 

high). These findings supported Hypotheses 5, suggesting that leader daily empowering 

behaviors stimulate more daily job crafting when followers have low levels of daily job 

autonomy.
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Figure 2.  Unstandardized estimates of the path coefficients 

Non-supported hypotheses and non-hypothesized paths are not shown for ease of presentation 
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Figure 3. Moderating effect of follower daily job autonomy on the relationship between 

leader daily empowering behaviors and follower daily seeking resources  

 

 

Figure 4. Moderating effect of follower daily job autonomy on the relationship between 

leader daily empowering behaviors and follower daily seeking challenges 
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Figure 5. Moderating effect of follower daily job autonomy on the relationship between 

leader daily empowering behaviors and follower daily reducing demands 

Discussion 

 The present study investigated the link between leader proactive personality and 

follower job crafting. We used daily dairy data from a sample of 106 leader-follower dyads.  

Our findings suggest that proactive leaders tend to empower their followers to craft their 

work in the forms of increasing job resources and job challenges, and reducing the hindering 

aspects of the job. Furthermore, it appears that leader empowering behaviors may help 

employees deal with low autonomy that constrains their job crafting on a daily basis.  

Theoretical Implications 

Our findings showed that leaders’ proactive personality may have a positive influence 

on followers’ proactive behavior−altering the design of the job. Previous studies have found 

that employees with a proactive personality are likely to craft their own jobs by changing the 

levels of job demands and job resources (Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012; Li, Fay, Frese, 

Harms, & Gao, 2014). Extending this line of research, our results suggested that the effect of 

proactive personality on job crafting may take place also within a dyad of leader and 

follower. We assume that leaders with a proactive personality (i.e., being job crafters 

themselves) are likely to view employee job crafting as an effective way to address the 

deficiencies in the design of the job. Our study revealed that proactive leaders may engage 
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more in daily empowering behaviors, which, in turn, elicit more daily job crafting among 

followers. The results are consistent with the integrated framework of leadership which 

suggests that leader behaviors mediate the relationship between leader personality traits and 

employee responses (DeRue et al., 2011).  

Recognizing the importance of job crafting in contemporary work, researchers have 

begun to explore what factors may affect the extent to which employees engage in crafting 

their jobs. The existing research has focused on either individual determinants, such as 

personality traits (Bakker et al., 2012), or external characteristics of the job, such as job 

autonomy (Petrou et al., 2012). Yet the relational context in a work role has thus so far not 

been sufficiently examined. Employees do not live in a social vacuum. Other people in the 

work group may affect how employees enact the job (e.g., Bakker, Rodríguez-Muñoz, & 

Vergel, 2016), and of all other people, the leader is arguably a very important one (Zhang et 

al., 2012). Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) pointed out that employees may perceive more 

or less opportunities to craft their jobs under different leadership styles. A study by Fuller et 

al. (2015) showed that leaders who felt responsible for constructive change gave credit for 

follower taking charge behavior. More generally, Parker and Wu (2014) suggested that 

leaders play a critical role in increasing or decreasing employees’ motivation to behave 

proactively. By integrating leader proactive personality and empowering behaviors, this study 

offered a comprehensive understanding of how leaders’ own proactivity is associated with 

their followers’ initiative to redesign their jobs. 

There are different types of leadership approaches leaders can use ranging from 

directive to empowering leadership (Houghton & Yoho, 2005). Directive leadership provides 

specific task directions and gives commands. In contrast, by giving influence to rather than 

having influence over employees, empowering leadership enables employees to engage in 

more self-initiated, change-oriented behaviors. Martin, Liao, and Campbell (2013) found that 

although both directive and empowering leadership increased employee core task 

proficiency, only empowering leadership increased employee proactive behavior. Proactive 

leaders are not merely satisfied with meeting the current performance standard (i.e., doing the 

job right); they desire to solve problems and improve work methods and procedures (i.e., 

doing things better). They, therefore, may be inclined to empower their followers with intent 

to promote proactive behavior. Our study suggests that proactive leaders may eventually 

make themselves obsolete, as they cultivate employees who can manage their own motivation 

and performance through crafting the job to be more challenging, resourceful but less 

demanding (Pinnow, 2011). 
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Although previous survey studies have found a positive association between 

empowering leadership and employee proactive behavior (e.g., Martin et al. 2013; Raub & 

Robert, 2010), these between-person studies ignore the short-term, within-person fluctuations 

in leader empowering efforts. A within-person approach to leadership may reduce recall bias 

(Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti, & Derks, 2016), because leader behaviors are rated close to 

when they happen on a particular day (e.g., at the end of each working day). Our study 

showed the importance of monitoring empowering leadership more closely, as approximate 

40 percent of the variance in leader empowering behaviors was explained at the day-level. 

Previous daily diary studies on job crafting have examined employee personal resources and 

job characteristics (but not yet leadership) as predictors of job crafting. By examining day-

level empowering leadership as an antecedent of day-level job crafting, we gain more insight 

into the role of a proactive leader in the daily process that explains job crafting among 

followers. 

We examined follower daily job autonomy in the relationships among leader 

proactivity, leader daily empowering behaviors and follower daily job crafting. Our results 

showed that leader daily empowering behaviors had a stronger relationship with follower 

daily job crafting when follower daily job autonomy was low. This finding corroborates the 

notion that the effectiveness of a specific type of leadership behavior is dependent upon the 

needs of a particular situation (De Vries, Roe, & Taillieu, 2002). Berg et al. (2010) found that 

constraints within job design prevent lower-ranking employees from crafting their work. 

When employees are faced with high job constraints (i.e., little autonomy and control over 

their work), they may have a stronger need for empowering leadership so that they can 

legitimate their independent decisions and actions. In contrast, high job autonomy may 

substitute for empowering leadership, because in autonomous situations employees can exert 

control over some aspects of the work (e.g., work schedule, work methods, and decision-

making); in this case, the effect of empowering leadership may be attenuated.  

In addition, we did not find support for the cross-level interactive effect of leader 

proactive personality and follower daily job autonomy on leader daily empowering 

behaviors. That is, proactive leaders seemed not to adjust their daily empowering efforts 

according to the fluctuation in followers’ daily autonomy. It might be because leaders were 

not fully aware of followers’ day-to-day job situations, despite that an important criterion for 

our sample recruitment was the leader and the follower must have work-related interactions 

and communications on a daily basis. Another possible reason is to what extent proactive 

leaders display empowering leadership in different job circumstances is dependent on the 
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individual differences of followers. For example, it has been suggested by leader-member 

exchange theory that leaders would use more delegation and consultation for followers who 

are loyal and trustworthy (Schriesheim, Neider, & Scandura, 1998). 

Limitations and Future Directions 

Several limitations to this study should be noted. First, it seems that leader proactive 

personality still had a direct effect on follower daily job crafting (seeking resources: γ = .09, t 

= 1.88, p < .1; seeking challenges: γ = .13, t = 2.15, p < .05; reducing demands: γ = .11, t = 

2.55, p < .05) after controlling for the effect of daily empowering leadership. Future research 

may explore other plausible mediation processes, for example, transformational leadership. 

Previous research suggests that leaders with a proactive personality are likely to be perceived 

as charismatic leaders (Crant & Bateman, 2000). Transformational leadership, of which the 

core part is charisma, is suggested to be an important work context of employee job crafting 

(Wang, Demerouti, & Le Blanc, 2016). Second, job crafting means individuals expanding or 

contracting the job mainly to maximize work motivation and/or minimize job strain. The 

underlying assumption behind job crafting is employees are not passive recipients of the 

environment; instead, they often proactively change the environment. Consistent with this 

assumption, multi-types of employee proactive behavior have been investigated in the 

literature, such as voice and taking charge, which are aimed at bringing about constructive 

change in the internal organization (Parker & Collins, 2010). We recommend that future 

research examine the effect of leader proactive personality on other forms of employee 

proactive behavior. Third, although we collected data from different sources (e.g., leaders and 

followers), the relationship may still be inflated by common method variance. Future 

research including a time lag between different measurements on the same day may rule out 

this potential problem to some extent. However, this impact of common-method bias should 

render the test of the hypothesized interactive effect more conservative, as recent research has 

shown that common-method bias makes it even more difficult to detect interaction effects 

(Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010). Finally, we tested the link between proactive personality 

and job crafting at dyadic level. It may be interesting to replicate our findings at team level. 

That is, proactive leaders of teams may empower their team members to jointly craft their 

work.  

Practical Implications and Conclusions  

Our study has positive implications for practice. First of all, the results suggest that 

leader proactive personality does matter in terms of encouraging employee job crafting. 

Nowadays organizations are faced with increasing uncertainty due to economic conditions, 
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dynamics of the market, and changes in information technology. Since job crafting is a way 

for employees to improve their daily work lives and seems to be beneficial particularly in the 

context of organizational change (Petrou et al., 2012), it is conceivable that proactive leaders 

may encourage employee job crafting. Proactive leaders may appreciate followers’ seeking 

resources, such as seeking learning opportunities or enhancing communication with people at 

work to get more information, and encourage followers’ seeking challenges, such as looking 

for new tasks once one finishes work or expanding the scope of job responsibilities. 

To promote job crafting, therefore, organizations should consider selecting more 

proactive leaders, as individuals’ personalities are very stable. The mediation results suggest 

that the effect of leader proactive personality on employee daily job crafting is explained by 

employees’ perceptions of leader daily empowering behavior. Therefore empowering 

leadership should also be considered to stimulate job crafting. Although we found proactive 

personality as an antecedent of empowering leadership, empowering leadership can also be 

promoted by appropriate training programs and organizational climates and systems that are 

supportive of empowering behaviors. Besides, the findings on the moderation effect of job 

autonomy suggest that proactive leaders should make their empowering efforts more 

effective by considering employees’ job situations.  

 There is growing evidence showing that job crafting can bring positive work 

outcomes. Therefore, identifying antecedents of job crafting has attracted attention of both 

researchers and organizational managers. This study contributed to the literature by providing 

insight into why leader proactive personality may potentially influence follower job crafting 

on a daily basis. Based on the findings, we can conclude that proactive leaders display 

empowerment on a daily basis, which may simulate more job crafting among employees 

particularly when employees are faced with constraints of a strictly prescribed job design. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

Crafting a Job in “Tough Times”:  

When Individual Job Redesign Is More Strongly Related to Work 

Attachment 
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Abstract 

Employee work attachment has been found to predict many important work attitudes and 

behaviors. In this paper, we hypothesize that job crafting (i.e., employees proactively 

changing the design and social environment of the job) will be associated with work 

attachment as indicated by psychological ownership of the job and affective organizational 

commitment. Moreover, we propose that the positive association of job crafting and work 

attachment will become stronger when employees experience tough times at work (i.e., poor 

job performance or low job security). We used cross-sectional data with archival data on 

performance evaluations (Study 1) from a sample of 295 employees and 2-wave time-lagged 

data with supervisory performance ratings (Study 2) from another sample of 194 employees. 

The effects of formal job characteristics were controlled for in the regression analyses. 

Results from these two studies generally supported our hypotheses. We conclude that being 

proactive in crafting the job is associated with enhanced work attachment, particularly during 

tough times. The present study not only provides insights into how to build work attachment 

by highlighting the proactive role of employees but also advances job crafting theory by 

identifying theory-driven moderators of the effect of job crafting. 

Keywords: AOC, job crafting, job performance, job security, psychological ownership 
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For decades, organization researchers have been interested in understanding how 

employees become psychologically attached to their work (Ashforth, & Mael, 1989; Meyer, 

Becker, & Van Dick, 2006; Pierce, Jussila, & Cummings, 2009). This is because the 

psychological attachment between an individual and his or her work has been shown to 

predict important work-related attitudes and behaviors (e.g., Dawkins, Tian, Newman, & 

Martin, in press; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002; Riketta & Van Dick, 

2005). Work design theories and empirical evidence have suggested that employee work 

attachment derives from job characteristics (Graen & Ginsburgh, 1977; Meyer & Allen, 

1991; Pierce et al., 2009). Therefore one possible way to develop work attachment is through 

job and work design. 

Work design theories have been expanded by incorporating the bottom-up approach 

in the design of jobs (Grant & Parker, 2009). By emphasizing the active role of employees 

(Demerouti & Bakker, 2014), the bottom-up approach complements the traditional top-down 

approach in which managers design jobs for employees. For instance, job crafting refers to 

the changes employees themselves make in the task and relational boundaries of their jobs 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job crafting has been receiving more and more attention 

because it is particularly suitable for dealing with contemporary jobs characterized by 

constantly shifting and changing roles, tasks, and projects (Grant & Parker, 2009). The 

investigation of the association of job crafting with work attachment would provide 

implications for cultivating work attachment from a perspective of individual job redesign. 

Research has shown that work attachment has different foci. Employees can be 

attached to the job content and tasks (Graen & Ginsburgh, 1977) or the employing 

organization (Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1991). For 

example, psychological ownership of the job (i.e., the feelings of possessiveness towards the 

job) represents the attachment between employees and the job itself, while affective 

organizational commitment (AOC) refers to employees’ attachment to the organization. In 

this study, both types of work attachment are examined as the outcome of job crafting. 

Furthermore, we argue that job crafting may be particularly critical for employees to build 

work attachment when they encounter tough times such as not performing well or feeling 

insecure about the job future. During these difficult situations, they tend to quest the meaning 

of and their identity at work (Hogg & Terry, 2000; Lam, Wan, & Roussin, 2016; Van den 

Heuvel, Demerouti, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2013). By adjusting the job according to their own 

preferences, skills, and abilities, employees would achieve more positive meaning and 

identity (Wrzesniewski, LoBuglio, Dutton, & Berg, 2013). Thus it is likely that the 
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relationship between job crafting and work attachment may be stronger in tough times. 

The present study makes several contributions to the literature. First, past research has 

mainly adopted a top-down approach to understand how formal job design cultivates work 

attachment (e.g., Brown, Pierce, & Crossley, 2014; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Pierce et al., 

2009). Our study goes beyond by shedding light on how employees develop different types of 

work attachment through engaging in an individual job redesign process (i.e., job crafting). 

Specifically, we control for the characteristics of the formal job design (i.e., job demand and 

job control) to see whether job crafting can have a unique account of work attachment. 

Moreover, examining work attachment as an outcome of job crafting also contributes to the 

growing research on job crafting. Second, the present study advances job crafting theory by 

identifying theory-driven moderators of job crafting. We suggest that job crafting may create 

more positive meaning and identity, and subsequently more work attachment during tough 

times. Third, recently scholars have called for more replication studies with diverse research 

designs for organizational research (e.g., Wright & Sweeney, 2016). We respond to this call 

by testing our hypotheses by means of two different samples with multiple data sources, 

which will strengthen the generalizability and robustness of our research findings. 

Theory Development and Hypotheses 

Job Crafting 

Job crafting refers to “the actions employees take to shape, mold, and redefine their 

jobs” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p.180). In order to capture the specific actions 

performed by job crafters, recent literature (e.g., Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2016; Tims, 

Bakker, & Derks, 2012) has used the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti, 

Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) as a framework to conceptualize job crafting. 

According to the JD-R model, job characteristics can be classified into two categories: job 

demands and job resources. Job demands are primarily associated with reduced health (e.g., 

exhaustion, psychosomatic health complaints); job resources are primarily associated with 

enhanced motivation (e.g., work engagement). Job crafting captures what employees do to 

change their job demands and job resources. Following this stream of literature, we refer to 

job crafting as “proactive employee behavior consisting of seeking resources, seeking 

challenges, and reducing demands” (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012, 

p. 501). Besides, as we mentioned early, work attachment have been positioned as a 

psychological state in the job characteristics-employee response relationship (Graen & 

Ginsburgh, 1977; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Pierce et al., 2009). Conceptualizing job crafting in 
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the JD-R model therefore allows us to establish a clear link between job crafting and work 

attachment. 

Researchers have made a distinction between expansion and contraction job crafting 

(e.g., Lu, Wang, Lu, Du, & Bakker, 2014). Expansion job crafting increases the number or 

complexity of tasks and interactions with others, whereas contraction job crafting reduces the 

number or complexity of tasks and interactions with others. Seeking resources and seeking 

challenges can be considered as expansion job crafting, while reducing demands is a form of 

contraction job crafting. We focus on expansion job crafting strategies in the present study, 

because it is more likely that employees become attached to work through expanding or 

enriching rather than through contracting or limiting job characteristics. Besides, the existing 

literature does not show a clear and consistent picture of the effects of contraction job 

crafting on positive work outcomes (Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny, & Bauer, 2016). 

Work Attachment 

Attachment is originally defined as the emotional bond between two persons (e.g., 

Bowlby, 1969). But more broadly, people can also be attached to an object, such as a 

physical place, a social group, or even an activity (e.g., soccer). In terms of work attachment, 

employees can get attached to the job content and tasks or the employing organization. The 

desire for attachment originates from human’s fundamental needs for belonging (Baumeister 

& Leary, 1995; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). 

People become attached to things they feel they possess (Avey, Avolio, Crossley, & 

Luthans, 2009; Beggan, 1992). Psychological ownership of the job refers to the feelings of 

possessiveness towards some elements of the job (e.g., equipment, production, and/or social 

aspects) or the job as a whole (e.g., Pierce et al., 2009; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004). For 

instance, employees may feel they own the products they make and thus become attached to 

them. AOC, by definition, refers to the employees’ emotional attachment to the organization 

(Meyer & Allen, 1991). Employees who are affectively committed identify themselves with 

the organization and have a strong desire to remain in the organization. Research has shown 

that work attachment is influenced by elements of the work environment such as job design, 

human resource management practice, and organizational prestige (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). 

However, work attachment is not fully determined by the external work environment. 

It is also determined by employees’ own work activities, especially those initiated by 

employees themselves. Employee-initiated activities show employees’ willingness to actively 

get involved at work and thus increase employees’ emotional bond to the job and the 

organization. In the following sections, we will explicate how job crafting, as a form of 
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employee-initiated behavior aimed to change the design of the job, is associated with 

employee work attachment. 

Job Crafting and Psychological Ownership of the Job 

Psychological ownership is relatively independent of legal ownership. On the one 

hand, it refers to subjective feelings of possessiveness toward an object, and therefore can 

exist in the absence of legal ownership. On the other hand, legal ownership does not 

necessarily lead to psychological ownership. For instance, people can legally own an object 

(e.g., a car) yet never feel it really belongs to them. According to psychological ownership 

theory (Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2001), finding personal meaning in the object’s symbolic 

properties is necessary for the emergence of psychological ownership. 

Job crafting and psychological ownership seem to be inherently linked to each other. 

Psychological ownership theory posits that the feeling of ownership is rooted in the motive 

for efficacy, self-identity, and a sense of belonging (Pierce et al., 2001). Job crafting is likely 

to activate and satisfy the three motives. Through proactively crafting their jobs, employees 

enact personal control over their work lives and feel confident about their skills and abilities 

to perform the job (Vogt et al., 2016). Job crafters personalize the job such that the product of 

their work reflects themselves. That is, job crafters build part of their self-identity within the 

job and thus construct more meaning out of their work (Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016). 

Employees’ need to belong may be satisfied by relational job crafting (e.g., increasing job 

social resources) through forming and maintaining enduring interpersonal relationships at 

work (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Taken together, job crafting may give rise to the 

emergence of psychological ownership of the job. 

Recently, psychological ownership has been examined from a job design perspective. 

For instance, Pierce et al. (2009) developed a model in which core job characteristics affect 

employee outcomes through promoting psychological ownership. Brown et al. (2014) found 

empirical evidence for the positive association of job complexity and increased feelings of 

psychological ownership. Job crafting such as seeking job resources and challenges can 

increase the complexity of tasks and interpersonal interactions. However, to our knowledge 

no studies have examined the relationship between job crafting and psychological ownership. 

Based on the above literature review, we propose: 

Hypothesis 1:  Job crafting will be positively related to psychological ownership of 

the job.  

Job Crafting and AOC 

We suggest that there are at least two ways through which job crafting is associated 
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with AOC. First, employees who redefine their jobs to incorporate their motives, strengths, 

and passions should experience more meaningfulness of work and be more attached to work. 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) argued that employees alter the task and relational 

boundaries of their jobs to make work personally meaningful and to present their values to 

others. For instance, employees may take steps to change the way of doing work such as 

introducing new structures, technologies, or approaches to improve work efficiency. 

