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ABSTRACT 

Both academics and practitioners have devoted increasing attention to job design as a result 

of continued changes to the nature of work. There have been many studies on job design over the last 

five decades, and the most prominent model used to study job design is the job characteristics model 

(JCM) (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). More recently, Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) extended the 

JCM and job design research by developing a comprehensive work design questionnaire (WDQ) that 

includes characteristics such as social characteristics, knowledge characteristics and work context, in 

addition to the already existing JCM. The focus of JCM, and now WDQ, has primarily been on the 

job characteristics that motivate employees. In reality, however, not every task that an employee 

performs in their work role is preferred by that employee. Therefore, it would be naïve to not consider 

those tasks in work roles that employees prefer not to perform. A mixed methods research approach 

was used in this research to delve deeper into the task level analysis of job design. In particular, this 

research investigates those tasks that employees prefer not to perform. This research is based on the 

following research questions:  

RQ1: Do employees identify non-preferred work tasks (NPWTs)?  

RQ2: How do employees manage NPWTs?  

RQ3: What is the effect of NPWTs on work outcomes? 

The first and second research questions were answered through Study 1, which was qualitative 

in nature and sought responses from 40 professionals working over two industries (hospitality and 

university). The semi-structured interviews with the participants provided greater understanding of 

the nature of NPWTs in work roles. Furthermore, the respondents provided various ways in which 

they managed their NPWTs when answering the second research question. 

Addressing the third research question required the use of a scale development process in 

Study 2, as there were no pre-established scales measuring NPWTs. This process established the 

reliability and validity of the scale for NPWTs by testing the scale for predictive and discriminant 
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validity with a sample size of 126 respondents. After successfully establishing a scale for NPWTs in 

Study 2, Study 3 was undertaken to answer the third research question, using an experimental design 

that manipulated positive emotions (high and low) and further test the predictive and discriminant 

validity for the scale of NPWTs. Study 3 tested whether NPWTs predict organisational citizenship 

behaviour (OCB) and work engagement. 

Chapter 1 provides the background and introduction to the dissertation, including justifying 

the broad research questions. Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature across a diverse range of 

fields under which research on this topic has been undertaken. NPWTs are conceptualised and 

unpacked in Chapter 3 through a variety of examples that provide the basis and reasoning to 

understanding NPWTs in this thesis. 

Chapter 4 describes Study 1, which involved the conduct of semi-structured interviews to 

explore the nature of NPWTs and how employees manage NPWTs in their work roles. Upon 

confirming that NPWTs exist and employees identify and differentiate between their NPWTs and 

preferred work tasks (PWTs), the data from Chapter 4 were used to develop a scale to measure 

NPWTs in Chapter 5, which outlines Study 2. 

Study 2 established the items for the scale of NPWTs and confirmed the internal reliability 

for the measure. The predictive and discriminant validity with a small sample size of 126 respondents 

was also assessed. The predictive validity of NPWTs was tested against the outcome variables of 

creativity and workplace deviance. Once the reliability and validity of the scale was confirmed, an 

experimental design was conducted in Chapter 6, Study 3, to manipulate positive emotions (high and 

low activation) further test the predictive validity of the scale of NPWTs with 145 respondents. The 

outcome variables for this study were organisational citizenship behaviours and work engagement. 

The results of this study confirmed the prediction that NPWTs are negatively related to positive 

organisational outcomes of OCB and work engagement. 
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Chapter 7 outlines the overall results, draws out emerging themes, and notes the contributions 

to research and practice that emerged from this program of research. The research findings, 

limitations, and implications for practice and theory are discussed. 

The results of these studies offer several contributions to research and practice. Firstly, they 

offer researchers a new, timely, and an important avenue of research in job design literature by 

highlighting the importance of task analysis in job design. The results also draw attention to the new 

concept of non-preferred work tasks. The scale developed in this thesis will further help researchers 

to investigate the impact of NPWTs in organisational outcomes. Finally, the findings from this new 

measure will assist practitioners to understand the impact of NPWTs on work outcomes and the role 

of positive emotions in ameliorating this effect. Given that billions of dollars are being lost on lack 

of employee engagement in workplaces, it is anticipated that this research will support managers and 

organisations in making decisions about the tasks that employees perform in their roles and reduce 

NPWTs by addressing these with their employees. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In this research, I explore whether employees have tasks in their work roles that they 

prefer not to perform. I examine how these tasks are completed. Specifically, the Job 

Characteristics Model (JCM; Hackman & Oldham, 1980) suggests that in order for the jobs to 

be interesting they should have five characteristics namely, job autonomy, feedback, task 

identity, task significance and skill variety. However, I argue that although employees may 

perceive the job to have task significance, task identity or skill variety (individually or in 

combination), the job may still contain tasks that individuals prefer not to perform. I initially 

create a construct definition to capture individuals’ preference not to perform certain tasks in 

their job. I conducted a qualitative study to establish a new construct that I called Non-Preferred 

Work Tasks (NPWTs). Thereafter, utilising the data from a qualitative study, I develop a scale 

to test the discriminant and predictive validity of the NPWTs scale. Finally, I test the predictive 

validity of the newly developed scale of NPWTs in a quantitative study that tests a model 

linking NPWTs with work outcomes.  

Overview 

Most people spend a significant amount of time at work, and on that basis, there is a 

dominant view that work should be interesting and meaningful (Duffy, Dik, Douglass, 

England, & Velez, 2018; Lazazzara, Tims, & de Gennaro, 2019; Morgeson, Brannick, & 

Levine, 2019). For more than five decades, researchers have focused on how to make jobs 

motivating (and by extension, interesting) for employees (Grant, Fried, & Juillerat, 2011; 

Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Morgeson, Garza, & Campion, 2012; 

Parker, 2000; Parker, den Broeck, & Holman, 2017; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Much of 

the research dedicated to making jobs motivating has revolved around the job characteristics 
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model (JCM) (Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Hackman & Oldham, 1975, 1980). The authors of 

the JCM model suggested that to create meaningful work, every job should consider having 

five task characteristics that will make jobs motivating for employees (Hackman & Oldham, 

1980). These tasks characteristics are autonomy (freedom to make decisions), task significance 

(impacting the life of others meaningfully), task identity (completing the whole task), skill 

variety (variety of skills to complete a job), and feedback (receiving feedback about 

performance). JCM has had an immense influence in both academic research and practice, as 

it has provided a framework to understand employees’ behaviours and experiences at work.  

The theoretical basis of job design research emerged from the JCM literature. However, 

the way work activities are completed has changed significantly in the past few decades (Allan, 

Dexter, Kinsey, & Parker, 2018; Morgeson et al., 2019). In order to extend the JCM to address 

changes in the work environment, Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) developed an integrative 

typology called the Work Design Questionnaire (WDQ). This approach extended our 

understanding of job characteristics by separating work activities into four broad categories- 

task, physical, knowledge, and social - in order to provide an extensive list of job characteristics 

that can affect organisational outcomes.  

In recent years, in order to extend traditional models of job design, researchers have 

introduced a number of additional concepts to the literature including models such as job 

crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) and the Job Demand-Resources model (JD-R; Bakker 

& Demerouti, 2007). While job crafting is based on the premise that employees may modify 

or “craft” their jobs and tasks to make jobs more meaningful for themselves (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001), the JD-R model arose from the occupational stress area. This latter model 

assumes that job strain develops irrespective of the type of job or occupation. In particular, this 

model suggests- when job demands are high and when job resources are limited, occupational 
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stress will emerge (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). These researchers confirm the complex nature 

of understanding job design and how work is completed. 

Another literature that has extended the JCM model has focused on work engagement 

(Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008). This literature suggests that individuals who are 

engaged in their work have high levels of energy, are enthusiastic about their work, and are 

completely immersed in work activities (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018). Work engagement has 

been shown to coincide with high levels of creativity, task performance, organisational 

citizenship behaviour and client satisfaction (Bakker, Demerouti, & Sanz-Vergel, 2014). JD-R 

theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017) is one of the most often used theories to explain work 

engagement. Broadly, this theory proposes that a combination of job characteristics and 

personal resources predict job performance through employee work engagement (Bakker et al., 

2014). Moreover, workers are more engaged when they are confronted with challenges and 

have sufficient job and personal resources available to deal with these challenges (Tadic, 

Bakker, & Oerlemans, 2015). With this research, the importance of attachment and motivation 

to contribute to a workplace is added to the list of considerations when examining job design. 

Despite this new literature, the JCM (Hackman & Oldham, 1980) remains very 

influential for both researchers and practitioners when considering how to design jobs at work. 

Recent theorizing on the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017) and on work engagement 

(Van Veldhoven et al., 2020) has extended the JCM to reflect recent changes to workplaces. 

While the JCM is the foundation of this thesis, the JD-R model and the job crafting, and work 

engagement literatures also have informed my understanding of the job design literature. All 

these perspectives are important in the contemporary environment. Specifically, while these 

perspectives have made it clear that the nature of the job is important, we now appreciate the 

importance of immersing ourselves into work (work engagement) and understanding the ways 

to complete the work so that the job remains attractive to us (job crafting).  
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However, not all tasks that we perform at work are likely to be meaningful or motivating 

for every individual. Individual differences make it likely that employees will have their own 

preferences about the tasks they perform at work. In addition, the way people work has changed 

significantly in the past few decades (Allan et al., 2018; Morgeson et al., 2019). Based on shifts 

associated with the exponential rise in technology, I argue that it is important to acknowledge 

and understand the importance of individual tasks in work roles. This is particularly important 

because employees differentiate between jobs and clearly identifying the difference between a 

well-designed job and poorly designed job (Heneman, 2003), they are even clearer about the 

tasks that they like and those they dislike (Terkel, 2011). The central argument I advance in 

this thesis is that even if tasks performed as a part of a work role are meaningful, they may not 

be interesting or enjoyed by the person who must undertake that task. Importantly, to explain 

the broad potential for this construct to be applied to a range of jobs, throughout the thesis I 

will identify different jobs and occupations to provide examples of tasks that may be preferred 

and those that may not be preferred. 

Employees may prefer doing some tasks more than others for various reasons, and this 

may have an impact on the effort they expand on completing that task. For example, a 

university academic may enjoy delivering lectures as a part of their work role, but may not like 

marking student essays, or a plumber may enjoy doing operational plumbing duties such as 

fixing pipes and installing air conditioning systems; however, he or she may seek to avoid 

documenting reports or training apprentices and helpers. In this thesis, I argue that it is 

important that researchers and practitioners continue to investigate jobs at a discrete level; that 

is, at a task level, to understand how employees feel about the broad range of tasks that they 

perform in their roles, and specifically, about the tasks they prefer not to perform. Because the 

JCM has been the most dominant model for job design research, it is the basis of this thesis.  
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In this thesis, I argue that it is important that researchers and practitioners investigate 

jobs at a discrete task level to understand how employees feel about the broad range of tasks 

that they perform in their roles. Thus, my thesis delves deeper into the tasks that employees 

perform out of necessity rather from a desire to engage in that task. While job crafting may be 

one way to deal with the tasks that employees do not enjoy, the tasks that are the responsibility 

of employees whether preferred or non-preferred, still have to be completed. The focus of my 

thesis is to investigate the jobs at the task level and therefore, an appropriate starting point is 

to examine the JCM. 

The Job Characteristics Model 

In the 1980’s, JCM was a significant step forward in understanding the way people 

design work (Parker, Morgeson, & Johns, 2017); however, this was not the first work on job 

design. In an early medical study, Halliday (1948) identified that sickness among coal miners 

was caused due to psychological and social factors. However, three years later Trist and 

Bamforth (1951) managed to link this problem to the way the work was poorly designed. 

Around this time, further research was carried out to understand how to effectively design jobs. 

A combination of social factors and technical factors together were found to make jobs 

effective, and this gave rise to a new term, “sociotechnical systems” (Cherns, 1976). Hackman 

and Oldman (1975, 1976, 1980) then explored an alternative for this sociotechnical systems 

approach, identified as JCM, which ultimately turned out to be a significantly influential model 

of work design for decades (Oldham & Hackman, 2010).  

As jobs in the past were mechanistic, Hackman and Oldham (1980) argued that 

motivational elements of the job are required for jobs to be more effective, such that people 

feel motivated to work. Furthermore, as the 1980’s witnessed early stages of transformation 

from manufacturing to knowledge economy, it became clear that the mechanistic designs of 

jobs would not be effective for knowledge economy workers; thus, there was a desperate need 
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to move from sociotechnical systems to something different (Hackman & Lawler, 1971). This 

is when Hackman and Lawler (1980) created a job diagnostic survey to understand the 

motivational and social characteristics of jobs. This then led other researchers, such as Sims, 

Szilagyi, and Keller (1976) to develop the Job Characteristics Inventory (JCI), which was seen 

as an alternative measure to JCM.  

For many employees, what they do at work provides them with an identity that they 

draw on to provide meaning in their lives (Kreiner, Hollensbe, & Sheep, 2006). Many people 

discuss their jobs and the roles and responsibilities with some passion, because this provides 

them with a meaningful existence (Wrzesniewski, LoBuglio, Dutton, & Berg, 2013). For 

others, work is not a pleasant experience and their work does not provide them with identity. 

As a result, these people draw their identity from social or familial aspects of their life 

(Agostino, 2004). The JCM was intended to provide a framework for creating meaningful 

work, and therefore to contribute to a work identity for employees (Hackman & Oldham, 1980).  

In developing the JCM, Hackman and Oldham (1980) suggested that for jobs to be 

motivating and meaningful, they need to include autonomy (the extent to which the job is seen 

as allowing for personal initiative), have task significance (the extent to which the job affects 

the well-being of others), should include task identity (the extent to which the job is seen as 

involving a whole, identifiable tasks), provide skill variety (the perceived variety and 

complexity of skills and talents required to perform the job), and it is essential to the provide 

feedback on performance (the extent to which the individual receives information about job 

performance). It is well established in the literature that understanding task characteristics is 

crucial for well-designed jobs (Parker, den Broeck, et al., 2017). Many studies have shown that 

well designed jobs are important for a range of individual, group, and organisational outcomes 

(Parker, Morgeson, et al., 2017; Parker & Wall, 1998; Parker, Wall, & Cordery, 2001). Some 

of these outcomes are higher productivity (Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982), higher job 
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satisfaction (Mohr & Zoghi, 2008), more organisational commitment (O’Driscoll, Pierce, & 

Coghlan, 2006), and better job performance (Cunningham & MacGregor, 2000) and creativity 

(Elsbach & Hargadon, 2006). Research also reports less absenteeism (Johns, 2011), lower 

levels of presenteeism (Johns, 2010), less job strain (Wilson, Dejoy, Vandenberg, Richardson, 

& Mcgrath, 2004), and a link to higher levels of job crafting (Dubbelt, Demerouti, & Rispens, 

2019).  

JCM is primarily concerned with how the work itself is accomplished and the range 

and nature of tasks associated with a particular job (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). Although 

there is substantial evidence supporting this model (Barrick, Mount, & Li, 2013), reflecting on 

an employee’s experiences in the workplace suggests that job design is not a simple process 

(Morgeson et al., 2012). This becomes particularly evident when jobs are examined at a task 

level. Every job is likely to constitute certain tasks that, although essential to the job, employees 

may prefer not to perform. There could be many reasons why individuals may not prefer to 

perform certain tasks while they prefer to perform others. This could also be due to various 

attributes, such as individual differences, skills, attitudes, and experience (Morgeson et al., 

2012). Individual differences are the enduring psychological characteristics that distinguish 

one person from another and thus help to define each person’s individuality (Buss & Hawley, 

2010). The following example provides further clarity to individual differences in managing 

NPWTs. 

A kindergarten teacher may not enjoy the task of maintaining paperwork of every child 

under their care. Their preference may be to look after the children undertaking play activities. 

In contrast, another kindergarten teacher might prefer to manage the paperwork for children 

and may not prefer spending too much time playing with the children. Clearly, individual 

differences may play a role in why people may prefer to perform certain tasks and avoid others. 

Moreover, lack of skills could also be a contributing factor to why employees may not prefer 
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to perform a certain task. For example, a waiter in a restaurant may not enjoy preparing 

cocktails due to their lack of skill but would prefer to talk with guests in the restaurant. On the 

other hand, other waiters may enjoy making cocktails, rather than spending time talking to 

guests as the waiter enjoys the challenge of making cocktails.  

Potentially, trying to motivate employees to do the tasks that they prefer not to perform 

may result in negative organisational outcomes such as procrastination and deviant workplace 

behaviour. (Rana, Jordan, Jiang & Tse, 2017). Later in this thesis, I use the conservation of 

resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989) as an underlying theory for why tasks that individuals prefer 

not to perform may result in a negative organisational outcome. In short, the basic tenet of 

conservation of resources is that humans are motivated to protect their current resources and 

acquire new resources, where resources are loosely defined as objects, states, conditions, and 

other things that people value. (Hobfoll, 1989). Value could be different amongst individuals 

and is essentially tied to their personal experiences and situations (Halbesleben, Neveu, 

Paustian-Underdahl, & Westman, 2014). As noted in my earlier example of the kindergarten 

teacher, the teacher may see value in being hands on and teaching children play based activities, 

which provides proximal feedback on the children’s development (Pivec, 2007). In contrast, 

this employee may consider tasks related to filling out the paperwork (e.g., collecting of data, 

medical or other records in accordance with policies and procedures of the kindergarten) on 

the children in their care, as a mundane task that takes the teacher away from something that 

he/she values. This preference may be based on the teacher wanting to conserve resources 

(COR; Hobfoll, 1989) expended on completing paperwork to increase the time that can be 

spent with the children.   

Filling out paperwork can be an essential task. As a non-preferred task, there may be 

other ways in which this task can be completed, however, as a part of their job, the 

responsibility still remains with the teacher. The teacher may save time by asking a colleague 
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for favours to fill out the paperwork or may just procrastinate until it is finally needed by the 

administration. In extreme situations, depending on the frequency of doing this paperwork (i.e. 

task that individuals prefer not to perform), if the task is frequent, then the teacher may use 

deviant behaviours at work, such as showing signs of aggression, or deliberately making 

mistakes in the paperwork so management may decide to avoid giving the paperwork to that 

individual and find someone else to do it. However, my intent is to shed light on the possible 

consequences of what I refer to in this thesis as non-preferred work tasks (NPWTs) on work 

outcomes.  

Non-Preferred Work Tasks 

In the past, meta-analysis has shown that job characteristics can have a profound impact 

on employees’ work outcomes (Fried & Ferris, 1987; Loher, Noe, Moeller, & Fitzgerald, 

1985). However, in reality, I argue that only focusing on creating a meaningful job does not 

offer the true picture of employees’ job experiences. Most workers are provided with an 

extensive list of specific tasks to complete as a part of their job. Additionally, a consistent 

strategy for companies who continue to shrink their workforce to prepare for the unforeseen 

economic future (Tan et al., 2014) is to combine jobs, resulting in an even more intricate 

number of tasks making up a job. Moreover, employees are unlikely to be consulted about 

whether the range of tasks they are being allocated by their employers contains their preferred 

work tasks. While employees’ job responsibilities keep intensifying and researchers and 

practitioners strive to find a perfect answer to how to make work meaningful (Allan, 2017; 

Allan, Dexter, et al., 2018; Allan, Duffy, & Collisson, 2018; Duffy et al., 2018), one way to 

understand jobs is to examine them at a discrete level of tasks that employees are required to 

perform as a part of their job (Rana et al., 2017).   

Casual observations of employees suggest that many employees have essential tasks 

included in their work roles that they prefer not to perform (Terkel, 2011). In this thesis, these 
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are referred to as non-preferred work tasks and I define NPWTs as “those tasks that are 

perceived by an employee to have task significance, task identity, or skill variety (individually 

or in combination), and are essential to the production of good and services in organisations, 

but which are not preferred by the employee”. As mentioned before, specific tasks that are 

not enjoyed varying at an individual level based on different personalities, values, 

preferences, and attitudes (Morrison, 1994; Rana et al., 2017). For instance, a waiter may 

prefer to make cocktails behind the scenes, whereas another waiter may prefer to be with the 

guests. While this preference could be due to skills required to complete the tasks, this could 

also relate to the personality of individuals. If one waiter is an introvert and the other waiter is 

an extrovert, then there may be a case where the introvert prefers to make cocktails in the bar 

and does not prefer to interact much with the guests, while the other waiter gets his energy 

from talking to the people (McCrae & Costa Jr, 1989) and therefore prefers to spend time 

with guests. Most employees are required to complete a variety of NPWTs (for example, 

filling in forms or timesheets, attending meetings or events or safety inductions), regardless 

of the nature of their job and their occupation. The central argument of this thesis is that the 

more NPWTs an employee performs, the worse their experience of the workplace, and the 

more likely it is that these NPWTs will have a negative impact on their performance. 

In developing the NPWT construct, I specifically focus on task identity, task 

significance, and skill variety as essential aspects of job design that are directly related to tasks 

undertaken by most employees. Examining overall job design as outlined in the JCM 

(Hackman & Oldham, 1980), I have specifically not included autonomy and feedback in the 

construct definition. While both are important, they are processes that support the employee, 

rather than the actual tasks undertaken.  

How employees deal with these non-preferred work tasks as a part of their day to day 

work responsibilities will also vary accordingly. For example, depending on the context and 
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situation, some people may have autonomy in their jobs to simply manage NPWTs by 

swapping them with a colleague (job crafting), or just ignoring the tasks if they are not 

detrimental to their jobs. On the other hand, context and situation may not provide individuals 

with enough autonomy to manage their NPWTs, and they may therefore have no choice but to 

perform them. Furthermore, managing NPWTs may also depend on the individual’s position 

in the structure of the organisation. If someone holds a managerial position, they may have 

enough autonomy to manage tasks differently to someone who is a front-line worker. Hence, 

understanding NPWTs and how they influence employee behaviour is a significant issue that 

can affect both employees and managers.  

How employees deal with non-preferred work tasks as a part of their day-to-day work 

responsibilities will also vary according to a range of factors. For example, depending on the 

context and situation, some people may utilise autonomy in their jobs to manage NPWTs by 

swapping them with a colleague (job crafting). On the other hand, individuals may not possess 

enough autonomy to manage their NPWTs, and they may therefore have no choice but to 

perform these non-preferred tasks. The question then becomes how completing non preferred 

tasks may impact on the quality of the performance when completing that task. Managing 

NPWTs also may depend on the individual’s position in the structure of the organisation. For 

example, if someone holds a managerial position, they may have enough autonomy to manage 

their non-preferred tasks differently to someone who is a front-line worker.  

It is important to note that the construct of NPWTs is different from other potentially 

conceptually related constructs, such as dirty work, boredom at work, or low job motivation at 

work. While I differentiate between these (and other similar constructs) in detail in Chapter 3, 

dirty work essentially covers the whole job and is about a social stigma attached to certain jobs 

by society (Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999), whereas NPWTs mainly involve the discrete tasks 

within the whole job and may have no stigma attached. NPWTs are also different from boredom 
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at work, which can be defined as a negative affective state in which employees feel a lack of 

interest in and have difficulty concentrating on current activity (Fisher, 1993). Although 

NPWTs may be a contributing factor towards boredom at work, I note that boredom occurs 

when tasks are repetitive, not challenging or stimulating enough, and when the tasks themselves 

may have no consequences. On the other hand, NPWTs may not be repetitive (but can be 

frequent), may be challenging (but not enjoyed), and should have consequences (essential to 

the job). Finally, I differentiate NPWTs from low job motivation. Similar to boredom at work, 

low job motivation emerges from a number of factors including task, emotional, and relational 

factors that produce general disengagement from a job, while the construct of NPWTs deals 

with discrete tasks within a job role only. 

A close examination of the existing literature reveals that, to date, research on NPWTs 

has not generated much attention from management scholars. A few studies have been 

conducted with disabled workers examining individuals’ lack of enjoyment while performing 

meaningless work as a human rights issue in employment (Budd & Baer, 1976; Mithaug & 

Hanawalt, 1978; Parsons, Reid, Reynolds, & Bumgarner, 1990; Reid et al., 2007). In the main, 

these studies have looked at task preference as a choice given to patients with disabilities 

completing tasks. Furthermore, these studies have not consistently defined what NPWTs are, 

nor do they consider any theoretical perspectives to define and conceptualise this construct. 