Employees may also expand the scope of work goals and increase the responsibilities and 

missions of their work. Consequently, employees craft the significance of their jobs in the 

organization. When employees find their work more important and meaningful, they are 

likely to be more committed to the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Milliman, 

Czaplewski, & Ferguson, 2003). 

Second, crafting the social environment of the job changes how employees define 

themselves at work (i.e., work identity, Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). One important form 

of work identity for employees is organizational identity. To explain, we use an example of 

hospital cleaners in Wrzesniewski, LoBuglio, Dutton, and Berg (2013). Hospital cleaners can 

choose to interact with and provide comfort to patients and their families. They can help a 

patient fetch an item even though this work is not part of their jobs. And they will experience 

a more positive organizational identity (e.g., perceiving themselves as capable, significant 

and worthy organizational members) from doing this extra task. Theoretical and empirical 

evidence have supported that possessing organizational identity is a precursor to developing 

organizational commitment (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Meyer et al., 2006). 

Taken together, job crafters achieve positive meaning and identity from work and thus 

build an emotional bond to the organization. However, there has been little research on the 

relationship between job crafting and AOC. One exception is the study by Leana, 

Appelbaum, and Shevchuk (2009), in which it was found that teacher collaborative job 

crafting is associated with increased AOC. Collaborative job crafting, different from 

individual job crafting we are focusing on, refers to team members jointly determining how 

to alter task and relational boundaries. Based on the above literature review, we propose: 

Hypothesis 2:  Job crafting will be positively related to AOC. 

Moderating Role of Tough Times 

We further posit that the positive association between job crafting and work 

attachment will be particularly prominent for those experiencing tough times. In this paper, 

we operationalize employees’ tough times as poor job performance and low levels of job 

security (i.e., job insecurity). Compared with good performers, poor performers may feel less 
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competent in the eyes of others and thus may experience less control over their job. Poor 

performers may also be seen as jeopardizing the success of the group and the organization. 

Job insecurity occurs when employees are uncertain about the future of their jobs, and 

reflects the unpredictability and uncontrollability in job continuity (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 

1984). Job insecurity is also a threat to employee organizational membership and thus to the 

social identity as being a member in the organization. Because poor performers or job-

insecure employees are concerned about their job outcomes, they will experience negative 

emotions such as anxiety, anger, or frustration (Wang, Lu, & Siu, 2015), which lowers their 

perceptions of work meaning. 

Through engaging in job crafting, employees create work meaning and work identity 

and thus develop an emotional bond to their work. Work meaning and work identity represent 

two interrelated yet separated streams of research, but one common conclusion that can be 

drawn is people are likely to actively construct meaning and identity especially in a difficult 

or aversive situation (Baumeister & Vohs, 2002; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Lam et al., 2016; Park 

& Folkman, 1997; Weick, 1995). For instance, according to social identity theory (Hogg & 

Terry, 2000), when people experience uncertainty they tend to construct their self-concept 

(e.g., identifying to a social group) in order to manage it. Van den Heuvel and colleagues 

argued that employee meaning-making may become increasingly important in a process of 

adapting to organizational change (Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Bakker, 2014; Van den 

Heuvel et al., 2013). Job crafting enables employees to make small changes to their work in 

order to optimize job functions and their own work motivation; job crafting shifts their 

attention to a flexible and active role orientation toward work, therefore negating the negative 

feelings about the current difficult situations. By engaging in job crafting, employees in tough 

times are more inclined to connect their work with meaning and to shape a positive work 

identity, which may help them get through the tough times at work.  

More generally, employees who have poor performance or low job security are at risk 

for losing valuable resources at work. The Conservation of Resources (COR) theory 

(Halbesleben, Neveu, Paustian-Underdahl, & Westman, 2014; Hobfoll, 1989) argues that 

gaining resources become more critical when there is a loss of resources, or a threat of loss. 

Job crafting creates psychological resources (e.g., feelings of control and efficacy), which 

may be particularly important for employees who experience difficult work situations; 

consequently, their attachment to the job as well as to the organization is likely to be more 

strongly, positively affected by job crafting. 

Hypothesis 3:  The positive relationship between job crafting and psychological 



CH5. JOB CRAFTING AND WORK ATTACHMENT 

121 

ownership of the job will be stronger for employees with poor (vs. good) performance. 

Hypothesis 4:  The positive relationship between job crafting and AOC will be 

stronger for employees with poor (vs. good) performance. 

Hypothesis 5:  The positive relationship between job crafting and psychological 

ownership of the job will be stronger for employees with low (vs. high) job security. 

Hypothesis 6:  The positive relationship between job crafting and AOC will be 

stronger for employees with low (vs. high) job security. 

Method 

We test our hypotheses by means of two studies with diverse sources of data. More 

specifically, in Study 1, we test the relationship between job crafting and work attachment 

indicated by psychological ownership and AOC. The tough time as a moderator is 

operationalized as poor job performance, which is collected from company records. In Study 

2, we try to replicate the findings with supervisor-rated job performance. In addition, Study 2 

expands Study 1 by using 2-wave data and including another operationalization of the tough 

time, which is low job security. 

We conducted two studies to test our hypotheses. Study 1 tests Hypotheses 1-4 and 

Study 2 extends Study 1 by testing all the hypotheses. In addition, it should be noted that: 1) 

Study 1 is cross-sectional, meaning data on all variables were collected at the same time; 2) 

Study 2 is two-wave. We collected data on moderators (i.e., job performance, job security) 

and outcomes (i.e., psychological ownership, AOC) two months after we collected data on 

independent (i.e., job crafting) and control variables (i.e., demographics, job demand, job 

control. See below); 3) in Study 1, we obtained employees’ job performance data from the 

company records; in Study 2, we asked supervisors to rate employees’ job performance. 

Participants and Procedures 

In all surveys, a cover letter accompanying the questionnaire indicated that the survey 

was being conducted solely for academic research purposes. The participants were assured of 

the confidentiality of their responses. 

Study 1. We administered a survey to employees from a joint venture in China, which 

designs and manufactures automotive air conditioning systems. Participants were asked to 

write staff numbers in order to pair their responses to the job performance data from the 

human resources department. Of the 334 participants who returned questionnaires, 295 

employees (88.3%) had completed job performance data as well. Most of the participants 

were engineers, testers, and maintenance workers. There were 220 males (74.6%) and 75 

females (25.4%). The average age of the workers was 35.2 years (SD = 9.2), with 8.0 years 
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(SD = 7.9) of tenure in the current organization. 

Study 2. We surveyed a Chinese sample from an IT company. A research assistant 

distributed the questionnaires two times with a two-month interval to 431 employees and 

supervisors within the company. Employees were asked to write staff numbers in order to 

pair their responses in two waves. After matching, it appears that 293 employees (68.0%) 

returned completed questionnaires and 194 of them (45.0%) also had data on supervisors’ 

evaluations of job performance. Of the 194 participants, 112 employees (57.7%) were from 

the R & D department, and 82 employees (42.3%) were from the management and operation 

department. There were 126 males (64.9%) and 68 females (35.1%). The average age of the 

workers was 26.7 years (SD = 3.8), with 14.4 months (SD = 12.4) of tenure in the current 

organization. 

The scales in our study were written in Chinese. The back-to-back translation 

procedure was employed for the scales that did not have a Chinese version (Brislin, 1980). 

Measures 

Job crafting. In Studies 1 and 2, we used nine items developed by Petrou et al. 

(2012) to measure job crafting in terms of seeking job resources and seeking job challenges. 

All of the items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “never” (1) to “often” (5). 

Seeking resources included six items (e.g., “I ask colleagues for advice”) and seeking 

challenges included three items (e.g., “I ask for more tasks if I finish my work”). Cronbach’s 

alpha was .86 and .91 for Study 1 and Study 2, respectively. 

Job performance. In Study 1, data on annual overall performance evaluation were 

obtained from the human resources department. The following aspects of employees’ 

performance were assessed with a full score of 100: quality of work and effectiveness, 

quantity of work, job knowledge and skill, problem-solving skills, communication skills and 

cooperation, etc. A total score was then calculated to represent the overall job performance 

based on different weights for each aspect. In Study 2, employees’ job performance was rated 

by their supervisors with three items from Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994). All three items 

were rated on a 6-point Liker scale ranging from “very poor” (1) to “outstanding” (6).  A 

sample item is “Generally speaking, compared with others of the same rank, his/her 

performance is…”. Cronbach’s alpha was .93. 

Psychological ownership. In Studies 1 and 2, we used four items to measure 

psychological ownership of the job (Brown et al., 2014). All items were rated on a 5-point 

Likert scale from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). A sample item is “I feel a 

very high degree of personal ownership for the work that I do.” Cronbach’s alpha was .80 and 
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.86 for Study 1 and Study 2, respectively. 

AOC. In Studies 1 and 2, a Chinese version of Meyer and Allen’s (1997) scale was 

used to measure AOC (Lu, Siu, & Lu, 2010). There are six items in the scale and a sample 

item is “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career in this organization”. All items 

were rated on a 6-point Likert scale from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (6). 

Cronbach’s alpha was .92 for both studies. 

Job security. In Study 2, job security was measured with four items developed by De 

Cuyper, De Witte, Vander Elst, and Handaja (2010). Respondents indicated their agreement 

from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (6). A sample item is “Generally speaking, I 

feel insecure about the future of my job” (reverse item). Cronbach’s alpha was .87. 

Control variables. Because work attachment is associated with formal job design, we 

measured job demand and job control as control variables in both studies (Karasek, 1979). 

Job demand was measured with five items developed by Spector and Jex (1999). A sample 

item is “How often does your job require you to do work very fast”. All items were rated on a 

5-point Likert scale from “less than once per month” (1) to “several times per day” (5). 

Cronbach’s alpha was .87 and .90 for Study 1 and Study 2, respectively. In Study 1, job 

control was measured with three items from Hackman and Oldham (1975). A sample item is 

“I have considerable freedom for independent decisions about how the work should get 

done”. Cronbach’s alpha was .82. In Study 2, job control was measured with three items from 

Meyer et al. (2014).  A sample item is “There are some constraints of the job which disable 

employee to work according to their own ways” (reverse item). Cronbach’s alpha was .90. In 

addition, we also controlled gender and age in the regression analyses (e.g., Demerouti, 

Bakker, Gevers, 2015). 

Results 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Descriptive Statistics 

We conducted confirmatory factor analysis to test the factorial validity of our 

measures through maximum likelihood estimation using Amos 18.0. Job crafting was 

modelled as a second-order factor with two first-order factors (i.e., seeking resources and 

seeking challenges) in both studies. The results for Study 1 showed that the hypothesized 

five-factor model (job crafting, psychological ownership, AOC, job demand, and job control) 

provided an acceptable fit to the data (χ2/df (624.06/312) = 2.00; CFI = .93; TLI = .92; 

RMSEA = .06). The results for Study 2 showed that the hypothesized seven-factor model 

(job crafting, job performance, psychological ownership, AOC, job security, job demand, and 

job control) fit the data adequately (χ2/df (817.73/537) = 1.52; CFI = .93; TLI = .92; RMSEA 
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= .05). These results provided support for the factorial validity of the constructs measured in 

the two studies (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999). Tables 1 and 2 show the means, standard 

deviations, and correlations for the variables in Study 1 and Study 2, respectively. 
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Testing Hypotheses 

We used the multiple moderated regression analysis to test hypotheses. We included 

the control variables, the independent variable, the moderators, and the interactive terms into 

Models 1 to 4 respectively. Tables 3 and 4 (Model 2) show that job crafting was positively 

related to psychological ownership (Study 1: β = .23, t = 3.67, p < .01; Study 2: β = .15, t = 

2.07, p < .05) and AOC (Study 1: β = .35, t = 5.75, p < .01; Study 2: β = .22, t = 3.02, p < 

.01), which supported Hypotheses 1 and 2. Hypotheses 3 and 4 predicted that job crafting and 

job performance would have an interactive effect on work attachment. Tables 3 and 4 (Model 

4) show that the interactive term of job crafting and job performance was significant for both 

psychological ownership (Study 1: β = -.12, t = -2.27, p < .05; Study 2: β = -.14, t = -2.05, p 

< .05) and AOC (Study 1: β = -.14, t = -2.73, p < .01; Study 2: β = -.14, t = -2.10, p < .05). 

Moreover, Hypotheses 5 and 6 predicted that job crafting and job security would have an 

interactive effect on work attachment. Table 4 (Model 4) shows that in Study 2 the interactive 

term of job crafting and job security was significant for AOC (β = -.19, t = -2.46, p < .05), but 

not for psychological ownership (β = -.01, t = -0.11, p > .05). 
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We plotted this significant interaction at +/-1 SD from the mean of job performance 

and job security (see Figures 1 to 5) (Aiken & West, 1991). Job crafting was more strongly 

related to psychological ownership for the poor performers (Study 1: b = .22, t = 4.26, p < 

.01; Study 2: b = .22, t = 3.16, p < .01) than for the good performers (Study 1: b = .06, t = 

1.23, p > .05; Study 2: b = .00, t = .00, p > .05). Similarly, job crafting was more strongly 

related to AOC for the poor performers (Study 1: b = .38, t = 6.16, p < .01; Study 2: b = .30, t 

= 3.67, p < .01) than for the good performers (Study 1: b = .16, t = 2.52, p < .05; Study 2: b = 

.04, t = .42, p > .05). Therefore, the positive relationships between job crafting and 

psychological ownership and AOC were stronger when employee performance was low. In 

addition, in Study 2 job crafting was more strongly related to AOC when job security was 

low (b = .28, t = 4.18, p < .01) than when job security was high (b = .05, t = .69, p > .05). 

Thus, we obtained support for Hypotheses 3, 4, and 6, but not for Hypothesis 5. 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  The interaction effect of job crafting and job performance on psychological 

ownership of the job in Study 1 
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Figure 2.  The interaction effect of job crafting and job performance on affective 

organizational commitment (AOC) in Study 1 

 

 

Figure 3.  The interaction effect of job crafting and job performance on psychological 

ownership of the job in Study 2 
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Figure 4.  The interaction effect of job crafting and job performance on affective 

organizational commitment (AOC) in Study 2 

 

 

Figure 5.  The interaction effect of job crafting and job security on affective organizational 

commitment (AOC) in Study 2
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Discussion 

The main purpose of our study is to investigate the association of employee job 

crafting with work attachment, and whether this association is stronger when employees 

experience tough times. We conceptualized psychological ownership of the job and AOC as 

indicators of work attachment. The findings from two studies suggested that the more 

individuals engage in seeking resources and challenges at work, the more work attachment 

they feel. Moreover, employee job performance, collected from the company record or rated 

by the supervisors, moderated the effects of job crafting. Namely, job crafting had a stronger 

relationship with psychological ownership and AOC for employees with poor job 

performance compared to those with good job performance. It appears that job crafting 

strategies of expanding work environment result in more attachment to the job as well as to 

the organization for poor performers than for good performers. In addition, we also found that 

in situations where there was low (vs. high) job security, job crafting was more strongly 

related to AOC. However, job security did not affect the relationship between job crafting and 

psychological ownership. 

Theoretical Implications 

The traditional job design approach may develop employees’ work attachment (Graen 

& Ginsburgh, 1977; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Pierce et al., 2009), but this top-down approach 

largely overlooks the active role of job incumbents. Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) argued 

that even in the most restricted and routine jobs, employees still have some discretion to 

engage in job crafting behavior. We found that job crafting provides an additional account of 

work attachment while controlling for the effects of formal job characteristics, which 

highlights the value of employees’ personal initiatives in designing the work environment. 

Our findings suggest that job crafting should be combined with the traditional job design 

approach to increase employees’ work attachment. 

Our study found that job crafting was associated with increased psychological 

ownership of the job. Psychological ownership has been receiving more and more attention 

as a core feeling in the experience of work. The findings from a recent narrative review 

indicate that psychological ownership influences a variety of workplace outcomes (Dawkins 

et al., in press). However, there has been a lack of empirical research on how feelings of 

ownership develop in the workplace particularly from a job design perspective (with 

exceptions, e.g., Brown et al., 2014). Identifying antecedents of psychological ownership 

provides theoretical implications for the relevant literature as well as practical implications 

for organizations to promote the emergence of feelings of ownership. In addition, the 
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connection between job crafting and psychological ownership also provides insights into the 

underlying mechanism linking job crafting to work outcomes. A dominant perspective in job 

crafting literature is that job crafting improves person-environment fit, which, in turn, will 

bring positive work outcomes (e.g., Lu et al., 2014; Tims et al., 2016). Nevertheless, we 

suggest that psychological ownership may serve as an alternative psychological mechanism 

underlying the effects of job crafting on work outcomes. 

Our findings suggest that (expansion) job crafting can contribute to building an 

emotional bond between employees and the organization. The behavioral expression of 

organizational commitment (e.g., organizational citizenship behavior, Mowday, Porter, & 

Steers, 1982) has been found to be related to a number of organizational outcomes such as 

productivity and efficiency (Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009). The positive 

association of job crafting and AOC implies that job crafting may be beneficial not only for 

employees themselves but also for organizations. Demerouti et al. (2015) also found evidence 

for the contribution of job crafting to organizational effectiveness. They found that seeking 

resources was positively related to employees’ extra-role behaviors (i.e., contextual 

performance and creativity) via work engagement. However, they found that reducing 

demands (i.e., contraction job crafting) had negative indirect relationships with both 

contextual performance and creativity through work engagement. It seems that the influence 

of job crafting on organizational effectiveness is dependent on the specific job crafting 

strategies used by employees. 

Furthermore, the present study also shed light on the question when work attachment 

is more affected by job crafting. In their seminal work, work meaning and work identity have 

been theorized to play a central role in understanding the consequences of job crafting 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Wrzesniewski et al., 2013). Combined with the notion that 

people tend to seek more meaning and identity when experiencing negative events (e.g., 

Hogg & Terry, 2000; Weick, 1995), this paper advances the job crafting theory by providing 

insights into the boundaries for job crafting effects. We investigated the association of job 

crafting with work attachment in situations where employees have poor job performance or 

low levels of job security. We are aware that job performance is also treated as an outcome of 

job crafting in the literature (e.g., Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2015). Nevertheless, poor job 

performance as well as low job security represents a situation where employees are under a 

threat of losing valuable resources at work, such as control, a positive self-image, and 

relatedness. The findings on the moderation are in line with the proposition by the COR 

theory that resource gain becomes more important because resource loss draws attention to 
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severe consequences that may follow if loss continues (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Hobfoll, 

1989). In difficult situations, job crafting as a way of building resources at work may be more 

crucial to employees. Results from both studies consistently supported that the effects of job 

crafting on psychological ownership and AOC were stronger for poor performers than for 

good performers. Yet job security had a moderation effect only in the relationship between 

job crafting and AOC. Compared with those who enjoy a more secure position, job-insecure 

employees are likely to ascribe greater importance to the psychological resources built 

through job crafting practices and tend to be more committed to the employing organization.  

Strengths, Limitations and Future Directions 

Results from the two studies with multiple data sources seem to be consistent, which 

provides information about the generalizability and robustness of our findings. Nevertheless, 

this paper has several limitations. First, although we employed a time-lagged design in Study 

2, data on job crafting and work attachment were still reported from the same source in both 

studies (i.e., employees themselves). This means the observed relationship between the two 

variables might be inflated by common method variance. However, the interactive effects 

found in two studies are less likely to be influenced by this common-method bias (Siemsen, 

Roth, & Oliveira, 2010). Second, the mediating mechanism underlying the relationship 

between job crafting and work attachment should be investigated in future research. We 

replied on the proposition by job crafting theory that work meaning and work identity are 

accompanied with crafting of a job. However, work meaning and work identity were not 

measured in our studies. Third, we argued that job crafting may foster a sense of 

psychological ownership and AOC, but it is also plausible that the experience of the job may 

have an effect on job crafting. For example, employees having more feelings of ownership 

toward their jobs are more likely to customize the job into what they want. Employees having 

strong commitment to the employing organization are probably motivated to create a more 

attractive working environment. Longitudinal panel designs can provide a strict test of the 

plausible reciprocal relationships.  

Practical Implications and Conclusions 

Our findings provide implications for organizations in terms of promoting employees’ 

feeling of psychological ownership and emotional attachment to the organization. It should 

be noted that employees who do not perform well or feel insecure about the future of the job 

may particularly get attached to work due to job crafting practices. Organizations should 

provide more support and discretion to craft the job particularly for those encountering 

difficult situations. We suggest that supervisors perhaps play a critical role in affecting to 
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what extent employees craft their jobs. Research has found that lower-ranking employees’ job 

crafting practices are constrained by lack of power and formal job design (Berg, 

Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010). Supervisors may consider delegating decision-making 

authority and autonomy. As a result, employees can have more discretion and independence 

to schedule their work and determine how it should be done. In addition, organizations may 

also train their employees to craft their jobs such that they reshape the job to be more 

resourceful and challenging. Several studies have demonstrated the success of job crafting 

interventions (Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 2015). 

To conclude, employees can increase psychological ownership and AOC when they 

craft (expand) their job resources and job demands. These job crafting practices are 

particularly influential in building work attachment for those who encounter tough times. 
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Abstract 

Despite substantial progress in the empowering-leadership literature, questions such as how 

and when empowering leadership affects employee job performance still need further 

investigation. By incorporating a perspective of individual job redesign, we built and tested a 

model linking empowering leadership with job performance via job crafting and 

psychological ownership. Organizational tenure was theorized as a boundary condition for 

the effect of empowering leadership. Three-wave survey data were collected from a sample 

of 231 Chinese employees. Employee job performance data were obtained from company 

records. Job crafting included both expansion job crafting (seeking job resources and seeking 

job challenges) and contraction job crafting (reducing demands). Results from structural 

equation modeling analyses showed that empowering leadership was positively related to 

expansion but not to contraction job crafting. These relationships were moderated by 

organizational tenure such that empowering leadership was more strongly related to job 

crafting for employees with long organizational tenure than those with short or medium 

organizational tenure. Expansion but not contraction job crafting was positively related to job 

performance via psychological ownership. Thus, in this study, we advance understanding of 

the underlying mechanism linking empowering leadership to employee job performance by 

drawing on the job crafting literature. 

Keywords: empowering leadership; job crafting; job performance; job redesign; 

organizational tenure; psychological ownership 
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In today’s fast-paced and customer-driven business environment, jobs have become 

more dynamic with constantly changing roles and tasks (Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007). In 

order to improve the overall flexibility and efficiency, many organizations have been 

transformed from the traditional management structures, characterized by hierarchy, 

centralized decision making, and top-down control, into more flattened and decentralized 

organization designs (e.g., self-managing teams). Empowering employees has been suggested 

to be crucial to the success of this transformation (Chen & Klimoski, 2003; Conger & 

Kanungo, 1988; Hill & Bartol, 2016; Seibert, Wang, & Courtright, 2011). Employee 

empowerment has therefore received considerable attention from research and practice (e.g., 

Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer, Allen, & Rosen, 2007; D'Innocenzo, Luciano, Mathieu, Maynard, & 

Chen, in press; Seibert, Silver, & Randolph, 2004). 

One noticeable way to empower employees is through leadership, particularly 

empowering leadership (e.g., Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000; Harris, Li, Boswell, 

Zhang, & Xie, 2014). Empowering leadership explicitly delegates power and authority to 

employees (e.g., Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014), making it distinct from other related yet 

more established constructs (e.g., transformational leadership). Because of its uniqueness in 

terms of theoretical conceptualization and possible contributions to the success of 

contemporary organizations, it is worthwhile to investigate the influence of empowering 

leadership on employee work outcomes. Particularly, the existing literature has demonstrated 

that empowering leadership is positively related to employee job performance (e.g., Martin, 

Liao, & Campbell, 2013; Raub, & Robert, 2010), but there is a lack of longitudinal studies 

(for exception, see Lorinkova, Pearsall, & Sims, 2013). Moreover, the mechanism by which 

empowering leadership influences employee performance needs more investigation (cf. 

Cheong, Spain, Yammarino, & Yun, in press). 

The present study is aimed at addressing the aforementioned research limitations. 

Specifically, by adopting a three-wave longitudinal design, we attempt to clarify the effect of 

empowering leadership on employee performance from a perspective of individual job 

redesign. We propose that empowering leaders enhance employee performance because they 

stimulate employees to adjust their jobs according to their preferences (i.e., job crafting), 

which consequently engenders feelings of ownership (i.e., psychological ownership of the 

job). We further examine organizational tenure as a moderator of empowering leadership. 

Empowering leadership, involving delegating autonomy and responsibilities to employees, 

may not be appropriate for all employees. Employees in an early career stage may appreciate 

more directives and coaching rather than empowering leader behaviors. In contrast, 
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employees in a middle or late career stage, who have acquired sufficient task-related 

knowledge and experience, may have a strong desire for empowerment (Leana, 1986; Yun, 

Faraj, & Sims Jr., 2005). The proposed model is depicted in Figure 1. 

Taken together, by synthesizing theories of empowering leadership, job crafting, and 

psychological ownership, we build and test a theoretical model linking empowering 

leadership with employee job performance. In doing so, we also add to the growing literature 

on job crafting and psychological ownership. Job crafting theory emphasizes that employees 

could take an active role in redesigning their own job (Grant & Parker, 2009; Tims & Bakker, 

2010; Wrzesniewski, LoBuglio, Dutton, & Berg, 2013). Psychological ownership has been 

theorized as a critical psychological state that mediates the effects of job characteristics upon 

work outcomes (Brown, Pierce, & Crossley, 2014; Pierce, Jussila, & Cummings, 2009). The 

current research is among the first to provide theoretical explanations for and empirical tests 

of job crafting and psychological ownership as key mediating mechanisms that link 

empowering leadership to employee job performance. 
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Figure 1. The proposed model 

 

Theory Development and Hypotheses 

Empowering Leadership 

There have been two approaches to the research on empowerment. The first one 

defines empowerment as a set of organizational practices mainly involving delegation of 

responsibilities and authority so that decisions with respect to the execution of work tasks can 

be made at a lower hierarchical level (Leach, Wall, & Jackson, 2003). The second one 

conceptualizes empowerment as a psychological state characterized by perceptions of 

meaningfulness, competence, self-determination, and impact (Spreitzer, 1995, 1996; Thomas 

& Velthouse, 1990). Empowered employees are not passively reactive to the work 

environment; rather, they wish and feel able to shape their work role and context.  

In line with the first approach and following previous studies (e.g., Ahearne, Mathieu, 

& Rapp, 2005; Dong, Liao, Chuang, Zhou, & Campbell, 2015; Zhang & Bartol, 2010), we 

define empowering leadership as leader behaviors that include the following four dimensions: 

consulting (e.g., listening to employees’ ideas and concerns before making a decision), 

delegating (e.g., increasing employees’ responsibilities and authority), enabling (e.g., 

expressing confidence in employees’ ability to perform at a high level), and informing (e.g., 

explaining how employees’ work relates to objectives and goals of the company). 

Empowering leadership has been found to enhance employees’ psychological state of 

empowerment (Ahearne et al., 2005; Chen, Sharma, Edinger, Shapiro, & Farh, 2011; Raub, 

& Robert, 2010; Srivastava, Bartol, & Locke, 2006; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). 

Empowering Leadership and Job Crafting 

Empowering leaders encourage employees to utilize self-leadership strategies 

(Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; Houghton & Yoho, 2005; Stewart, Courtright, & Manz, 

2011). As a result, employees would engage in more self-initiated, change-oriented behavior 

because they feel they have the power to do so. Job crafting refers to the actions employees 
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take to redesign the job (Oldham & Hackman, 2010). In the present-day uncertain 

environment, managers more and more rely on employees to take initiatives to shape their 

own job design, given that the formalized job description tends to become dated in a 

constantly changing work environment (Grant & Parker, 2009). Job crafting therefore has 

received increased attention, particularly since the seminal work by Wrzesniewski and 

Dutton (2001). In order to capture the specific actions performed by job crafters, recent 

literature (e.g., Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2016; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012) has 

used the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & 

Schaufeli, 2001) as a framework to conceptualize job crafting.  

The postulate of the JD-R model is that job characteristics can be classified into two 

categories: job demands and job resources. Job demands primarily relate to reduced health 

(e.g., exhaustion, psychosomatic health complaints) and job resources to work motivation 

(e.g., work enjoyment, engagement). Job crafting means the changes employees make in the 

levels of job demands and job resources. Following this stream of literature, we refer to job 

crafting as “proactive employee behavior consisting of seeking resources, seeking challenges, 

and reducing demands” (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012, p. 501). 

This JD-R approach of job crafting is consistent with past approaches which distinguish 

between expansion-oriented and contraction-oriented job crafting (Bindl, Unsworth, & 

Gibson, 2014; Laurence, 2010; Lu, Wang, Lu, Du, & Bakker, 2014). Seeking resources and 

seeking challenges can be considered as expansion-oriented (hereafter, expansion) job 

crafting, while reducing demands is a form of contraction-oriented (hereafter, contraction) 

job crafting. Besides, conceptualizing job crafting in the JD-R model allows us to establish a 

clear link between job crafting and psychological ownership, because psychological 

ownership has been positioned as a psychological state in the job characteristics–employee 

response relationship (Brown et al., 2014; Pierce et al., 2009). 

Employee job crafting is voluntary and not instructed by leaders, but leaders can still 

affect the extent to which employees craft the job. For instance, if leaders adopt close 

supervision of employees, employees are suggested to perceive fewer opportunities to tailor 

their jobs to fit their own ideas and preferences (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). In contrast, 

leaders can also provide employees with autonomy and facilitate their self-leadership. In the 

latter case, employee job crafting is more likely to happen. Moreover, as reported in the study 

by Berg, Wrzesniewski, and Dutton (2010), job constraints and lack of power seem to be the 

two major factors that affect the extent to which lower-ranking employees craft their jobs. 
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Therefore empowering leadership may be particularly important in boosting employees’ 

desire and intention to job craft.  

There are theoretical reasons to position empowering leadership as a predictor of 

employee job crafting. First, leaders’ empowering efforts involve consultation and delegation 

(Yukl & Fu, 1999). For example, empowering leaders delegate to employees the authority to 

make and implement decisions without their prior approval. That is, employees have more 

freedom to carry out the work. As a result, they may feel it is legitimate to implement actions 

to redefine their work. Second, empowering leaders’ enabling efforts promote employees’ 

self-efficacy by showing trust in their ability to handle challenging tasks. Employees may 

gain a sense of competence and subsequently make self-initiated role adjustments to their 

jobs (Clegg & Spencer, 2007). Third, empowering leaders’ informing efforts emphasize the 

importance of the work, for example, by connecting what employees do in their jobs to the 

objectives of the company. Employees then may perceive greater significance of their work 

and may be willing to craft their jobs to be better in line with organizational goals. Taken 

together, empowering leadership opens up opportunities that enable employees to engage in 

job crafting such as mobilizing job resources at work (e.g., seeking advice from colleagues), 

increasing the challenging aspects of job demands (e.g., initiating a new project), and 

reducing the hindering aspects of job demands (e.g., taking some of the grunt work out of 

their jobs). Based on the above, we propose: 

Hypothesis 1: Empowering leadership will be positively related to expansion job 

crafting (H1a) and contraction job crafting (Hb). 

Moderation by Organizational Tenure 

Empowering leadership may not always fit to a particular situation (Li, He, Yam, & 

Long, 2015; Martin et al., 2013; Sharma & Kirkman, 2015). Previous research has suggested 

that leaders’ empowering efforts are more effective when employees have high levels of job 

competence and experience (Leana, 1986; Yun et al., 2005). In a similar vein, Ahearne et al. 

(2005) proposed that employee empowerment readiness is an important boundary condition 

for the effect of leader empowering behaviors. Employee empowerment readiness was 

defined by Ahearne et al. (2005, p. 948) as “the extent to which employees possess an array 

of task-relevant knowledge and experience that will enable them to benefit from, and to be 

successful in, an empowered environment”. It is conceivable that employees who are ready to 

embrace delegation should respond more positively to an empowering leader. In line with 

earlier research (e.g., Quińones, Ford, & Teachout, 1995), organizational tenure is 

operationalized as an indicator of empowerment readiness, given that the longer employees 
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work in the organization, the more they shall possess task-related skills, knowledge, and 

experience. We therefore expect that empowering leadership has a stronger effect on job 

crafting for employees with long organizational tenure (i.e., higher empowerment readiness). 

Generally, employees with long years of service at the organization are assumed to 

have accumulated more human capital and social capital. After working in a particular 

organization for a long period, employees gain intimate knowledge about their jobs and its 

surrounding environment, which, in turn, might facilitate their job crafting practices. For 

instance, long-tenured employees may know better what particular aspects of their jobs could 

be changed and improved without creating problems for their colleagues, the department, or 

the organization. Namely, employees with long tenure could make sure that their job crafting 

occurs in a way that will not cause objection from others. Employees with long tenure, who 

have built a social network within or outside the organization, may feel more comfortable to 

mobilize their social resources to enact the job. In contrast, employees with short tenure may 

have less experience and knowledge and may thus be less ready to “take the ball and run with 

it” in an empowering environment (Blanchard, 1985). For those employees, empowering 

leadership could be a burdening process that induces job tension (Cheong et al., in press). 

Therefore, while empowering leadership may spark employees’ intention to job craft, 

organizational tenure increases the likelihood of the occurrence of employees’ actual job 

crafting behavior. Based on the above, we propose that: 

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between empowering leadership and expansion job 

crafting (H2a) and contraction job crafting (H2b) will be stronger for employees with long 

(vs. short) tenure. 

Job Crafting, Psychological Ownership and Job Performance 

Job crafting and psychological ownership seem to be inherently linked to each other. 

Psychological ownership is defined as ‘‘the state in which individuals feel as though the 

target of ownership or a piece of that target is “theirs” (i.e., “It is mine!”)” (Pierce, Kostova, 

& Dirks, 2003, p. 86). Psychological ownership is relatively independent of legal ownership. 

On the one hand, it refers to subjective feelings of possessiveness toward an object; therefore 

it can exist in the absence of legal ownership. On the other hand, legal ownership does not 

necessarily lead to psychological ownership.  

Pierce and colleagues adopted a top-down approach to specify how formal job design 

cultivates job-based psychological ownership (Brown et al., 2014; Pierce et al., 2009). We 

argue that psychological ownership is also determined by employees’ self-initiated 

adjustments to their jobs such as job crafting. According to psychological ownership theory 
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(Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2001), the emergence of psychological ownership feelings can be 

promoted through three major routes: experienced control of the job, intimate knowledge of 

the job, and investment of the self in the job. Crafting job demands and job resources means 

employees exerting personal control over their work (Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny, & 

Bauer, 2016). Job crafting can equip employees with more information and knowledge of the 

job. When employees ask advice from their colleagues, for instance, they may gain a better 

insight into their performance and how to improve it. When employees craft the job, there has 

to be an investment of themselves in the job. Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001, p. 195) argued 

that “Crafting takes effort. It often involves a series of creative acts in which employees push, 

shrink, or transform task and relational boundaries”. Based on the above, job crafting may 

give rise to increased job-based psychological ownership. 

Hypothesis 3: Expansion job crafting (H3a) and contraction job crafting (H3b) will 

be positively related to psychological ownership. 

Psychological ownership theory posits that the feelings of ownership address basic 

human needs for a sense of belonging (place), efficacy, and self-identity (Pierce et al., 2001, 

2003). When these basic needs are fulfilled, employees may be intrinsically motivated to 

protect and reinforce the feelings of ownership (Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004). Specifically, 

psychological ownership may drive employees to perform well and develop high levels of 

competence in order to strengthen their self-identity and secure their place in the 

organization. In other words, the psychological feelings of ‘This is MY job!’ should lead to 

high levels of job performance, because a sense of ownership of the job makes employees 

feel more responsible to enhance job performance. Brown et al. (2014) found a positive 

relationship between psychological ownership and sales performance.  Accordingly, we 

suggest that when employees perceive stronger feelings of ownership of the job, they achieve 

higher job performance. 

Hypothesis 4: Psychological ownership will be positively related to job performance. 

Method 

Participants and Procedures 

We administered a survey to employees from a joint venture in China, which designs 

and manufactures automotive air conditioning systems. A cover letter accompanying the 

questionnaire indicated that the survey was being conducted solely for an academic research 

purpose. The participants were assured of the confidentiality of their responses. Participants 

were asked to write staff numbers in order to pair their responses of different waves and to 

match with their performance data. During the first-wave survey (Time 1 [T1]) in May 2014, 



CH6. EMPOWERING LEADERSHIP AND EMPLOYEE JOB PERFORMANCE                                          

 

150 

a research assistant distributed questionnaires to 334 employees. A total of 295 employees 

returned the completed surveys. In the second-wave survey (Time 2 [T2]) in November 2014, 

294 employees returned the completed surveys. Three months after the second survey (Time 

3 [T3]), we contacted the human resources department of the company and collected the 

annual performance data of employees in the past year of 2014.  

After matching the job performance data with the previous two surveys, we obtained 

231 cases (69% response rate). Most of the participants were engineers, testers, or 

maintenance workers, and over 70% of the participants were non-management employees. 

There were 170 males (73.6%) and 61 females (26.4%). The average age of the workers was 

35.1 years (SD = 8.8), and approximately 50% of the participants had completed at least a 

bachelor’s degree. Participants on average had worked for 7.73 years (SD = 8.01) at the 

current company. The scales in our study were written in Chinese. The back-to-back 

translation procedure was employed for the scales that did not have a Chinese version. 

Measures 

Empowering leadership. At T1, we used a scale of twelve items developed by 

Ahearne et al. (2005), which had also been used in a Chinese context in previous studies 

(e.g., Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Each of the four dimensions of empowering leadership was 

assessed with three items. Here are examples: “My supervisor solicits my opinion on 

decisions that may affect me” (consulting); “My supervisor allows me to do the job in my 

own way” (delegating). “My supervisor believes that I could handle demanding tasks” 

(enabling); and “My supervisor helps me to understand how my objectives and goals relate to 

that of the company” (informing); All items were scored on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 

(“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). Cronbach’s alpha was .84. 

Organizational tenure. At T1, we asked the participants how many years they had 

been working at the current company. Following previous studies (e.g., Allen & Meyer, 1993; 

Morrow & McElroy, 1987), we divided the participants into three groups in order to facilitate 

the further analysis: a short tenure group (less than 2 years, n1 = 64), a middle tenure group 

(between 2 and 10 years, n2 = 103), and a long tenure group (more than 10 years, n3 = 64). It 

was coded as follows (i.e., effects coding, Aguinis, 2004): -1 for the group of less than 2 

years, 0 for the group of between 2 and 10 years, and 1 for the group of more than 10 years. 

Job crafting. At T1 and T2, we used a scale of thirteen items developed by Petrou et 

al. (2012), covering seeking resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands. All of the 

items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (“never”) to 5 (“often”). Seeking 

resources included six items (e.g., “I ask colleagues for advice”), seeking challenges included 



CH6. EMPOWERING LEADERSHIP AND EMPLOYEE JOB PERFORMANCE 

151 

three items (e.g., “I ask for more tasks if I have finished my work”), and reducing demands 

included four items (“I try to simplify the complexity of my tasks at work”). Cronbach’s 

alpha was .84, .88 and .92 for seeking resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands, 

respectively at T1, and .86, .86 and .83 at T2.  

Psychological ownership. At T1 and T2, we used four items to measure 

psychological ownership of the job (Brown et al., 2014). All items were rated on a 5-point 

Likert scale from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). A sample item is “I feel a 

very high degree of personal ownership for the work that I do.” Cronbach’s alpha was .87 

and .90 for T1 and T2, respectively.  

We tested configural (i.e., form invariance) and metric equivalence of the measures of 

job crafting and psychological ownership across the two occasions. Job crafting was modeled 

as a first-order model with three factors (i.e., seeking resources, seeking challenges, and 

reducing demands). The measurement models allowed error variances of the same indicators 

used across time points to be correlated to account for their non-independence (Brown, 

2006). Results showed that setting factor loadings equal across time did not significantly 

change model fit (configural equivalence: χ
2 

(482) = 888.10; TLI = .90; CFI = .92; RMSEA = 

.06; SRMR = .07; metric equivalence: χ
2 

(499) = 925.97; TLI = .90; CFI = .91; RMSEA = 

.06; SRMR = .08). Therefore the findings showed sufficient metric equivalence for the 

measures of job crafting and psychological ownership across time (Chen, 2007; Cheung & 

Rensvold, 2002). 