Based on the literature review, research has not examined NPWTs as a construct in any 

empirical studies (Rana et al., 2017).  

 To further clarify the conceptual meaning of this construct, I illustrate it using an 

example that outlines the phenomenon being explored, rather than relying on prior empirical 

evidence to substantiate its theoretical basis (Popper, 2014). I initially delineate this 

phenomenon by focusing on an occupation that may be familiar to the examiners, academia. In 

general, an academic job consists of three major job roles: 1) research, 2) teaching, and 3) 



 13 

administration/service. It is very common that academics may differ in their job roles. One 

academic, for instance, might have a preference for focusing on a research role more than 

his/her teaching and administration/service roles, another academic might prefer to focus on 

teaching more than other roles, while another may prefer to focus on administration/service 

more than teaching and research roles. All of these roles have discrete tasks embedded within 

them that constitute a job role. Despite the different role preferences of academics, in each role 

of focus, academics may experience NPWTs from time to time in each of these job roles. To 

be clear, here, the focus is not on the broad categories and responsibilities of the job or the job 

roles (in this example, research, teaching and administration/service), but rather the discrete 

tasks that comprise these job roles.  

For example, for an academic who enjoys research, there are discrete tasks within this 

role such as preparing documents for ethical clearance, preparing surveys, proofreading 

surveys, piloting, seeking samples, undertaking fieldwork to collect data, cleaning data, 

analysing data, transcribing interviews, taking notes, writing reports, not to mention all the 

discrete tasks involved in eventually taking the research to publication, including copy editing. 

Generally, while these discrete tasks are essential in the research role, not all academics who 

conduct research would enjoy doing all these tasks. Similarly, the role of teaching constitutes 

discrete tasks such as background reading, developing course outlines, preparing teaching 

materials, presenting and facilitating, exam and essay marking, managing enrolment records, 

maintaining administrative systems, answering student emails and complaints and inquiries, 

and dealing with faculty administration. Although all of these discrete tasks are essential for 

the job to be completed, not all tasks may be a preferred activity for an academic within this 

teaching role.   

Although job design researchers tend to examine work roles using a holistic approach 

to examining jobs (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006), I argue that it is important to analyse the 
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unique nature and characteristics of discrete tasks that constitute the overall job role, because 

each job role consists of both preferred and non-preferred work tasks. Understanding whether 

employees have different perceptions and attitudes toward both types of tasks within each job 

role may provide explanatory value to any discrepant findings in the existing research on job 

design (Grant & Parker, 2009). These arguments are based on the fact that identifying and 

analysing specific tasks within a job role helps to capture the totality of that job, and that all 

the tasks in combination may potentially have an influence on an employee’s productivity and 

performance.  

There is no debate that well designed jobs (in line with the JCM) have high autonomy, 

good feedback, task significance, task identity, and skill variety (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). 

As mentioned earlier, I believe that although the design of the job role may have a substantial 

impact on employee outcomes, not all responsibilities within the job role are enjoyed. Indeed, 

even when discrete tasks have task significance, task identity, or skill variety, they may not be 

enjoyed. Once I focus on and identify discrete tasks within a job role, it is likely to be easier to 

understand why an employee who may be outstanding at one part of his/her job role could be 

struggling with similar proficiency or motivation in other parts of the job role, even though the 

design of the job incorporates task significance, task identity, and skill variety. Extending the 

example from earlier, this may also provide an explanation for why an expert researcher or a 

teacher may be poor at maintaining administrative systems or dealing with the fine details 

essential to each role of their job. 

As noted earlier, I consider that NPWTs can have task identity, task significance, and 

skill variety and still not be preferred by the employee. Although this may seem to work in the 

face of dominant thinking about work design, some further examples of this may help to 

provide clarity. The JCM notes that task identity is of crucial importance for work design, 

where task identity is defined as the degree to which a job requires the completion of a “whole” 
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and identifiable piece of work, that is, doing a job from beginning to end with a visible outcome 

(Hackman & Oldham, 1980). As suggested earlier, although the overall job may incorporate 

task identity, there may be tasks within a specific job role that, while contributing to task 

identity and essential for the completion of the role, are still not preferred by the employee. For 

instance, for blue-collar workers, undertaking safety checks may contribute to task identity (an 

essential part of a whole job relying on their professional expertise to identify problems) but 

may not be enjoyed or preferred by some employees.  

Similarly, the JCM also advocates that task significance is a crucial component of work 

design, where task significance is defined as the degree to which the job has a substantial 

impact on the lives or work of other people, whether in the immediate organisation or in the 

external environment (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). Again, I argue that there may be essential 

tasks that have task significance and are essential for the completion of the role but are not 

preferred by the employee. As an example, in a range of jobs, I argue that the completion of 

administrative paperwork, such as job sheets accounting for time spent on client and customer 

activities, has task significance because it influences others in the organisation and the 

performance of the organisation, but for many, this can be a non-preferred activity. 

Within the JCM, skill variety is described as the degree to which a job requires a variety 

of different activities in carrying out the work, which involves the use of a number of different 

skills and talents of a person (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). Although skill variety provides 

scope for breaking boredom by having employees undertake different activities, it also 

broadens the potential for non-preferred work activities to be included in the employee’s job. 

For example, a waiter’s aim in his/her overall job in a restaurant is to deliver great a customer 

service. Providing great customer service includes a variety of tasks including utilising their 

talent and skills to make sure that the customers are happy at the end of the service. Some of 

the discrete tasks that a waiter must perform to achieve this include attending training courses; 
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cleaning the tables, chairs and cabinets in the restaurant; cleaning the salt and pepper shakers 

and filling them up before service; polishing cutlery and glassware to set up the table for 

service; folding napkins for service; organising menu folders; having thorough knowledge of 

the menu; preparing cocktails and mocktails; taking reservations from customers on the phone; 

greeting customers when they arrive and getting them seated; explaining the menus and 

specials of the day; communicating with them in a friendly manner; anticipating what the 

customer would prefer in the menu; and matching drinks with food, including upselling specific 

menu items, and many more tasks.  

The variety of tasks that a waiter must perform to fulfil their job role increases the 

potential for them not to prefer some of these tasks. Even though the job role contains skill 

variety, some of the tasks, such as cleaning tables and chairs, filling up salt and pepper shakers 

and cleaning them, polishing cutlery and glassware to set up the table (which have individual 

task significance and task identity) may be NPWTs for some employees. As suggested 

previously, NPWTs will vary from person to person, with each waiter having individual 

NPWTs. Although the waiter may enjoy upselling the menu, or communicating with the guests, 

or preparing drinks, the waiter’s non-preferred tasks are still essential to completing the overall 

job and will impact on their overall experience of the job.  

 Therefore, the above arguments led to the investigation of the following research 

questions: 

 RQ1. Do employees identify non-preferred work tasks (NPWTs)? 

 RQ2. How do employees manage NPWTs?  

 RQ3. What is the effect of NPWTs on work outcomes? 

 

The first research question relates to understanding the phenomena of NPWTs. In 

particular, the first research question seeks to identify a construct definition for the NPWTs 

that exist in the jobs we perform. The second research question explores the consequences of 
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NPWTs. I seek to identify how employees manage their NPWTs. Finally, research question 

three relates to the effect of NPWTs on work outcomes. While the first two research questions 

examine the processes through which non preferred work tasks are experienced and managed, 

the final research question addresses the impact of NPWTs on work outcomes. For instance, if 

NPWTs have an impact on work performance, then this provides support for the argument that 

researchers need to consider NPWTs. In this thesis, I examine relationships between NPWTs 

and important contemporary work outcomes such as work engagement, creativity, and 

organisational citizenship behaviours (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Oldham & Baer, 2012; 

Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff & Blume, 2009). These work outcomes have shown to affect 

the productivity and efficiency of organisations (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018; Yoo, Jang, Ho, Seo 

& Yoo, 2019; Brown, 2018). 

Contributions of this research 

This thesis delivers theoretical and practical contributions. First, this research delves 

deeper into the task level analysis of job design and develops a new construct for NPWTs. The 

concept of NPWTs contributes to the research knowledge on job design and meaningful work. 

This research makes a significant contribution by delineating the focus of researchers to a 

discrete task level by teasing out every task within a job description to identify whether the 

tasks are preferred work tasks of employees or NPWTs. This categorisation of tasks in such a 

manner in work design literature has largely been ignored, and this research is therefore a 

significant step forward toward identifying which tasks employees do and do not prefer in their 

work roles.  

Conceptually, the existence of NPWTs in work roles may provide an explanation for 

dissatisfaction even within well designed jobs. With an understanding of NPWTs, 

organisations may help their employees to reduce, eliminate, or manage the NPWTs they 

perform to give more meaning to their work. The findings from this research will assist 
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researchers and practitioners to gain a better understanding of the work design at a discrete task 

level and create conscious awareness among employees to identify their NPWTs. For instance, 

many workers may be performing the day to day tasks of their jobs without consciously being 

aware of whether they prefer those tasks or not. Amongst many different ways, one way to 

understand whether a task is a preferred task or a NPWT could be the level of procrastinating 

to complete the task or the effort made to complete the task. Another way to understand whether 

workers do or do not prefer a task could be to look for colleagues who can help them with their 

NPWTs in return for tasks that the worker can do for them that they do prefer. Therefore, 

NPWTs are an interesting avenue for research and an important one that can help uncover a 

phenomenon that has always existed, but one that has been little explored.  

From a practical viewpoint, this research identifies how employees manage their 

NPWTs. The findings may assist researchers and practitioners to understand which pathways 

employees undertake in order to manage their NPWTs. This is an essential contribution, 

because NPWTs are defined as being essential to job roles, and on this basis, avoiding these 

tasks will result in performance issues. The findings will also be able to highlight the factors 

required for employees to successfully manage their NPWTs.  

The third practical contribution of this research is the development of a measure to 

assess NPWTs in a specific job role at an individual level. This scale will assist organisations 

to assess the impact of employees’ NPWTs in their work roles. Based on these findings, 

practitioners may re-visit their work design decisions and re-evaluate their strategies around 

job roles. This research is in line with various studies that suggest that work design research 

should acknowledge changes in the way people work in the knowledge economy (Berg, Grant, 

& Johnson, 2010; Grant et al., 2011; Grant & Parker, 2009).  
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Epistemology and Ontology of the Program of Research 

This program of research falls within a post-positivistic paradigm. This paradigm rests 

upon a realist ontology (what is the nature of reality), an objective epistemology (the 

relationship between the knowledge and the inquirer), and methodology (the qualitative and/or 

quantitative strategy utilised to reach the desired outcomes) (Guba, 1990; Lincoln & Guba, 

2000). The realist ontology posits that reality can never be perfectly and completely 

understood. However, researchers can continually move towards apprehending reality (Tsang 

& Kwan, 1999). Post-positivists also believe in a dualistic/objectivistic epistemology (Lincoln, 

Lynham, & Guba, 2011). This view holds that subject and object are independent of each other, 

but that objectivity can never be absolutely achieved (Neuman, 2011).  

In terms of methodology, post-positivists use a combination of qualitative and 

quantitative methods designed to falsify research hypotheses by predicting, replicating, giving 

causal explanations, and providing generalisations (Bernard, 2013; Lincoln et al., 2011). To 

increase the understanding of the phenomenon of NPWTs being studied in this research, I have 

used qualitative and quantitative research methods. These methods were used to explore and 

confirm the conceptual development of constructs and investigate the relationships between 

the study variables. Three studies were developed and conducted for this thesis, and these are 

presented in detail in Chapters 4, 5, and 6, respectively. A description of each study is provided 

below. 

Study 1 (addressing RQ1 and RQ2) was exploratory and involved a combination of 

qualitative and quantitative methods, but largely relied on qualitative in-depth interviews to 

solidify a construct definition for NPWTs and to assist in the scale development process. The 

aim within Study 1 was to explore the construct of NPWTs and to establish potential items to 

be included in a scale development process for the same. This aim was achieved by exploring 

how individual perceived and experienced their NPWTs, and how they dealt with their NPWTs. 
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Data were collected from 40 employees working in two different organisations, one sample 

was from the hotel industry and the other in an education setting. The qualitative results 

revealed a variety of NPWTs that varied significantly between all interviewed individuals. The 

individuals also reported how they dealt with their NPWTs; however, a large determining 

factor of their strategy to deal with NPWTs was the level of autonomy they had within their 

work roles. The interview data were analysed to develop items that could be used to measure 

NPWTs. These items were tested for validation in two separate studies (Study 2 and Study 3).  

The aim of Study 2 (addressing RQ1 and RQ3) was to initially develop and validate a 

measure for NPWTs. In this study, I tested the internal reliability of the scale and external 

predictive validity and discriminant validity by testing the relationship between NPWTs, 

creativity, and workplace deviance. Further, this study was conducted with the participants of 

an undergraduate business degree from an Australian university business school.  

Study 3 (addressing RQ1 and RQ3) was another quantitative study that further validated 

the NPWT scale by testing it in another hypothesised model between NPWTs and 

organisational citizenship behaviours and work engagement, which was moderated by job 

crafting. This study was designed as an experimental study and conducted with participants 

from an undergraduate course at an Australian university business school. These participants 

were different from the participants from the first study.  

Thesis Overview 

This section outlines the structure of the thesis. The standard approach for presenting 

theses, as put forward by Perry (1998), was used to guide the structure of this thesis. The first 

chapter provides an overall picture of the research, including the background and justification 

for the research program. Chapter 2 contains a discussion of the background literature reviewed 

for this research. Chapter 3 develops the concept of non-preferred work tasks and outlines a 

methodology to investigate this concept. The examination of NPWTs is continued in Chapter 
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4, through the development of a scale to measure this concept. Chapters 5 and 6 comprise 

further studies testing the predictive validity of the new measure. Chapter 7, the final chapter, 

draws conclusions about the investigation and discusses the integration of key findings with 

previous studies and highlights the research contribution made. 

Conclusion 

This chapter serves as the introduction to this thesis and provided the background 

information about the research topic and the research problem in the literature. The theoretical 

model and research questions to address the research problem were also outlined. In addition, 

the adopted research position, together with the research design and scope of each of the three 

studies for this thesis were also discussed. Finally, the contributions of this research and the 

thesis overview were presented. Chapter 2 provides a review of the extant literature that 

contributes to a better understanding of NPWTs.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 In Chapter 1, the background to this study highlighted an increased interest in job design in 

academia over the last 15 years. Early job design research focused on the manufacturing economy; 

however, more recently, the economy has seen a major shift toward service and knowledge-oriented 

economy (Parker, Morgeson, et al., 2017). As such, the way people work has changed dramatically 

(Grant & Parker, 2009). Subsequently, research has started to rapidly move on to a fresh outlook on 

job design. However, most researchers have tended to focus on the positive characteristics of the job, 

largely ignoring the potential negative characteristics (Grant, 2007; Grant et al., 2011; Morgeson & 

Humphrey, 2006; Parker, den Broeck, et al., 2017; Parker, Morgeson, et al., 2017). This chapter 

highlights some of the key literature published in the job design area over the decades and finally 

draws attention toward the lack of attention paid to non-preferred work tasks. The literature review 

particularly focuses on job design as an overarching concept for this research.  

Job Design  

 Job design research has seen a major shift as the nature of work has changed dramatically 

over time (Grant & Parker, 2009; Parker, den Broeck, et al., 2017). The world has seen a major shift 

from the manufacturing sector with mechanistic style jobs where organisations excelled in the goods 

they produced (Batt, 2002). The focus of job design during the manufacturing economy was to find 

ways to increase the efficiency of operations, whereas now, in the knowledge and service economy, 

success revolves around the ability to proactively respond to customer needs with high flexibility 

(Batt, 2002). For more than five decades with the change in focus of jobs, work design theories have 

helped scholars and practitioners to understand, describe, explain, and change job experiences and 

the subsequent behaviour of employees (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). Work design has been shown 

to affect behavioural outcomes such as performance, turnover, and absenteeism (Fried & Ferris, 1987; 

Hackman & Oldham, 1976); psychological outcomes such as job satisfaction, internal work 
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motivation, stress, and burnout (Parker & Wall, 1998); and physical outcomes such as blood pressure, 

cardiovascular disease, and even mortality (Ganster, Fox, & Dwyer, 2001; Melamed, Fried, & Froom, 

2001).  

However, this topic saw a decline in interest in the late 90’s and early 2000’s, even though 

the importance of understanding jobs was at a rise (Parker, 1998). This may be partly attributable to 

researchers thinking that fundamental questions regarding work design had already been answered 

(Humphrey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007). However, recent concepts such as job crafting 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), and theories such as job design and resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2007) have reinvigorated the research on job design, which has led to the recent synthesis of work 

design literature carried out by prominent scholars (e.g. Grant & Parker, 2009; Oldham & Fried, 2016; 

Parker, den Broeck, et al., 2017; Parker, Morgeson, et al., 2017). This literature review summarises 

the past and present literature on work design in order to identify the research problem addressed in 

this thesis.  

Early work on Job design 

 In simple terms, job design refers to the structure of jobs that an employee performs (Oldham 

& Fried, 2016). Thus, the focus of job design research is on the tasks and activities that employees 

need to complete on a daily basis. It is therefore important to define job and job design. A typical 

definition of a job is “an aggregation of tasks assigned to a worker” (Wong & Campion, 1991, p. 

825). Work design is defined as “the content and organisation of one’s work tasks, activities, 

relationships and responsibilities” (Parker, 2014, p. 661). The beginning of work design research can 

be traced back to Smith (1776) and Babbage (1835), both of whom argued that the division of labour 

(i.e., making jobs specialised and simplified to the greatest extent possible) can increase worker 

efficiency and productivity. However, they did not consider the tasks that the labourer may prefer not 

to perform. The focus of their research was mainly on making tasks simple and specialised that 

employees had no choice but to perform. Following this, Taylor (1911) introduced the idea of 

scientific management that focused on specialising and simplifying work to maximise worker 
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efficiency. Taylor (1911) suggested that standardised operations should be at the core of all work 

systems and every task of the job should be simple so that employees did not have any discretion at 

work, which would enhance effectiveness (Lawrence, 2010). Moreover, not only would the work be 

accrued out more efficiently through simplified jobs, less skilled employees would be required, the 

control of management over production would be increased, and organisational profits would 

ultimately be enhanced (Taylor, 1911).  

Scientific Management 

Taylor’s (1911) focus was to make the work system so simple that employees without 

discretion focused on performing all of the tasks assigned to them. Similarly, Gilbreth (1911) argued 

that employees should not be involved in the job design process and that employees should not have 

any discretion in how jobs were done. Taylor (1911) and Gilbreth (1911) both supported the argument 

that management should design jobs for employees and then impose these jobs on employees in a 

top-down fashion. This suggested that no attention was given to the thought that employees may have 

preferences for some tasks and others they did not enjoy performing. Under this regime, jobs for 

employees focused on the completion of all tasks without differentiation in relation to enjoyable and 

non-enjoyable tasks.  

The Hawthorne Studies   

Thereafter, the well-known Hawthorne studies (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939) at the 

Western Electric Company in Illinois adopted the practices outlined in Taylor’s (1911) scientific 

management principles, which had a significant impact on job design practices (Roethlisberger & 

Dickson, 1939). The Hawthorne studies were a part of refocus on managerial strategy incorporating 

the socio-psychological aspects of human behaviour in organisations. The studies originally 

examined whether workers were more responsive and worked more efficiently under certain 

environmental conditions, such as improved lighting. The results were surprising, as Mayo (1946) 

and Roethlisberger and Dickson (1939) found that workers were more responsive to social factors, 

such as the people they worked with on a team and the amount of interest their manager had in their 
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work, rather than the physical factors (e.g. lighting) the researchers had gone in to examine. Instead, 

the researchers found that social relationships among the workers affected their work attitudes and 

behaviour (Homans, 1961; Mayo, 1946; Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939).  

This included social relationships arising from informal work groups, as well as supervisory 

relationships (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008). This promising research on group work led Trist and 

Bamforth (1951) to understand the influence of social environment in work design. They conducted 

research on the power of autonomous group work designs at the Tavistock Institute in Great Britain. 

Trist and Bamforth (1951) found that when there were changes made to work design such that the 

employees’ social environment was altered, productivity declined, and workers demonstrated 

counter-productive work behaviours. This stream of research concluded that social environment is 

important for the effective performance of employees. However, this stream of research did not focus 

on the kind of tasks the employees were performing and whether the employees preferred to perform 

the tasks. Instead their focus was to determine whether social environment affected the way 

employees performed their jobs.   

Moreover, Walker and Guest (1952) reported that counter-productive work behaviour 

occurred in organisations. At the time, counter-productive behaviour included tardiness and 

productivity restrictions. These authors attributed this to the fact that employees did not care about 

their simplified jobs, and so behaved in such a way that decreased efficiency at work (Walker & 

Guest, 1952). In an effort to deal with these counterproductive behaviours, a number of scholars 

developed approaches to job design that would allow employees to achieve high levels of 

performance without incurring the costs associated with simplified work (Davis & Taylor, 1972; 

Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006).  

Motivational Approaches 

One of the most popular approaches, the motivation-hygiene theory (also known as two-factor 

theory) was developed by Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959). Herzberg et al. (1959) posited 

that for organisations to enhance employee performance and job satisfaction they require two set of 
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factors where jobs should be enlarged and enriched. Motivators refer to intrinsic factors that lead to 

job satisfaction, whereas hygiene factors refer to features of the broader work context that are extrinsic 

to the work itself. Extrinsic factors include such things as supervisory and peer relationships and 

working conditions. If employees are not satisfied the two-factor theory, this suggests that hygiene 

factors lead to job dissatisfaction, which means that job satisfaction and dissatisfaction have different 

causes (Herzberg et al., 1959).  

Although, Herzberg’s (Herzberg et al., 1959) theory rose to prominence, there were several 

criticisms directed at this model. For example, researchers suggested that Herzberg’s theory provides 

little guidance about the specific properties that might be introduced during job enrichment and does 

not offer an approach for measuring the presence of these job properties (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). 

Another criticism came from Paul, Robertson, and Herzberg (1969), who suggested that like scientific 

management, job changes were imposed by management in a top-down fashion without giving 

employees opportunities to suggest changes in the work itself. Furthermore, Davis and Taylor (1972) 

reported that Herzberg did not consider whether employees’ responsiveness was positive or negative 

to enriched work through job changes, meaning not everyone responded positively to enriched work. 

Herzberg et al. (1959) focus was to enrich jobs, with no specific attention paid to the preference in 

employee tasks. Within this research, employees were not involved in the process of job design, with 

no opportunity for considering preferred and non-preferred tasks.  

Turner and Lawrence 

The next major influence in work design research happened in the mid-1960s and 1970s when 

Turner and Lawrence (1965) sought to develop a more systematic classification of six requisite task 

attributes: variety (the degree to which a job requires employees to perform a wide range of operations 

in their work and/or degree to which employees must use a variety of equipment and procedures in 

their work), autonomy (the extent to which employees have a major say in scheduling their work, 

selecting the equipment they will use, and deciding on procedures to be followed), task identity (the 

extent to which employees do an entire or whole piece of work and can clearly identify the result of 
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their efforts), feedback (the degree to which employees receive information as they are working, 

which reveals how well they are performing on the job), dealing with others (the degree to which a 

job requires employees to deal with other people, either customers, other company employees, or 

both to complete the work), and friendship opportunities (the degree to which a job allows employees 

to talk with one another on the job and to establish informal relationships with other employees at 

work. The influence was probably due to the fact that these were early stages of transitioning from 

manufacturing dominant economies to knowledge economy. Turner and Lawrence (1965) argued that 

it was very important to acknowledge workers’ responses to task attributes when designing a job. 

Turner and Lawrence (1965) raised the possibility that jobs could be described from behavioural 

(what behaviours need to be enacted for the work to be completed), technical (physical and 

mechanical operations to be performed), organisational (function of the job in combining with other 

jobs to achieve the organisation’s goals), social (the social desirability and status of the work), and 

personal (expected career progression) perspectives (Grant et al., 2011).  

In their research, Turner and Lawrence (1965) used a sample of 470 workers in 47 jobs across 

11 organisations and found that the requisite task attributes, such as autonomy and responsibility, 

predicted higher satisfaction and attendance only among employees from factories in small towns, 

but not in urban settings. They also identified associated task attributes such as pay, cycle time, and 

the level of mechanisation that impacted on performance. These authors concluded that employees 

with different subcultural backgrounds reacted differently to task preferences (Turner & Lawrence, 

1965). However, their research did not delver deeper into the understanding of task preferences and 

the source of those preferences.  

Job Characteristics Model 

Turner and Lawrence’s (1965) research was influential because it developed measures of 

several important work characteristics that helped lay the foundation of the next and the most 

influential contribution in work design research, that is, job characteristics theory (Hackman & 

Oldham, 1975, 1976). Hackman and Lawler (1971) developed a conceptual framework with roots in 
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Turner and Lawrence’s (1965) work, as well as in classic formulations of expectancy theory (Porter 

& Lawler, 1968; Vroom, 1964). Porter and Lawler (1968) focused on the effects of four core job 

characteristics (autonomy, variety, task identity, and feedback) and two interpersonal job dimensions 

(dealing with others, friendship opportunities) and argued that each of these would be strongly related 

to an employee’s intrinsic motivation (the extent to which the employee feels good when performing 

well, and feels bad when performing poorly), job satisfaction and performance, as well as lower 

absenteeism for employees with strong higher order needs for accomplishment and personal growth. 

Results from their research provided support for four core dimensions; however, two interpersonal 

job dimensions did not clearly relate to outcomes and were removed (Turner and Lawrence, 1965).  

These four core dimensions laid the foundation for the job characteristics model (JCM) 

(Hackman & Oldham, 1975, 1976, 1980), the most widely researched and debated framework for 

understanding job design research (Ghosh, Rai, Chauhan, Gupta, & Singh, 2015; Grant et al., 2011). 

Two significant studies were carried out using data from 600 employees in 62 different jobs, which 

helped Hackman and Oldham (1975) develop the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS), which became the 

basis for testing the underlying theory for job characteristics model in the study by Hackman and 

Oldham (1976). Although the development of the JDS included seven job dimensions, only five were 

considered “core” (skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback from the job 

itself).  

 Hackman and Oldham (1980) further argued that these five core job characteristics were 

properties of the structure of employees’ assigned tasks that influence their job perceptions. Task 

significance is the extent to which the job provides opportunities to have a positive impact on the 

well-being of other people; task identity is the extent to which the job allows individuals to complete 

a whole, identifiable, visible piece of work from start to finish; skill variety is the extent to which the 

job involves a wide range of capabilities and talents; autonomy is the extent to which the job provides 

freedom and discretion in how and when to do the work; and feedback is the extent to which the job 
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itself provides clear, direct information about performance effectiveness (Hackman & Oldham, 

1980).  

 Hackman and Oldham (1980) proposed that each job characteristic is expected to lead to three 

critical psychological states: experienced meaningfulness, responsibility, and knowledge of results. 

Specifically, skill variety, task significance, and task identity are expected to contribute to the 

experienced meaningfulness of the work. When these characteristics are present, employees will 

perceive their work as more worthwhile and valuable. Autonomy is expected to contribute to the 

experienced responsibility for work outcomes and feedback is expected to deliver direct knowledge 

of the results of the work. Hackman and Oldham (1976) argued that critical psychological states 

would mediate the positive association between the core job characteristics and the outcomes of 

internal work motivation, performance quality, job and growth satisfaction, and low absenteeism and 

turnover. Employees satisfied with the context would be expected to respond positively to jobs high 

on these characteristics because they would be able to focus their attention directly on the work itself. 

This is consistent with Herzberg’s (1966) position about the role of the context and hygiene factors 

in job enrichment.  

Finally, the JDS was created to assess jobholder descriptions of the job characteristics along 

with other constructs central to the theory (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Since JCM overplayed on 

psychological factors (and by arguing for a job role focus) the aggregated factors of the JCM became 

the focus, which moved away from a single consideration of task activities (Hackman & Oldham, 

1980). Therefore, it is important for this research to bring back the focus to explore further the discrete 

tasks that can affect the overall job design. The JCM continued to focus on how to make jobs 

motivational and the researchers continued to use JCM to monitor the effect of core characteristics 

on outcomes; however, a need to explore the tasks that employees do not prefer to perform was 

neglected, which in reality may hinder the motivational aspects of the overall job.  

 Several hundred studies have tested the JCM over more than four decades. Most of the studies 

have utilised a cross-sectional design, using self-reports or occupational title classifications to 
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evaluate job characteristics and self-reports, observer reports, or objective behavioural measures to 

assess motivation (Fried, Levi, & Laurence, 2008), satisfaction (Cunningham & MacGregor, 2000; 

Krishnan et al., 2010; Mohr & Zoghi, 2008; Taber & Alliger, 1995), performance (Grant, 2008; 

Hsieh, Vivian Chen, Lee, & Kao, 2012), and withdrawal behaviours (Falkenburg & Schyns, 2007). 

Meta-analyses provide general support for hypotheses that the core job characteristics are associated 

with favourable attitudinal and behavioural reactions, as mediated by the critical psychological states 

(Johns, Xie, & Fang, 1992). For example, there has been strong support for the expected positive 

relations between the core characteristics and employee attitudinal outcomes (e.g., internal 

motivation, job satisfaction); however, the relations between job characteristics and behavioural 

outcomes (e.g., attendance, performance) were found to be relatively modest in magnitude 

(Humphrey et al., 2007; Kopelman, 1985; Parker, den Broeck, et al., 2017).  

Moreover, results have provided strong support for experienced meaningfulness as a 

mediator, but only weak support for experienced responsibility, and little support for knowledge of 

results (Humphrey et al., 2007). Results involving the proposed moderators provided only mixed 

support for growth need strength (Fried & Ferris, 1987; Loher et al., 1985) and for context satisfaction 

(DeVaro, Li, & Brookshire, 2007; Fried et al., 2008). While some studies have found support and 

others have not (Johns et al., 1992; Tiegs, Tetrick, & Fried, 1992). These conflicting results could be 

due to the theoretical possibility that growth need strength may be more relevant to some outcomes 

than others, or that these findings could be an artefact of range restriction and other measurement 

limitations (Fried & Ferris, 1987; Grant et al., 2011; Johns et al., 1992; Loher et al., 1985).  

In addition, meta-analytic evidence offered by Fried and Ferris (1987) as well as Humphrey 

and colleagues (2007) shows that the five job characteristics are strongly related to job satisfaction 

and work motivation, with average corrected correlations of r =.41 and r =.39 respectively. This 

research indicated that experienced meaningfulness is a key mediator of job characteristics’ effects 

on work outcomes. However, the effects of the characteristics on more distal work outcomes is not 

as strong, as the five characteristics had an average corrected correlation of r =.19 with subjective 
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ratings of performance and only r = .03 with objective performance. Further, Humphrey et al. (2007, 

p. 1346) concluded that the most important mediator of the motivational characteristics-work 

outcome relationships was experienced meaning. Little support was found for the mediating effects 

of either experienced responsibility or knowledge of results. Further, studies on the moderating effects 

of growth-need strength have found inconsistent results (Fried & Ferris, 1987; Tiegs, Tetrick, & 

Fried, 1992). 

Another extension of the JCM has been through examining the difference between enriched 

tasks and enriched jobs. In his motivation-hygiene theory, Herzberg (1966) posited that in order to 

enhance employee performance and job satisfaction, jobs should be enriched rather than simplified. 

That is, work should be designed to include “motivators” that would foster employee responsibility, 

achievement, growth in competence, recognition, and advancement. An interesting insight provided 

by Wong and Campion (1991) is that the job is a set of tasks, that when combined, are called a job 

(Griffin, 1987). If we consider this, then it is apparent that it is not clear whether the five core job 

characteristics are motivating at discrete level of tasks or at the aggregate level of a job. Grant et al. 

(2011) also highlighted that a number of job characteristics can be considered features of tasks, such 

as task identity and task significance, whereas the other characteristics are defined and measured as 

features of jobs.  

In response to these criticisms, Taber and Alliger (1995) suggested that employees use 

different psychological processes to evaluate their job as a whole, when compared to the individual 

tasks that comprise that job. Therefore, tasks and jobs are seen and defined externally, which does 

not necessarily take in to account the employees’ own perception of the job and the individual tasks 

that they perform (Dierdorff & Morgeson, 2007; Morrison, 1994). This then suggests that it is 

important for researchers to deepen their knowledge of how employees experience their work on a 

daily basis by incorporating more molecular, personalised units of work, such as discrete tasks, roles, 

duties, activities, and projects (Grant et al., 2011; Rana et al., 2017). More recently, researchers have 

begun to devote greater attention to extending the JCM conceptually to include a broader range of 
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job characteristics, including negative characteristics and additional mediators, moderators, and 

antecedents (Grant & Parker, 2009; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Parker et al., 2001; Rana et al., 

2017).  

Interdisciplinary perspectives of job design  

Although the JCM is the dominant framework for understanding job design, it is important to 

consider interdisciplinary perspectives on job design. One advantage of doing this is that it becomes 

clear that job design can be implemented in order to achieve different outcomes that are often not 

compatible (e.g., job satisfaction versus efficiency). Researchers have argued that that no single 

approach to job design can explain variance in all possible outcomes of job design. However, 

consideration of multiple theoretical approaches can explain a substantial proportion of variance in a 

broad array of outcomes (Morgeson et al., 2012). For example, the motivational approach to job 

design strives to produce jobs that are stimulating and mentally demanding, but it may have the 

unintended consequence of increasing training times and staffing difficulties (Morgeson et al., 2012). 

Work designed according to mechanistic/ perceptual/motor approaches is at the other extreme, 

because jobs may be designed inadequately in terms of satisfaction and growth potential. The 

biological approach to job design is primarily constrained by the costs of modifying equipment and 

environments. This section further explains the interdisciplinary perspectives on job design. 

Most job design research has adopted Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) motivational 

perspective. However, some researchers have acknowledged a need to broaden job design literature 

and integrate it with principles from other disciplines (Campion, 1988). For example, Campion, 

(1988), Campion and McClelland, (1991), Campion, Mumford, Morgeson, and Nahrgang, (2005), 

and Campion and Thayer (1985) introduced an interdisciplinary perspective that theoretically 

integrated four different approaches to job design. Campion et al., (2005) also developed a more 

comprehensive Multimethod Job Design Questionnaire (MJDQ). They suggested that practitioners 

needed to consider all four different approaches when redesigning work (Morgeson et al., 2012). 

Initially, the motivational perspective of job design or JCM principles included skill variety, 
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autonomy, task identity and feedback (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). The drawback of the motivational 

perspective was that although it offered benefits such as satisfaction, retention and motivation, it came 

at a higher cost of training and stress (Grant et al., 2011; Oldham & Fried, 2016; Parker, den Broeck, 

et al., 2017).   

Therefore, the first alternative to JCM approach is the mechanistic perspective (Campion, 

1988), which is based in the domain of industrial engineering (Barnes, 1980; Taylor, 1911). This 

perspective offers benefits for efficiency and staffing and training. The mechanistic perspective arose 

during the industrial revolution, emphasising a combination of scientific management principles and 

economic principles such as simplification, specialisation and repetition (Campion et al., 2005). 

However, this perspective resulted in lower levels of motivation and satisfaction (Campion et al., 

2005). The focus of this approach was on making tasks simple. The fact that this perspective resulted 

in lower levels of employee motivation and satisfaction suggests that this research could have further 

considered the preference of employees towards individual tasks.  

The second perspective emerged from cognitive psychology (Fogel, 1967; McCormick, 1976) 

and human factors (Meister, 1971). This perspective was labelled the perceptual-motor perspective 

(Campion, 1988), and resulted from the increase in technological complexity and a shift in jobs from 

manually performing work to operating and monitoring. This approach offers benefits in job design 

due to a reduction in errors, accidents, and mental overload (Campion, 1988; Campion et al., 2005). 

However, this approach also has its share of drawbacks, such as causing boredom at work (Fisher, 

1993). It is interesting that despite this being labelled a cognitive approach, there was no consideration 

of individual differences. Taking note of individual differences and employee preferences for tasks 

could have reduced the boredom of employees, especially for those employees who experience 

enjoyment of these tasks.  

The final approach emerged from ergonomics and medical sciences research and is called the 

biological perspective (Campion, 1988). This approach seeks to alleviate physical stress at work. The 

benefits that this approach offer to job design are better health and a reduction in stress and fatigue 
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through increased consideration of postural factors. The drawback of this approach is that it involves 

considerable financial resources and low levels of physical activity (Campion et al., 2005).   

As shown above, each of the approaches identified tend to be studied within a single discipline 

and primarily focus on the benefits of solving one particular problem (Campion et al., 2005). 

However, a number of approaches are associated with costs, although the costs were not clearly 

recognised until interdisciplinary research was conducted that directly compared the models 

(Campion, 1988; Campion & Thayer, 1985). One study explicitly examined the benefits and costs of 

these four approaches using longitudinal quasi-experiments conducted with clerical employees and 

managers in a financial services organisation (Campion & McClelland, 1991). The results of this 

work suggested that when the researchers added tasks and combined jobs the result was an 

improvement in motivation (leading to higher satisfaction), lower boredom, greater probability of 

detecting errors, and improved customer service. However, this also resulted in a decline in 

mechanistic principles because the employees required extensive training, higher skills, and higher 

compensation (Campion & McClelland, 1991). It would have been useful to further these studies by 

considering individual preferences for those tasks in work roles. Indeed, some of the outcomes could 

have been different if individual differences were considered when designing these jobs.  

Following their 1991 study, Campion and McClelland (1993) conducted a follow up study 

two years later. This study suggested that the benefits and costs of job redesign changed over time, 

and that this was a function of how the redesign was conducted. When the organisations used a second 

approach to redesign where they added more low-level tasks, they enriched the job by adding higher 

level responsibilities for understanding procedures and rules for the organisation’s products 

(Campion & McClelland, 1993). This made employees more satisfied over time and they experienced 

less overload, made fewer errors, and provided better customer service (Campion et al., 2005; Grant 

et al., 2011; Grant & Parker, 2009). However, a study by Morgeson and Campion (2002) extended 

the early work by showing that there were ways to redesign jobs and minimise the trade-offs between 

the motivational and mechanistic approaches such that both satisfaction and efficiency were 
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enhanced. They suggested that by increasing specialisation, employees can work on clusters of tasks 

that allow for both skill utilisation and efficiency (Morgeson & Campion, 2002). Edwards, Scully, 

and Brtek (2000) showed that each of the four interdisciplinary approaches to job design is 

multidimensional. Their analyses revealed that the negative relationship between motivational and 

mechanistic job design was primarily due to the common trade-off between skill usage and simplicity: 

as one increases, the other tends to decrease (Edwards et al., 2000).  

Further Research on Job Characteristics   

 In recent years, research on job design and job characteristics has expanded, with numerous 

articles being published with job characteristics that have now moved beyond the JCM and 

Campion’s MJDQ framework (Federici, Boon & Den Hartog, 2019; Lazazzara et al., 2019; Morgeson 

et al., 2019; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). Authors now suggest that with the modern workforce 

and contemporary organisations, it is time to research new characteristics of jobs because past 

characteristics have not captured all relevant dimensions (Lazazzara et al., 2019; Morgeson et al., 

2019). More recently, Morgeson and colleagues developed an integrative typology and Work Design 

Questionnaire (WDQ) that divides job characteristics into four broad categories: task, physical, 

knowledge, and social (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). In addition, Grant (2007), and Grant and 

Parker (2009) also suggested that the social dimensions of work should be given considerable 

attention. Therefore, WDQ is gaining wide attention amongst scholars because it provides a broader 

perspective with four categories that manages to capture a number of dimensions of job characteristics 

that have not been considered in the past. Although WDQ is still not comprehensive enough to capture 

all characteristics of a job, it assists researchers to research beyond a relatively narrow focus on the 

characteristics of the tasks that employees perform (Humphrey et al., 2007).  

 Scholars agree that it is important to study the physical environment as well as the task 

environment to gain a complete understanding of job design (Fried, Slowik, Ben-David, & Tiegs, 

2001; May, Oldham, & Rathert, 2005; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). Oldham and Rotchford (1983) 

were amongst the first scholars to identify the importance of physical environments in which 
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employees perform their jobs. They conducted a study with university employees and found that 

certain characteristics of the office were related to satisfaction and discretionary behaviour through 

employees’ interpersonal, job, and environmental experiences. These office characteristics included 

openness, accessibility, workspace density, office density, and darkness (Oldham & Rotchford, 

1983). Two years later, Stone and Gueutal (1985) reported that physical demands are one of the three 

core dimensions along which individuals perceive jobs.  

Furthermore, May, Schwoerer, Reed, and Potter (1997) found that employees with low self-

efficacy or external loci of health control are more responsive to physical conditions. Other physical 

characteristics that researchers have studied are physical taint or dirty jobs (Ashforth & Kreiner, 

1999), and physical danger at work (Jermier, Gaines, & McIntosh, 1989). Some researchers have 

even examined noise as a physical characteristic and found that music is a source of relaxation in 

simple jobs (Oldham, Cummings, Mischel, Schmidtke, & Zhou, 1995), whereas some researchers 

found that ambient noise is a source of job dissatisfaction, stress, high blood pressure, and 

absenteeism in complex jobs (Fried, Melamed, & Ben-David, 2002; Melamed et al., 2001). Finally, 

in a recent meta-analysis, Humphrey et al. (2007) suggested that the physical characteristics of a job 

explained a 16% incremental variance in stress and 4% incremental variance in job satisfaction. 

Humphrey et al. (2007) found contextual characteristics had an average corrected correlation of r = 

.20 with job satisfaction. 

 Researchers have also suggested that it is very important to understand the social 

characteristics of a job, such as the interpersonal connections, interactions, and relationships that are 

formed for assigned work (Grant et al., 2011; Matsuo, 2019; Parker, den Broeck, et al., 2017). Several 

measures developed in the 1960s and 1970s were designed to tap the social dimensions but received 

little attention in those early years of job design research (Oldham & Fried, 2016). These dimensions 

included measures of optional interaction and required interaction that were relevant for the service 

sector (Turner & Lawrence, 1965). Another measure was developed by Sims et al. (1976) and 

measured interaction with others. Friendship opportunities (Hackman & Lawler, 1971) and feedback 
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from co-workers and supervisors (Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Karasek, 1979) were other measures 

developed to measure social characteristics. More recently, Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) 

considered jobs as varying in terms of four social characteristics: social support, interdependence, 

interaction outside the organisation, and feedback from others. Interdependence emphasises the 

extent to which employees rely on each other to complete work, whereas interaction outside the 

organisation describes the extent to which the job enables employees to communicate and interrelate 

with people external to the organisation’s boundaries, such as clients or customers (Morgeson & 

Humphrey, 2006). These social characteristics are important for job design research. Meta-analytic 

evidence presented by Humphrey and colleagues (2007) found social characteristics had an average 

corrected correlation of r = .34 with job satisfaction, r = .26 with internal work motivation, and r = 

.19 with subjective performance ratings. 

 Finally, researchers such as Campion (1988) have suggested that jobs vary in terms of the 

knowledge that they require employees to acquire, retain, and utilise. In their WDQ, Morgeson and 

Humphrey (2006) synthesised research into five knowledge characteristics of jobs: complexity, 

information processing, problem solving, skill variety, and specialisation. They found that knowledge 

characteristics predict job satisfaction; and unlike task characteristics, knowledge characteristics are 

related to training and compensation requirements. Campion (1988) and Edwards et al. (2000) were 

among the first researchers to consider complexity as a job characteristic, allowing researchers to 

focus on how difficult a job is to complete.  

Information processing is a knowledge characteristic that captures the extent to which a job 

requires employees’ to pay attention to events, monitor data, and actively use cognitive abilities for 

sense-making and decision-making purposes (Jackson, Wall, Martin, & Davids, 1993; Martin & Wall, 

1989). Problem solving, a third knowledge characteristic, focuses on the degree to which the job 

involves generating ideas, implementing solutions, and diagnosing and resolving errors (Wall, 

Corbett, Martin, Clegg, & Jackson, 1990), activities that are especially common in jobs with high 

creativity requirements (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Unsworth, Wall, & Carter, 2005). Skill 
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variety, a fourth knowledge characteristic, is drawn directly from Hackman and Oldham’s (1976) 

conceptualisation of the breadth of capabilities required to carry out the work. Specialisation, a fifth 

knowledge characteristic, differs from skill variety in that it captures the depth, rather than breadth, 

of skills required to perform the work (Campion, 1988; Edwards et al., 2000; Morgeson & Humphrey, 

2006).  

The Measurement of Job Characteristics  

 Since the inception of the JCM, numerous studies have used the associated measurement tool 

and linked this with various organisational outcomes. Some of the notable criticisms of the JCM have 

been that it fails to distinguish the objective characteristics (i.e., autonomy, task significance) of jobs 

and the job incumbent’s cognition about these characteristics (Roberts & Glick, 1981). Specifically, 

the JCM focuses on job incumbent task perceptions without clearly articulating the relations between 

these perceptions and the numerous other factors besides the objective job attributes that may affect 

job perceptions such as social cues and changing needs.  

While the JCM has been criticised, it has been the most widely used model in the job design 

literature for many decades. The assessment tool developed for measuring job characteristics is the 

Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS; Hackman & Oldham, 1976). This survey provides for the measurement 

of the five core job characteristics, the critical psychological states and work outcomes, and two of 

the proposed moderator variables (i.e., growth need strength (GNS) and context satisfaction). Below, 

I discuss some of the studies that have used the JDS measurements in their research. 

Birnbaum, Farh, and Wong (1986) examined the factor structure of 15 items taken from the 

Job Diagnostic Survey, using data obtained from 57 different jobs from 37 organisations in Hong 

Kong. They focused on the relation between job incumbents’ perceptions and supervisory perceptions 

of job characteristics together with job incumbents’ work satisfaction. These authors reported 

solutions inconsistent with the priori five factor structure (Dunham, Aldag, & Brief, 1977).  

Thereafter, Idaszak and Drasgow (1987) examined whether the five negatively worded JDS 

items were responsible for the inconsistent solutions obtained in previous research. Idaszak, Bottom, 



 39 

and Drasgow (1988) found that replacing the negatively worded items with positively worded items 

resulted in a better fit with the a priori structure (Oldham & Fried, 2016). However, little research 

has dealt with dimensionality issues and most contemporary work examining job characteristics uses 

either the original JDS or alternatives such as the Job Characteristics Inventory (Sims et al., 1976), 

and more recently, the Work Design Questionnaire (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006).  

Kulik, Oldham, and Langner’s (1988) study also contrasted the JDS developed by Hackman 

and Oldham (1980) with the revised version survey proposed by Idaszak and Drasgow (1987). A 

sample of 224 dairy workers completed both versions of the JDS. Results of confirmatory factor 

analyses showed that the revised JDS items conformed more closely to the hypothesised five-factor 

structure than did the original JDS items. However, the results indicated that the revised items did not 

improve the effectiveness of the JDS in predicting satisfaction, internal motivation or productivity.  

Furthermore, in their factor analysis of the JCM, Sims et al. (1976) obtained responses from 

both non-supervisory employees of a medical centre (n = 941) and supervisory employees (n = 192) 

of a manufacturing firm in a cross-sectional study. Support was found for the a priori dimensionality 

of the five job characteristics. Pokorney, Gilmore and Beehr (1980) collected data from 173 

employees of a large insurance company with branches located throughout the USA and Canada to 

test the a priori dimensionality of the JDS. Their results found support for the theoretically expected 

dimensionality of the JDS.  