Job performance. At T3, employee job performance data were obtained from the 

HR department. The following aspects of job performance based on the evaluation criteria of 

the company were assessed with a full score of 100: quality of work and effectiveness, 

quantity of work, job knowledge, problem-solving skills, communication skills, and 

cooperation, etc. We received a total score representing the overall job performance for each 

employee. The total score was calculated by the managers from the HR department based on 

different weights for each aspect. 

Results 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Descriptive Statistics 

We conducted confirmatory factor analysis to test the factorial validity of our 

measures through maximum likelihood estimation with Amos 18.0. Empowering leadership 

was modeled as a latent factor with four indicators (i.e., four dimensions of the scale). The 

results showed that the hypothesized nine-factor model (T1 empowering leadership, T1 and 

T2 seeking resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands, T1 and T2 psychological 
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ownership) provided an acceptable fit to the data (χ
2 

(717) = 1254.16; TLI = .90; CFI = .91; 

RMSEA = .06; SRMR = .07). Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, correlations, 

and alpha reliabilities. 
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Hypotheses Testing 

The proposed theoretical model was examined by means of structural equation 

modeling (SEM). In the following SEM models our goal was to model the relationships 

among latent variables, so parceling was performed (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & 

Widaman, 2002). Job crafting was modeled with two latent factors (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 

2015). The first latent factor termed as expansion job crafting contained two indicators which 

were the mean scores on the dimensions of seeking resources and seeking challenges. The 

second latent factor termed as contraction job crafting contained two parcels of reducing 

demands that were formed on a random basis (Little et al., 2002). For the single-item 

measure of organizational tenure and job performance, we followed Anderson and Gerbing 

(1988) by setting lambda (i.e., factor loading) to be equal to .95 and setting theta (i.e., 

variance of measurement error) to be equal to .10. We also followed previous studies (e.g. 

Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007) to create the indicator of the latent 

factor for interaction of empowering leadership and organizational tenure. We used a 

moderator centering approach to test the simple slopes in SEM (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 

2007). In addition, T1 job crafting and T1 psychological ownership were included as control 

variables. 

The hypothesized structural model. Structural modeling results suggested that the 

hypothesized structural model fit the data quite well (χ2 [71] = 115.41; TLI = .95; CFI = .97; 

RMSEA = .05; SRMR = .05). Figure 2 presents the overall structural model with path 

coefficients. Hypothesis 1 states that empowering leadership is positively related to 

expansion job crafting (H1a) and contraction job crafting (H1b). Our results supported H1a 

(β = .14, t = 2.15, p < .05) but not H1b (β = .07, t = 0.91, p > .05). Hypothesis 2 says that 

organizational tenure moderates the relationship between empowering leadership and job 

crafting. Our results indicated that the interactive term was positively related to expansion job 

crafting (β = .18, t = 2.53, p < .05) and contraction job crafting (β = .15, t = 1.83, p = .07). 

We plotted the interaction effects in Figures 3 and 4. The analyses of simple slopes indicated 

that T1 empowering leadership was not related to T2 expansion job crafting (b = -.06, t = -

0.93, p > .05) or T2 contraction job crafting (b = -.11, t = -1.55, p > .05) for the group with 

less than 2 years tenure; T1 empowering leadership was positively related to T2 expansion 

job crafting (b = .14, t = 2.15, p < .05) but not to T2 contraction job crafting (b = .07, t = 

0.91, p > .05) for the group with between 2 and 10 years tenure; T1 empowering leadership 

was positively related to both T2 expansion job crafting (b = .32, t = 5.14, p < .01) and T2 

contraction job crafting (b = .21, t = 3.02, p < .01) for the group with more than 10 years 
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tenure. Therefore, we found support for Hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 3, which states that 

expansion job crafting (H3a) and contraction job crafting (H3b) are positively related to 

psychological ownership, was partially supported (expansion job crafting: β = .37, t = 3.77, p 

< .01; contraction job crafting: β = .09, t = 0.86, p > .05). Hypothesis 4, which states that 

psychological ownership is positively related to job performance, received support (β = .24, t 

= 3.51, p < .01). 
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Figure 3. Moderating effect of organizational tenure on the relationship between T1 

empowering leadership and T2 expansion job crafting  

EL = empowering leadership, T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Moderating effect of organizational tenure on the relationship between T1 

empowering leadership and T2 contraction job crafting 

EL = empowering leadership, T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2
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Alternative structural models. In the first alternative model, we tested a direct effect 

of empowering leadership on an employee’s sense of psychological ownership by adding a 

direct path from T1 empowering leadership to T2 psychological ownership. This model 

provided an adequate fit to the data but was not significantly better than the hypothesized 

model (χ2 [1] = 0.42, n.s.), and the direct path from empowering leadership to psychological 

ownership was not significant. In the second alternative model, we added a direct path from 

T1 empowering leadership to T3 job performance. This model provided an adequate fit to the 

data but was not significantly better than the hypothesized model (χ2 [1] = 1.79, n.s.), and the 

direct path from empowering leadership to job performance was not significant. Finally, in 

alternative models 3 and 4, we considered the possibility that job crafting might directly lead 

to job performance. Yet these two models were not significantly better than the hypothesized 

model (alternative model 3: χ2 [1] = 0.00, n.s.; alternative model 4: χ2 [1] = 1.05, n.s.), and 

the direct paths from neither expansion nor contraction job crafting to job performance were 

significant. Overall, the hypothesized model fitted the data better than any of the four 

alternative models. Table 2 summarizes all the model fit indices. 

Additionally, we also tested the indirect effect of empowering leadership on job 

performance via job crafting and psychological ownership. We used bootstrap estimates and 

constructed a bias-corrected confidence interval (95%) to test the indirect effect. The results 

indicated that T1 empowering leadership had a significant indirect effect on T3 job 

performance through T2 expansion job crafting and T2 psychological ownership 

(standardized indirect effect: estimate = .015, standard error = .009, bias-corrected CI [.003, 

.040]). However, T1 empowering leadership did not have a significant indirect effect on T3 

job performance through T2 contraction job crafting and T2 psychological ownership 

(standardized indirect effect: estimate = .007, standard error = .008, bias-corrected CI [-.003, 

.028]). 
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Discussion 

The present study examined the intervening mechanism between empowering 

leadership and employee job performance by adopting an individual job redesign perspective. 

With three-wave survey data  (controlling for the previous levels of job crafting and 

psychological ownership) from different sources (job performance data were obtained from 

company appraisal records), we found that empowering leadership was positively associated 

with expansion job crafting and subsequently with psychological ownership of the job; 

psychological ownership was found to be positively related to employee job performance. 

Our findings suggest that when employees redesign their jobs in an expansive way, their 

feelings of job-based ownership may develop as well. Psychological ownership toward the 

job may subsequently drive employees to achieve a desired performance level. However, 

contraction job crafting does not seem to play a role in linking empowering leadership with 

psychological ownership. 

Moreover, we found that organizational tenure strengthened the relationship between 

empowering leadership and job crafting. These findings on the moderation of organizational 

tenure imply that long-tenured employees may benefit more from empowering leadership 

than their counterparts. It appears that long-tenured employees may more actively respond to 

leader empowering efforts by engaging in both expansion and contraction job crafting. These 

job crafting practices allow them to redesign a more resourceful and challenging but less 

demanding work environment. We will discuss the above findings more thoroughly in the 

next section. 

Theoretical Implications 

Our research has several implications. Our overall contribution is that we have 

uncovered the underlying mechanism of the association of empowering leadership and 

employee job performance by drawing upon research on individual job redesign. Researchers 

have suggested that empowerment from leaders may be effective means for promoting 

employee job performance (e.g., Sharma & Kirkman, 2015). The construct of empowering 

leadership is conceptually distinct from other well-known leadership styles (Biemann, 

Kearney, & Marggraf, 2015). As such, scholars call for more research on how employees 

respond to it (Cheong et al., in press). In this study, we have found support for job crafting 

(i.e., self-initiated adjustment to one’s job) and psychological ownership (i.e., the feeling that 

the job is MINE) as underlying psychological mechanisms for the effects of empowering 

leadership on performance outcomes. Thus, empowering leaders cultivate well-performing 
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employees because they help employees to gain a sense of ownership by engaging in active 

adjustments to their jobs. 

Our study goes beyond the existing literature on job crafting, which has focused on 

either individual differences or job characteristics as antecedents of job crafting. Several 

theorists have pointed to the importance of allocating greater research attention to 

understanding the role of leadership in influencing employee proactive behavior (e.g., Den 

Hartog & Belschak, 2012; Parker & Wu, 2014). Job crafting can be described as proactive 

behavior to increase person-job fit (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Parker & Collins, 2010). Yet, until 

recently, the role of leadership has been neglected in terms of influencing job crafting. Our 

findings reveal that, in general, empowering leader behaviors tend to encourage employees to 

expand their work environment by engaging in seeking job resources and job challenges. 

Furthermore, our findings indicate that the association of empowering leadership and job 

crafting is stronger for long-tenured employees. That is, under empowering leadership those 

who work in the organization for a long period (e.g., more than 10 years) may engage in 

more expansion as well contraction job crafting. Yun et al. (2005) examined the interaction 

of empowering leadership and team experience on team effectiveness. They found that 

empowering leadership was more effective when team experience was high, which is to some 

extent consistent with our findings.  

Our findings have implications for successful aging at work (Kooij, Tims, & Kanfer, 

2015). When employees have been working in the same job for a long time, their work tasks 

may have become routine, boring, or demanding for them (Robson & Hansson, 2007). Long-

tenured employees may appreciate empowerment from the leader so that they could make 

changes to the job to increase person-job fit. Thus, empowering leadership may be 

particularly effective for long-tenured employees to enable them to continue working without 

loss of motivation and/or health through engaging in a process of job crafting. Previous 

studies have found that engaging in contraction job crafting such as reducing demands may 

not be positively related to job performance or may even bring negative outcomes 

(Demerouti, Bakker, & Gevers, 2015). Yet long-tenured employees may still do it in an 

empowering environment to maintain their wellbeing. This may happen because long-tenured 

employees know better how things work in the organization and therefore may be able to 

minimize the downside of the particular job crafting activity. 

Our findings suggest that expansion job crafting is indirectly related to job 

performance via psychological ownership. There are only a few studies, which, however, are 

limited to cross-sectional data (except for, e.g., Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2015; Tims 
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et al., 2015), that have empirically examined the relationship between job crafting and 

employee job performance. We add to the job crafting literature by using a longitudinal 

design with objective job performance data. In addition, whereas previous research has 

revealed the role of work engagement in linking job crafting with employee performance 

(e.g., Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012; Demerouti, et al., 2015; Tims et al., 2015), this study 

points out the promising role of psychological ownership. Psychological ownership of the job 

may make employees strongly identify with their work and feel highly energized to allocate 

personal resources to their role performance. Our findings suggest that the feelings of 

ownership may play a role in the psychological process that explains why job crafting would 

make employees engaged in work tasks and improve their job performance. However, we did 

not find a significant relationship between contraction job crafting and psychological 

ownership. Although contraction job crafting such as reducing demands is a strategy to 

achieve person-job fit by limiting the scope of the job to match personal attributes, it also 

reduces job complexity. And reduced job complexity may have a negative effect on 

psychological ownership of the job (Brown et al., 2014). 

Psychological ownership has been receiving more and more attention as a core feeling 

in the experience of work (e.g., Brown, Crossley, & Robinson, 2014; Wagner, Parker, & 

Christiansen, 2003). The findings from a recent narrative review indicate that psychological 

ownership influences a variety of workplace outcomes including job performance (Dawkins, 

Tian, Newman, & Martin, in press). Although researchers have suggested that empowering 

leadership could foster a sense of ownership (e.g., Houghton & Yoho, 2005; Sims Jr., Faraj, 

& Yun, 2009), there has been a lack of empirical evidence for this notion. Our findings reveal 

that under empowering leadership, employees proactively redesign, i.e., expand their jobs, 

which cultivates the feelings of ownership. The current research therefore adds to the 

literature by shedding light on why leader empowering behaviors promote the emergence of 

psychological ownership. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

First, we used three-wave lagged data with different sources, which strengthens the 

evidence for hypothesized relationships. Nevertheless, our research design does not allow 

conclusions about absolute causality. Also, common method variance might especially inflate 

the relationships among variables that were self-reported by employees. However, this impact 

of common method bias, making it even more difficult to detect interaction effects (Siemsen, 

Roth, & Oliveira, 2010), should render our moderation test of organizational tenure more 

conservative. Second, empowerment could take place at both individual level and team level. 
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Research is emerging on team-level job crafting (collaborative job crafting, Leana, 

Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009) and team-level psychological ownership (collective 

psychological ownership, Pierce & Jussila, 2010). In future studies, it would be very 

interesting to re-test our current research model using a multi-level approach. Last, 

organizational tenure, an indicator of employees’ characteristics, was theorized as a 

moderator of empowering leadership. Future research is needed to investigate the role of 

organizational factors (e.g., procedural fairness, Van Dijke, De Cremer, Mayer, & Van 

Quaquebeke, 2012) in influencing the effect of empowering leadership. 

Practical Implications and Conclusions 

Our findings suggest that empowering leadership has the capacity to positively 

influence employee expansion job crafting such as seeking resources and seeking challenges. 

Psychological ownership and job performance may be increased if employees expand the job 

in a way that unlocks their potentials, such as enhancing interpersonal communication to get 

more information, seeking opportunities to learn new technologies, or looking for new and 

appealing tasks at work. Therefore leaders should consider empowering leadership as a way 

to motivate employees to expand their jobs in order to promote the feelings of ownership and 

subsequently good performance. 

Based on the measure of empowering leadership, training programs could be 

developed in an organization to stimulate more empowerment from leaders. For example, in 

response to the “delegating” function of empowerment, leaders could show more trust in 

employees to make independent decisions to satisfy customer needs. In this way, employees 

have opportunities to stretch out on their own. In response to the “enabling” function of 

empowerment, leaders can boost followers’ efficacy beliefs by, for instance, raising follower 

self-confidence, developing follower potentials, and providing positive feedback for follower 

performance. In addition, leaders may find that their empowerment efforts are more 

successful in promoting job crafting in those who possess more knowledge and experience. 

Contraction job crafting such as reducing (hindering) demands is supposed to be a 

way of protecting employees from being stressed and burned out (Petrou et al., 2012). 

However, the literature has shown a dark side of reducing demands. Leaders should be aware 

that their empowering behaviors may stimulate contraction job crafting in situations where 

employees have long tenure in the organization. Nevertheless, we argue that in such 

situations effects of contraction job crafting may not (or to a lesser extent) be harmful. 

Because long-tenured employees may be experienced in reducing their hindering demands in 

a way that it has the least detrimental effect on the work process in the organization. 
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Empowering leadership has attracted increased attention from both research and 

practice. The individual job redesign perspective appears to be promising as a theoretical 

framework for understanding the influence of empowering leadership. Empowering 

leadership is more effective in promoting job crafting among those who have long 

organizational tenure. Yet not all job crafting is related to psychological ownership and job 

performance. 
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Abstract 

Hiring graduates is an important human resource strategy for companies to promote creativity 

and manage continuous innovation. Surprisingly, little research has examined whether and 

how graduates as organizational newcomers contribute to organizational creativity. Taking a 

job crafting perspective, we developed and tested a theoretical model of newcomer creativity. 

Four-wave data were collected from a sample of 146 fresh university graduates in a Chinese 

manufacturing company. We hypothesized and found that core self-evaluations (measured 

prior to job entry) were positively related to job crafting change and then to work engagement 

change, which, in turn, was positively related to creativity change during the first year of 

employment. Yet, empowering leadership seemed to be more effective than paternalistic 

leadership in transforming new university graduates into engaged and creative employees 

through stimulating their job crafting behaviors. 

Keywords: core self-evaluations, leadership behaviors, job crafting, newcomer creativity, 

work engagement 
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China’s manufacturing industries have been undergoing a process of modernization 

due to a more competitive international market, increased cost of labor, and more discerning 

and demanding customers (Ding, Li, & Wang, 2008). Many companies are upgrading their 

manufacturing facilities with more advanced technologies and enhancing their 

competitiveness by implementing new work practices, controlling costs, and improving the 

quality of products and services. Meanwhile, knowledge workers, who apply theoretical and 

analytical knowledge to developing new products or services (Janz, Colquitt, & Noe, 1997), 

are increasingly considered as the core to organizational innovation. To accommodate the 

growing demand for knowledge workers, companies often resort to hiring college/university 

graduates who hold higher-education degrees and are supplied yearly to the labor market. 

Therefore, how to effectively transform new recruits into engaged and creative knowledge 

workers has become strategically important for companies to achieve competitiveness. 

The organizational socialization literature (Ashforth & Saks, 1996; Van Maanen & 

Schein, 1979) suggests that due to different socialization tactics (e.g., institutionalized vs. 

individualized) organizational newcomers may develop different role orientations ranging 

from a custodial role orientation (i.e., passively accepting the “old ways of doing things” and 

maintaining the status quo) to an innovative one (i.e., questioning the status quo and 

developing their own approaches to fulfil their roles). With an innovative role orientation, 

newcomers are likely to view their work in unconventional perspectives and discover perhaps 

more efficient methods and procedures to perform their tasks. In this case, organizations that 

wish to stimulate creativity and innovation should tap into this opportunity and apply tactics 

that give newcomers room to modify the job according to their own needs. Moreover, next to 

external managerial socialization tactics, individual beliefs of their competence may also 

affect how newcomers approach their new job positions in the organization (Jones, 1996). 

In this study, we develop and test an integrated model of antecedents and outcomes of 

newcomer job crafting (i.e., altering boundaries of the job, Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

Specifically, we aim to examine: 1) how managerial tactics (i.e., paternalistic leadership and 

empowering leadership) and personal resources (i.e., core self-evaluations) affect the way 

newcomers craft their jobs over time; and 2) whether job crafting, in turn, leads to creativity 

via work engagement over time (Figure 1). We collected data from a sample of graduate 

newcomers in a Chinese manufacturing company. Core self-evaluations were measured prior 

to the actual job entry and the other variables were repeatedly measured three times during 

the first year of employment. In this way, we intended to capture change in the study 

variables (except for core self-evaluations that is assumed to be relatively stable), given that 
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newcomer socialization is a particularly dynamic process characterized by change and 

evolution (Fisher, 1986). 
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Our model makes four important extensions of the literature. First, we highlight the 

pivotal role of job crafting in newcomer adjustment and reveal job crafting as an individual 

work design approach (Demerouti, 2014; Grant & Parker, 2009; Oldham & Hackman, 2010) 

by which newcomers make their jobs more meaningful, engaging, and satisfying. The 

proactivity perspective of the newcomer socialization literature also advocates an active role 

of newcomers in the socialization process, but the proactivity it suggests is rather confined, 

that is, newcomers take the initiative to seek information in order to quickly adapt to their 

jobs and socially fit into their organizations (Ashford & Black, 1996; Chan & Schmitt, 2000; 

Morrison 1993). Deviating from this body of work, we argue for a more radical form of 

newcomer proactivity and suggest that organizations can engage newcomers and leverage 

their creative potentials by encouraging their job crafting behaviors. Our model is consistent 

with the positive organizational scholarship view of newcomer adjustment (Ashforth, Myers, 

& Sluss, 2012), which emphasizes the importance of newcomers’ positive experiences (e.g., 

feeling energetic, enthusiastic, thriving) during organizational entry. In other words, our 

model adds a positive alternative to the newcomer adjustment research that generally sees 

newcomer socialization as a somewhat negative process of reducing uncertainty and anxiety. 

Second, we examine the effects of different leadership behaviors on newcomer job 

crafting. As a powerful figure and important role model to employees, leaders or supervisors 

play a critical role in shaping newcomers’ perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors in their daily 

work lives (e.g., Jokisaari & Nurmi, 2009; Kammeyer-Mueller, Wanberg, Rubenstein, & 

Song, 2013). One the one hand, paternalistic leadership, characterized by strong discipline 

and authority with fatherly benevolence and moral integrity (Farh & Cheng, 2000), has been 

prevalent in Chinese business organizations (e.g., Cheng, Chou, Wu, Huang, & Farh, 2004). 

On the other hand, empowering leadership that involves delegating power and authority was 

found to be an important leadership practice to stimulate employee self-initiated behaviors in 

a Chinese context (Gao, Janssen, & Shi, 2011). In fact, traditional (e.g., paternalism) and 

modern (e.g., empowerment) management have been coexisting in Chinese society during 

China’s modernization process in the past decades (Zhang, Chen, & Ang, 2014). Therefore, 

we include both leadership styles and compare their effectiveness in promoting newcomer 

job crafting. 

Third, we consider core self-evaluations as a crucial precursor of newcomer job 

crafting. Not all newcomers are able and/or willing to proactively craft their jobs, because 

newcomers have different personal resources for dealing with uncertainty and ambiguity 

during the organizational entry phase. Core self-evaluations are recently proposed as a key 
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personal resource to facilitate newcomer adjustment (Bauer & Erdogan, 2014; Fang, Duffy, 

& Shaw, 2011; Fang, McAllister, & Duffy, in press) and generally defined as individuals’ 

assessments of their worthiness, competence, and capabilities (Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 

2005). Employees with favorable core self-evaluations are more confident in acquiring work-

related knowledge and skills, and more willing to embrace challenging work goals. They are 

by nature driven to create and sustain a positive sense of self of their own and in others’ eyes. 

Hence, we suggest that core self-evaluations will predispose newcomers to revise their jobs 

in ways that reflect on their self-view, because “entering a new organization provides a rare 

fresh start for newcomers, a chance to show who they truly are and what they can do” 

(Cable, Gino, & Staats, 2013, p.2). 

Fourth, we contribute to the literature by revealing the role of job crafting in 

enhancing newcomer work engagement and creativity. Job crafting theory views employees 

as active architects of their own jobs and assumes that employees shape their own work 

experiences by changing elements (e.g., skills, task significance, performance feedback) that 

compose the job (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job crafting hence in and of itself implies 

an innovative role orientation of newcomers, as newcomers may use job crafting as a vehicle 

of controlling and self-expression. By customizing the job into their own sense of what the 

job should be, newcomers may become more intrinsically motivated and be more likely to 

generate new ideas and perspectives. Consistent with this notion, Cable et al. (2013) found 

that socialization tactics that emphasize newcomers’ self-expression tend to make newcomers 

more engaged at work and better perform work tasks. 

Theory and Hypotheses 

Job Crafting 

Instead of being passive recipients in the work environment, employees are in fact 

proactive in shaping their jobs and take initiative to identify and pursue opportunities for 

improvement (e.g., Grant & Ashford, 2008). Consistent with this notion, job crafting captures 

employees’ actions to proactively redesign their jobs. Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) 

suggest that employees use work tasks and interpersonal interactions as raw materials to craft 

their jobs, and job crafting is therefore defined as the change employees make in the task or 

relational boundaries of their work. In line with the recent literature (e.g., Petrou, Demerouti, 

& Schaufeli, in press; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012), we draw upon the Job Demands-

Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) as a guiding 

framework to conceptualize and operationalize job crafting. The postulate of the JD-R model 

is that (a) job characteristics can be classified into two categories, namely, job demands and 
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job resources and (b) whereas job demands use energy and diminish health (e.g., exhaustion, 

psychosomatic health complaints), job resources enhance work motivation (e.g., work 

enjoyment, engagement).  

In the JD-R framework, job crafting depicts employee proactive behavior with respect 

to seeking resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, 

Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012). The JD-R perspective on job crafting concretely describes 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) “task crafting” and “relational crafting” on the basis of 

job demands and job resources. Seeking challenges (e.g., asking for more tasks or 

responsibilities) and reducing demands (e.g., diminishing emotional, cognitive, or physical 

job demands) can be seen as altering task boundaries, while seeking resources (e.g., 

increasing opportunities to network with new people at work) can be seen as altering 

relational boundaries. In the present study we focus on seeking challenges and seeking 

resources, as they have more positive implications such as enhancing work motivation and 

creativity (Demerouti, Bakker, & Gevers 2015; Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny, & Bauer, 

2016). 

By actively crafting demands and resources that constitute the job, employees can 

better align the job with their motives, strengths, preferences, and passions (Tims & Bakker, 

2010). Moreover, scholars have also suggested that rather than being a snap-shot event, 

employee job crafting is an ongoing, dynamic process to achieve continuous person-job fit 

(Fried, Grant, Levi, Hadani, & Slowik, 2007). However, very few studies have touched upon 

the dynamic nature of job crafting or adopted a longitudinal design (for exceptions: e.g., 

Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016; Vogt et al., 2016). To our best knowledge, no study has thus 

far modelled job crafting change over time—questions remain open (a) how job crafting 

changes over time, (b) whether individuals follow a universal trajectory of job crafting 

change or differ largely from each other, and, most importantly, (c) what predicts and results 

from job crafting change over time. Answering these questions can provide insight into 

whether job crafting can facilitate newcomer adjustment and advance our knowledge about 

job crafting as a dynamic process. 

Newcomers who are also university graduates may have little experience with an 

organizational job and hence start with simple tasks at work. But, by actively engaging in job 

crafting, they can “cultivate” their jobs and continually develop themselves in the job. For 

example, they could seek for more challenging and interesting tasks, learn new things at 

work, or talk to colleagues for inspiration, and so forth. It was found that redefining the job 

(e.g., altering job content) is a common strategy for newcomers to effectively enact their new 
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jobs (Feldman & Brett, 1983). Graduate newcomers thus provide a valuable context for 

examining job crafting change. According to job crafting research, external social context 

and individual self-concept can both affect to what extent job crafting takes place 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). In this study, we focus on the dynamics of two leadership 

behaviors and newcomers’ core self-evaluations as precursors of newcomer job crafting. 

Paternalistic Leadership Behaviors and Job Crafting Change over Time 

Paternalistic leadership has its roots in Chinese traditional values and ideology (Farh 

& Cheng, 2000). It consists of authoritarianism (control, authority, demands for 

unquestioning obedience from subordinates), benevolence (holistic and individualized 

concern for subordinates’ personal and family well-being), and morality (superior integrity, 

selflessness, fulfillment of obligations). Whereas benevolence and morality are positively 

associated with each other, authoritarianism is negatively related to these two dimensions. 

Moreover, authoritarianism is also negatively associated with employee attitudes and extra-

role behaviors, whereas benevolence and morality largely show positive relationships with 

these variables (see Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008, for a review).  

Hence, we postulate that the three dimensions of paternalistic leadership may have 

divergent influences on newcomer job crafting behaviors. Because leader authoritarian 

behaviors assert authority and control, newcomers exposed to such leadership behaviors may 

feel rather powerless to change their jobs. At the same time, paternalistic leaders also show 

benevolent behaviors towards newcomers, caring about newcomers’ personal needs and 

facilitating their career development through personalized coaching and mentoring (Farh, 

Cheng, Chou, & Chu, 2006). Such support from benevolent leadership behaviors is likely to 

enhance newcomers’ desire and intention to craft their jobs. Finally, paternalistic leaders tend 

to align themselves with high moral standards and integrity by emphasizing collective 

interests of the team and organization, developing trustful leader-newcomer interactions, and 

recognizing newcomers’ values to those of the team and organization. When newcomers feel 

that they are trusted and valued by the organization, they will be more motivated to redefine 

their jobs during the organizational entry phase. Taken together, we suggest that leader 

authoritarianism is negatively related to newcomer job crafting, whereas leader benevolence 

and leader morality is positively related to newcomer job crafting. 

Paternalistic leadership behaviors may change over time during the newcomer 

socialization process. Researchers suggest that a leader’s paternalistic treatment to a 

subordinate is highly personal in nature and depends on the quality of the dyadic relationship 

between the leader and the subordinate (Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008). On the one side, 
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paternalism requires leaders’ substantial investment in subordinates, and therefore, leaders 

are more willing to engage in paternalistic behaviors towards those with whom they have 

developed high-quality exchange relationships. On the other side, paternalism requires 

subordinates to comply and submit; hence, subordinates who perceive more trust, obligation, 

and respect in their relations with leaders (i.e., high-quality exchange) tend to accept leaders’ 

paternalistic behaviors. In the organizational socialization process, newcomers can build 

divergent relationships with their leaders via their initial interactions for numerous reasons 

(e.g., personality characteristics, work attitudes, social kills, etc.). Yet, the quality of the 

leader-newcomer dyadic relationships can change as time passes by, as it is determined by 

how well the two parties can continuously fulfil the mutual expectations of each other 

(Dienesch & Liden 1986). The evolving and differentiated quality of the relationships 

between leaders and newcomers may further account for why newcomers experience 

different change patterns of leaders’ paternalistic treatment over time (e.g., some newcomers 

may perceive an increase in paternalistic leadership, whereas other may perceive a decrease). 

Altogether, we expect that change in paternalistic leadership, in turn, leads to change in 

newcomers’ job crafting behaviors. 

Hypothesis 1a: Leader authoritarianism change is negatively related to job crafting 

change. 

Hypothesis 1b: Leader benevolence change is positively related to job crafting 

change. 

Hypothesis 1c: Leader morality change is positively related to job crafting change. 

Empowering Leadership Behaviors and Job Crafting Change over Time 

Despite that empowering leadership is derived from research in Western contexts, it 

has been found to be effective in Chinese organizations (Chen, Sharma, Edinger, Shapiro, & 

Farh, 2011; Dong, Liao, Chuang, Zhou, & Campbell, 2015; Harris, Li, Boswell, Zhang, & 

Xie, 2014; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). It consists of four types of leader behaviors: consulting 

(e.g., listening to subordinates’ ideas and concerns before making a decision), delegating 

(e.g., granting subordinates responsibilities and authority), enabling (e.g., expressing 

confidence in subordinates’ ability to perform tasks at a high level) and informing (e.g., 

explaining how subordinates’ work relates to objectives and goals of the company, Ahearne, 

Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005). Empowering leadership has been well theorized as a predictor of 

employee proactive behavior (e.g., Martin, Liao, & Campbell, 2013). For lower-ranking 

employees such as graduate newcomers, lack of power often inhibits them from taking 

initiatives and making change to their jobs. In this case, empowering leaders can provide 
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newcomers with large autonomy at work and facilitate them to develop self-leadership skills, 

which may in turn stimulate newcomers to craft their jobs.  

Specifically, empowering leadership conduces to newcomer job crafting through three 

mechanisms. First, through consultation and delegation (Yukl & Fu, 1999), empowering 

leaders grant newcomers the authority to make and implement decisions without their ex-ante 

approvals. In this way, newcomers have more freedom to carry out their work and over time 

perceive more legitimacy in taking initiatives to redefine their work. Second, through 

“enabling” efforts, empowering leaders enhance newcomers’ self-efficacy by  demonstrating 

trust in their ability to handle challenging tasks. Gaining a strong sense of competence, 

newcomers are more likely to initiate adjustments in performing their work (Clegg & 

Spencer, 2007). Third, through “informing” efforts, empowering leaders articulate and 

emphasize the importance of work by, for example, connecting newcomers’ jobs to the 

missions and objectives of the company. In this way, newcomers are able to perceive greater 

significance of their work and willing to change the job to be better in alignment with 

organizational goals. Taken together, empowering leadership opens up opportunities for 

newcomers to craft their jobs by mobilizing resources at work and seeking more challenging 

job demands.  

Empowering leadership may also change over time during the newcomer 

organizational socialization process, because leaders may make a differentiation among 

subordinates in terms of whom to empower and to what extent. They would more empower 

those—through delegation and consultation—who are loyal and trustworthy (Schriesheim, 

Neider, & Scandura, 1998). Over time newcomers may have gained different levels of work-

related knowledge and skills because of their different learning abilities, work effort, and the 

like. Hence, leaders may decide the level of empowerment according to newcomers’ 

changing abilities to perform tasks. Taken together, we propose that leaders adjust their 

empowering behaviors towards newcomers based on the evolving quality of their exchange 

relationships and/or newcomers’ competence. Again, we assume that some newcomers may 

perceive an increase in empowering leadership, whereas others may perceive a decrease. 

Change in empowering leadership, in turn, may lead to change in job crafting over time. 

Hypothesis 2: Leader empowerment change is positively related to job crafting 

change. 

Core Self-evaluations and Job Crafting Change over Time 

The first two hypotheses are about “change-on-change” relationships within 

individuals. Next, we further examine how inter-individual differences may affect intra-
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individual change in job crafting. Besides different experiences of managerial socialization 

tactics (i.e., leader treatment), differences in personal resources (prior to employment) are 

also likely to affect trajectories of job crafting change. Core self-evaluations (CSE) refer to 

people’s fundamental beliefs about themselves and the way they function in the world. 

Fulfilling the three criteria of evaluation focus, fundamentality, and scope, (e.g., Judge, 

Locke, & Durham, 1997), traits such as self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, emotional 

stability, and locus of control are generally considered as CSE traits from a theoretical point 

of view. Self-esteem refers to an overall appraisal of one’s self-worth; generalized self-

efficacy is one’s global belief of his or her ability to meet task demands across different 

domains and contexts; emotional stability reflects one’s propensity to generally feel calm and 

secure; lastly, locus of control refers to the extent to which a person believes he or she can 

achieve desired outcomes through his or her own behaviors. In the past decade, mounting 

empirical evidence has shown a positive association of CSE with many important work 

attitudes and behaviors such as job satisfaction, goal commitment, intrinsic motivation, and 

work performance (for review, see Chang, Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, & Tan, 2012). 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) suggested that the motivation for job crafting is 

driven by individual needs for control, a positive self-image, and relatedness at work. These 

three needs are likely to be high among newcomers who have a favorable view of 

themselves. Newcomers with high CSE are more motivated to gain control of uncertainties in 

the new environment; they are more eager to develop their careers and wish to have a 

positive impact within the organization; they may also feel a stronger need to develop 

relationships with others at work so that they can quickly settle into the new job. Therefore, 

there is likely to be a positive relationship between CSE and job crafting. Besides, CSE was 

found to be positively associated with learning goal orientation (Ferris, Rosen, Johnson, 

Brown, Risavy, & Heller, 2011). This implies that newcomers with high CSE levels will 

continuously increase job challenges (e.g., seeking for new tasks) and increase job resources 

(e.g., seeking for learning opportunities and advice from others) to develop themselves 

throughout the organizational entry phase. In other words, the higher CSE newcomers have, 

the more increase (or less decrease) there is in job crafting over time. Thus, we predict: 

Hypothesis 3: CSE is positively related to job crafting change. 

Job Crafting, Work Engagement and Newcomer Creativity over Time 

Generally, employees exhibit creativity in crafting their jobs (Lin, Law, & Zhou, in 

press; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). We propose that one reason for the link of job crafting 

with creativity is job crafting makes employees more engaged at work and subsequently 
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become more creative. Work engagement generally refers to a persistent, positive, affective 

motivational state of fulfillment, characterized by vigor (high levels of energy while 

working), dedication (strong involvement in work and sense of significance, enthusiasm, 

inspiration, and pride), and absorption (full concentration on and happily engrossment in 

one’s work, Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzáles-Romá, & Bakker, 2002). Despite different 

perspectives on work engagement, researchers tend to agree that work engagement at least 

comprises high levels of energy and enthusiasm (Bakker, 2014). Moreover, work engagement 

has been seen as a relatively enduring motivational state of mind that can fluctuate within 

individuals over time (Kahn, 1990; Schaufeli et al., 2002). 

According the JD-R model, job resources and job challenges are positively associated 

with work engagement (Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010). Employees—including 

newcomers—who craft their jobs to accumulate extra job resources and challenges–should 

find the work more enjoyable and engaging. In a three-wave longitudinal study, job crafting 

(seeking resources and seeking challenges) was found to increase work engagement (Vogt et 

al., 2016). Creativity researchers suggest that people are most creative when they feel 

motivated primarily by the interest, enjoyment, and challenge of the work itself (Baas, De 

Dreu, & Nijstad, 2008). Therefore, intrinsic motivation is fundamental to creativity. Amabile 

(1996) suggests that intrinsic motivation can make up for a deficiency in some of the domain-

relevant or task-relevant skills. Work engagement represents a form of intrinsic motivation, 

as engaged employees experience an active motivational state and positive affect/emotions. 

Not surprisingly, previous research has revealed a positive link of employee work 

engagement and creativity (e.g., Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2013; Eldor, & Harpaz, 2016).  

Yet previous studies on the relationships among job crafting, work engagement, and 

employee creativity is conducted in general static organizational settings (Gordon, 

Demerouti, Le Blanc, & Bipp, 2015; Demerouti et al., 2015), rather than in the dynamic and 

uncertain setting such as newcomer organizational socialization. It still remains unknown 

whether change in job crafting might predict change in creativity via change in work 

engagement among newcomers. 

Hypothesis 4: Work engagement change mediates the relationship between job 

crafting change and creativity change.  

Methods 

Sample and Procedures 

To test our hypotheses, we collected data in a leading machinery manufacturing 

company in China. In the past two decades, the company has been expanding its domestic 
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and overseas market by adopting e-commerce strategies. To facilitate its foreign expansion 

and strategic changes, the company has been increasingly hiring new graduates from higher 

education institutions (e.g., colleges, universities). These graduates, who are highly educated, 

are expected to have a comparative advantage in terms of adjustment to and mastery of new 

technologies. In 2014, we reached 265 newly hired university graduates in the company, who 

were allocated in three subsidiary companies. We administered the first survey during a pre-

work training session in July 2014 (i.e., Time 0) before newcomers actually started their new 

jobs. In the following first year of participants’ employment, we administered a follow-up 

survey to all newcomers every four months [4 months (Time 1), 8 months (Time 2), and 12 

months after being hired (Time 3)]. In the end, after matching the four-wave data, we 

obtained complete date from 146 newcomers across all the time points (55% response rate). 

Of these 146 newcomers, 55.5% (n = 81) were male and 44.5% (n = 65) were female. The 

average age was 23.22 years (SD = 1.08). Most newcomers were personnel from marketing 

and information department, operation management department, human resource department, 

R&D, and sale department of the company.  

Measures 

CSE. CSE were measured using Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoreson’s (2003) 12-item 

scale at Time 0. An example item is “When I try, I generally succeed.” Employees rated each 

item on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) and “strongly agree” (5). 

Paternalistic leadership. We used six items from Farh and colleagues (2006) scale to 

measure paternalistic leadership. Each of the three dimensions was assessed with two items. 

For example, “My supervisor shows concerns about my private life and daily living” 

(benevolence); “In meetings, decisions are always made according to my supervisor’s wish” 

(authoritarianism); “My supervisor treats us fairly without bias” (morality). All items were 

scored on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). 

Given the divergent correlations among these three dimensions, researchers have suggested 

that the three dimensions of paternalistic leadership scale should be used separately (Farh et 

al., 2006). 

Empowering leadership. We used eight items from Ahearne and colleagues’ (2005) 

scale to measure empowering leadership. Each of the four dimensions was assessed with two 

items. For example, “My supervisor solicits my opinion on decisions that may affect me” 

(consulting); “My supervisor allows me to do the job in my own way” (delegating); “My 

supervisor believes that I could handle demanding tasks” (enabling); “My supervisor helps 

me to understand how my objectives and goals relate to that of the company” (informing); 
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All items were scored on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to 

“strongly agree” (7). 

Job crafting. We used nine items developed by Petrou et al. (2012) to measure 

seeking resources and seeking challenges. Items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from “never” (1) to “often” (5). Seeking resources includes six items (e.g., “I ask colleagues 

for advice”) and seeking challenges includes three items (e.g., “I ask for more tasks if I finish 

my work”).  

Work engagement. We used the 9-item Chinese version (Lu, Siu, Chen, & Wang, 

2011; Lu, Wang, Lu, Du, & Bakker, 2014) of Utrecht Work Engagement Scale to measure 

work engagement (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006; UWES). Each dimension of work 

engagement was measured by three items. Ratings of the 7-point Likert scale ranged from 

“never” (0) to “always” (6). A sample item for vigor is, “At my work, I feel bursting with 

energy”, for dedication “I am enthusiastic about my job”, and for absorption, “I am immersed 

in my work”.  

Creativity. We measured the two dimensions of creativity (i.e., radical and 

incremental creativity) with three items for each dimension developed by Madjar, Greenberg, 

and Chen (2011). Newcomers rated to what extent they had the following creative behaviors. 

An item of radical creativity is, “I demonstrate originality in my work”, and of incremental 

creativity is, “I use previously existing ideas or work in an appropriate new way”. All items 

were rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) and “strongly 

agree” (7). In addition, at Time 3 we also asked supervisors to rate newcomers’ creativity in 

the past year. The correlation between the average scores of Times 1-3 self-rated creativity 

and supervisor-rated creativity was .26 (p < .01). 