Additional support for the postulated dimensionality of the job characteristics is provided by 

Lee and Klein (1982), using a sample of 1632 public sector workers in a cross-sectional study with 

participants comprising of various types of jobs such as administrators, technicians, skilled craft 

persons. Harvey, Billings and Nilan’s (1985) study gives further credence to the five-factor structure 

of the model. They conducted a cross sectional study collecting data from 2028 full and part time 

workers of the Ohio National guard. These authors found support for JDS a priori structure using 

confirmatory factor analysis. Finally, the study of Johns et al., (1992), based on a random sample of 
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605 first and second level managers in a large utility company in Canada, also found support for the 

five-factor solution. 

In contrast, Dunham (1976) found that a single factor accounted for 83% of the explained 

variance in a cross-sectional study of 3610 employees of a large merchandising corporation, thus not 

supporting the five job characteristics as specified by the theoretical model. Based on an alternative 

factor rotation, the consideration of a four-factor solution was advised with the skill variety and 

autonomy items collapsing to form a common factor. Dunham concluded that a single or a four-factor 

structure was the most parsimonious solution for this particular study. Dunham et al., (1977) reported 

on the factor structure of job characteristics in their cross-sectional study. The JDS data of 5945 

workers from five different organisations and a wide variety of jobs and backgrounds were collected. 

The data were divided into 20 subsamples that ranged from unskilled material handling workers 

through top level corporate executives and included public service employees such as police officers 

and correction officers. Results from this study indicated that there was an inconsistency in the 

dimensionality of the job characteristics across samples. The structure of five job characteristics was 

found in only two of the 20 subsamples investigated (i.e., territorial staff and assistant sales 

managers). Finally, results suggested that skill variety, task significance and job autonomy might be 

part of one dimension because of high possible cross-factor loadings among the items of these 

dimensions. 

 Roberts and Glick (1981) noted that JCM argued jobholders consider the objective properties 

of their jobs and then provide accurate descriptions of these properties on the JDS. Hackman and 

Lawler (1971) and Hackman and Oldham (1975, 1976, 1980) argue that workers’ perception of the 

extent to which the job characteristics are present in their job determines personal and work outcomes. 

The question thus arises as to whether objective changes in job characteristics result in changes in 

subjective job perceptions. Fried and Ferris (1987) addressed this issue of the linkage between 

subjective and objective job characteristics in their comprehensive review of nearly 200 relevant 

studies of the JCM model. In general, the studies included in their meta-analysis showed that objective 
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manipulations of jobs do result in changes in the job perceptions of workers in the direction of 

objective change. This supports a fundamental assumption of the JCM. 

  Algera’s (1983) research was at the forefront of this to examine whether employees’ job 

ratings converged with ratings made by observers (e.g., researchers) who were expected to provide 

more accurate descriptions of the work. In a study examining the influence of 24 job characteristics 

(e.g., working under time pressure, changes in work pace, how far the job is regarded as difficult, 

how often the same activities are repeated) on 17 dependent variables (e.g., internal work motivation, 

anxiety, stress, job involvement), Algera found similar correlation patterns when task characteristics 

were rated by task performers and when task characteristics were rated by non-task performers. 

Oldham, Hackman and Pearce (1976) and Stone and Porter (1978) likewise found similar correlations 

between task characteristics (e.g., job scope) and outcomes (e.g., work satisfaction) when task 

performers rated the task, when peers rated the task, and when supervisors rated the tasks. These 

findings imply that there is strong support for the relationship between objective and subjective job 

characteristics.    

In their meta-analysis, Fried and Ferris (1987) found moderate convergence between 

employee ratings of the task characteristics and observer ratings of task characteristics, suggesting 

that employees and observers generally provided similar descriptions of jobs. Fried and Ferris (1987) 

conducted a meta-analysis of nearly 200 relevant studies using the JDS, with data from a sample of 

6930 employees in 56 organisations across 876 different jobs. A principal axis factor analysis, with 

an oblique factor rotation was applied in the analysis of data. Results showed that task identity and 

feedback can be regarded as separate and distinct job characteristics, but that skill variety, task 

significance, and autonomy collapsed into a single factor. Possible causes resulting in a lack of 

support for the expected 5-factor structure included the moderating influence of age, education and 

position on the underlying factor structure. For young highly educated people, the results supported 

the priori five-factor solution (Fried & Ferris, 1987). 
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 Another stream of research lead by Salancik and Pfeffer (1978), based on social information 

processing theory, proposed that employees based their ratings on social information about the job 

available in the environment and not on objective job features. O’Reilly and Caldwell (1979) tested 

this idea by contrasting the effects of objective job conditions with informational job cues provided 

by others (Griffin, 1983). In their meta-analysis, Taber and Taylor (1990) showed that information 

provided by others did have an impact on employee job ratings, but that the effect of this information 

was weaker than that of objective job properties, which was further confirmed by Spector (1992).  

 Finally, several studies have focused on the possibility that employees’ personal dispositions 

(e.g., core self-evaluations, personality) shape their descriptions of job characteristics (Judge, Bono, 

& Locke, 2000; Thomas, Buboltz, & Winkelspecht, 2004). The basic argument was that employees 

describe their jobs as more complex and challenging in nature because they are predisposed to 

perceive all aspects of their work positively (Oldham & Fried, 2016). 

 In their meta-analysis on core self-evaluations (i.e., self-esteem, self-efficacy, locus of control, 

neuroticism), Chang, Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, and Tan (2012) showed that a composite measure of 

self-evaluations was positively related to a summary measure of job characteristics and to some 

individual job characteristics (e.g., autonomy); however, some studies showed generally weak 

relations between measures of personality and job characteristics (Spector, Fox, & Van Katwyk, 

1999). The results of research concerned with the objectivity of employee job ratings suggest that 

employees provide generally accurate descriptions of their job characteristics, although these 

descriptions might be shaped somewhat by employees’ personal dispositions and external conditions 

(Oldham & Fried, 2016). As a result of these findings, most contemporary studies in the area of job 

design use employees’ self-reports of their job characteristics (Astrauskaite, Notelaers, 

Medisauskaite, & Kern, 2015; Barrick, Thurgood, Smith, & Courtwright, 2015).  

In summary, this review of empirical research suggests there has been inconsistent support 

for the JDS since its inception (Fried & Ferris, 1987; Idaszak & Drasgow, 1987). The biggest criticism 

of the JDS concerns the lack of attention directed toward the relationship between objective and 
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perceived job characteristics. Due to inconsistent results, researchers have revised the JDS (Idaszak 

& Drasgow, 1987) by removing the negatively worded items from the original JDS scale (Hackman 

& Oldham,1975). Many studies have used the revised JDS scale and found consistency in results to 

support five factor structure with the revised scale (Birnbaum et al., 1986; Fried & Ferris, 1987; Kulik 

et al., 1988).     

Major Outcomes of Job Design Research 

Most of the early research on job design focused on traditional outcomes such as job 

satisfaction and performance (Oldham & Fried, 2016). However, as researchers have broadened job 

design theories and considered additional job characteristics, new outcomes have been considered. 

Some recent research on job design has focused on outcomes such as bullying (Astrauskaite et al., 

2015; Baillien, De Cuyper, & De Witte, 2011). Another outcome that research on job design has 

focused on is creativity. According to Amabile (1996), creativity refers to the production of ideas 

concerning organisational products, practices, services, or procedures that are novel and useful to the 

organisation. Oldham and Baer (2012) suggested that employee creativity is of value because it 

provides management with ideas that might be implemented and introduced in the organisation. In 

general, the studies that have examined relations between motivational job characteristics of 

employees jobs and their creativity show that individuals exhibit high creativity when they work on 

jobs that include high levels of autonomy, skill variety, and job-based feedback (Coelho & Augusto, 

2010; Farmer, Tierney, & Kung-McIntyre, 2003; Shalley, Gilson, & Blum, 2009; Shalley, Zhou, & 

Oldham, 2004; Zhang & Bartol, 2010).  

Another major outcome that has been examined in relation to job design is organisational 

citizenship behaviour (OCBs), which refers to discretionary behaviours that employees exhibit that 

are not required by the employee’s role or job description (Organ, 1988). A meta-analysis showed 

that three task characteristics, namely, task feedback, task routine, and intrinsically satisfying tasks 

were significantly related to these OCBs (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996). Other research 

has examined the relationship between motivational job characteristics and summary indices 
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composed of scores on several OCBs (Chen & Chiu, 2009; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006; Purvanova, 

Bono, & Dzieweczynski, 2006).  

 Finally, employee health and well-being has garnered the recent attention of researchers 

investigating the relationship with job characteristics (Lambert, Hogan, Dial, Jiang, & Khondaker, 

2012). Results suggest that several job characteristics relate substantially to well-being indicators, 

especially psychological outcomes (Humphrey et al., 2007). Humphrey et al.’s (2007) meta-analysis 

showed that job characteristics (e.g., working conditions, autonomy, task identity, feedback from 

agents) were negatively related to stress and exhaustion. These results suggest that working under 

poor conditions and on jobs low on motivational characteristics can adversely impact employees’ 

mental health (Humphrey et al., 2007; Oldham & Fried, 2016). A study by Melamed et al. (2001) 

showed a significant relationship between an overall measure of job complexity and systolic and 

diastolic blood pressure rates only for employees exposed to high levels of noise. The design of jobs 

had little impact on blood pressure when noise levels were low. Similarly, a study by Fried et al. 

(2013) showed that an index of the core characteristics had a curvilinear relation with two indicators 

of employee obesity (i.e., waist circumference and waist-hip ratio), such that the lowest rates were 

present when employee jobs were moderately complex. Higher rates of obesity were present when 

jobs were either simple or complex, suggesting that employees find jobs at these levels to be either 

under- or over-stimulating.  

Recent developments in Job Design – Job Crafting and Job-Demands- Resources Models 

Job Crafting 

The way people work has significantly changed in recent times due to an exponential rise in 

technology. Work has transformed from the days when management decided how employees should 

perform their work (Staw & Boettger, 1990) to the rise of “gig economy”, where people are 

increasingly working for themselves as freelancers (Pichault & McKeown, 2019). To stay abreast 

with changes in work and job design, recent interest has emerged in the practice of job crafting. In 
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simple terms, job crafting involves employees taking the initiative in terms of customising their own 

work to fit their needs, values, skills, and abilities (Teng, 2019; Zhang & Parker, 2019).  

Early work on job crafting concerned describing the ways that employees might shape their 

own jobs. Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) suggested three general approaches that employees might 

take to shaping their own jobs including: cognitive (changing the way an individual perceives his or 

her job), task (changing the content of work), and relational (changing the quality and amount of 

interaction with others). Job crafting is based in employees’ need to gain control, develop a positive 

self-image, and increase social relatedness at work (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2013). 

Tims and Bakker (2010) adopted a resource-based perspective on job crafting. These authors 

defined job crafting as employee-driven changes in tangible work role boundaries. Petrou, Demerouti, 

Peeters, Schaufeli, and Hetland (2012) mention three job crafting types including efforts to increase 

job resources (e.g., asking for social support), increase challenging job demands (e.g., volunteering 

for projects), and decreasing hindering job demands (e.g., avoiding contact with demanding 

customers). Successfully decreasing hindering job demands can help to conserve resources (Bruning 

& Campion, 2018). Indeed, researchers have argued that job crafting motives are rooted in 

employees’ need to align their levels of job resources and job demands with their own abilities and 

preferences (Tims & Bakker, 2010). The resource-based job crafting conceptualization assumes that 

job crafting leads to job characteristics which promote work engagement, health and related benefits 

such as performance (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019). 

Researchers have examined several ways to define and measure job crafting, relying heavily 

on regulatory focus theory (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Promotion 

focused individuals are gain-oriented and attempt to satisfy nurturance and growth needs. In contrast, 

prevention-focused individuals are loss-oriented and attempt to satisfy the needs for safety and 

security (Diefendorff & Chandler, 2011). Promotion-focused job crafting (i.e., adding to the job to 

grow and achieve goals) represents the vast majority of the job crafting literature while prevention 

focused job crafting (i.e., reducing job components to avoid losses) is relatively under-investigated, 
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with the exception of one study (Bindl, Unsworth, Gibson, & Stride, 2019). Both categories of 

regulatory focus needs will drive the type (task, skill, relationship, cognitive) and form (prevention 

and promotion) of job crafting.  

Promotion-focused self-regulation reflects peoples’ growth, advancement, and development 

needs, and people are motivated to approach positive end-states, where their needs are satisfied 

(Higgins, 1997). Employees in a promotion-focused mind-set focus on possible work-related gains 

(e.g., the chances of successfully obtaining motivating job characteristics) and corresponding non-

gains (e.g., the chances of failing in obtaining motivating job characteristics) (Brenninkmeijer & 

Hekkert-Koning, 2015). Promotion-focused job crafting is about making things happen. That is, 

employees change their work role boundaries and work role perceptions in a promotion-focused self-

regulatory way to realize gains in motivation, health, and performance. For example, employees seek 

to approach gains in motivation and health through increasing their job resources like job autonomy 

(Demerouti, Bakker, & Halbesleben, 2015; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013). 

This work suggests that we need to consider job crafting not only in terms of promotion, but 

also in terms of prevention. Prevention-focused self-regulation reflects peoples’ safety and security 

needs, and people are motivated to avoid negative end-states where their needs are not satisfied 

(Higgins, 1997). Employees in a prevention-focused mind-set focus on possible work-related non-

losses (e.g., the chances of successfully avoiding strenuous job characteristics) and corresponding 

losses (e.g., the chances of failing to avoid strenuous job characteristics) (Brenninkmeijer, Demerouti, 

le Blanc, & van Emmerik, 2010). Prevention-focused job crafting is about keeping things from 

happening. Employees may change their work role boundaries and work role perceptions in a 

prevention-focused self-regulatory way to avoid losses in motivation, health, and performance. For 

example, employees seek to avoid losses in health and motivation through reducing their hindering 

job demands (Demerouti et al., 2015; Tims et al., 2013). 

Research has focused largely on different motivations that may drive employee job crafting. 

Demerouti (2014) focused on motivational and occupational health aspects of job crafting, whereas 



 47 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) focus only on motivational aspects of job crafting. Both lines of 

research on job crafting assume that job crafting is beneficial such that they are aimed at changing, 

from the bottom-up, the structure and content of jobs and thereby increasing motivation, health and 

performance. Empirical research suggests that expansion-oriented job crafting types (e.g., increasing 

challenging job demands or expansion-oriented task crafting) are positively related with health, 

motivation, and performance. In contrast, contraction-oriented job crafting types (e.g., decreasing 

hindering job demands or contraction-oriented task crafting) are not associated with or sometimes are 

even negatively related with health, motivation, and performance (Demerouti et al., 2015; Rudolph, 

Katz, Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017). 

Empirical findings suggest that not all job crafting types are beneficial. For the most part, the 

literature on the topic of job crafting focuses on the positive predictors, moderators, mediators, and 

outcomes associated with job crafting (Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012; Oldham & Hackman, 2010). 

Variables like organizational citizenship behaviours (OCBs; Tims, Bakker, Derks, 2015; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), engagement (Bakker, 2011; Tims et al., 2015), and proactive 

performance (Bakker et al., 2012; Demerouti, 2014; Tims et al., 2015) are common outcomes of 

interest in the job crafting literature. This has created a generally positive conception of job crafting 

as a desirable outcome, but this conception may not portray the full range of possible outcomes. While 

not generally acknowledged in the literature, job crafting may also result in individuals engaging in 

behaviours that could be counterproductive to the organization’s interests and/or goals, that is, 

counterproductive work behaviours (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Demerouti et al., 2015; Neale, 

2019). 

Researchers have examined numerous individual differences in relation to antecedents of job 

crafting, looking at both positive (bright) personality traits (Hogan & Hogan, 2001) and negative 

(dark) personality traits (Bakker et al., 2012; Roczniewska & Bakker, 2016). Individual engagement 

in job crafting may not exclusively be the result of positive and normative intentions; individuals may 

also engage in job crafting for self-centred or deviant purposes. Here, there is a distinction between 
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deviant-natured job crafting (dark job crafting) and well-intentioned job crafting (bright job crafting). 

If variations of job crafting can lead to negative organizational outcomes, these outcomes could 

become exponentially detrimental over time, especially due to the potential for dark job crafting to 

pose as positive (bright) initially (Hood, 2019; Neale, 2019).  

Although job crafting can appear positive and has potential benefits for organizations, 

people’s motives for engaging in these activities don’t necessarily align with the organization’s 

motives. These seemingly pro-social actions can then negatively impact the organization. For 

example, someone can broaden their social interactions and support others for the intention of using 

that influence to manipulate others in the future to the detriment of the organization. While there are 

different job crafting scales available, none of them differentiates between the underlying intentions 

of individual’s actions (Bindl et al., 2019; Tims, Bakker, Derks, 2012). Much of the phrasing 

incorporated into these scales have a positive connotation, which may unduly influence test takers 

and fails to address the precise nature of the targeted behaviors (Neale, 2019). In summary, job 

crafting can be both beneficial and detrimental to the organisation as discussed above. I believe that 

when employees experience NPWTs, job crafting may be an effective way to manage their NPWTs 

so employees can work more on those tasks that they find more meaningful.  

Job Demands- Resources Model 

The job demands-resources (JD-R; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti, Bakker, 

Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) model is currently the most popular framework in occupational health 

psychology to investigate the relationships between job characteristics and employee well-being. The 

JD-R model was introduced in 2001 to identify possible antecedents of burnout (Demerouti et al., 

2001). According to Demerouti et al., achieving work-related goals requires additional effort in the 

presence of excessive job demands, resulting in exhaustion. Similarly, a lack of job resources also 

hinders the achievement of work-related goals and leads to disengagement. Given the recent trend in 

occupational health psychology to focus on positive aspects of health, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) 

supplemented these ideas by adding work engagement as a positive dimension of well-being into the 
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JD-R model. The central idea of the JD-R model is that working conditions, which are specific to 

every occupation, can generally be classified as either job demands or job resources (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007). Thus, the JD-R model should be applicable to various occupational settings in 

order to detect the consequences of specific work environments on employee well-being and 

employee performance (Lesener, Gusy, & Wolter, 2019). 

There have been many models and theories regarding how job characteristics influence the 

well-being of employees, including the effort-reward imbalance theory (Siegrist, 1996) and the job 

demands-control model (Karasek, 1979). Many of these models account for various stressors and 

employee reactions but, at their core, all of these models seek to explain how and why people become 

stressed or burned out. For instance, the effort reward imbalance theory (Siegrist, 1996) emphasizes 

whether the amount of work that an individual exerts to complete a task is worth the reward or 

outcome of that task. As a motivational theory, it explains why people are not likely to put forth a 

high level of effort (e.g., hours of detailed artwork) for minimal reward (e.g., completing a sign for a 

token amount of money) (Savage, 2019).  

Although less focused-on well-being, the job demands-control model (Karasek, 1979) states 

that the level of demands (e.g., sources of stress like workload) an individual experience interacts 

with the amount of control or decision latitude they have over their job. These two variables interact 

to create the level of job strain an individual experience such that high demands and low control 

indicates a high strain job. For instance, a job where an individual is expected to work 60 hours a 

week will create more strain if they have very little input into how their job gets done (e.g., assembly 

line, call centre) compared to one with a high amount of job control (e.g., academics, entrepreneurs, 

freelancers). These models have been used to both explain the motivations that drive individuals (e.g., 

exert effort comparable to the rewards received) as well as explaining what causes individuals to 

experience stress. However, it became apparent that excessively high stress could be harmful and/or 

debilitating, leading to the development of the burnout framework (Maslach & Jackson, 1984).  
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The JD-R model has been supported across countries, occupations, and outcomes (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007; Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Alarcon (2011) conducted a meta-analysis on job 

demands (role ambiguity, role conflict, workload), job resources (control, autonomy), and burnout. 

The authors found positive relationships between specific job demands and burnout dimensions with 

corrected correlations ranging from .11 to .53, and negative relationships for specific job resources 

and burnout dimensions with corrected correlations ranging from -.24 to -.39. In a meta-analysis by 

Crawford, LePine and Rich (2010), several job resources (e.g., autonomy, feedback, positive 

workplace climate, support) were found to be positively associated with work engagement with 

corrected correlations ranging from .21 to .53. Several mediating pathways for health impairment and 

motivation also have been supported in a variety of studies (Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2003; 

Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007; Hakanen, Bakker, & Jokisaari, 2011; Hu, 

Schaufeli, & Taris, 2011; Korunka, Kubicek, Schaufeli, & Hoonakker, 2009; Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2004).   

Support from longitudinal studies of the relationships specified in the JD-R model have been 

mixed. While some studies have found support for the posited relationships (Airila et al., 2014; 

Akkermans, Schaufeli, Brenninkmeijer, & Blonk, 2013; Barbier, Dardenne, & Hansez, 2013; 

Hakanen, Schaufeli, & Ahola, 2008; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009), other 

studies have not (Brough et al., 2013; Seppälä et al., 2015). One explanation for these inconsistent 

findings is study-specific differences that may emerge due to issues such as subtle contextual factors 

that are difficult to detect. A wide variety of constructs have been used when testing the JD-R model, 

which is a strength of the model, but this can also lead to inconclusive results when constructs and 

mediators measured are not aligned with the nuances of the sample and outcomes being examined 

(Taris & Schaufeli, 2016). 

One challenge of early research on job demands was that findings regarding relationships with 

outcomes (e.g., job performance) were inconsistent (Crawford et al., 2010). Stemming from the 

transactional theory of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), research has revealed that job demands can 
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be categorized by how they are appraised by employees, which has been either as challenge or 

hindrance demand (Boswell, Olson-Buchanan, & LePine, 2004; Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & 

Boudreau, 2000; LePine, Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005). Challenge demands are defined as work 

conditions that tend to be perceived as opportunities for learning, personal growth, and goal 

achievement. Examples of challenge demands include workload, job complexity, and pressure. 

Hindrance demands are work conditions that tend to be perceived as obstacles to personal growth and 

goal attainment. Examples of hindrance demands include situational constraints, organizational 

politics, and conflict.  

The differentiation between challenge and hindrance demands has received substantial, 

empirical support (Boswell et al., 2004; Cavanaugh et al., 2000; LePine et al., 2005). LePine et al.’s 

(2005) meta-analysis found that challenge and hindrance demand both positively related to strain. 

However, relationships of these two demands with outcomes differed depending on whether 

motivation or performance was assessed. Challenge demands were positively related to motivation (r 

= .16) and performance (r = .12) whereas hindrance demands were negatively related to motivation 

(r = -.12) and performance (r = - .20). This suggests that when people encounter challenge demands 

that are perceived as opportunities for learning and growth, they are more motivated and perform 

better than when they perceive obstacles in the form of hindrance demands in their workplace.  

Crawford et al. (2010) examined this distinction by using meta-analytic estimates and 

different combinations of job demands to predict burnout and engagement. These authors found that 

the amount of variance explained in burnout and engagement was greater when job demands were 

separated into challenge and hindrance demands, providing support for their differentiated model. 

Their research supported challenge demands being positively related to burnout (r = .16) and 

engagement (r = .16) with hindrance demands also being positively related to burnout (r = .30) 

however negatively related to engagement (r = -.19). This suggests that both challenge and hindrance 

demand lead to burnout. This suggested that both challenge and hindrance demand lead to burnout, 
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whereas employees are more engaged when they perceive challenges as an opportunity for growth 

and learning.  

In summary, although a wealth of knowledge has been accumulated over the past two to three 

decades about the nature, causes and consequences of management, the changing world of work 

(Ployhart & Turner, 2014) continues to intrigue both researchers and practitioners. The JD- R model 

has emerged as a contemporary and relevant model to improve our understanding of employee 

engagement and how it can be translated into practical applications at promoting individual, team and 

organisational health, well-being and performance (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018). 

Positive and Negative Outcomes of Work Design 

Over the years, work design researchers have focused on various positive and negative work 

outcomes of work design (Bruursema, Kessler, & Spector, 2011; Debusscher, Hofmans, & De Fruyt, 

2016; Halbesleben, 2010; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Ohly & Fritz, 2010; Parker et al., 2017). 