Assessing Psychometric Properties of the Measures 

We used Amos 18.0 to conduct longitudinal confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

before testing the hypotheses. We tested configural (i.e., form invariance) and metric 

equivalence of each measure (i.e., leadership behaviors, job crafting, work engagement, and 

creativity) over the three time moments respectively. For paternalistic leadership, benevolent, 

authoritarian and moral leadership was each modelled as a first-order latent factor. 

Empowering leadership was modelled as a second-order model with three first-order factors 

(i.e., consulting, delegating, enabling, informing). Job crafting was modelled as a second-

order model with two first-order factors (i.e., seeking resources and seeking challenges). 

Work engagement was modelled as a second-order model with four first-order factors (i.e., 

vigor, dedication, absorption). Creativity was modelled as a second-order model with two 
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first-order factors (i.e., radical and incremental creativity). We analyzed each construct 

separately and no parceling was performed. As suggested in previous literature (e.g., Brown, 

2006), testing the equivalence of a measurement model over time allows error variances of 

the same indicator/item to be correlated across time points and thereby account for non-

independence. In comparing different models when testing measurement invariance, we used 

differences in CFI (> −0.010), RMSEA (< 0.015), and SRMR (< .030) by referring to 

methodological as well as empirical studies in organizational research (Chen, 2007; Li, Fay, 

Frese, Harms, & Gao, 2014). 

Data Analysis Strategies 

Change in variables was described as slopes calculated across the three measurement 

points (Times 1, 2, 3). Specifically, each individual’s slope was generated from the empirical 

Bayes slope estimate drawn from mixed-effects growth models (cf. Chen, Ployhart, Thomas, 

Anderson, & Bliese, 2011) using Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) 6.0.4 software. Time 

was coded as 0, 1, and 2 for Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 respectively. To clarify, we take job 

crafting as an example: 

Level 1 Job crafting = π0j + π1j (Time) + γij 

Level 2 π0j = β00 + μ0j 

             π1j = β10 + μ1j 

     In these above equations, job crafting scores varied across i individuals (i = the number of 

individuals in the sample) and j times (j = 3); γij was the level 1 residual, and μ0j and μ1j were 

the level 2 residuals. With this approach, positive values indicated increases and negative 

values indicated decreases in job crafting over time. In the same way, we obtained the 

Bayesian estimates of individual slopes for each dimension of paternalistic leadership, 

empowering leadership, work engagement, and creativity. We then used the Bayes-estimated 

slopes (changes) in the next path analysis of the proposed model in Amos 18.0. 

Results 

Change in the Variables 

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, reliability estimates, and correlations 

between the variables. The results of test of measurement equivalence were summarized in 

Table 2. Results indicated that setting factor loadings equal across time did not significantly 

change model fit for each scale. The findings showed sufficient metric equivalence for our 

measures across time. 
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We followed Bliese and Ployhart’s (2002) suggestions to test change in the variables. 

First, a test of an intercept-only model indicated that between-subject variance accounts for 

38% of the total variance in leader authoritarian behaviors (intercept only), 53% in leader 

benevolent behaviors, 56% in leader moral behaviors, 59% in leader empowering behaviors, 

54% in job crafting, 58% in work engagement, and 60% in creativity. Second, a test of the 

mixed-effects growth models indicated that the slope of leader authoritarian behaviors (β 

= .24, p < .01) was significantly positive, meaning that the sample mean of leader 

authoritarian behaviors increased linearly over the year we conducted the study. The slopes 

of leader moral behaviors (β = -.11, p < .05) and newcomer creativity (β = -.08, p < .05) were 

significantly negative, meaning that the sample mean of leader moral behaviors and 

newcomer creativity decreased linearly over the study year. Yet the slopes for leader 

benevolent behaviors (β = -.04, p > .05), leader empowering behaviors (β = -.06, p > .05), job 

crafting (β = -.04, p > .05), and work engagement (β = -.08, p > .05) were not significant, 

meaning that at the averaged sample level, these variables did not significantly increase or 

decrease linearly over time. 

The lack of a significant slope in the sample mean does not necessarily imply that 

there was no change in individual subjects in a variable over time (cf. Li & Roe, 2012; Ng & 

Feldman, 2013). As we suggested early, it is possible that for one variable, some individuals’ 

levels increased over time (i.e., with estimated individual slopes higher than zero), whereas 

the others’ levels decreased over time (i.e., with estimated individual slopes lower than zero). 

Supporting this postulation, we found—for the four variables with a non-significant sample 

mean change—that about 54 % (vs. 46%) of subjects in the sample experienced decreased 

(vs. increased) leader benevolent behaviors, 65% (vs. 35%) experienced decreased (vs. 

increased) leader empowering behaviors, 70% (vs. 30%) reported decreased (vs. increased) 

job crafting, and 60% (vs. 40%) demonstrated decreased (vs. increased) work engagement. 

More importantly, there was statistically significant between-subject variance in the within-

subject slope/change of leader benevolent behaviors (χ
2
 = 189.65, df = 145, p < .01), of 

leader empowering behaviors (χ
2
 = 230.86, df = 145, p < .001), of job crafting (χ

2
 = 181.36, 

df = 145, p < .05), and of work engagement (χ
2
 = 276.74, df = 145, p < .001). In other words, 

newcomers indeed differ largely from each other in the change patterns of these variables 

over time, reflecting their distinguishable experiences in the organizational socialization 

process. 
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Testing the Hypotheses 

We used path analysis to test the hypotheses using the Bayesian estimates of 

individual slopes. The fit of the hypothesized model showed a significantly low TLI (χ2 [10] 

= 23.75; CFI = .94, IFI = .95, TLI = .79; RMSEA = .10; SRMR = .05), indicating that the 

model fit could be sufficiently improved by freeing some constrainted parameters. As our 

model is (dynamic) sequential mediation model, it is likely that an independent variable (e.g. 

leadership change) may have a direct impact on the second mediator (i.e. work engagement 

change) but was not hypothesized. Thus, we compared the hypothesized model against six 

alternative models with additional unhypothesized paths from independent variables to the 

second mediator (i.e. work engagement change) or the dependent variable (i.e. creativity 

change). As shown in Table 3, Alternative Model 6 with an additional direct path from 

empowering leadership change to creativity change showed the best model fit (χ2 [9] = 

11.98; CFI = .99, IFI = .99, TLI = .95; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = .03). Therefore, we chose 

Alternative Model 6 as the final model to report and present the findings in Figure 2. 

Although, leader authoritarianism (β = .05, p > .05) and leader benevolence (β = -.04, 

p > .05) were unrelated to job crafting change, leader morality was positively related to job 

crafting change (β = .25, p < .01); Hypothesis 1c was supported whereas Hypothesis 1a and 

1b were not. Leader empowerment was also positively related to job crafting change (β = .31, 

p < .001), thus supporting Hypothesis 2. CSE at Time 0 was positively related to job crafting 

change (β =.21, p < .01); Hypothesis 3 was supported. Job crafting change was positively 

related work engagement change (β = .35, p < .001), which was positively related to 

creativity change (β = .17, p < .05). Using bootstrap estimates with a bias-corrected 90% 

confidence interval, we found a significant indirect effect of job crafting change on creativity 

change (estimate = .059, standard error = .056, bias-corrected CI [.001, .173]), supporting 

Hypothesis 4. In addition, leader empowerment change (β = .29, p < .001) and job crafting 

change (β = .20, p < .05) were also found to be directly positively related to creativity 

change. 

As a supplementary analysis, we also treated supervisor-rated creativity (one time 

measure at Time 3) as the ultimate creativity outcome. It was found that work engagement 

change was positively related to Time 3 supervisor-rated creativity (β = .17, p = .056); job 

crafting change had an indirect effect on Time 3 supervisor-rated creativity via work 

engagement change (estimate = .057, standard error = .036, bias-corrected CI [.007, .150]).
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Discussion 

In this study, we proposed and tested a dynamic mediation model to examine 

newcomer job crafting (seeking resources and seeking challenges) during their organizational 

socialization process. Managerial tactics (paternalistic leadership and empowering 

leadership) and newcomers’ personal resources (CSE) were theorized as important predictors 

of newcomer job crafting; moreover, we underscore the value of job crafting in enhancing 

newcomers’ work engagement and unleashing their creativity potentials. Below we elucidate 

theoretical and practical implications of our findings. 

Capturing Dynamics in Newcomer Socialization 

Rather than predicting a universal change pattern in our studied variables among 

newcomers over time throughout the organizational socialization process, we argued that 

newcomers’ change in this period may substantially vary from one person to another. Our 

results suggest that as time goes by, newcomers experienced leader benevolence and leader 

empowerment in quite different ways and hence showed quite different trajectories of job 

crafting change and work engagement change. Interestingly, we also found that leader 

authoritarianism showed an increase pattern over time. Research suggests that after 

organizational entry, newcomers may have a “honeymoon period” with organizational 

insiders, including their leaders. In this period that often lasts a few months (Jokisaari & 

Nurmi, 2009), leaders show a lot of goodwill and support to newcomers. However, after the 

honeymoon period is over, newcomers’ perceived leader support typically reduces. Besides, 

newcomers are expected to become more skillful and efficient in performing their work after 

a few months being in the organization (e.g., perform at the same level with experienced 

incumbents). So when newcomers fail to meet the expected performance standards, their 

unsatisfactory performance may not be tolerated as much as before (e.g., more criticism and 

punishment). This might explain why newcomers perceived an increase in leader 

authoritarian behaviors.  

Researchers suggest that to develop a reputation for moral leadership, 

managers/leaders should communicate ethical standards, principles, and values to employees 

on a regular basis (Trevino, Hartman, & Brown, 2000). However, for numerous reasons (e.g., 

high workload, assumption that newcomers have settled in), managers/leaders may have less 

time to talk to newcomers about ethics and values that guide decisions and actions. Hence, 

leader morality showed a decrease pattern over time. It is also interesting to note that on 

average newcomer self-reported creativity decreased overtime, suggesting that newcomers 

generate less and less fresh ideas and insights as they become more socially integrated in the 
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organization. This finding accents the challenge to capture creative thoughts of newcomers 

before they “either become socialized into old ways of thinking or simply give up trying to 

change the system” (Rollag, Parise, & Cross, 2005, p. 36). 

An Integrated Perspective on Newcomer Job Crafting 

One major contribution of our study is its integration of job crafting research into the 

newcomer socialization literature. In a broader picture, newcomer proactive behavior has 

been shed spotlight on in the process of organizational socialization (see Bauer, Bodner, 

Erdogan, Truxillo, & Tucker, 2007, for a review). Understanding antecedents of newcomer 

proactive behavior would provide meaningful implications for how to stimulate this kind of 

behavior. A number of researchers have positioned proactive behavior as a result of both 

situational and personal determinants (e.g., Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker, Williams, & 

Turner, 2006). Yet so far the existing organizational socialization literature has mainly 

focused on outcomes of newcomer proactive behavior. Thus, the question remains that what 

managerial tactics—as well as what characteristics of newcomers—are likely to influence the 

occurrence of proactive behavior. 

We added to the proactivity and job crafting literature by revealing the impacts of 

leadership behaviors on employee/newcomer job crafting. Although researchers have long 

argued that leadership provides an important social context to affect employees’ perceived 

opportunities to craft their jobs (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), empirical research on 

leadership and job crafting is still scarce. Contrary to our expectation, leader authoritarianism 

and benevolence did not have a significant effect on newcomer job crafting over time. We 

suggest that this may be because our young participants (mostly born after 1990) tend to 

embrace values of individualism, freedom, and equality (Zhang, Chen, & Ang, 2014). These 

young Chinese workforces may have more desires to express their personal identities in the 

organizational socialization process (Cable et al., 2013). Yet, leader authoritarianism together 

with benevolence is likely to be perceived as asserting for control and demanding for 

obedience and submission (Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008), which might be ineffective in 

managing the Millennials at work. Our findings suggest that when crafting the job, young 

newcomers are more sensitive to signals of leader morality or empowerment. In a similar 

vein, Zhang, Bai, Caza, and Wang (2014) found that leader integrity, which is related to 

moral leadership, is more effective in promoting employees’ extra-role behaviors of those 

who have less Chinese traditional values. The effectiveness of empowering leadership found 

in our study corroborates the view that the increasing individualistic values of young Chinese 

employees calls for more empowering practices of their leaders (Zhang, Chen, & Ang, 2014). 
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Personal resources also determine newcomer adjustment to the organization. 

Constituting individuals’ personal resources, CSE are particularly critical for mastering and 

controlling the new work environment (e.g., Bauer & Erdogan, 2014). Our results reveal that 

new employees with favorable CSE are more likely to express a positive sense of self via 

proactively expanding demands and resources that compose their jobs. The positive 

association of CSE and job crafting can also be viewed from the approach/avoidance 

temperament framework (Bipp & Demerouti, 2015; Chang et al., 2012; Ferris et al., 2011). 

Theories and empirical evidence suggest that individuals with high CSE levels—those who 

have high levels of self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, emotional stability, and/or locus of 

control—are expected to have high approach temperament and/or low avoidance 

temperament. Derived from the approach/avoidance temperament framework, newcomers 

with high CSE levels are more inclined to engage in job crafting, that is, to seek resources to 

perform jobs better and seek challenges to continuously improve in order to strive for 

positive work outcomes in the new environment. 

Unleashing Newcomer Creativity 

The organizational socialization literature provides valuable implications for how to 

socially integrate newcomers into the organization, but it largely overlooks the possibility 

that newcomers are also in a prime position to bring something new to the organization. 

Research on newcomer creativity, therefore, does not only provide important guidance to 

organizational practitioners but also points at a promising avenue to advance the theory on 

employee creativity and newcomer socialization. We argue that newcomer creativity is an 

important aspect or outcome of organizational socialization: Managerial tactics designated to 

facilitate newcomer adjustment (e.g., role clarity) may also foster newcomer creativity (e.g., 

empowering leadership, Harris et al., 2014); reversely, seeing their creative ideas to be valued 

may improve newcomers’ socialization in the organization by enhancing their perceptions of 

their own organizational insider status (Kim, Hon, & Crant, 2009). 

Although employees are found to be more motivated and productive when they 

customize their job characteristics, such job crafting behaviors have been normally studied in 

general and rather static contexts (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). Rarely, the influence of job 

crafting on job performance is examined in the more dynamic context wherein employees are 

adapting to a new work environment. Our results bridged this gap and indicated that the 

greater increase in newcomers’ job crafting over the organizational socialization process, the 

greater increase (or less decrease) in newcomers’ work engagement and creativity over the 

same period, which suggests successful adjustment of newcomers to the organization. In 



CH7. NEWCOMER JOB CRAFTING 

196 

other words, job crafting—particularly resource- and challenge-seeking—can be a useful tool 

for newcomers to cope with stress and uncertainties inherent in fulfilling a new 

organizational role. Researchers have argued that creativity requires an individual to devote 

substantial attention and effort to problem-solving and continuously engage in such activities 

(Zhang & Bartol, 2012). This may explain why the accumulation of newcomers’ job crafting 

and work engagement matter to their creativity change. Through job crafting, not only do 

newcomers themselves benefit by becoming more engaged and motivated at work (and thus 

having more positive work experiences), but the organization also benefits by tapping into 

newcomers’ creativity. 

Our study is among the first to examine how and why both personal and contextual 

factors affect newcomer creativity, building upon the notion that employee creativity—

including newcomer creativity—is a joint function of employees’ personal characteristics and 

characteristics of the situation where they work (Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004). On the 

one hand, creativity researchers have urged for a closer examination of how employees’ self-

view enhancing their creative performance (Chang et al., 2012); on the other hand, 

researchers of CSE have called for a deeper understanding of the link between CSE and 

creativity (Judge, 2009). Adding to the literature, we empirically examined the effect of CSE 

on creativity in a dynamic work context. We found that the higher newcomers score on CSE, 

the greater increase (or less decrease) they have in job crafting behaviors and subsequently in 

work engagement and creativity throughout the organizational socialization phase. In other 

words, an elevated level of CSE drives newcomers to craft their jobs and thereby become 

more engaged and generate more creative ideas in performing work.  

Change in newcomers’ creativity during the organizational entry phase depends not 

only on how newcomers view themselves but also on the dynamic social interactions they 

have with their leaders. In the literature, empowering leadership has shown a positive 

association with employee creativity in both general organizational settings (Dong et al., 

2015; Zhang & Bartol, 2010) and newcomer socialization settings (Harris et al., 2014). One 

unique contribution of our study is that it juxtaposes and compares influences of two 

leadership styles, namely, paternalistic and empowering in Chinese business context and 

reveals independent benefits of the two on newcomer creativity. Our focus on change also 

provides novel insights into leadership behaviors as a dynamic process in newcomer 

organizational socialization.  
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Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

The present study has several limitations that might suggest directions for future 

research. First, for the same phenomenon/variable, the specificity of its change pattern may 

vary as the length of researchers’ observation intervals changes. Research with more 

measurement occasions is more likely to accurately capture the nuances in the change of 

organizational phenomena/variables. The optimal number of measurement occasions and 

their intervals in modeling change require both theoretical and practical justifications 

(Zaheer, Albert, & Zaheer, 1999). We measured variables (except for CSE that was measured 

before the actual job entry) at three time points in the first year of their employment (i.e., four 

months between two consecutive time points). Although a step forward from prior cross-

sectional research, the three-time repeated measures may not capture the full range of the 

dynamics of newcomer organizational socialization.  

Second, the use of self-reported scales for most variables in the study may raise the 

concern of common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). 

However, self-ratings seem to be an appropriate way to assess such variables as CSE, 

leadership behaviors, job crafting, and work engagement. In addition, measuring CSE prior to 

other repeated measures is supposed to correct for the common method bias to some extent. 

Because of practical reasons, supervisors did not rate newcomer creativity repeatedly (only 

once at Time 3). Change in creativity was thus computed with scores of self-ratings of 

creativity. Past research has presented both theoretical reasons and empirical evidence to use 

employees’ self-ratings of innovative behaviors (Ng & Lucianetti, in press). We suggest that 

self-ratings of creativity are especially useful in the context of newcomer organizational 

socialization because supervisors might mostly focus on training newcomers in acquaring 

necessary knowledge and skills to perform work and therefore may overlook potential 

creativity of newcomers. Nevertheless, we recommend that future research could offer a 

more comprehensive assessment of newcomer creativity by information from other 

accessible sources (e.g., colleagues). 

Third, we provide evidence that newcomers indeed can offer novel and potentially 

useful ideas to the organization. Whether these ideas can be implemented and contribute to 

actual innovation, however, may depend on many factors, such as the extent to which 

newcomer creativity is valued by organizational managers. It is not a surprise that 

newcomers’ creativity may be given less attention to than of more tenured employees who 

are more considered as organizational insiders. Organizational structure may aggravate or 

alleviate this phenomenon. For example, newcomers may experience more difficulties in 
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getting their ideas heard and accepted in a hierarchical and centralized organization than in a 

flattened and decentralized organization. However, we are not able to address this issue in 

this study, because our participants were from a single company. We recommend that future 

research can use data from different types of organizations to address organization-level 

factors that facilitate and sustain newcomers’ creativity and innovation.  

Finally, we recommend future research to verify the generalizability of our findings in 

other settings. In this study, we focus exclusively on newcomers who just graduated from 

colleges/universities with little full-time working experience before having the current job. 

However, working experiences may have an impact on employees’ job crafting strategies 

(Akkermans & Tims, 2016). Researchers may consider examining the present model among 

different types of newcomers such as those who change to a different job. Moreover, 

paternalistic leadership in the model may render cultural context as a potential boundary 

condition. But, as we did not find support for the effectiveness of leader authoritarian and 

benevolent behaviors—the two dimensions most typically bounded in the oriental cultures 

(Farh et al., 2006)—our findings are overall in line with prior research conducted in 

occidental cultural contexts (Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008). 