When work design is effective, some of the positive outcomes that emerge include higher job 

satisfaction, higher job performance, greater job involvement, lower absenteeism, creativity, work 

engagement and OCB’s (Grant & Parker, 2009; Parker et al., 2017). However, when work design has 

not been effective, there have been some negative work outcomes that have been identified including 

lower motivation, lower job satisfaction, higher absenteeism, engaging in work deviance (Fox, 

Spector, & Miles, 2001; Schaufeli, Bakker, & van Rhenen, 2009; Semmer, Tschan, Meier, Facchin, 

& Jacobshagen, 2010). In the next section, I delve into the positive and negative outcome of work 

design. 

Positive Outcomes of Job Design 

It is well established that when work is designed well, it leads to positive work outcomes 

(Grant et al., 2011) such as creativity (Coelho & Augusto, 2010), OCB (Shantz, Alfes, Truss, & 

Soane, 2013), employee health and well-being (Wood, Van Veldhoven, Croon, & de Menezes, 2012), 

employee engagement (Freeney & Fellenz, 2013). In modern times, with the rise of social media, 

automation, and innovation, research on job design has started focusing its attention on how the future 
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of work will look like (Oldham & Fried, 2016). The need for creativity and social connectivity in 

organisations have become more important than ever (Demerouti, Bakker, & Gevers, 2015). 

Organisations are now looking at ways to ensure employees are highly engaged at work (Dubbelt et 

al., 2019). Therefore, in this research I look at some of the most contemporary positive outcomes of 

work design i.e., creativity, OCB and work engagement. The next section will discuss these constructs 

in greater details. 

Creativity 

Creativity is usually defined as an outcome, that is, products, services, business models, work 

methods, or management processes that are novel and useful (Amabile, 1988; Shalley et al., 2004). 

Creative employees develop new ideas and suggest novel products and procedures which, in turn, can 

be subsequently implemented and used to promote the organisation’s survival and effectiveness 

(Coelho & Augusto, 2010; Oldham & Cummings, 1996). Existing research has examined a variety 

of factors that predict employee creativity in organisations (Shalley et al., 2004).  

Employee creativity varies as a function of the characteristics of the task and work. The effect 

of job characteristics on creativity emerges from the employee motivation that such characteristics 

can generate (Keller, 2012). Basically, jobs are complex, that is, rich in variety, identity, autonomy, 

feedback and significance, that enhance individuals’ excitement about their work activities and their 

interest in completing these activities and this excitement should foster creativity (Shalley et al., 

2004). Some studies illustrate how certain employee characteristics such as being promotion focused 

and having intrinsic motivation shape the extent to which demanding and complex jobs promote 

creativity (Sacramento, Fay, & West, 2013; Zhou, Hirst, & Shipton, 2012a, 2012b). For example, 

Zhou et al. (2012b) found that the effect of problem-solving demands on creative self-efficacy was 

moderated by employees’ intrinsic motivation such that these demands had a positive effect on 

creative self-efficacy when employees were highly intrinsically motivated but had no effect on 

creative self-efficacy when employees reported low levels of intrinsic motivation. Creative self-

efficacy mediated the effect of this interaction on creativity. This suggests that intrinsic motivation is 
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an important aspect in jobs that have high problem-solving demands which boosts creative self-

efficacy of employees.  

In a complementary line of work, researchers have investigated how the (often inconsistent) 

effect of certain personality characteristics on creativity varies as a function of job and task 

characteristics (Keller, 2012; Shalley et al., 2009; Zhou & George, 2001). For instance, Zhou and 

George (2001) found that employees exhibited the highest creativity when they were highly open to 

experiences, received positive feedback, and worked on tasks with unclear means or ends. In a recent 

study Yoo et al., (2019) found that all job characteristics positively affected individual creativity. In 

addition, extrinsic rewards had a significant moderating effect on the job characteristics and 

individual creativity relationship; extrinsic rewards negatively moderated the relationship between 

skill variety and individual creativity, while it positively affected the relationship between autonomy 

and individual creativity. Chae and Choi (2018) reported that creativity mediated the relationship 

between job complexity and task performance (Chae & Choi, 2018). Therefore, being open to 

experience and receiving constructive and positive feedback can be seen to increase creativity in 

employees. Furthermore, it can be seen that autonomy plays an important factor when employees are 

expected to be highly creative.  

In addition, Ohly, Sonnentag, and Pluntke (2006) reported that job control and routinisation 

were positively related to self-reported creativity. They also showed a curvilinear relation between 

time pressure and creativity, with those employees working under moderate degrees of time pressure 

reported the highest levels of creativity. Madjar and Shalley (2008) examined the effects of multiple 

goals and different tasks and found that individuals exhibited the highest creativity when they had 

goals for all tasks and had discretion to switch between the tasks. Madjar and Ortiz‐Walters (2008) 

reported additive benefits of both customer trust and customer input on the creativity of hairstylists. 

Thatcher and Greer (2008) found that team members’ accurate understanding of the relative 

importance of a focal teammate’s identity was positively related to this person’s creativity. This is 

interesting, as one would usually expect that people under pressure would lack focus and 



 55 

concentration, and in fact possibly experience anxiety (Richardsen, Burke, & Leiter, 1992). Once 

again, autonomy was seen to influence creativity in a positive way, which shows the importance of 

having autonomy when engaging in creative work.  

A number of studies also suggest the extent to which organisations, leaders, and extra-

organisational employees support, expect, or reward creativity influences employees’ psychological 

states and, in turn, their creativity. The benefit or detriment of external rewards on creativity remains 

a subject of scholarly debate (Byron & Khazanchi, 2012). However, some research points to the 

creative benefits of rewards (Zhou & Hoever, 2014). For instance, Eisenberger and Rhoades (2001) 

found positive effects of receiving or expecting rewards for creativity on subsequent creativity. These 

authors demonstrated that these effects were mediated by employees’ intrinsic interest in the job and 

by perceived self-determination. Furthermore, Eisenberger and Aselage (2009) also examined the 

effect of performance reward expectancies and rewards for creativity. They found that this effect 

unfolded through a sequence of mediating effects in which reward (or its expectancy) positively 

affected creativity through perceived performance pressure and self- determination as distal mediators 

and through intrinsic motivation as a proximal mediator.  

Beyond creativity-specific contextual factors, creativity also benefits from more generalized 

contextual influences (Zhou & Hoever, 2014). Research indicates that transformational leadership 

fosters creativity (Shin & Zhou, 2003). Khazanchi and Masterson (2011) showed that supervisor in-

formational and interpersonal justice promoted employees’ trust in their supervisors, supervisor 

informational justice and trust in supervisors promoted the perceived quality of the exchange 

relationship between the supervisor and the employee (leader–member exchange, LMX), and LMX 

related positively to information sharing, which in turn positively related to creativity. Alge, 

Ballinger, Tangirala, and Oakley (2006) found that perceived information privacy indirectly 

promoted creativity through psychological empowerment.  

In summary, it is important that work is designed in an effective way that can promote 

creativity in organisations. An organisation that can foster and encourage creativity in the workplace 
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can have a better competitive advantage (Amabile & Pratt, 2016), and work design is one of the ways 

that organisations can achieve this outcome (Elsbach & Hargadon, 2006; Pierce, Jussila, & 

Cummings, 2009). For example, one of the factors that were consistently associated with creativity 

in studies was employees’ ability to exercise discretion/autonomy (Liu, Chen, & Yao, 2011). Such 

findings suggest that it is important that employees are allowed to decide how they want to approach 

work. In addition, it is important that employees feel that the creative task they are doing is significant 

and meaningful for them (Cohen-Meitar, Carmeli, & Waldman, 2009).  

Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB)  

Organisational citizenship behaviour has been a topic of interest to academics and 

practitioners for a few decades (Allen & Rush, 1998; Coyle-Shapiro, Diehl, & Chang, 2016; Farh, 

Podsakoff, & Organ, 1990; Organ, 1988; Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 2006; Smith, Organ, & 

Near, 1983; Williams & Anderson, 1991). As business environments become more competitive and 

uncertain, organisations are increasingly dependent on their employees to engage in behaviours that 

go above and beyond the call of duty (Organ et al., 2006). Such discretionary behaviours help 

organisations increase their efficiency and effectiveness (Podsakoff et al., 2009). Organ (1988) 

defined organisational citizenship behaviour as “individual behaviour that is discretionary, not 

directly or explicitly recognised by the formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the 

effective functioning of the organisation” (p. 4). However, since then he has modified this definition 

to say that OCB is “performance that supports the social and psychological environment in which 

task performance takes place” (Organ, 1997, p. 95).  

There are a variety of reasons for why managers include OCBs in their performance 

evaluation and reward allocation decisions (Allen & Rush, 1998; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994; 

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). For example, managers may recognise that OCBs 

such as helping behaviours, civic virtue, and sportsmanship make their own jobs easier. If this is the 

case, managers are likely to reciprocate (Blau, 1964) by providing higher performance evaluations 

and more organisational rewards for employees who exhibit OCBs.  



 57 

In addition, Shore, Barksdale, and Shore (1995) noted that because OCBs are somewhat more 

volitional than task performance, managers may use them as indicators of how motivated employees 

are to make the organisation effective. As a result, OCBs may serve as behavioural cues of an 

employee's commitment to the success of the organisation that managers incorporate in their 

assessments of employee job performance (Shore et al., 1995). Finally, Lefkowitz (2000) argued that 

managers like employees who exhibit OCBs, and that can subsequently influence the manager's 

performance ratings and reward allocation decisions towards that employee.  

Task variables have demonstrated significant effects upon OCB in the substitutes for 

leadership literature (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Farh et al., (1990) suggested that task variables are 

directly related to OCB, given the effects they have on psychological states such as meaningfulness 

of the work and sense of responsibility. Therefore, an employee with job tasks that intrinsically 

motivate and produce a firm sense of enhanced meaning would be expected to operate in the best 

interest of the company at large (i.e. OCB compliant) (Todd & Kent, 2006). Moreover, Farh et al., 

found task variables, measured as task scope, to directly impact OCB in the form of altruism and 

compliance.  

In a study conducted by Podsakoff et al., (1996), they found that task characteristics of 

feedback and intrinsically satisfying tasks were positively correlated to OCBs whereas task 

routinization was negatively correlated to OCBs. In a study by Todd and Kent (2006) they found 

helping behaviour of employees had the greatest direct impact from task variables (task autonomy, 

task significance, and intrinsically satisfying tasks). Similarly, Chen & Chiu (2009) found task 

autonomy, task significance and task identity to be significantly positively correlated with OCB.  

Therefore, it is clear from the above arguments that OCB is an important factor in 

organisations and managers expect employees to engage in OCB. Furthermore, task characteristics 

have shown to influence OCBs. Task characteristics such autonomy to employees has shown to 

increase in the engagement of OCB in organisations. Another task characteristic has consistently 

shown a positive correlation with OCB is task significance. When employees believe that the task, 
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they are performing is making a positive and significance affect in someone life, employees have 

engaged more in OCB’s.  

Work Engagement  

Over the past two decades, there has been a significant rise in the research on work 

engagement (Bakker, 2011; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Bakker et al., 2008; Eldor, 2016; 

Halbesleben, 2010; Harju, Hakanen, & Schaufeli, 2016; Mauno, Kinnunen, & Ruokolainen, 2007; 

Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006; Schaufeli at al., 2009; Sonnentag, 2017). In a highly 

competitive business world where the rate of change has been accelerating, organisations want to stay 

competitive and increasingly rely on strengths and talents of their employees (Bakker, 2011). For this 

reason, organisations want to ensure that their employees are engaged at work. In simple terms, work 

engagement refers to a positive, affective-motivational state of high energy combined with high levels 

of dedication and a strong focus on work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010).  

Kahn’s (1992) conceptual foundation on employee work engagement set the mark for other 

researchers to conduct further research regarding employee engagement (Schaufeli, Salanova, 

Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002). Kahn defined engagement as “the harnessing of organisation 

members’ selves to their work roles; in engagement people employ and express themselves 

physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role performance” (p.694). Kahn built on job design 

research on relations between workers and the characteristics of their tasks (Hackman & Oldham, 

1980). Kahn (1992) postulated that the psychological experience of work drives people’s attitudes 

and behaviours, and that individual, interpersonal, group, intergroup and organisational factors 

simultaneously influence these experiences. Thereafter, Kahn (1992) introduced the concept of 

psychological presence and differentiated it from engagement by suggesting that people are 

psychologically present when “people feel and are attentive, connected, integrated and focused in 

their role performances” (p.322). Inspired by the work of Kahn (1992), Rothbard (2001) took a 

different perspective and defined engagement as a two dimensional motivational construct that 
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includes attention (cognitive availability and the amount of time one spends thinking about a role) 

and absorption (being engrossed in a role and refers to the intensity of one’s focus on a role) (p.656).  

However, more recent work on engagement has been stimulated by burnout literature 

(Schaufeli et al., 2002). According to Maslach and Schaufeli (1993), there are three dimensions of 

burnout namely, exhaustion that measures fatigue without referring to other people as the source of 

one’s tiredness, cynicism that reflects indifference or a distant attitude towards work in general, not 

necessarily with other people, and professional efficacy that encompasses both social and non-social 

aspects of occupational accomplishments. On the contrary, Maslach and Leiter (1997), engagement 

which is assumed to be the antipode of burnout is characterised by energy, involvement, and efficacy, 

where in burnout energy turns into exhaustion, involvement turns into cynicism, and efficacy turns 

into ineffectiveness. The key model underlying Schaufeli et al. (2002) perspective is the Job 

Demands–Resources model (JD-R; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). This 

proposes that work engagement is driven, either in-dependently or together, by both job and personal 

resources. 

Employee engagement has shown to coincide with high levels of creativity, task performance, 

organisational citizenship behaviour, and client satisfaction (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018; Bakker et al., 

2014). Individuals who are engaged in their work have high levels of energy, are enthusiastic about 

their work, and are completely immersed in their work activities (Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010). 

Work engagement is most often defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is 

characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74). Vigor refers to high 

levels of energy and mental resilience while working, and the ability to invest considerable effort in 

one’s work. Dedication indicates that one is strongly involved in one’s work, and experiences a sense 

of meaningfulness, enthusiasm, and inspiration. Absorption refers to being fully concentrated and 

happily engrossed in work, whereby time passes quickly (Schaufeli et al., 2002).  

Two sets of variables can be distinguished in any kind of job: job demands and job resources 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) refer job demands to “those physical, 
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psychological, social, or organisational aspects of the job that require sustained physical and/or 

psychological (i.e., cognitive or emotional) effort and are therefore associated with certain 

physiological and/or psychological costs” (p. 296). Whereas job resources are referred to “those 

physical, social, or organisational aspects of the job that may: (1) reduce job demands and the 

associated physiological and psychological costs; (2) be functional in achieving work goals; or (3) 

stimulate personal growth, learning, and development”(p.296).  

Studies have shown that job resources such as social support from colleagues and supervisors, 

performance feedback, skill variety, autonomy, and learning opportunities are positively associated 

with work engagement (Anthony‐McMann, Ellinger, Astakhova, & Halbesleben, 2017; Halbesleben, 

2010). Therefore, job resources are important to deal with high demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2008). Job resources have shown to fill basic human needs such as need for autonomy, relatedness 

and competence (Ryan & Deci, 2000). For instance, proper feedback fosters learning, thereby 

increasing job competence, whereas decision latitude and social support satisfy the need for autonomy 

and the need to belong, respectively (Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010). This intrinsic motivational 

potential of job resources is also recognised by job characteristics theory (Hackman and Oldham, 

1980). 

Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) five-facet measure of job design, both (May, Gilson, & Harter, 

2004) and (Saks, 2006) found a positive relationship between the presence of the five job 

characteristics and engagement. In addition, feedback (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007) task variety 

(Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008) and autonomy (Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, & Lens, 

2008) were found to lead to higher levels of engagement (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009) and (Bakker & 

Bal, 2010) found that autonomy was positively associated with engagement and (Christian, Garza, & 

Slaughter, 2011) found that autonomy, task variety, task significance, and feedback were positively 

related to engagement.  

In summary, it can be seen that considerable attention has been given to work engagement in 

the recent years as it has emerged as one of the leading factors in how business perform in a 
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competitive market (Bakker & Albrecht, 2018). It can be seen that businesses are working hard to 

ensure that their employees are highly engaged at work, and one of the ways of achieving that is 

through work design (Shantz et al., 2013). In particular, certain characteristics of job such as 

autonomy is seen as a key determinant in encouraging employee engagement (Christian et al., 2011). 

Furthermore, task significance has also shown to be positively significantly correlated with employee 

engagement (Shantz et al., 2013). 

Negative Outcomes of Job Design 

Despite the evidence for psychologically well-designed work, poorly designed jobs continue 

to exist in many contemporary organisations, raising the important question as to why low-quality 

work designs continue to be prevalent (Felstead, Gallie, Green, & Zhou, 2010; Vidal, 2013). In a 

study by Holman (2013) it was found that 35% of the jobs were classified as low quality jobs in 

Europe, whereas 49% of the jobs were reported to be mixed quality including being overly 

demanding. Similarly, study by Lorenz and Valeyre (2005) reported that one third of workers had 

jobs that were deskilled or that involved excessive demands. These poorly designed jobs lead to 

negative work outcomes such as burnout (Kanai‐Pak, Aiken, Sloane, & Poghosyan, 2008), workplace 

deviance (Chullen, Dunford, Angermeier, Boss, & Boss, 2010), hypertension (Morrison, Dunne, 

Fitzgerald, & Cloghan, 1992), poor mental health and well-being (Daniels, Gedikli, Watson, 

Semkina, & Vaughn, 2017). One of the negative work outcomes that has garnered the attention of 

researchers and practitioners alike is that of workplace deviance. Associated costs of workplace 

deviance have been estimated to be in millions of dollars for the organisations around the world 

(Harris & Ogbonna, 2009), where majority of employees have reported to have engaged in some sort 

of deviant behaviour (Guay et al., 2016). Therefore, it is important to look at workplace deviance as 

one of the outcomes of work design.  

Workplace Deviance 

Over the years, researchers have examined and classified deviant workplace behaviour under 

different terms, including antisocial behaviour, dysfunctional behaviour, workplace aggression, and 
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counterproductive work behaviour (Baharom, Sharfuddin, & Iqbal, 2017; Bennett, Marasi, & 

Locklear, 2018; Mullendore, 2019). Participation in workplace deviance is a serious issue, as it has 

not only become more common but is also very costly for organisations and society, as well as for 

customers or employees (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Organisations bear the highest cost, with 

annual estimations being in the billions worldwide. When deviant behaviours are targeted toward 

other employees, these employees may experience monetary costs (e.g., due to injury or theft of 

personal property) as well as mental or emotional costs (e.g., anguish, frustration, confusion, stress, 

or being afraid). In regard to societal costs, when companies lose money due to deviant behaviours 

(e.g., theft) organisations attempt to compensate for the loss by raising prices, resulting in the public 

(or customers) suffering monetary costs (due to the rising prices) (Bennett et al., 2018).  

Although there is no one common definition of workplace deviance that is generally agreed 

upon, workplace deviance has emerged as the dominant classification of various “dark side,” or 

destructive, work behaviours (Bennett et al., 2018; Hershcovis et al., 2007; Jelinek & Ahearne, 2006). 

However, broadly, workplace deviance is defined as voluntary behaviour that violates significant 

organizational norms and in so doing threatens the well-being of an organisation, its members, or 

both (Robinson & Bennett, 1995, p. 556). Specifically, the study of workplace deviance focuses on 

behaviour that violates organisational norms, those prescribed by both formal and informal policies 

and practices (Jelinek & Ahearne, 2006). 

Robinson and Bennett (1995) developed a formal conceptualisation of workplace deviance 

that differentiated it from other subsets of counter-productive work behaviours (CWB) by 

emphasising the examination of employees’ voluntary behaviours that violate organisational norms. 

This distinction is important because measures of CWB tend to examine general examples of 

detrimental behaviour, such as when employees ignored someone at work or started an argument with 

someone at work (Fox, Spector, Goh, Bruursema, & Kessler, 2012). In contrast, Bennett and 

Robinson’s (2000) measure of workplace deviance is comprised of very specific types of negative 
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behaviours that tend to violate norms, such as when employees made an ethnic, religious, or racial 

remark at work or used an illegal drug or consumed alcohol on the job. 

Within the management and organisational behaviour literature, two separate streams of 

research on employee deviant behaviour exist. One stream of literature casts deviant behaviour in a 

positive light (i.e., constructive deviance), while the second stream of literature focuses on the 

negative effects of deviant employee behaviour i.e., destructive deviance (Bodankin & Tziner, 2009; 

Omotayo, Olubusayo, Olalekan, & Adenike, 2015). Deviance is said to be constructive, or positive, 

when employees actively engage in behaviours that violate organisational norms with the intent of 

helping the organisation or facilitating organisational goals. For example, an employee may 

intentionally engage in behaviours that depart from dysfunctional directives, unjust procedures, or 

organisational practices, to solve a problem, contribute to the competitive advantage of the 

organisation, or promote effective functioning of the organisation (Omotayo et al., 2015; Robbins & 

Galperin, 2010).  

Conversely, deviant behaviour is deemed to be destructive, or negative, when employees 

intentionally violate organisational norms and engage in behaviours that are intended to cause harm 

to an organisation, its members, or both (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Bordia, Restubog, & Tang, 

2008; Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara, 2010). Examples of destructive deviance include theft, ineffective 

use of organisational time or resources, disobeying supervisors, verbally abusing or harassing 

organisational members, gossiping, and absenteeism (Omotayo et al., 2015; Pulich & Tourigny, 

2004). Despite the existence of the two streams of literature, most of the research on workplace 

deviance to date focuses on destructive, rather than constructive, deviant behaviours (Bodankin & 

Tziner, 2009). This could be because destructive behaviours cause a lot of harm to the organisations 

and its members and therefore most research focuses on how to ensure employees in the organisations 

do not show destructive deviance.  

While the exact cause of deviant behaviour may differ from employee to employee, 

researchers have examined and identified a range of factors that are relevant in predicting workplace 
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deviance. Individual factors include personality traits, such as agreeableness and neuroticism (Berry 

et al., 2007; Ménard, Brunet, & Savoie, 2011), negative affectivity (Chen, Chen, & Liu, 2013), 

emotional intelligence (Dabos & Rousseau, 2013; Schutte & Malouff, 2011), job satisfaction (Walsh, 

2014), psychological contract breach (Bordia et al., 2008; Hicks & Monroy-Paz, 2015; Pohl, 

Bertrand, & Ergen, 2016), organisational commitment, workplace frustration, and interference of goal 

attainment (Ménard et al., 2011). Organisational factors include perceptions of organisational justice, 

as it pertains to both distributive and procedural justice (Jelinek & Ahearne, 2006; Ménard et al., 

2011; Omotayo et al., 2015), organisational climate (Pulich & Tourigny, 2004; Shamsudin, 

Subramaniam, & Ibrahim, 2011), bureaucracy, future orientation, management role modelling 

(Jelinek & Ahearne, 2006), organisational support, leadership style, and HRM practices (Saeed et al., 

2014; Shamsudin et al., 2011).  

In summary, the study of workplace deviance is important as deviant behaviours can be seen 

to do more harm than good. While individual differences seem to play some role in how employees 

react to their work environment conditions, it is also important for organisations to provide their 

employees with favourable work conditions. One of the reasons that deviant behaviours occur is due 

to workplace frustration which could be due to poor work design. Specifically, bureaucracy is high, 

this is associated with employee frustration and can be seen as a job stressor (Fox et al., 2001). Job 

stressors (lack of autonomy) have shown to have detrimental effect on organisations in the form of 

workplace deviance.   