Practical Implications and Conclusions 

It has been suggested that the successful transformation of manufacturing companies 

requires individual employees to proactively and creatively perform their jobs rather than “do 

what I am told” (Parker, Wall, & Jackson, 1997). After all, organizations’ productivity and 

competitive performance depend on how they can effectively utilize available human 

capitals. In practice, recruiting and hiring new talents as a human resource management 

strategy can facilitate organizational transformation. As organizational newcomers have not 

established themselves in the new environment, they are more likely to embrace strategic 

changes. Employee recruitment is often based on a written job description of specified tasks 

and responsibilities, which, however, may become obsolete in a fast-paced, ever-changing, 

and customer-driven organizational context. Besides, as the organizational context is getting 

more uncertain, it is more difficult to formalize work roles into job descriptions that specify 

work procedures and task requirements (Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007; Ilgen & Hollenbeck, 

1991). In this case, individual initiatives to change the design of the job become critical for 

organizations to address dynamic conditions and demands in the environment. By actively 

crafting the job, newcomers can shape their work to better serve the strategic goals of an 

organization.  
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Our findings suggest that by reshaping their jobs, newcomers tend to be well adjusted 

to the new work environment and show high levels of work engagement; engaged 

newcomers, consequently, can think and work outside of the box too. Building upon yet 

going beyond a formal job design, job crafting allows newcomers to alter the job content in 

order to address their individual needs for self-expression during the organizational entry 

phase. To promote job crafting among newcomers, organizational leaders can display more 

empowering and moral behaviors that resonate with newcomers’ self-expression, such as 

treating new and tenured employees as equals, being a good listener (rather than dominating 

interactions and punishing non-obedience), asking for advice by involving people in 

decision-making (rather than directing and controlling all work activities), and employing 

people according to their abilities and virtues (rather than using back-door practices to obtain 

illicit personal gains). As a result, newcomers are more motivated to craft jobs and may 

generate more novel, useful ideas, and suggestions in the process of designing their own jobs. 

Besides, our findings suggest that newcomers with high levels of CSE tend to manage their 

own work motivation and be more creative. Thus, a CSE-based selection tactic may also 

promote job crafting and creativity among newcomer. 

The transformation of world economic structure, accelerated by the prevalence of new 

technologies (e.g., internet, smartphone applications), inevitably changes the nature of work 

and creates new job positions. As a result, companies have a burgeoning need for more 

educated workers and expect them to address new challenges in the market and industry. In 

China approximate 6 out of the total 6.59 million of new college and university graduates in 

2014 were employed within the first six months after graduation (Mycos Institute, 2015). 

These hired graduates are likely to be developed into knowledge workers and are viewed as 

potential sources of innovation. In this study, we suggest that job crafting can facilitate the 

role transition from students (i.e., new hires) to professionals. Leadership behaviors 

(especially moral and empowering leadership) and newcomer core self-evaluations both 

affect job crafting behaviors. Job crafting, in turn, bolsters positive work motivation (i.e., 

work engagement) and conduces to creative performance. 
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Job crafting is employee proactive behavior aimed at changing characteristics of the 

job. Employees may expand the job by increasing resources and challenges to maximize 

work motivation, and/or limit the job by decreasing demands to minimize job strain. Job 

crafting is a useful tool for employees to address deficiencies in their formal job design 

especially in a highly uncertain and rapidly changing organizational context. The main aim of 

this dissertation was to investigate whether and how leadership can influence employee 

positive psychological states (e.g., psychological ownership) and work performance through 

facilitating job crafting (seeking resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands). We 

presented one theoretical article and five empirical articles with different research designs in 

order to achieve the aim. In this last chapter, we will start with a summary of the main 

findings (summarized in Figure 1) including answers to our research questions and 

implications for the literature, followed by a section of directions for future research. We will 

end this chapter with a discussion on the practical implications of our findings and a general 

conclusion.
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Main Findings 

Q1. How does leadership affect the ways employees craft their jobs? 

Chapter 2 presented a review of the job crafting literature (particularly focused on the 

JD-R perspective on job crafting) and theoretically strengthened leaders’ role in employee 

job crafting. We suggested that leaders may stimulate job crafting by developing employees’ 

personal resources and organizational identification, and building a trusting, open, and 

supportive work climate; in addition to these behaviors, leaders may also consider designing 

resourceful jobs with urgency to craft. Particularly, we linked transformational and 

empowering leadership to job crafting. Among different leadership styles identified in the 

literature, transformational leadership has received the greatest research attention. 

Transformational leaders, who are open to change, are likely to transform their employees 

into job crafters. Empowering leadership involves delegation of autonomy and power, which 

may enhance followers’ proactive motivation (“can do”, “reason to”, and “energized to”) to 

shape their job demands and job resources (Parker & Wu, 2014). 

Chapter 3 presented a dyadic study empirically examining how transformational 

leadership is associated with different dimensions of job crafting, and uncovering the 

potential underlying process. We suggested that transformational leaders may develop more 

adaptable employees who are more willing to and capable of initiating changes in their jobs. 

With employee proactive personality as a control variable, the results showed that 

transformational leadership had an indirect effect on both seeking resources and seeking 

challenges through adaptability. It seemed that the presence of transformational leadership 

stimulated more expansion job crafting, which was beyond the impact of employees’ 

proactive disposition. However, transformational leadership had no direct or indirect effect 

on reducing demands via adaptability. Overall results demonstrated that transformational 

leaders may first increase employees’ motivation to change their personal factors (i.e., 

adaptability) and then their seeking resources and seeking challenges behaviors to enrich 

their work environment. 

Chapter 4 presented a daily diary study examining the link of leader proactive 

personality and employee job crafting. Daily survey data were gathered over the course of 

five consecutive days from 106 days of employees and their supervisors. Results showed that 

leader proactive personality was associated with leader daily empowering behaviors, which, 

in turn, were related to employee daily job crafting (seeking resources, seeking challenges, 

and reducing demands). Our findings provided insight into why leader proactive personality 

potentially affects employee job crafting on a daily basis. As leaders with a proactive 
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personality (i.e., being proactive themselves) are likely to see the importance of proactivity 

for work effectiveness, they may enable their employees to initiate changes to improve the 

status quo. One way that proactive leaders influence employee job crafting is through 

displaying daily empowering behaviors which encourage employees to lead themselves. 

Q2. How do individual differences and situational characteristics influence the effect of 

leadership on job crafting?  

In Chapter 2, we theorized several moderators of individual factors (e.g., power 

distance, proactive personality, and individual temperament) and job factors (e.g., job 

autonomy, job uncertainty, and workload) in the contingency model of leadership and job 

crafting. Yet, not all propositions were tested in the empirical chapters. So the theoretical 

model in Chapter 2 also suggests directions for future research. In Chapter 3, we included 

employee organizational identification as a moderator and found that transformational 

leadership was associated with more expansion job crafting via adaptability, particularly for 

employees with low identification with the organization. In Chapter 4, we found that on days 

that employees had low autonomy in their jobs, empowering leadership was associated with 

more job crafting.  

With respect to Q1 and Q 2, we can draw a conclusion that leadership is an important 

social context factor for job crafting, because it influences employees’ willingness and 

capability to make changes to their jobs. Specifically, transformational leadership may be 

relevant to expansion job crafting particularly for employees with low organizational 

identification; proactive leaders empower employees on a daily basis, which may be more 

effective in stimulating job crafting on days that employees’ job autonomy is low.  

Q3. Can job crafting have a unique effect on work attachment (above and beyond 

the effect of job design) and do individual differences and situational characteristics 

influence its effect? 

In Chapter 5, we conducted a cross-sectional study and a two-wave study examining 

two important but less-researched psychological outcomes of job crafting: psychological 

ownership of the job and affective organizational commitment (AOC), which both constitute 

employee work attachment but have different foci. The former represents the attachment 

between employees and the job itself (e.g., work tasks, job content); the latter refers to 

employees’ attachment to the organization. Results of the two samples consistently showed 

that expansion job crafting (i.e., seeking resources and seeking challenges) was still 

positively related to both psychological ownership and AOC after controlling for the effect of 

job demands and job control. So we provided empirical evidence that it is not only the formal 
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job design but also the job crafting activities employees engage in that matter to work 

attachment. 

Furthermore, we considered employee job performance and job security as two 

moderators. Results showed that job crafting had a stronger relationship with psychological 

ownership and AOC for employees with poor job performance compared to those with good 

job performance. Job performance data were collected from the company record or 

supervisor ratings. It appears that job crafting strategies of expanding the work environment 

result in a stronger psychological connection to the job (i.e., more psychological ownership) 

and to the organization (i.e., higher AOC) for poor performers than for good performers. We 

also found that in situations where there was low (vs. high) job security, job crafting was 

more strongly related to AOC. However, job security did not affect the relationship between 

job crafting and psychological ownership. But, we are not asserting that employees who have 

good performance or job security do not benefit from seeking resources and seeking 

challenges at all; rather, we suggest that for those employees expansion job crafting may 

bring other desired outcomes such as career success (Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer, 1999). 

Based on consistent findings from the two studies in Chapter 5, we suggest that job 

crafting adds extra value in promoting work attachment; its effect may vary depending on the 

characteristics of the employees who make the changes and of the job situations wherein job 

crafting occurs. 

Q4. Can leadership positively influence employee work performance through influencing 

employee job crafting? 

Chapter 6 presented a three-wave longitudinal study examining the relationships 

between empowering leadership, job crafting, and employee work role performance. We used 

performance data from a comprehensive evaluation of role performance indicators (e.g., 

quality of work and effectiveness, quantity of work, job knowledge and skills) by the HR 

department of the company. Our results partially supported the hypotheses. That is, 

empowering leadership was positively related to expansion job crafting, which, in turn, was 

positively related to role performance through psychological ownership. We did not find 

support for the intervening role of contraction job crafting (i.e., reducing demands). In 

addition, results on the moderation of organizational tenure revealed that employees who 

worked for a longer period in the organization (e.g., more than 10 years) benefited more from 

empowerment in the sense that their job crafting behaviors (both expansion and contraction) 

were more sparked by empowering leadership. 
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Chapter 7 presented a four-wave longitudinal study comparing the effectiveness of 

empowering leadership and paternalistic leadership in promoting creativity through 

influencing expansion job crafting. The study was conducted in a context of the Chinese 

manufacturing industry where many traditional companies are undergoing organizational 

changes in order to sustain competitive advantage. Traditional (e.g., paternalism) and modern 

(e.g., empowerment) leadership practices are coexisting in these manufacturing companies. 

In this context, identifying effective leadership to tap into the creative potential of employees 

is critical for those companies to manage innovation. Data were collected from a sample of 

146 organizational newcomers in a family-owned manufacturing company in China. 

Controlling for the influence of newcomers’ personal resources (i.e., core self-evaluations), 

our results indicated that empowering leadership change and moral leadership (one 

dimension of paternalistic leadership) change were positively related to job crafting change, 

which, in turn, was positively related to creativity change through work engagement change. 

The authoritarian and benevolent dimensions of paternalistic leadership did not play a role in 

stimulating expansion job crafting and creativity among newcomers.  

Chapters 6 and 7 provided evidence that empowering leadership can promote 

employees’ work performance (e.g., role performance, creative performance) by enhancing 

expansion job crafting. However, paternalistic leadership, a traditional leadership practice in 

China, seems not be very effective in enhancing newcomer job crafting and creativity. 

Implications for Job Crafting Literature 

Leadership as an antecedent of job crafting 

With respect to seeking resources and seeking challenges, we found that leader 

transformational, moral, and empowering behaviors are important predictors. Specifically, 

results revealed that transformational leadership was associated with more expansion job 

crafting via adaptability. It seems that transformational leaders encourage employees to 

enrich their job characteristics by increasing job resources and job challenges (e.g., asking 

colleagues for advice or learning new working skills). This finding corroborates the study by 

Piccolo and Colquitt (2006) in which it was found that under transformational leadership, 

employees tend to experience high levels of skill variety, task identity, task significance, 

autonomy, and feedback (i.e., core job characteristics, Hackman & Oldham, 1980). 

We also examined the effect of a culture-related leadership style—paternalistic 

leadership—on employee expansion job crafting. Paternalistic leadership comprises three 

different dimensions: authoritarianism, benevolence, and morality. Contrary to our 

expectation, leader authoritarianism and benevolence did not have a significant effect on 
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expansion job crafting in organizational newcomers over time. We suggest that this may be 

because our young participants, who might more embrace the values of individualism, 

freedom, and equality (Zhang, Chen, & Ang, 2014), have a stronger tendency to express their 

personal identities in an organizational socialization process (Cable, Gino, & Staats, 2013). 

Yet, leader authoritarianism together with benevolence is likely to be perceived as asserting 

for control and demanding for obedience and submission (Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008), 

which might be ineffective in managing the Millennials at work. In contrast, leader moral 

behaviors that demonstrate superior virtues (e.g., does not use authority to seek special 

privileges for himself/herself, acts as an exemplar in personal and work activities) may 

enable newcomers’ personal growth by encouraging them to increase their job resources and 

job challenges. 

Compared to other leadership styles (e.g., transformational or paternalistic), 

empowering leadership gives influence to rather than having influence over employees (e.g., 

delegating decision-making authority to employees). Because of emphasizing employee self-

development and self-leadership, it may particularly stimulate self-initiated behaviors of 

employees. Supporting this notion, we found that empowering leadership was associated with 

more seeking resources and seeking challenges, on a daily basis as well as in the long run. 

Moreover, using a dynamic approach we also found evidence that within-individual change 

in empowering leadership was related to within-individual change in expansion job crafting. 

It is worth noting that empowering leadership is not simply leaving sufficient decision-

making autonomy and extra responsibilities to employees; it also involves leader behaviors 

that consult employees over a wide range of work issues, inform them about organizational 

objectives and goals, and enable them to do a good job by boosting their self-efficacy. So 

empowering leaders not only enrich employees’ personal and job resources utilized to expand 

the job but also urge employees to keep their job crafting on the right track for organizational 

effectiveness. 

With respect to reducing demands, the effect of leadership is inconsistent. 

Transformational leadership was not related to reducing demands. From a theoretical point of 

view, leader transformational behaviors such as individualized consideration (encouraging 

employees to change the job to fit individual needs and abilities) may positively impact 

reducing demands whereby employees minimize emotional, cognitive, or physical demands 

to achieve a good demand-ability job fit. Yet, the essential part of transformational leadership 

is inspirational motivation and idealized influence (Bass & Avolio, 1995), which motivates 

employees to go beyond immediate self-interests and make contributions to long-term 
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collective vision and goals. Given that the nature of work is getting more interdependent, 

when employees reduce their own demands it might cause dysfunctional effects for their 

colleagues and groups (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2015b). Taken together, in practice reducing 

demands may not be particularly stimulated by a transformational leader in current-day 

organizations. 

Leader daily empowering behaviors were positively related to employee daily 

reducing demands, meaning that on days when an employee reports more leader empowering 

behaviors he or she reports more reducing demands as well (within-individual effect). But, in 

the longitudinal study empowering leadership did not have a main effect on reducing 

demands (between-individual effect). Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2013) suggested that it is 

difficult for job crafters (especially at lower-ranking) to make a real change in diminishing 

the level of their job demands because job demands are more likely to be “givens”. 

Employees might be empowered to reduce their workload on a particular day, but they still 

have to do the work on other days. This may explain why empowering leadership did not 

have a strong effect on reducing demands longitudinally. It is interesting to explore how 

employees can smartly deal with job demands to ensure daily well-being but also to achieve 

their long-term work goals (Demerouti, Derks, Ten Brummelhuis, & Bakker, 2014). 

In sum, we contribute to the literature by linking leadership to employee job crafting. 

In the theoretical chapter we described multiple pathways by which leaders can influence 

employees’ motivation and competence to job craft. Our empirical findings showed that 

employee-initiated changes to expand (e.g., seeking resources and seeking challenge) rather 

than contract the job (e.g., reducing demands) are more likely to take place under 

transformational, moral, and empowering leadership.  

The psychological mechanisms linking job crafting to work performance   

Employees are more intrinsically motivated to improve their performance when they 

feel responsible for work and committed to the organization (Fuller, Marler, & Hester, 2006). 

We thus examined whether job crafting can foster employees’ psychological ownership 

(feelings of responsibility for work) and AOC (an affective form of organizational 

commitment) and subsequently increase their performance level. We controlled for the effect 

of formal job demands (i.e, workload) and job resources (i.e., job control) and found that 

expansion job crafting had a unique effect on psychological ownership and AOC. Moreover, 

we also found that for poor performers or in job-insecure situations, expansion job crafting 

was more strongly associated with psychological ownership and AOC. Poor performers may 

be seen as jeopardizing the success of the group and the organization; job-insecure employees 
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may be concerned with their organizational membership. In both scenarios, individuals’ need 

for belonging is threatened or unfulfilled. Actively expanding scope of job tasks and/or 

amount of interactions with others may more strongly strengthen the psychological 

connection with work and the organization in these settings. The findings advanced 

understanding of potential boundary conditions for job crafting effects. 

Longitudinal designs may provide more valuable insights into the dynamics of job 

crafting and employee performance, as the changes employees make to the job may take a 

long time to be manifested in their work performance (e.g., improved task proficiency). So 

we performed two longitudinal studies to address the psychological processes underlying the 

relationship between job crafting and work performance. We found that expansion job 

crafting was associated with higher levels of role performance (company record) through 

psychological ownership. However, we did not find strong support for the positive 

association of reducing demands and psychological ownership. Reducing demands might 

have both positive and negative effects on psychological ownership. The feelings of 

ownership are fostered by one’s job control and self-investment at work (Pierce, Jussila, & 

Cummings, 2009). Employees may gain a sense of personal control over the job in the 

process of reducing cognitive, emotional, and physical job demands to a manageable level; 

but at the same time reducing demands means that employees withdraw their efforts directed 

at work tasks (i.e., minimizing self-investment). Researchers suggested that reducing 

demands is a means for employees to maintain well-being and stay healthy (Demerouti, 

2014). For example, overworked employees may reduce the scope and scale of work 

activities to prevent exhaustion. In this sense, we suggest that stress reduction could be a 

potential process linking reducing demands to work performance. 

We uncovered a dynamic mediation process whereby change in job crafting was 

associated with change in creativity through change in work engagement. Previous research 

has shown that job crafting relates to employee work engagement (Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, 

Jenny, & Bauer, 2016); engaged employees, who experience an active motivational state and 

positive affect/emotions, are likely to be more productive (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 

2011) and more creative (Demerouti, Bakker, & Gevers, 2015; Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 

2004). However, these studies only observed a static form of relationship, i.e. the relationship 

between a variable (e.g., work engagement) measured at one time and another variable (e.g., 

work performance) measured at the same or different time. Scholars have suggested that 

examination of the dynamic nature of variables can provide a better test of organizational 

theories (Mitchell & James, 2001). We collected three (time) repeated measures in one year 
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from the same individuals and analyzed the trajectory of changes in job crafting, work 

engagement, and creativity. Our results indicated that over time newcomers showed different 

trajectories of job crafting change and work engagement change. That is, some newcomers 

experienced an increase in job crafting (work engagement) during organizational 

socialization, whereas others experienced a decrease. Yet on average newcomer creativity 

decreased overtime, suggesting that newcomers generated less and less fresh ideas and 

perspectives as organizational socialization deepens. In short, through modelling change in 

variables, we have added to the existing literature by providing empirical evidence for the 

dynamic nature of the relationships among job crafting, work engagement, and creative 

performance.  

To sum up, our findings provide new insights into the link between expansion job 

crafting and work performance. We particularly highlighted the promising role of 

psychological ownership in explaining why expansion job crafting would incline employees 

to enhance their work performance. By customizing the job to be more challenging (e.g., 

taking on extra interesting tasks) and resourceful (e.g., increasing learning opportunities), job 

crafters develop feelings of ownership, resulting in intrinsic motivation to perform the job 

(Dawkins et al., in press). Besides, beyond previous between-person studies on the mediating 

role of work engagement in the job crafting-performance relationship (Demerouti et al., 

2015; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2015a), we showed that the mediated relationship also exists 

at the within-person level over time.  

Implications for Leadership Literature 

Leader proactive personality matters 

Our findings also generated new implications for the literature on leadership. We took 

a first step to examine how leaders with a proactive personality might influence employee 

daily job crafting via displaying daily empowering behaviors. Examining proactive 

personality as an antecedent of empowering behaviors would help understand why some 

leaders engage more in empowering leadership than others. The results showed that leader 

proactive personality was indeed related to daily empowering behaviors. Our results did not 

support the hypothesis that on the days employees have low autonomy proactive leaders 

would show more empowering behaviors. It seems that proactive leaders, who believe 

individuals can be active agents in influencing the environment, might have a general 

tendency to engage in empowering behaviors to support employees’ self-leadership. 

Researchers called for an integrated leadership approach to understanding how leader 

personality and leader behaviors together influence employee work outcomes (DeRue, 



CH8. DISCUSSION 

220 

Nahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011). Whereas personality is relatively stable, behaviors 

are likely to fluctuate from day-to-day. So we suggest that a diary design may be an adequate 

approach to capture the dynamics of the interplay between leader personality and leader 

behaviors. Our study showed that approximately 40 percent of the variance in leader 

empowering behaviors was explained at the day-level, suggesting the importance of 

examining empowering leadership on a daily basis. 

Previous studies have found that employees with a proactive personality are likely to 

craft their own jobs by changing the levels of job demands and job resources (Li, Fay, Frese, 

Harms, & Gao, 2014). Extending this line of research, our results suggested that the effect of 

proactive personality on job crafting may take place also within dyads of leaders and 

followers. 

Contingent leadership: New evidence 

According to the contingency theory of leadership (e.g., Fiedler, 1978), individual 

differences and/or job situations may substitute for (weaken) or strengthen leadership 

effectiveness. Our findings showed that employee organizational identification may act as a 

substitute for transformational leadership. Researchers suggest that transformational 

leadership particularly emphasizes the collective identity of the organization (Lord, Brown, & 

Freiberg, 1999). When employees already have high levels of organizational identification, 

the impact of transformational leadership may be diminished. In the case of job crafting, 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) suggested that when employees know and buy into 

organizational goals (i.e., are identified with the organization), they may use this knowledge 

to motivate their own job crafting behaviors. In contrast, if employees are not identified with 

the employing organization, their job crafting behaviors would not be motivated by a 

connection with the organization; in this case, transformational leadership is needed more and 

supposed to be more influential. Our results were consistent with this notion and showed that 

job crafting of highly identified employees was not affected by external influence of 

transformational leadership. 

Employee daily job autonomy may reduce the effect of leader daily empowering 

behaviors. Distinct from transformational leadership, empowering leadership emphasizes 

followers’ self-influence processes and encourages them to utilize self-leadership strategies 

(Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). When employees have considerable autonomy to exert 

influence in their jobs on a particular day, they may not need extra empowerment from their 

leaders. Yet, there are some employees who want and are ready to be empowered in their 

jobs. Researchers suggest that the effect of empowering leadership is contingent on 
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empowerment role identity (i.e., the extent to which an individual wants to be empowered, 

Zhang & Bartol, 2010) and empowerment readiness (i.e., the extent to which an individual 

possesses task-relevant knowledge and experiences that will enable him/her to benefit from 

empowerment, Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005). Employees with long organizational 

tenure (in middle or later career) might find it difficult to deal with highly demanding work 

and become more selective about what to perform in their jobs (Fried, Grant, Levi, Hadani, & 

Slowik, 2007). They have both high empowerment role identity and high empowerment 

readiness, as they strongly need and are well prepared for empowerment to redefine their 

jobs. Supporting this argument, our results showed that under empowering leadership those 

who work in the organization for a long period (e.g., more than 10 years) may engage in 

more expansion as well as contraction job crafting so that they can continue working without 

loss of motivation and/or health. 

In short, we add to the literature by identifying new contingencies of leadership. We 

showed that the effect of transformational leadership on expansion job crafting becomes 

weaker when employees already have good reasons to legitimize their job crafting (i.e., high 

organizational identification); empowering leadership stimulates more (both expansion and 

contraction) job crafting among long-tenured (vs. short-tenured) employees, but stimulates 

less job crafting among those who perceive sufficient (vs. limited) autonomy in the job. 

A job crafting perspective on leadership and employee performance 

The role of job crafting is much more than “a new outcome variable” of leadership. 

Since job crafting offers an alternative lens for understanding the changing nature of work, it 

represents a new perspective on the processes linking leadership to employee work 

performance. Although previous research has revealed a positive association of empowering 

leadership with employee task and proactive performance (e.g., Martin, Liao, & Campbell, 

2013), it is not thoroughly examined yet how the positive effect of empowering leadership on 

performance comes about (cf. Cheong, Spain, Yammarino, & Yun, 2016). Our findings 

suggested that empowering leaders stimulate employees to adjust their jobs according to their 

preferences (i.e., job crafting), which consequently makes them feel stronger ownership of 

their jobs (i.e., more psychological ownership). Moreover, in another longitudinal study we 

uncovered evidence for the dynamic relationships among empowering leadership, job 

crafting, work engagement, and employee creative performance. This study goes beyond past 

cross-sectional examinations of the link between empowering leadership and employee 

creativity (e.g., Zhang & Bartol, 2010). 
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Our findings also provided insight into the divergent results past studies have found 

regarding the association of three different dimensions of paternalistic leadership with 

employee creative performance. Paternalistic leaders’ authoritarian and benevolent behaviors 

were not or were negatively related to employee creativity (Wang, & Cheng, 2010; Zhang, 

Tsui, & Wang, 2011), whereas moral behaviors had a positive effect on employee creativity 

(Gu, Tang, & Jiang, 2015). We suggest that leader authoritarianism and benevolence do not 

particularly encourage employees to expand the boundaries of their jobs; as a consequence, 

they can’t fully unleash creative potentials of employees. Leader morality tends to facilitate 

expansion job crafting and thus stimulate employees’ novel ideas that are perhaps useful to 

improve work practices.  

We contribute to the leadership literature by offering an alternative approach for 

leaders to enhance employee performance. Our findings suggested that leaders, by engaging 

in empowering/moral behaviors, can cultivate employees who manage their own motivational 

states (i.e., psychological ownership, work engagement) and work performance (i.e., role 

performance, creative performance) through crafting their jobs to be more challenging and 

resourceful. In short, our studies support the value of a job crafting perspective in advancing 

understanding of the relationship between leadership and employee performance. 

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research 

Different research designs (i.e., daily diary, cross-sectional, longitudinal) strengthened 

the generalizability and robustness of our research findings. Despite this strength, one should 

be careful in interpreting the relationships among the study variables as causality was not 

completely established. For example, as job crafting is determined by how much control 

employees have over their work activities, we proposed that empowering leadership would 

stimulate more job crafting. Yet the association of empowering leadership and job crafting 

could also be explained as: job crafting (e.g., taking extra tasks, asking for advice) might help 

employees develop a high quality leader-member exchange relationship, which leads to more 

empowerment from the leader. The causal relationship between leadership and job crafting 

might be better addressed with a cross-lagged design. 

We examined effects of different types of leadership behaviors on job crafting: 

transformational leadership is perhaps the most well-known one in the literature; empowering 

leadership is a relatively “new” one; paternalistic leadership is deeply rooted in the Chinese 

traditional culture of Confucianism. However, there still are many other leadership styles not 

included in the dissertation, such as authentic leadership (Avolio & Gardner, 2005), and 

servant leadership (Greenleaf, 1977), etc. Besides, we did not find evidence for the 
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association of transformational leadership with reducing demands. We suggest that leadership 

especially emphasizing employee health and well-being (Gurt, Schwennen, & Elke, 2011) 

may be more likely to have a positive impact on employee reducing demands behaviors. 

Moreover, the psychological processes (e.g., work attachment, work engagement) we studied 

mainly explained the association of expansion job crafting with work performance. How and 

why contraction job crafting affects work performance needs to be examined in future 

research. It is likely that reducing demands may benefit work performance through protecting 

employees from burnout (i.e., a health-preserving process). 

We built and tested an individual level model of leadership, job crafting, and work 

performance. In team settings, there is a requirement for communication, cooperation, and 

coordinated action among team members. As such, job crafting may be initiated 

collaboratively involving a joint effort among a group of employees in customizing how their 

work is organized and enacted (Leana, Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009). Tims, Bakker, 

Derks, and Van Rhenen (2013) found that collaborative job crafting was positively related to 

team performance through team work engagement. As the nature of work is getting more 

interdependent, highly performing teams, rather than individual agents, are becoming more 

critical to organizational success. Researchers may consider examining our model on the 

team level in future studies; that is, how team leadership encourages team members to jointly 

craft their work to achieve high team performance. 

Job crafting is not a one-time event (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2013). We took a 

first step in the empirical exploration of job crafting change. We hypothesized and found that 

leadership change was associated with job crafting change (seeking resources and seeking 

challenges). But formal changes in employees’ job design may also affect their job crafting 

behaviors. For example, if a new job challenge that employees initiate becomes a routine task 

they may not keep on seeking challenges (otherwise the job would become too 

overwhelming). However, we did not know whether or not managers made formal changes in 

employees’ jobs during the time of our studies. Besides, job crafting takes effort and depletes 

personal resources. Berg, Grant, and Johnson (2010) suggest that individuals may experience 

stress in pursing their unanswered callings by crafting job and leisure. And when job crafting 

is not effective, it may create dissatisfaction and frustration among employees. So it seems 

interesting to examine how past job crafting experiences (e.g., successful vs. unsuccessful) 

affect employees’ choice of future job crafting strategies. 

Our hypothesized models are mainly derived from Western theories but were tested in 

a Chinese context (except for Chapter 3 wherein data were collected from a Dutch sample). 
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Future research in other cultural contexts is needed to verify the generalizability of our 

findings. Another issue with respect to the sampling is that most our participants are lower-

ranking employees (i.e., non-managers). It is also interesting to examine mangers’ job 

crafting and its influence on employees’ job crafting. A final limitation is that correlational 

studies cannot eliminate the threat of alternative explanations for the relationships between 

our study variables, such as common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003). Yet, the use of multi-source data (e.g., performance data were collected 

from supervisor-ratings or company record; employees’ adaptability was rated by their 

supervisors; supervisor rated their own proactive personality and transformational leadership) 

and time-lagged designs (e.g., two-wave, three-wave, and four-wave) partially alleviated the 

common method concerns. 

Practical Implications 

Overall, we suggest that mangers should play a more positive and active role in 

enhancing employees’ desire and capability for job crafting. As argued by Berg, Dutton and 

Wrzesniewski (2008): 

Since job crafting has the capacity to positively influence individual and 

organizational performance…in addition to designing jobs that allow for crafting, managers 

should create and sustain a work context that fosters beneficial job crafting. This means 

building a shared understanding that job crafting is acceptable and even encouraged as long 

as it aligns with organizational goals. (p. 7) 

We demonstrated that leadership (transformational, empowering, and moral) may 

promote employee work performance through stimulating employee expansion job crafting.  

Organizational leaders can learn to use one or more of these leadership behaviors through 

leadership training programs (e.g., Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002; Martin et al., 2013; 

Schaubroeck et al., 2012). In a changing context, transformational leaders can increase 

employees’ adaptability (i.e., being flexible and open to change) so that employees are 

willing to and capable of expanding their job scope to better cope with changes in the internal 

and external organizational environment. Therefore, in such a context leaders can display 

more transformational behaviors such as communicating a compelling vision and challenging 

the status quo to motivate employees to craft their jobs. In addition, employees’ adaptive and 

proactive motivation may be supplied by their social connection with the organization (i.e., 

organizational identification) instead of being supplied by external leadership, so leaders may 

need to direct their transformational efforts more toward those with low organizational 

identification. 
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Empowering leadership and moral leadership may be effective in developing graduate 

newcomers into engaged and creative young professionals. Graduate newcomers have high 

ambition, are eager to learn, and can quickly adapt to new technologies; more importantly, 

they bring various new ideas and perspectives to the workplace. So how to utilize the 

important asset of newcomers is vital for organizational adaptation and renewal. In a new 

environment, newcomers may use job crafting as a vehicle for expressing personal identity, 

learning new things, and striving to do better in their jobs. Organizational leaders can display 

more empowering and moral behaviors recognizing the value of self-expression, such as 

treating people as equals (rather than punishing non-obedience), being a good listener (rather 

than dominating interactions), and involving people in decision-making (rather than directing 

and controlling all work activities). As a result, newcomers are motivated to job craft and 

may discover more efficient methods and procedures to perform work tasks in the process of 

designing their own jobs.  

By empowering employees to change their jobs, leaders can also help employees gain 

a sense of ownership, making them feel more responsible to enhance job performance. Yet, 

leaders need to consider individual differences and job situations of employees when they use 

empowerment. For example, empowering leadership may be more effective among 

employees who possess more knowledge and experiences, or in a situation wherein autonomy 

to perform work tasks is low. Leaders should also be aware that empowerment may lead 

employees to reduce their demands on some days. We suggest that as long as temporary 

reducing demands behaviors have no detrimental effect on work processes and work goals, 

this type of job crafting should be accepted. Additionally, leaders with a proactive personality 

tend to display empowering behaviors, suggesting that organizations may consider selecting 

more proactive leaders to promote empowering leadership. 

It might be true that job crafting could have both productive and counterproductive 

aspects (Demerouti, Bakker, & Halbesleben, 2015). But it is unlikely to entirely prevent the 

occurrence of job crafting, because even in the most restricted and routine jobs employees 

can still exert influence on their work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Our findings 

demonstrated that paternalistic leaders’ authoritarian behaviors did not diminish job crafting 

among newcomers. It is also not wise to leave job crafting unattended, because that might 

probably create a chaotic situation where people only do what they like but leave to others 

what they don’t like. Our findings suggest for three promising leadership styles to tap into the 

positive aspects and to limit the negative aspects of job crafting. What is shared by the three 

leadership styles is that they all particularly emphasize collective goals and interests and help 
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employees understand how their work impact the effectiveness of the work unit. So these 

leadership styles are likely to promote more beneficial job crafting—job crafting that 

enhances individual motivation and performance without causing dysfunctional effects for 

other people—and to avoid costly job crafting that goes against collective objectives. 

Concluding Remarks 

As work is becoming more complex and demanding, it is unavoidable that employees 

every now and then experience stress, burnout, and are dissatisfied with their jobs. In 

responding to these negative work experiences, employees may exhibit passive withdrawal 

behavior or even quit an organization. To deal with this situation, a traditional job design 

perspective would suggest that organizational managers should redesign the job (e.g., 

changing task features) to ensure employee motivation and satisfaction. However, 

management interventions are costly and time-consuming and may not be adequate to fully 

address the high levels of interdependence and uncertainties in contemporary work. As an 

alternative, in this dissertation we suggest that organizational leaders need to make an active 

effort to encourage employees to craft their own job characteristics (e.g., job demands and 

job resources) in order to fit those with their abilities, needs, and skills. Leader proactive 

personality and leader transformational, empowering, and moral behaviors may be effective 

in promoting employee job crafting (especially seeking resources and seeking challenges). 

Through actively reconstructing their jobs, job crafters become more intrinsically motivated 

at work and thus more productive and creative. To conclude, this dissertation entails an 

essential step in addressing how leaders in today’s organizations can cultivate a well-

performing staff by facilitating them to craft a challenging and resourceful work 

environment. 
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Summary 

Despite the fact that job crafting is initiated by employees themselves to make changes to 

their job demands and job resources, different types of leadership may provide employees 

with more/less freedom, resources, or legitimate reasons to engage in job crafting. The 

overall aim of this dissertation was to investigate whether and how leadership can influence 

employee motivational states and work performance through facilitating employee job 

crafting (seeking resources, seeking challenges, and reducing demands). We present one 

theoretical article and five empirical articles with different research designs in order to 

achieve the aim.  

Chapter 2 provides a review of past research on job crafting (particularly focused on 

the Job Demands-Resources perspective on job crafting). Specifically, we present 

conceptualizations, types, measurements, antecedents, and outcomes of job crafting. More 

importantly, we highlight the role of leader behaviors in the process of employee job crafting 

and propose a contingency model linking leadership (e.g., transformational leadership and 

empowering leadership) to job crafting, in which we elucidate how the influence of 

leadership on job crafting may be qualified by individual factors and job characteristics. 

Chapter 3 presents a dyadic study examining how, why, and when transformational 

leadership is associated with job crafting. We predict that transformational leadership 

stimulates employees’ job crafting by increasing their adaptability; however, transformational 

leadership is less effective when employees have high levels of organizational identification. 

Data from 185 dyads of subordinates and supervisors in Dutch companies were analyzed to 

test our hypotheses. Supervisors rated their own transformational leadership and 

subordinates’ adaptability; subordinates rated their own job crafting and organizational 

identification. With employee proactive personality as a control variable, the results suggest 

that transformational leadership is associated with more expansion job crafting (seeking 

resources and seeking challenges) via adaptability, particularly for employees with low 

identification with the organization.  

Chapter 4 presents a daily diary study in which we build and test a model linking 

leader proactive personality with follower daily job crafting. We suggest that one way that 

proactive leaders influence employee job crafting is through displaying daily empowering 

behaviors. We further theorize follower daily job autonomy as a moderator. Data were 

collected over the course of five consecutive days from 106 dyads of leaders and followers 



SUMMARY 

232 

working in various companies in Northern China. Results generally supported our 

hypotheses, suggesting that proactive leaders empower their followers on a daily basis; leader 

daily empowering behaviors particularly stimulate follower job crafting on days that follower 

job autonomy is low. 

In Chapter 5, we aim to provide insights into how to build work attachment from a 

perspective of individual job redesign. We propose that: 1) expansion job crafting (seeking 

resources and seeking challenges) is associated with more work attachment as indicated by 

psychological ownership of the job and affective organizational commitment; 2) the positive 

association of expansion job crafting and work attachment becomes stronger when employees 

experience tough times at work (i.e., poor job performance or low job security). We used 

cross-sectional data with archival data on performance evaluations (Study 1) from a sample 

of 295 employees and 2-wave time-lagged data with supervisory performance ratings (Study 

2) from another sample of 194 employees. The effects of formal job characteristics were 

controlled for in the regression analyses. Results from these two studies generally supported 

our hypotheses. We conclude that being proactive in crafting the job is associated with 

enhanced work attachment, particularly during tough times. 

In Chapter 6, we build and test a model linking empowering leadership with job 

performance via job crafting and psychological ownership. Organizational tenure is theorized 

as a boundary condition for the effect of empowering leadership. Three-wave survey data 

were collected from a sample of 231 Chinese employees. We used performance data from a 

comprehensive evaluation of role performance indicators (e.g., quality of work and 

effectiveness, quantity of work, job knowledge and skills) by the HR department of the 

company. Our results partially supported the hypotheses. That is, empowering leadership is 

positively related to expansion job crafting, which, in turn, is positively related to role 

performance through psychological ownership. We did not find support for the intervening 

role of contraction job crafting (i.e., reducing demands). In addition, results on the 

moderation of organizational tenure suggest that employees who work for a longer period in 

the organization (e.g., more than 10 years) benefit more from empowerment in the sense that 

their job crafting behaviors (both expansion and contraction) are more sparked by 

empowering leadership. 

Chapter 7 presents a four-wave longitudinal study comparing the effectiveness of 

empowering leadership and paternalistic leadership in promoting newcomer creativity 

through influencing (expansion) job crafting. Four-wave data were collected from a sample 

of 146 university graduates in a Chinese manufacturing company. We found that core self-
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evaluations (measured prior to job entry) were positively related to job crafting change and 

then to work engagement change, which, in turn, was positively related to creativity change 

during the first year of employment. Empowering leadership change and moral leadership 

(one dimension of paternalistic leadership) change were positively related to job crafting 

change, which, in turn, was positively related to creativity change through work engagement 

change. The authoritarian and benevolent dimensions of paternalistic leadership did not play 

a role in stimulating expansion job crafting and creativity among newcomers. 

This dissertation makes three major contributions to the literature. First, it reveals 

leadership as an antecedent of employee job crafting. We describe multiple pathways by 

which leaders can influence employees’ motivation and competence to job craft. Our 

empirical findings suggest that employee-initiated changes to expand (e.g., seeking resources 

and seeking challenge) rather than contract the job (e.g., reducing demands) are more likely 

to take place under transformational, moral, and empowering leadership.  

Second, it broadens understanding of the psychological mechanisms underlying the 

association of job crafting with work performance. We particularly highlight the promising 

role of psychological ownership in explaining why expansion job crafting would incline 

employees to enhance their work performance. Besides, beyond previous between-person 

studies on the mediating role of work engagement in the job crafting-performance 

relationship, we show that the mediated relationship also exists within-person over time. 

Third, it demonstrates that leaders can cultivate well-performing employees by 

facilitating their job crafting. Our findings suggest that leaders, by engaging in 

empowering/moral behaviors, can develop employees who manage their own motivational 

states (i.e., psychological ownership, work engagement) and work performance (i.e., role 

performance, creative performance) through crafting their jobs to be more challenging and 

resourceful. 
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