Conclusion 

Based on the literature review, there is a recent trend in research on job design to focus on a 

whole of job level rather than examining individual tasks. The more recent move to consider job 

crafting while still focusing on the total job moves closer to considering individual tasks. Generally, 

individuals will not craft entire jobs, but rather parts of their job to make the experience more 

enjoyable or productive. This raises the issue that there are tasks (sometimes a part of the crafting 

process) that individuals prefer not to do.  
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Although some studies have been conducted with disabled workers examining individuals’ 

lack of enjoyment while performing meaningless work as a human rights issue in employment, these 

studies have looked at task preference as a choice given to patients with disabilities completing tasks. 

Furthermore, these studies did not consistently define what NPWTs are, nor did they consider any 

theoretical perspectives to define and conceptualise this construct. Based on the literature review, 

research has not examined NPWTs as a construct in any empirical studies. Thus, there is a need to 

explore NPWTs in work design, because although the literature has revolved around the task level 

analysis of work design, somehow, the importance of understanding the need to explore NPWTs has 

been missed.  

 Chapter 3 unpacks the concept of NPWTs to provide a theoretical framework for this program 

of research. NPWTs are also further differentiated from potentially related constructs such as 

boredom, illegitimate tasks, dirty work, sustained work tasks and job monotony that may seem similar 

to NPWTs yet are considered fundamentally different from NPWTs.  
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CHAPTER 3 

CONCEPTUALISING NON-PREFERRED WORK TASKS 

AND OVERALL RESEARCH DESIGN 

Introduction 

My aim in Chapter 3 is to further discuss the NPWT construct identified in Chapter 2. 

This chapter provides a clear definition for this construct and differentiates NPWTs from other 

associated concepts. Specifically, this construct is differentiated from some potentially related 

constructs including boredom, illegitimate tasks, dirty work, sustained work tasks, job 

monotony and Negative and positive affect. At first glance, these constructs might seem like 

NPWTs. However, these constructs are fundamentally different. Second, practical examples 

from organisations and different types of jobs are provided to establish the importance of 

understanding NPWTs. Finally, the chapter concludes by broadly outlining the program of 

research presented in this thesis, including how each of these studies are linked to the research 

questions outlined earlier.  

As noted in Chapters 1 and 2, there has been a significant amount of research conducted 

on the topic of work design over the years. However, there is currently an exponential rise in 

the use of technological tools in workplaces to achieve better productivity, work life balance, 

and efficiency (Loeffler, 2019; Nam, 2014). For example, when seeking to recruit job 

applicants, instead of spending laborious person hours sifting through resumes to find the best 

candidates, organisations are now using artificial intelligence (AI) through deep learning to 

identify the right resumes for the job as a short-listing procedure (Upadhyay & Khandelwal, 

2018). While sifting resumes would have been done by humans in the past which could have 

been their NPWT, now that the AI does this, the humans can focus on other recruitment related 

tasks such as interviewing, reference checks, and finalising contracts.  
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With a prediction that 40 percent of jobs are likely to be lost to automation in the next 

10 to 15 years (Bessant, 2018), it is more important than ever to shift the focus from only 

looking at those characteristics of the jobs that make jobs motivational. In particular, I argue 

that it is time to examine discrete tasks within a job so as to identify employees’ NPWTs, to 

make jobs more meaningful. In the above recruitment example, it can be said that by using AI 

to sift through resumes to find perfect candidates, employees can focus on those tasks that they 

prefer and that may make an organisation more efficient. The next section outlines similar 

constructs to NPWTs and provides further examples to demonstrate that individual differences 

play a role in how individuals describe their NPWTs.  

Non-Preferred Work Tasks 

As noted earlier, definition of NPWTs suggests that they refer to “those tasks that are 

perceived by an employee to have task significance, task identity, or skill variety (individually 

or in combination), and are essential to the production of good and services in organisations, 

but which are not preferred by the employee”. Before unpacking the construct of NPWTs 

further, it is important to understand that this construct differs from other potentially similar 

constructs such as boredom, illegitimate tasks, dirty work, sustained work, job monotony and 

negative affect. While some of these constructs may be an outcome of NPWTs, I argued that 

they are distinct from this construct. As such, boredom, illegitimate tasks, dirty work, sustained 

work tasks, and job monotony are examined below. 

Boredom  

One construct that may appear to be superficially similar to NPWTs is boredom, which 

is characterised by a lack of interest and difficulty concentrating (Fisher, 2018). Boredom can 

be defined as a negative (i.e., unpleasant, dissatisfying) and often deactivating (i.e., low 

arousal) activity-related emotions, implying that the activity (e.g., the work task) acquires 

negative intrinsic value (Fisher, 1993, 2018; Pekrun, Goetz, Daniels, Stupnisky, & Perry, 
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2010). It is distinct from other negative affective states, because it makes people feel 

unchallenged and perceive the situation as meaningless (Van Tilburg & Igou, 2012). Too little 

work, monotony, repetition, and underutilisation of skills may induce work-related 

boredom (Fisher, Minbashian, Beckmann, & Wood, 2013; Loukidou, Loan-Clarke, & Daniels, 

2009; van Hooff & van Hooft, 2014); as such, these characteristics may induce boredom. Jobs 

with characteristics such as repetitiveness and monotony provide jobholders with low external 

stimulation, which in turn results in a low-level of internal arousal (Barmack, 1937; Fisher, 

1993). This can lead to deterioration in attention (Fisher, 1993, 1998; Leary, Rogers, Canfield, 

& Coe, 1986) and a lack of interest in the task.  

Two types of job characteristics are frequently mentioned as resulting in feelings of 

boredom: jobs that are simple, repetitive, and can be carried out with little thought and 

attention, such as some assembly line jobs (Cox, 1980; Smith, 1981); and jobs that require 

vigilance and surveillance, such as keeping watch, inspection, and security work (Fisher, 1993; 

Melamed, Benavi, Luz, & Green, 1995). These tasks require continuous attention but provide 

very little variety or stimulation in return (Tsai, 2016).  

In contrast, NPWTs, as defined in this chapter, are those tasks that are perceived by an 

employee to have task significance, task identity, or skill variety (individually or in 

combination), and are essential to the production of goods and services in organisation but are 

still not preferred by employees. Although employees with too many NPWTs to perform may 

be bored, I argue that this boredom could be the consequence of excessive NPWTs. In addition, 

my construct definition for NPWTs acknowledges that these tasks may be interesting, but are 

not a preferred activity of the individual, which clearly differentiates boredom from NPWTs.  

Illegitimate tasks 

Tasks are identified as “illegitimate” if they violate norms about what an employee can 

properly be expected to do, because they are perceived as unnecessary or unreasonable, or they 
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imply a threat to one’s professional identity (Semmer et al., 2015). Illegitimate tasks represent 

a task level stressor that is essentially derived from role and justice theories within the 

framework of “stress-as-offense-to-self” (Semmer, Jacobshagen, Meier, & Elfering, 2007). 

Tasks are perceived as illegitimate when employees think they should not be expected to 

perform that task. Specifically, tasks are unreasonable if they fall outside the range of one’s 

occupational role and are considered unnecessary. It is important to note that tasks are not 

illegitimate because of their intrinsic qualities, but rather because of their subjective content 

for a given person, place, time, or situation (Semmer et al., 2007). Thus, illegitimate tasks do 

not have to be difficult to carry out (e.g., due to lack of resources) or aversive as such (e.g., 

dirty work), or a consequence of circumstances (e.g., noise). The very same task may be 

considered legitimate or illegitimate depending on the context and person (Semmer et al., 

2010).   

Dirty work 

NPWTs also are different from dirty work. Hughes (1951) initially defined dirty work 

as those tasks that are “physically, socially or morally” tainted (p. 319). People who perform 

dirty work tend to become stigmatised because society projects the negative characteristics 

associated with their occupation on them, depicting them as ‘dirty workers’ (Ashforth & 

Kreiner, 1999; Bosmans et al., 2016). A compelling example is domestic work, which has been 

characterised as physically and socially tainted (Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999; Bosmans et al., 

2016; Hughes, 1958). Other physical taint relates to enduring and pervasive contact with 

garbage, waste, and dirt typical to cleaning work. Indeed, those working in social service 

settings assisting the poor and homeless are often seen as completing ‘dirty work’, that is, work 

that others find distasteful (Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999). 

Moreover, domestic work is perceived as unskilled labour that everyone can do 

(Browne & Misra, 2003) and used to be associated with non-productive unpaid labour in the 
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home (Messing, 1998). These characteristics result in ‘low occupational prestige’, a composite 

of status, power, quality of work, education, and income (Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999; Bosmans 

et al., 2016) that can also be considered a form of social taint. Taint can lead to the 

stigmatisation of domestic workers (Messing, 1998). This paves the way for treating domestic 

workers with disrespect, which can range from ignoring them to engaging in openly deceptive 

behaviour (Bosmans et al., 2016). In contrast, I suggest that NPWTs have no taint attached to 

them because these are tasks that are not necessarily stigmatised, but rather ones that employees 

prefer not to do based on personal preferences. These tasks do not have any stigma attached to 

them, because NPWTs are defined as those tasks that are perceived by an employee to have 

task significance, task identity, or skill variety (individually or in combination), and are 

essential to the production of goods and services in organisation, but are not preferred by the 

employee, and as such, they are conceptually and fundamentally different from dirty work.  

Sustained work tasks 

NPWTs also differ from sustained work tasks, which are usually those tasks done over 

long hours, such as longer than 12-hour shifts (Krueger, 1989). Some jobs require long hours 

of constant attention, prolonged uninterrupted activity, and/or stamina, often in a monotonous 

or repetitive environment. Some examples include driving and lengthy periods of monitoring 

radar (Krueger, 1989). In contrast, that NPWTs do not necessarily involve sustained work 

tasks. Indeed, NPWTs may include short tasks that are essential to the production of goods and 

services in organisation but are still not preferred by employees. For instance, checking 

timesheets for employees may only take a few minutes each day, but can still be a non-preferred 

task. Although some NPWTs may be performed for long periods of time, the length of time 

taken to complete the task is not an essential element in defining NPWTs.  
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Job monotony 

 Game (2007) referred to job monotony as tasks or jobs characterised by repetitiveness 

or a lack of variety. Johansson (1989) differentiated between “uneventful monotony” and 

“repetitive monotony”, with eventful monotony characterised by “almost constant stimulus 

conditions, with few and/or hardly noticeable events or changes” (Johansson, 1989, p. 366). 

These conditions may be found in the control rooms of process industries, where operators 

supervise complex technical systems, such as those used to produce electrical power (Tsai, 

2016). On the other hand, repetitive monotony is defined as the “frequent repetition of the same 

stimuli, the same sequences of events, and body movements” (Johansson, 1989, p. 365). This 

is found in assembly line work and in clerical work such as computer data entry (Tsai, 2016). 

I suggest that NPWTs are not necessarily monotonous. Rather, NPWTs are determined by an 

individual’s enjoyment of the task as to whether they are perceived as non-preferred tasks or 

preferred tasks. It is important to note the fundamental definition of NPWTs as those tasks that 

may have task significance, task identity, or skill variety, and are essential to the production of 

goods and services in organisation, however, are still not preferred by employees. Monotony 

is not an essential element when defining NPWTs. 

Positive and negative affect traits and states: A focus on affective states 

 The terms affect, mood, and emotions are often (wrongly) used interchangeably (Weiss 

& Cropanzano, 1996). Rosenberg (1998) defines affective traits as enduring inclinations 

toward certain types of emotional responding. These traits are thought to form stable aspects 

of our personalities. For example, the affective trait of hostility is defined as predisposition 

toward anger (Ekman, 1992). It has been found that people who are more hostile have a lower 

threshold to anger elicitation than those who are less hostile. Because of their status as 

personality traits, affective traits exert an organisational influence on the affective states 

experienced by individuals in response to their environment and thus take their place at the top 
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of the affective realm (Benkendorf, 2012). Affective states are distinguished from traits 

because they are transient. In my thesis, I examine positive and negative affect as states, and I 

focus on state PA and state NA rather than on trait PA and trait NA. In addition, I differentiate 

between state NA and NPWTs. While NA is essentially a feeling state that occurs when one is 

not satisfied with the current state of affairs, NPWTs are tasks that may lead to NA as the 

employees do not enjoy performing these tasks.  

Rosenberg (1980) suggests that moods and emotions differ in terms of intensity and 

duration. Emotions consist of short, intense episodes, whereas moods are longer lasting (Fisher, 

2000). As emotions fade over time, they may evolve into general mood states. Schwarz (1990) 

distinguished moods from emotions by suggesting that moods refer to general affective states 

without a particular referent, whereas emotions refer to affective states with a specific referent. 

Another useful distinction is provided by Thayer (1989) who writes that moods differ from 

emotions in that they are less specific, less intense, and less likely to be triggered by a particular 

stimulus or event. We often see people speaking of being in a good mood or a bad mood, 

suggesting that valence is the most obvious or descriptive feature of moods. Moods and 

emotions also differ in terms of duration. Unlike acute, emotional feelings like fear and 

surprise, moods typically last for hours or even days. Mood can also be distinguished from 

temperament or personality traits which are even more general and longer lasting (Elfenbein, 

2007).  

Lazarus (1991) defines emotions as complex, organised subsystems consisting of 

thoughts, beliefs, motives, meanings, subjective bodily experiences, and physiological states. 

He argues that emotions depend on appraisals, which arise from and facilitate struggles to 

survive and prosper. Lazarus prefers to distinguish moods from discrete emotions on the basis 

of the vagueness and lack of a contextual provocation in mood. He argues that moods do not 



 73 

seem to be clearly related to a single object or piece of business in an adaptational encounter, 

as is the case in discrete emotions such as anger and fear.  

Two valanced dimensions, termed Positive Affect (PA) and Negative Affect (NA), 

have been used when describing individuals’ general emotional experience. Individuals with 

high PA are characterised by high energy, full concentration, and pleasurable engagement, 

whereas those with low PA are characterised by sadness and lethargy. Individuals with low 

NA are characterised as being in a state of calmness and serenity, whereas those with high NA 

are characterised by subjective distress and unpleasurable engagement, which includes 

apprehension, anger, irritation, shame, fear, sadness, guilt, and a negative view of the self 

(Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988). Researchers generally agree that conceptually similar 

affective states (e.g., fear, anxiety) represent the same dimension (e.g., NA); although, there is 

disagreement regarding how these dimensions are organised.  

To measure positive and negative affect, researchers use the Positive and Negative 

Affect Schedule (PANAS), a 20-item self-report measure (Watson et al., 1988). NA and PA 

reflect dispositional dimensions, with high NA epitomized by subjective distress and 

unpleasurable engagement, and low NA by the absence of these feelings (Crawford & Henry, 

2004). In contrast, PA represents the extent to which an individual experiences pleasurable 

engagement with the environment. Thus, emotions such as enthusiasm and alertness are 

indicative of high PA, whilst lethargy and sadness characterize low PA (Watson & Clark, 

1984).  

Psychometric evidence suggests that the scores from the PANAS are reliable and valid 

(Watson et al., 1988). Watson and colleagues have maintained that the PANAS is a pure 

measure of the purportedly independent constructs of PA and NA. However, other researchers 

have argued that although PA and NA are distinct and separate, they are modestly and 

negatively associated (Crawford & Henry, 2004; Tellegen, Watson, & Clark, 1999). The 
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psychometric properties of the PANAS have been further evaluated in a number of studies, 

most notably to reconcile the disagreement regarding the (non)independence of PA and NA. 

Exploratory factor analysis, a data-driven factoring technique wherein factors explain common 

variance between items has yielded evidence for two factors (Watson et al., 1988). However, 

theory-driven confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) which establishes the measurement model a 

priori and enables estimation of correlated uniqueness terms, factor variances, factor 

covariances, and comparison of competing models, has supported an oblique model (Crawford 

& Henry, 2004; Terraciano, McCrae, & Costa Jr, 2003).  

In summary, in the above section, affect has shown to influence work outcomes, as 

people have thoughts and feelings and their actions are usually driven by their moods and 

emotions. In addition, I differentiate between state NA and NPWTs where NPWTs are likely 

to lead to NA as employees do not prefer to perform NPWTs.      

Examples of NPWTs in Work Roles 

Chapter 1 provided some examples of NPWTs. This section further discusses additional 

examples linked to a range of jobs and occupations as a way to strengthen the conceptual 

understanding of the construct. For example, a self-employed carpenter has a range of tasks 

that they need to do, such as to follow blueprints and building plans to meet the needs of clients; 

install structures and fixtures such as windows and moulding; measure, cut, or shape wood, 

plastic, and other materials; construct building frameworks, including walls, floors, and 

doorframes; and bid new jobs, track inventory, and plan work assignments. However, if the 

carpenter’s NPWTs involve bidding for new jobs, which requires management skills, or 

tracking inventory, which requires a different set of skills than the carpentry tasks previously 

mentioned, then the carpenter is likely to look for ways to manage their NPWTs. Although 

these discrete tasks are essential for the job to be completed, not all tasks may be a preferred 

activity for the carpenter within this role.  
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Another example is a nanny. Various tasks are required of a nanny including taking 

physical care of a baby; bathing, changing, settling, and feeding the baby; preparing milk 

bottles; ensuring the bottles and other feeding equipment are clean and sterilised; feeding the 

baby healthy, nutritional meals; creating experiences and activities based around child-led 

learning, such as reading, playing, etc.; taking care of the baby’s laundry, nursery, and 

equipment; management of baby’s room, clothes, and belongings; general tidying, (expectation 

of a couple of hours of general cleaning each day, generally when baby is sleeping), and 

running errands (grocery shopping, pick up dry cleaning, etc.). It may be that the nanny’s 

NPWTs involve cleaning the house and running errands and PWTs are other tasks directly 

related to the baby. However, if there was another nanny who had NPWTs of creating 

experiences and activities based around child-led learning such as reading, playing, and the 

PWTs were running the errands and cleaning the house and minimalistic baby duties, then it 

clearly shows that these NPWTs are based upon individual differences. This suggests that 

NPWTs of one person can be a PWTs for someone else.  

A final example which moves from the service industry to the professional sector is 

that of a general practitioner (GP). In most cases a GP’s role is likely to contain the following 

tasks: meeting patients, making them comfortable and asking questions to determine the nature 

of their visit, conducting examinations and asking further questions to help diagnose their 

medical conditions, referring patients to specialists, prescribing medication, administering 

basic medical treatments, advising patients on diet and nutrition, arranging admission of 

patients, keeping detailed, up to date records of all patient treatments and interactions, training 

and supervising medical students/ trainee doctors, and keeping up to date with latest medical 

treatments and medications relevant to general practice/ primary healthcare. If one GP’s NPWT 

is providing training and supervision to medical students and another GP’s NPWT is 

completing paperwork around adding patient records in the system, then individual differences 
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play a role in how people form NPWTs. In line with the definition of NPWTs, these tasks 

mentioned in the examples above are perceived to have task significance, task identity, or skill 

variety (individually or in combination), and are essential to the production of goods and 

services in organisations but are not preferred by employees. In addition, in a well-designed 

job (carpenter, nanny and GP) it is assumed that the jobs would have all facets of JCM.  

Thus, individual differences determine people’s NPWTs. For example, an academic 

with an extroverted personality might prefer to do lectures and presentations as a part of their 

role, whereas an academic with an introverted personality may not, which suggests that 

different personalities may be the reason for different NPWTs. Another individual difference 

could be individual skill levels. If one person lacks certain skills that are required to complete 

the task successfully, then that task might be a NPWT for that employee because they are likely 

to not have confidence to perform that task. Hence, researchers should take note of individual 

indifferences when investigating NPWTs in work roles.  

The question that arises in developing a new construct such as non-preferred work tasks 

is which research methods should be used to establish the construct. These issues are discussed 

in the following section.  

Paradigm Rationale: Pragmatic Perspective 

The concept of a “paradigm” was introduced in the social science literature in 1970. 

This concept is used to define “a cluster of beliefs and dictates which for scientists in a 

particular discipline influence what should be studied, how research should be done, how 

results should be interpreted” (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p. 25). More specifically, this term is also 

referred to as “a set of basic beliefs that guides action” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Included in 

these beliefs are systems of thinking, basic assumptions, research problems, and research 

techniques that imply a research methodology (Neuman, 2011). 
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Discussion on paradigms in the social sciences revolve around the following: 

positivist/post-positive, interpretive/constructive, critical/transformative, and pragmatic 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; MacKenzie & Knipe, 2006). Many researchers have discussed which 

underlying paradigm is more appropriate for each research method. Although paradigms differ, 

each approach is interrelated through a set of ontological, epistemological, and methodological 

underpinnings (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Considering this set of interrelationships, several 

mixed methods research methodologies suggest that mixed methods research is principally 

associated with pragmatism. For instance, Creswell, Plano Clark, Gutmann, and Hanson (2008) 

argued that mixed methods research has “moved past paradigm wars by offering logical and 

practical alternatives” (p. 211). Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) explained pragmatic research 

as “a deconstructive paradigm that debunks concepts such as ‘truth’ and ‘reality’ and focuses 

instead on ‘what works’ as the truth regarding the research questions under investigation” (p. 

9). In addition, Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) argued that researchers should follow several 

characteristics of pragmatism.  

The pragmatist also chooses the approach that is best suited for their particular research 

problem (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Pragmatism and the choice of a mixed methods 

approach were used in this research based on the desire to first investigate the non-preferred 

tasks of individuals (RQ1 and RQ2) and to test the construct of non-preferred tasks in a model 

(RQ3). This mixed approach to answering the research questions provides a broader 

understanding of the phenomenon being studied. Therefore, both qualitative and quantitative 

methods were selected for this thesis. 

Overall Research Design 

This section outlines the overall research design adopted for this research. In general, 

researchers view mixed methods research as a unique approach that employs specific 
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procedures of designing, implementing, and reporting research (Plano Clark, Cresswell, Green, 

& Shope, 2008). 

In general, mixed methods research is defined by Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, and Turner 

(2007) as “the type of research in which a researcher or team of researchers combines elements 

of qualitative and quantitative research approaches for the broad purposes of breadth and depth 

of understanding and corroboration” (p. 123). These elements include the use of qualitative 

and quantitative viewpoints and the integration of the data at one or more stages in the process 

of research (Bell, Bryman, & Harley, 2018).  

Compared to a single method study, the use of a mixed methods approach results in a 

better understanding of the research problem being studied (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). That 

is, researchers can use the strength of additional methods to overcome the weaknesses in 

another method by using a mixed methods approach (Johnson et al., 2007). In addition, 

multiple perspectives obtained from combining both qualitative and quantitative data can be 

used to corroborate strong conclusions and facilitate the incremental building of knowledge 

(Creswell et al., 2008). However, several challenges must be addressed when conducting mixed 

methods research. Table 3.1 presents a summary of the strengths and weaknesses of mixed 

methods research.  

The purpose of combining qualitative and quantitative approaches vary. Tashakkori and 

Teddlie (2008) suggested that the researcher should identify the aim of conducting such 

research from the start. In order to choose an appropriate research design, Greene, Caracelli, 

and Graham (1989) listed five purposes for employing mixed methods research. First, 

triangulation, which seeks convergence of results, is achievable. Second, using mixed methods 

provides complementarity, because it seeks elaboration of results from one method with the 

results from the other. Third, development occurs when the results from the first method are 

used to inform the other method. Fourth, initiation occurs because using mixed methods seeks 
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to discover new perspectives by reorganising results from one method with results from the 

other method. Finally, expansion is achievable because breadth and scope are added to a study 

by using different methods for different components.  

Table 3.1. 

Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses of Mixed Method Research 

Strengths Weaknesses 

• Answers a broader and more complete 

range of research questions. 

• Requires time to implement data 

collection and to report data analyses.  

• Increases the generalisability of the 

results. 

• Researcher needs to have experience in 

both qualitative and quantitative 

approaches.  

• Adds insights and understanding that 

might be missed when only a single 

method is used. 

• Difficult for a single researcher to carry 

out both qualitative and quantitative 

research.  

• Provides stronger evidence for a 

conclusion. 

• Requires more funding and is more 

expensive than a single method study.  

• Uses the strengths of an additional 

method to overcome the weaknesses 

in another method. 

 

Source: Adapted from Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004, p. 21); Plano Clark et al. (2008)  

Several decisions need to be considered before undertaking a mixed method study (e.g., 

Bell et al., 2018; Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Considerations 

suggested by Creswell et al. (2008) include the relative weight of the qualitative and 

quantitative approaches, the timing of the use of collected data, and the approach to mixing 

two datasets. The first choice is to decide the sequence of the method approach. That is, the 

researcher may choose to give priority to either the qualitative or quantitative study in order to 

provide more insight into the phenomenon of study. The second choice is to consider whether 

the data is collected at the same time (concurrent design) or one followed by the other 
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(sequential design). The answers to this question result in two ways of designing mixed 

methods research. That is, a concurrent design is appropriate when the purpose of the research 

is to take advantage of data triangulation or embedded results. On the other hand, in the 

sequential design, the researcher can collect one type of data and use the information before 

conducting the other type of data. The third choice is related to mixing the data derived from 

two different methods. The researcher may consider integrating the data findings at the data 

collection stage, during data analysis, or at the interpretation stage (Creswell et al., 2008).  

 As shown in Figure 3.1, the collection of primary data in this research was conducted 

in three stages. Study 1 involved in-depth interviews using two industry samples and was 

designed to gain a deeper understanding of the perceptions of employees’ NPWTs and to assist 

with the development of a survey instrument to assess this construct. Undertaking a qualitative 

approach allowed for identification of insights into factors influencing individuals’ perceptions 

of non-preferred work tasks and the way they felt about and dealt with these non-preferred 

tasks. Study 2 involved the development of a scale to assess NPWTs. This study examined the 

predictive and discriminant validity of the NPWTs scale. Study 3, a quasi-experimental design, 

investigated how individuals’ perceptions of their non-preferred tasks affected two major 

organisational outcomes, organisational citizenship behaviours, and work engagement. In 

Studies 2 and Study 3, research participants were undergraduate students completing courses 

at an Australian university. The moderating role of state positive affect and the mediating role 

of task and relational crafting were further examined in study 3.  
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Figure 3.1. Data Collection Flow for Thesis 

Conclusion 

This chapter provided a clear definition for the NPWT construct and differentiated 

NPWTs from other associated concepts. Specifically, this construct differs from some 

potentially related constructs including boredom, illegitimate tasks, dirty work, sustained work 

tasks, and job monotony. The paradigm rationale and the overall research design for the rest of 

the thesis were also provided. Chapter 4 outlines Study 1, which investigates the existence of 

NPWTs through in-depth interviews.  
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CHAPTER 4 

STUDY 1 – A QUALITATIVE STUDY EXAMINING NON-

PREFERRED WORK TASKS 

Introduction 

Chapter 3 focused on developing the construct of non-preferred work tasks (NPWTs) and 

provided an overview of the methods used in this thesis. Furthermore, the previous chapter provided 

a rationale for using in-depth interviews as a method for conducting this study. This chapter provides 

the results of the qualitative data collected from interviews conducted across two different industries, 

one international hotel chain (service industry) and two university business schools (education 

industry). The aim of this chapter is to gain an in-depth understanding of whether employees perceive 

having non-preferred work tasks (NPWTs) and how they manage these tasks. Accordingly, the results 

obtained from the interviews were used to assist in defining non-preferred work tasks and selecting 

items for developing a new scale to measure NPWTs. In particular, this study addresses my first two 

research questions:  

RQ1. Do employees identify non-preferred work tasks (NPWTs)? 

 RQ2. How do employees manage NPWTs?  

 

In-depth Interview Rationale 

This section provides the rationale for the choice of in-depth interviews as the technique for 

collecting the qualitative data. A wide range of techniques can be used for qualitative data collection, 

such as focus groups, observations, or interviews. An in-depth interview is defined as a one-to-one 

method of data collection and refers to a conversation with a purpose of gaining insight into the 

research issues from the perspectives of the interviewees (Hennink, Hutter, & Bailey, 2011). The 

interviews provide further understanding of phenomenon and its meanings in-depth (Arksey & 

Knight, 1999). That is, researchers can gain rich and detailed information from the respondents 

through the interviews (Supanti, 2015).  
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The approach of utilising in-depth interviews was deemed preferable over the focus group 

technique for this study, because the aim was to gain a deeper and better understanding of the 

participants’ meaning of non-preferred work tasks (Legard, Keegan, & Ward, 2003). Specially, this 

research explores whether people experience NPWTs in their work roles. Because I predict that 

NPWTs will differ in relation to work roles and for the individuals undertaking those roles, an in-

depth understanding of the work role and the individual is required. This is more likely to occur 

effectively in a one-on-one session, that is, an interview. Researchers have noted that focus group 

studies are known to have a tendency to be dominated by strong personalities, they are susceptible to 

bias, and can be difficult to moderate (Malhotra, 2010). The researcher could also face the problem 

of self-monitoring in focus groups, where in order to impress other people in the group, high self-

monitors are likely to maintain a positive image and abide by everything that others say, so that they 

are liked (Sanderson, 2010).  

Observation is another choice for qualitative data collection. Observation involves collecting 

data in real time through a systematic process of observing respondents (Lune & Berg, 2016). The 

disadvantages of the observation technique are that it is time consuming and not particularly suitable 

for opinion enquiry with large groups of participants while only observing the present situation 

(Taylor, Bogdan, & DeVault, 2015). Therefore, in-depth interviews were deemed the most suitable 

qualitative technique to collect data for exploring NPWTs.  

Furthermore, the in-depth interview was selected as the most appropriate technique for this 

phase because interviewing involves a rather intensive, lengthy conversation between the researcher 

and the participant regarding the topic’s interest (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). The objective of the 

technique is to explore, understand, and interpret the meaning of the individual’s perspective of a 

particular idea or situation “in-depth” (Rubin & Rubin, 2011). The use of this method in this study 

assisted in identifying and clarifying the concept of NPWTs and acted as a precursor to quantitative 

scale development (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).  
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A key advantage of in-depth interviews in this study was the flexible nature of the technique’s 

design (Patton, 1990). Semi-structured interviews were utilised in order to revisit the topic several 

times, depending on the conversation flow and level of rapport with the participant (Babbie, 2013; 

Bryman, 2012). This flexibility and repetition assisted in reducing misinterpretations between myself 

and the participants, and I was able to informally stimulate and probe the participants’ memories for 

further information clarification (Bryman, 2012). The method also allowed for a rich, detailed insight 

into the participants’ perceptions of their NPWTs and how they dealt with their NPWTs.  

Method 

Interview Guide Development 

In preparing for the interviews, I used a semi-structured guide to identify the appropriate 

questions to ask in the in-depth interviews with participants. The protocol enabled me to achieve 

consistency across interviews and to focus on each interview to derive information on the important 

research areas, while ensuring the flexibility to explore additional and relevant topics if they arose 

during the interview. The guide also provided a framework to record administration details and notes 

for each interview, which were used as a referral point during transcription and analysis. Importantly, 

the guide ensured some consistency between the interviews, which potentially increased the reliability 

of the qualitative findings (Morris, 2015). 

The developed interview guide comprised four main sections: 1) administrative details, 2) 

interview procedures 3) key question areas, 4) an interview notes section, a copy of the guide is 

provided in Appendix 1. The questions in the guide were then piloted with three colleagues, who 

were experts in qualitative research and well versed with interview techniques, before it was used in 

the main qualitative study, as suggested by Corbin and Strauss (2008). This pilot testing enabled me 

to become more familiar with the interview structure and to gauge the effectiveness of the key 

question areas (van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2002). The next section details the procedures applied in 

selecting the potential interview informants.  



 85 

Procedure 

Ethical approval for this study was obtained from the Griffith University Human Ethics 

Committee and the protocol was implemented to minimise any risks to the researcher and participants 

(Patton, 1990). The approval from the University research committee for this research was 

EHR/10/14/HREC (Appendix 2). Ethical clearance was gained with the assurance of gaining 

informed consent, secure storage of the digital recordings, interview guides and transcripts, and the 

deidentification of informants using participant codes within the analysis and results. The digital 

recordings and transcripts will be kept secure in a hard drive for a period of five years, before being 

destroyed and electronically erased.  

Data were collected from employees of an international hotel chain and academics from two 

business schools. All organisations were located in Australia. Altogether, 40 participants were 

interviewed in this study. The rationale behind selecting workplaces from two different industry 

sectors was to test the general applicability of the construct across jobs in significantly different 

sectors. Academic jobs are significantly different from hotel jobs and using the service sector allowed 

me to examine a range of different occupations within that sector. 

For the hotel sample, HR managers in various hotels were contacted through email and the 

professional networking platform, Linkedin.com, inviting their organisations to participate in the 

research (see Appendix 3). In total, five hotels were contacted to request their participation in the 

study. However, only one hotel responded favourably and thus agreed to allow their employees to 

participate in this research project. Although drawing from different organisations may have been 

useful, the advantage of just one hotel organisation participating was that it reduced potential 

contextual variance (e.g., different hotel cultures, practices, and policies) that may have affected my 

research. After meeting the HR manager and obtaining formal approval, potential participants were 

contacted through notices inviting them to participate in a research study exploring NPWTs via staff 

notice boards and department briefing sessions (see Appendix 4). Interested participants were asked 

to contact the researcher directly to maintain anonymity.  
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To recruit academics for interviews, emails were sent to deans of two business schools. Once 

the approval for conducting research interviews was secured, an email (see Appendix 5) was sent to 

a mailing list that contained the emails of all academics in the business schools.  

Interview Procedure 

 Where possible, the information sheet and the consent form (see Appendix 6) were forwarded 

before the interview so that the participants could familiarise themselves with the elements of 

informed consent. Where this was not possible the interviewees were given time to understand the 

project before giving informed consent. The interviews lasted for approximately 20 to 35 minutes in 

duration, with an average interview lasting around 25 minutes. After receiving signed consent from 

the participants, all interviews were digitally recorded to ensure information accuracy. These 

interviews were conducted in person based on the location and availability of the participant and took 

place from 7 am to 9 pm, depending on the location of the interview and the participants’ availability. 

All academic interviews were conducted in their offices from 9 am to 5 pm.  

The following procedure occurred prior to each interview. First, I built a rapport with the 

participant by talking about the weather, or how the participant’s day had been so far. Next, the 

informant was thanked for agreeing to participate in an interview. Background information on the 

research and the contents of the consent form were then briefly given. I then asked if the participant 

was still willing to be involved in the research and if the interview could be recorded. In each instance, 

the participant agreed. The digital recorder was then turned on and the interview began. This is a 

common protocol in qualitative interviewing (Rubin & Rubin, 2011). 

Each interview typically began with a general discussion about the participant's job 

description and the duties they performed on a day to day basis. Generally, this initial conversation 

topic prompted the participants to talk about the daily duties they were involved in and to delve deeper 

into the discrete tasks that they performed. Throughout this conversation, I gently probed and clarified 

information about particular discrete tasks that participants preferred to perform and whether there 

were any tasks that they did not prefer to perform. Once the interview questions had been adequately 
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covered, the informants were asked if there were any other comments that they would like to add to 

the conversation, and these were discussed. The interview then came to a close. In all cases, the 

participants were happy and willing to be contacted again: a) to receive the interview transcript, and 

b) if I had any more questions or required further clarification. The participants were then thanked 

for their time and assistance.  

Immediately after each interview, I spent 15 to 20 minutes reflecting on the notes made during 

the interview. These reflections were recorded on the interview guide. Where possible, the digital 

recordings were transcribed, and brief summaries of the key points were prepared shortly after each 

interview. A copy of the transcript and the summary from his or her interview was sent to each 

participant that had requested this.  

Sample 

Qualitative researchers commonly use a non-probability sample to select the research problem 

(Neuman, 2011). A range of non-probability sampling approaches can be chosen, such as purposive, 

convenience, and snowball samplings. The purposive sampling technique is defined as the criteria of 

selecting units that provide the information required to answer the research questions (Patton, 1990). 

Purposive sampling was used to recruit participants in both organisations which is a very common 

approach in the field of business and management due to the advantage of accessibility (Bryman & 

Bell, 2007). Furthermore, purposive sampling involves identifying and selecting individuals or group 

of individuals that are especially knowledgeable about or experienced with a phenomenon of interest 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2017). In addition to knowledge and experience, Bernard (2013) notes the 

importance of availability and willingness to participate, and the ability to communicate experiences 

and opinions in an articulate, expressive, and reflective manner. 

Because this study was an exploratory in nature, I wanted to ensure that all participants were 

experienced, employed and performed a wide variety of tasks in their job. One of the main inclusion 

criteria for sampling was the work experience of participants. All participants were required to have 

at least six months’ work experience. Most organisations use three to six months’ time period to 
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complete employee probation. This suggests if employee has cleared the probationary period 

successfully, they have undertaken most of the tasks in their job description for them to know the 

tasks they prefer to perform and the tasks they do not prefer to perform.  

Furthermore, I decided to select two different industries to collect data, the hospitality industry 

and higher education sector. Because the aim was to explore whether employees had NPWTs in their 

work roles, it was important that I had an in-depth understanding of the sectors I was collecting data 

from so that it would be relatively easier for me to probe further during interviews rather than 

interviewing participants from sectors I had no expertise in. Because I had substantial prior experience 

in hospitality industry, I knew the tasks that employees perform in every department, as I was trained 

in all departments of the hotel. Furthermore, I have been a part of academia for around five years, and 

as such, I have knowledge about the academic tasks across teaching research and service, which made 

it easier for me to probe further during interviews.  

Hotel Sample 

Initially, 25 participants contacted me, with 20 hotel workers being interviewed for this part 

of the study. Five participants declined to be interviewed after initial contact. Theoretical saturation 

was reached after 12 interviews were conducted, as there was no new information derived from the 

interviews (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). I continued to collect data until I had completed 20 interviews. 

Although sample size is not an essential consideration in qualitative research, as more emphasis is 

placed on data quality and variability, the interview quantity in this phase was within an acceptable 

range (i.e., 20-25 interviews) (Saunders & Townsend, 2016). All participants were provided with a 

consent form (see Appendix 6) that they signed, and a copy was given to them to maintain for their 

records.  

Academic Sample 

Twenty academic participants replied to the email from both business schools combined and 

all participants were interviewed. Data saturation was reached at 10 participants (Denzin & Lincoln, 

2011); however, all 20 participants were interviewed, and their data analysed, which is an acceptable 
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number in qualitative research (Saunders & Townsend, 2016). As suggested in the previous section, 

the main inclusion criteria for purposive sampling was a minimum of six months’ work experience. 

All academics who agreed to participate in the interview process had more than six months of work 

experience and therefore, all academics who replied favourably to the email were interviewed. 

In total, forty individuals participated in this study. Of the 20 interviews conducted with the 

hotel sample, there were 12 male (60%) and eight females (40%). The average organisational tenure 

was 5.01 years (SD = 5.34 years). Work roles varied between housekeeping staff and managers 

(operation), food and beverage staff and managers (operation), human resources (administrative), 

sales and marketing, and accounting and finance (administrative). In addition, 20 interviews were 

conducted with the participants from business schools. The sample consisted of 13 female (65%) and 

seven males (35%). The average organisational tenure was 9.35 years (SD = 4.75 years). Work roles 

varied between Ph.D. students (20%), lecturers (25%), senior lecturer (25%), associate professors 

(10%), and professors (20%). 
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Table 4.1. Hotel Sample  

Participant Number Age Gender Work role/position 

1 45 Male Manager 

2 35 Female Manager 

3 40 Male Manager 

4 45 Female Manager 

5 42 Female Manager 

6 38 Female Manager 

7 25 Male Supervisor 

8 29 Female Supervisor 

9 26 Male Supervisor 

10 19 Female Staff 

11 19 Male Staff 

12 24 Male Staff 

13 23 Male Staff 

14 21 Male Staff 

15 27 Male Staff 

16 35 Female Staff 

17 42 Male Staff 

18 36 Female Staff 

19 28 Male Staff 

20 32 Male Staff 

 

Table 4.2. Academic Sample  

Participant Number Age Gender Work role/position 

21 27 Male PhD Student 

22 33 Female PhD Student 

23 34 Female Lecturer 

24 29 Male Lecturer 

25 34 Female Lecturer 

26 48 Female Lecturer 

27 35 Male Lecturer 

28 42 Male Senior Lecturer 

29 39 Female Senior Lecturer 

30 58 Female Senior Lecturer 

31 36 Female Senior Lecturer 

32 40 Female Senior Lecturer 

33 31 Female PhD Student 

34 56 Female Professor 

35 55 Male Professor 

36 58 Male Professor 

37 29 Female PhD Student 

38 47 Female Assoc. Professor 

39 49 Female Assoc. Professor 

40 59 Male Professor 
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Data Analysis 

Thematic analysis was used to identify, analyse, and report different patterns of responses 

(Braun & Clarke, 2006). The transcribed interviews were coded using NVivo software, following the 

guidelines produced by Bazeley and Jackson (2013). Analysis of the interview transcripts then 

proceeded through several stages, as recommended by Braun and Clarke (2006). The process of 

thematic analysis began when I began to look for patterns of responses and potential issues of interest 

that offered further insights into the issues. The unit of analysis was every sentence. All participants 

were given a pseudonym for the purpose of anonymity. 

The transcripts were initially manually coded using thematic analysis. Each theme captured 

several aspects related to the nature of non-preferred work tasks and how participants responded. The 

transcripts were reviewed several times to ensure that the statements under each theme and category 

were consistent. Consequently, two major themes emerged from the interview data. These themes 

were then integrated, with the coding guided by the pre-established concept established during the 

literature review (Chapter 2) and the theoretical development of the concept (Chapter 3) to narrow 

the analysis of the themes. In order to enhance credibility, independent researchers from the same 

university as the researcher reviewed the initial coding statements in association with the defined 

categories. These independent researchers were experts in qualitative research (Armstrong, Gosling, 

Martaeu, & Weinman, 1997). 

This approach was used to check the consistency of the initial coding and the underlying 

themes using the perspective of the external researchers, who had fresh eyes, and to ensure the coding 

agreements or disagreements could be managed. The review of coding suggested by these researchers 

was useful in highlighting the interview findings and providing further interpretations in the following 

sections. Overall, the process of analysing the qualitative data involved constantly moving back and 

forth between the entire data set, the coded extracts of data, and the analyses of the data that were 

being produced. After sorting the interview data into several categories, themes were defined, and 
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data from the interviews were reported regarding the meaning of the response patterns, as well as the 

interpretations.  

Research Question 1: Do employees identify non-preferred work tasks? 

In this section, the interview responses are used to provide an understanding of both preferred 

work tasks (PWT) and non-preferred work tasks (NPWTs). The majority of participants recognised 

during the interview that they performed certain tasks as a part of their job that they preferred to 

perform and certain tasks they did not prefer to perform. However, the actual tasks described as PWTs 

and NPWTs differed for every participant. Indeed, some of the tasks identified were similar, but were 

described by some participants as preferred tasks and by others as non-preferred tasks. Furthermore, 

there was no one consistent reason for employees describing one set of tasks as NPWTs and others 

as PWT. Every participant had their own reasons for why they preferred certain tasks and others did 

not prefer certain tasks. For example, some participants felt that they honed their skills over the years 

for the tasks they now preferred to do, while some participants did not prefer certain tasks because 

they did not see those tasks as adding any value to their overall job.  

While this information was interesting, the focus of this study was not to find reasons why 

participants preferred or did not prefer certain tasks, but rather to establish the prima facie existence 

of the construct. In discussing the results of the data collection, I firstly looked at participants’ PWTs 

and thereafter examined participants’ NPWTs. Given the differences found between the samples, the 

hotel sample and the university sample are discussed separately. 

Preferred Work Tasks 

Hotel Sample 

Overall, the results revealed that individuals were able to identify preferred work tasks. For 

instance, in the hotel sample, one of the participants suggested, “I prefer to do rostering, I feel more 

connected to my staff that way” (Participant 4, Department Manager, Hotel, PWT). Given recent 

evidence around the importance of engagement at work (Matsuo, 2019), this supervisor clearly saw 
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rostering as a valuable activity that allowed them to understand their employees. This specific 

preference appears to be based on the social preferences of the manager. 

An interesting finding in this study was that participants at similar hierarchical levels in the 

same organisation had different PWTs. For instance, another managerial participant from the hotel 

sample explained, “I prefer doing budgeting for my department, I am in full control of the process” 

(Participant 5, Department Manager, Hotel, PWT). This PWT was different to the task that the 

Participant 4, who also held a managerial position in the hotel had suggested as being preferred. 

Participant 4 focused on their relationship with their employees, and therefore preferred rostering as 

a way to connect with them, while Participant 5 liked control over the process and therefore preferred 

budgeting.  

Another participant from the hotel sample said, “I prefer doing performance appraisals with 

my staff members, as I can help them in their long-term professional development” (Participant 2, 

Department Manager, Hotel, PWT). Given the recent evidence that providing mentoring at work can 

increase worker efficiency (Neupane, 2015), this manager clearly believed their involvement in 

performance appraisal could help both their employees and the organisation. Each participant clearly 

identified their PWT, but each had significantly different reasons for this. These findings suggest that 

individual differences and personal preferences play a significant role in determining an individual 

employee’s PWT.   

When non-managerial participants in the hotel were asked about their PWT, participants from 

different departments suggested their PWT according to their roles they were performing. For 

instance, “I prefer to clean the back area, make sure things are running smooth from [the] back of the 

house, like folding napkins or polishing cutlery, these are important things” (Participant 12, Waitstaff, 

Hotel, PWT). This participant suggested that in order to run the smooth operations of the restaurant, 

it was not only important that the customer interaction was perfect, but it was also important that the 

preparation of things such as folding napkins and polishing cutlery were done with perfection. As 

customer service is related to the overall experience of the customers (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). 
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A participant in a similar position in the restaurant stated, “I like to talk to my guests, I am 

good at it, I prefer to be in control of my guest experience, I can generate a lot of tips, I prefer to stay 

in front” (Participant 15, Waitstaff, Hotel, PWT). Participant 15’s reasoning for this PWT was both 

based on the skills they had interacting with customers and potential remuneration.  

Another participant from the hotel sample stated, “I prefer to vacuum the room and do bed 

making, I’d rather do the rooms than go and clean public areas” (Participant 16, Housekeeping, Hotel, 

PWT). This participant’s preference was linked to their working in a private area, rather than working 

in a public area (i.e., the lobby, food and beverage outlets or toilets in public areas in the hotel). There 

could be various reasons for this, the first being that public areas of a hotel are usually busy and there 

is a lot of traffic in and out of toilets, which means a public area cleaner needs to constantly be rotating 

around various public area toilets in a hotel, which is an extremely busy job in comparison to cleaning 

the rooms and making beds. Although cleaning the rooms and makings beds is not a simple task 

either, there is no traffic like that in the case of public toilets. The second reason for this could be that 

there are very few conversations happening during the shift of a public area cleaner, whereas in room 

cleaning there are usually two people working together in a room, so there is a constant conversation 

happening as well, where two employees are able to connect with each other and time goes fast and 

work also gets done faster. This could mean that personality may be a factor in how this participant 

responded to their PWT. 

 In addition, another housekeeping participant suggested, “I prefer to run the linen to the room, 

I know delivering linen fast to the rooms relieves the attendants from the stress of waiting to make 

rooms” (Participant 17, Housekeeping, Hotel, PWT). Participant 17’s preference for this task was 

linked to their desire to maintain strong relationships with their co-workers, they wanted to help other 

housekeeping attendants to be able to finish cleaning and stocking the rooms with linen. In this way, 

they explained they could reduce the stress that the attendants faced if they were not able to stock the 

linen in time, which would increase their work pressure. It is interesting to note that these PWTs were 

essential to the completion of their overall job. Furthermore, all of these tasks were significant. 
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University Sample 

Participants in the university sample were also able to identify preferred work tasks. One 

participant noted, “I prefer doing research, literature reviews, conceptualising ideas, analysing data, 

all the usual research stuff” (Participant 31, University Senior Lecturer, PWT). Although this 

participant broadly started discussing the work roles they enjoyed more, at the same time they 

identified three discrete tasks within one quote. This suggests the importance of understanding 

individual discrete tasks within work roles.   

The evidence further demonstrated that there seemed to be individual differences in 

preferences of tasks. Participant 32, an academic participant at a similar position to suggested, “I 

prefer marking for students, I know academics don’t say that, but I feel I am adding value to my 

students learning through feedback” (Participant 32, University Senior Lecturer, PWT). This enforces 

that preferred (and by extension non-preferred) tasks are extremely individual, as the task this 

academic suggested as their PWT differed from the tasks that the previous academic suggested in a 

similar hierarchical position. Significantly, irrespective of hierarchical levels, all participants were 

easily able to identify their PWT. For example, another participant said, “I prefer going the extra mile 

for my students, for instance, when they ask for a favour such as a recommendation letter, it can help 

them a long way, I will do it” (Participant 24, University Lecturer, PWT). Identifying another 

preferred task, the same participant stated, “I like to attend department meetings, so I can be on top 

of what is happening in the department and finding what projects my colleagues are working on and 

if I can be of any help” (Participant 24, University Lecturer, PWT). Clearly, individuals can have 

several preferred work tasks. It also appears that preferred work tasks can emerge from different 

rationales. For instance, Participant 24 preferred helping others and therefore their first PWT was to 

help students and their second PWT was to help their colleagues.  

Finally, a few more quotes from various participants provided evidence to understand the 

participants’ PWTs. One academic participant who was in the final stages of completing their PhD 

noted that they liked “preparing slides for the workshops, as I can be innovative in presenting my 
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content to students that suits my way of teaching” (Participant 21, PhD student/sessional teacher, 

PWT). It is common for PhD students in Australia to take part-time teaching load to gain experience 

in teaching while they are completing their PhD, to enhance their chances of securing a job in the 

future. This particular PhD student explained that preparing the slides allowed them to be current in 

content and creative in the way the slides were presented to students.  

Another participant from the business school noted that their preference was to “focus on 

writing applications for Australian Research Council (ARC) Grants, as they bring the funding, which 

is important at my level” (Participant 35, University Professor, PWT). This participant held a senior 

position in their university and suggested that their PWT involved a task that gave them the most 

rewards in their job and one which was linked to a task valued by the university, which was to apply 

for national research grants.  

Another participant in a senior position said that they preferred “crunching data, as that would 

give me more publications, and my workload is 60% research, so that makes sense” (Participant 36, 

University Professor, PWT). In Australia, academics have workload distributed mostly in three areas: 

research, teaching and service. However, it appears from the data that workload responsibilities are 

not always linked to preferred work tasks. Another participant with a balanced workload where they 

had equal responsibilities for teaching and research noted that they liked “lecturing, it is very 

interesting, and I get to share my knowledge and experience with the students” (Participant 40, 

University Associate Professor, PWT). It appears that even when individuals have a range of activities 

they can be involved in, work task preferences do emerge. In this case, Participant 40 could have 

chosen from a range of difference tasks but specifically identified one related to teaching.  

Non-Preferred Work Tasks 

Once it was clear that all participants could identify their PWT, the participants were then 

asked if they could identify any tasks in their work roles that they preferred not to perform (i.e. 

NPWTs). Like the PWTs, all participants were able to identify the NPWTs in their work roles. In 

addition, all participants had different NPWTs and various reasons for this non-preference of tasks. 
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Moreover, some quotes further suggested how they managed these NPWTs. While RQ 2 relates to 

the investigation of how NPWTs are managed and the focus in this section is on identifying NPWTs, 

I note that it was almost impossible for individuals to discuss NPWT without identifying why they 

did not prefer these tasks.  

Hotel Sample 

When asked about the non-preferred work task in their work role, one of the participants 

stated, “I feel pressured when I have to do rostering, every wants their favourite days off, favourite 

shift times, and it is hard to accommodate all requests and I end up being the bad person” (Participant 

2, Department Manager, Hotel, NPWTs). Participant 2’s statement contrasted with Participant 4, who 

earlier picked rostering as their preferred task. Based on these data, evidence emerged that one 

person’s PWT could be another person’s NPWT, and vice versa. 

 There were many more instances during the interview analysis that implied that this was a 

very common occurrence. For instance, another participant noted they did not enjoy “doing budgets, 

it is hard to get money out of the owners…, but the staff blames me without knowing money is not 

in my hands” (Participant 3, Department Manager, Hotel, NPWTs). As approval can be a lengthy and 

explanatory process where owners can take their time in making a decision (Ahmad, 2015), 

sometimes staff suffer if there is an equipment break down and no money to replace the equipment. 

The staff usually blames the managers for not being able to provide proper equipment to do their jobs 

effectively and this increases stress on employees. This participant wanted to maintain collegial 

relationship with their staff members but budgeting created tension in their relationship. Moreover, 

this NPWT was in direct contrast to Participant 5, for whom budgeting was a PWT, even though both 

participants were working in similar jobs. This supports the argument that NPWTs are based upon 

individual differences. Even within similar jobs, each person can have a different NPWTs.  

These individual differences upon which NPWTs are based also extended to personal 

interaction preferences. For instance, one participant said, “I don’t like to interact with the guests 

much, I [would] rather clean back of the house for smooth operations” (Participant 12, Waitstaff, 
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Hotel, NPWTs). This participant’s preference to clean the back of the house, a solo activity which 

may be seen to require a lower skill set and lack variety, was preferred over their NPWT, which was 

talking with the guests. Clearly, it was not skill variety that drove these work preferences. In the case 

of Participant 12, a possible explanation is that their personal preference was for working 

individually, rather than working with others or around others. In contrast, Participant 15, in a similar 

role, had previously suggested that they preferred to talk to the guests. This, once again, provides an 

insight to the individual nature of NPWTs, that two participants in a similar position had different 

PWTs and NPWTs. Furthermore, when Participant 15 was asked about their NPWTs, they suggested, 

“I hate spending time cleaning [the] back of the house, when I said before, I prefer to be in front of 

the guests and make tips” (Participant 15, Waitstaff, Hotel, NPWTs).  

One of the participants in the hotel sample said that the task that they did was significant to 

them because the meaning of the task made them feel that their job was important; however, the tasks 

became a non-preferred task, as after some time of doing this task the participant reported there was 

no formal recognition of their good work, and so the task became a NPWT. For instance, “When 

guests come to check-in to the hotel, the first thing that they notice is the cleanliness… and that’s 

why I don’t prefer to clean public areas anymore” (Participant 18, Housekeeping, Hotel, NPWTs). 

The housekeeping attendant here suggested that the guests first impression of the hotel when they 

enter the lobby is formed by the cleanliness of the front desk area. This made the cleaning of the 

lobby area task an extremely important task and the attendant saw themselves holding a very 

important responsibility. Therefore, from the hotel sample, it is evident that employees’ individual 

differences played a role in deciding their NPWTs. The NPWTs for one employee can differ to the 

NPWTs for another employee.  

University Sample 

The participants in the university sample also identified NPWTs in their work roles, similar 

to hotel participants. When an academic participant was asked about their NPWTs, they suggested, 

“I am not a big fan of marking at all, and it just takes so much time” (Participant 39, University 
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Associate Professor, NPWTs). Here, the participant implied that they were time poor with other tasks 

to complete and as marking takes a long time to complete, they wanted to conserve their time to be 

able to focus on other tasks that they preferred. Moreover, as noted earlier, when providing results 

for PWTs, Participant 31 suggested that their PWT was marking. The reason Participant 31 indicated 

marking as their PWT was clearly different to the reason for Participant 39 indicated as their non 

preference toward marking. These quotes are another example that support the observation in the 

hotel sample that one participant’s PWT (Participant 32) is another participant’s (Participant 25) 

NPWT. The evidence from both the hotel sample and the academic sample suggest that NPWTs are 

highly individualised.   

Furthermore, another participant mentioned, “I don’t like spending time on literature reviews, 

I outsource them to my research assistant so I can focus on analysis, I am an expert in SPSS” 

(Participant 25, University Lecturer, NPWTs). Here, similar to Participant 39, this particular 

participant wanted to save time on their NPWT so they could focus their attention and time towards 

the task that they felt gave them more value.  

An additional insight into NPWTs was obtained from the academic sample. In the data 

provided by the university sample, there was an indication that these preferences may change over 

time. Some participants noted that tasks they used to perform had now become an NPWT due to time 

constraints they faced in their current role. For instance, “I used to enjoy writing recommendation 

letter for students, but with the workload we have now, I don’t have time, we are pushed to the limits, 

I just don’t do it anymore, there is no reward for it” (Participant 38, University Associate Professor, 

NPWTs). However, a junior academic suggested that they undertook administrative tasks to write 

recommendation letters (Participant 26, University Lecturer). This provides a greater understanding 

of the construct of NPWTs, suggesting that a task that was preferred may become a NPWTs (in this 

case because the task was not rewarded). Specially, because writing a recommendation letter is a 

relatively small administrative task that may enhance one’s reputation or provide skill variety in a 

job, viewing this as a NPWT results in a reduction in skill variety.  
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Another participant noted, “Look, sessional work is a revenue stream, so you want to make 

sure you are spending less time in preparing teaching materials and more on delivery of material, so 

I request the course convener to provide all the teaching materials, like slides, and I deliver [them]” 

(Participant 23, PhD student/sessional teacher, NPWTs). As many PhD students are on scholarships, 

teaching becomes a big source of income for them; thus, this quote infers that in order to make more 

money, they avoid the task of developing teaching material. However, in contrast, Participant 21 

suggested that they preferred developing their own slides because they could be innovative in 

teaching; however, in this instance, Participant 23 suggested that they did not prefer to develop 

teaching material that included slides and were only willing to use the slides from the course convener 

in charge of the course. In both cases, developing teaching material was an essential part of the 

teaching process, and the slides needed to be available as a teaching tool, but there was latitude around 

how this task was performed. Indeed, if Participant 23 was not provided with slides in order to 

continue to teach, they would need to prepare them, regardless of their preference. 

Discussion - The Definition of Non-Preferred Work Tasks 

The results indicate that participants in both samples (service and education industries) were 

able to identify and differentiate their PWTs and NPWTs. Furthermore, the role of individual 

differences in determining how employees differentiate between their PWTs and NPWTs emerged. 

On this basis, a PWT for one employee could be a NPWT for another employee. Some of the 

individual differences that emerged from the results were that some employees wanted to conserve 

their time and energy for the tasks they saw more value in for themselves. Moreover, employees 

having different personal preferences was another reason for different NPWTs. For example, in the 

hotel sample, one employee wanted to be in front of the house talking to the customers may be more 

extroverted, whereas the other employee wanted to remain at the back of the house and fold napkins 

and polish cutlery could be an introvert.  

Another theme that emerged from the results was that for some employees NPWTs changed 

over time. For example, one academic participant used to prefer writing recommendation letters for 
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students; however, over time, when the work pressure increased and there was no reward for these 

tasks, this became a NPWT. As academic workloads have constantly increased over the years 

(Barkhuizen, Rothmann, & Van De Vijver, 2014), it is highly likely that the tasks that academics 

preferred and could spend time on are now seen as a hindrance to their effective performance.  

Based on the evidence, NPWTs are those tasks that are essential to the completion of the job 

role; that is, these tasks that form a part of a whole job and are essential to others within or outside 

the organisation. For instance, in line with the participants quotes above, tasks for the hotel sample 

such as cleaning the lobby (Participant 18), cleaning rooms (Participant 16), serving the guests 

(Participant 15), and cleaning the back of the house (Participant 12) are all tasks that have to be done 

each day. In the academic sample, the tasks identified were also essential, but could be required less 

regularly. For instance, marking (Participant 32), preparing workshop slides (Participant 21), doing 

literature reviews (Participant 25), and analysing data (Participant 36) are all essential parts of the 

academic role. It appears the frequency with which the task was performed affected NPWTs, because 

the NPWTS that emerged for hotel staff were performed on a daily basis, and those for academics 

were performed less frequently (perhaps half yearly for marking).   

The fact that these tasks were easily identified by the participants as being of importance and 

essential also demonstrates the task significance. Based on the evidence, NPWTs are those tasks that 

are significant to the completion of the job role; that is, those tasks that affect other people’s lives and 

are required tasks. For instance, in line with the participant quotes above, tasks for the hotel sample, 

such as rostering, affect employees shifts (Participant 2), budgeting affects operational efficiency 

(Participant 3), interacting with guests affects the whole organisation (Participant 12), and these are 

all tasks that have to be done each day and are significant to other people’s lives.  

In the academic sample, the tasks identified were also significant. For instance, marking 

affects students (39), preparing workshop slides affects the quality of teaching (Participant 23), 

writing recommendation letters affects students because they may get a job due to that 
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recommendation (Participant 38), and these were mentioned by participants as significantly affecting 

the life of others. 

In terms of other aspects of the job characteristics model, NPWTs are a part of the work role, 

and the tasks often involved seem to provide skill variety in the participants’ jobs but may still not be 

preferred by employees. For instance, for the academic sample, tasks such as preparing workshop 

slides (Participant 21) and marking (Participant 32) are different activities that would provide skill 

variety. Similarly, in the hotel sample, cleaning rooms (Participant 16), budgeting (Participant 5), 

preparing back areas (Participant 12), and interacting with guests (Participant 15) are different tasks 

that allow employees to use different skills.  

Clearly, NPWTs have task identity, as the tasks mentioned such by the participants in the 

academic sample, such as preparing workshop slides involves a whole, identifiable task. In this case, 

the teacher creates the workshop slides and can complete this task from beginning to end with a 

visible outcome; however, some participants still prefer not to do this (Participant 23). Similarly, in 

the hotel sample, cleaning rooms and/or public areas has a beginning and an end and is an identifiable 

piece of work but can still be a NPWT for employees (Participant 18). Therefore, NPWTs can be 

defined as “those tasks that are perceived by an employee to have task significance, task identity, or 

skill variety (individually or in combination), and are essential to the production of good and services 

in organisations, but which are not preferred by the employee”. The next section explores how 

employees manage their NPWTs.  

Research Question 2: How do individuals manage NPWTs?  

This part of the study considers how participants responded to the question “how you manage 

your NPWTs?”. In line with the importance of individual differences in how individuals identify 

PWT and NPWTs and differentiate between these, the findings below suggest that there is unique 

variation in the way individuals manage their NPWTs. Most of the participants identified how they 

managed their NPWTs, with three major themes emerging from the findings. The first theme was the 

importance of autonomy, which allowed some employees to choose the tasks they engaged in. In 
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other words, autonomy meant individuals had more scope to manage their NPWTs. The second two 

themes revolved around ways to manage these tasks. The themes were around task crafting and 

relational crafting. In terms of the relationship between these themes, how participants managed their 

NPWTs firstly depended on how much autonomy they had in their work, and secondly, when they 

had autonomy, they used task crafting and relational crafting to manage their NPWTs.  

Autonomy  

Autonomy is the freedom that an employee has to make choices in the workplace (Hackman & 

Oldham, 1980). It was clear from the participant responses that when they had freedom to decide how 

to manage their work, it became relatively easier for them to deal with their NPWTs. However, 

participants that did not have autonomy and those who were mostly micro-managed had no choice 

but to perform their NPWTs. In these cases, there was a clear difference between the hotel sample 

and the academic sample. For instance, in the hotel sample, Participant 14 explained, “Ah, I hate 

polishing cutlery and folding napkins… as the supervisor checks the tables before service starts” 

(Participant 14, Waitstaff, Hotel). This participant noted that their supervisor checked the tables 

before the service starts to make sure that cutlery was well polished and without any stains and the 

napkins were folded well and ready for service period. With this level of scrutiny, Participant 14 had 

no other way to deal with their NPWT other than to ensure it was done correctly because the task was 

checked as a part of the quality assurance procedures. In other words, the employee’s tasks were 

micro-managed. Micro-management is defined as controlling every part of a task (White, 2010). 

Micro-managing was further identified by another participant in the hotel sample who stated, “I don’t 

prefer cleaning toilets… [the] supervisor checks every room, and if they find any spot, I have to go 

back and clean it again” (Participant 18, Housekeeping staff, Hotel). Once again, this quote 

exemplifies that dealing with NPWTs can be challenging when someone is being micro-managed. 

Considering that five-star luxury hotels pride themselves on service and cleanliness, these jobs are 

highly micro-managed to achieve the quality standard that is the trademark of these hotels. On this 

basis, I argue that the participants in the hotel sample had low autonomy. In this environment, 
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essential tasks become compulsory with the outcome being that the NPWTs must be performed by 

the employee who is assigned that task. 

 Examining the responses from the hotel sample more broadly, it did not matter which operational 

department the respondent worked in at the hotel; as a part of the quality control for the hotel, every 

department exercised micro-management when the tasks had anything to do with front of the house; 

that is, where the guests could see the product. Participant 19, a cook in the kitchen explained, “I 

don’t like to be over[ly] creative and change the way the dish looks, once my executive chef got really 

angry… [I] must follow that consistency every time the food gets to [the] guest”. This quote 

exemplifies a major issue around tasks completed in the five-star luxury hotels. Each task will have 

a standard of presentation that employees need to achieve every time the food goes to the guests, 

which means that individual creativity and changing the presentation of meals must be in line with 

the executive chefs’ directions and cannot be varied. Once again, this clearly suggests that there is 

little latitude for employees to change or avoid NPWTs within the context of these hotels. When there 

is a lack of autonomy in how the task is completed or how the product looks, employees must 

complete each NPWT precisely.  

A final example to demonstrate that it is hard for individual employees to manage NPWTs when 

someone lacks any autonomy came from the functions department. The function department relates 

to the front of the house where the guests can see the product. The following participant stated that 

they did not like “holding drinks trays during guest’s arrival…, but the supervisor is constantly 

watching us so [I] can’t do much about it except keep changing hands to hold the tray” (Participant 

11, Functions staff, Hotel). In this instance, the participant wanted to avoid holding heavy trays, which 

may have related to the skills level they had in doing this or the fact that it was physically taxing. 

Because this employee was constantly monitored by their supervisor, they had no choice but to 

perform the task.  

In contrast, participants who had higher autonomy provided examples explaining how they 

managed to deal with their non-preferred work tasks. Issues around autonomy emerged as a part of 
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the interviews with supervisory staff in the hotel sample and in most of the academic sample. Looking 

at the hotel sample, Participant 1 described themselves as follows, “I am a master of delegation… I 

just send one of my [subordinate] supervisors to attend the meeting” (Participant 1, Department 

Manager, Hotel). The job design of the hotel managers in this sample was such that they had the 

opportunity to exercise autonomy in their job. Similarly, another manager from the hotel sample was 

asked how they managed their NPWTs and explained, “I can afford an intern to do all the admin stuff, 

so anything that comes for filing goes straight to the intern” (Participant 6, Department Manager, 

Hotel). In this instance, the manager’s NPWT was to file paperwork, and even though this was an 

essential task, they managed this NPWT by delegating this responsibility to their intern. Once again, 

autonomy (deciding how a job is to be completed) was crucial in delegating tasks to someone at a 

junior level.  

The importance of autonomy also emerged in examining the data from the academic sample. A 

junior member of a business school noted that they did not like “doing literature reviews, I outsource 

them to my research assistant” (Participant 25, University Lecturer). This quote further demonstrates 

the autonomy of academics, because they are able to decide how their essential tasks are completed 

and the options, they have to delegate tasks and therefore avoid NPWTs. What is significant about 

this quote is that the participant in this sample was a relatively junior employee of that organisation. 

Within some industries, even at junior levels, it appears that autonomy allows employees to decide 

how the tasks they must complete are done. 

However, the data from the hotel sample revealed that even though managers may have autonomy 

in their work roles, there are certain NPWTs that even managers cannot delegate or avoid. For 

instance, the following participant explained, “It’s [an] ugly pack of paper work and I have to sign [it] 

every single day, I have to go through… but, it a necessary evil part of the job” (Participant 4, 

Department Manager, Hotel). The view that some NPWTs cannot be avoided (even with high 

autonomy) was supported by a quote from a business school professor, who stated, “I don’t like 

dealing with difficult students, but the nature of university procedures is actually you can’t really get 
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them off quickly, and therefore have to deal with them” (Participant 34, University Professor). In this 

instance, the participant was bound by the procedures and policies of the university that deal with 

student issues. Although the participant had autonomy in the way they dealt with students, they were 

not able to avoid the task in its entirety, and therefore had to personally complete their NPWT.  

To further strengthen the argument that certain NPWTs must be completed even though autonomy 

exists in a work role, the following respondent from the university sample noted, “I hate [the] admin 

side of it… I have to get the reports done as primary course convener, there is no choice but to put 

your head down and get it done” (Participant 27, University Lecturer).  

Although the data suggest that having autonomy is crucial to managing NPWTs, every work role 

appears to have certain tasks that must be completed no matter the level of autonomy in the work 

role. However, even in compulsory tasks, autonomy may allow the employee to procrastinate or delay 

for a while before the NPWTs are accomplished. For example, “I have to sign the paperwork and the 

secretary will call me to check if they have been done, I just tell her I need another two days before I 

can return them” (Participant 40, Professor). This quote suggests that although the participant had no 

choice but to sign the paperwork, autonomy allowed the participant to delay this for another two days. 

Procrastination is defined as the action of delaying or postponing something, and autonomy provides 

this latitude (Schraw, Wadkins, & Olafson, 2007).  

Job Crafting 

As noted in the literature review, in simple terms, job crafting involves employees/workers taking 

the initiative in customising their own work to fit their needs, values, skills, and abilities (Teng, 2019). 

There are different types of crafting. Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) defined task crafting as the 

actions taken to alter the form or number of activities one engages in while doing the job, whereas 

relational crafting is defined as changing relational boundaries by exercising discretion over with 

whom one interacts while doing the job (p. 180). Several instances showed that one method 

participants could use to manage their NPWTs was through engaging in task and/or relational crafting.  
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Relational Crafting 

In terms of relational crafting, participant 35 suggested that they delegated their responsibilities 

to other people and thereby altered the number of activities they engaged in that managed the 

relationships at work. Although their work role required them to engage in specific tasks, they 

explained there were tasks they did not enjoy. Although these tasks had to be completed, they talked 

about reducing the number of tasks they did to focus on those activities they enjoyed. By delegating 

the tasks to someone who they considered may benefit from the experience of completing their NPWT 

(which was still an essential task), they talked about using crafting to have a stronger relationship 

with other employees at work. For instance, one university participant suggested, “Sometimes I'll buy 

out work like marking and give it to my PhD student, they get paid and they learn to manage academic 

workload and get better at giving feedback” (Participant 35, University Professor). By engaging in 

relational crafting, the participant created a stronger relationship with their PhD student, which could 

ultimately be of mutual help in the future.  

In another instance, a department manager engaged in relational crafting with their intern by 

delegating their NPWTs to the intern and helping the intern gain experience and create a stronger 

relationship. They explained, “I can afford an intern to do all the admin stuff, so anything that comes 

for filing goes straight to the intern, it also helps the intern learn” (Participant 6, Department Manager, 

Hotel). Here, the job of the intern is to learn, show they can perform their duties well, and hope that 

they can get a job within the same organisation. Therefore, when the manager wanted to give away 

their NPWTs, they engaged in relational crafting to create a stronger relationship with the intern by 

allowing the intern to learn new things.   

In another instance, one of the participants suggested, “I don’t prefer attending department 

meetings, we have more important things to finish, my colleague and I take turns to attend meetings” 

(Participant 7, Restaurant Supervisor, Hotel). Here, once again, it seems that participants used task 

and relational crafting to manage their NPWTs. In this instance, one of the restaurant supervisors 
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altered their task boundaries by occasionally managing to reduce the number of activities and 

indulging in relational crafting by having a stronger relational boundary with their colleague.  

Task Crafting 

Similarly, some participants only used task crafting to manage their NPWTs. For instance, one 

participant said, “I don’t have consultation times for students set… So, they just see me during [the] 

lecture” (Participant 30, University Senior Lecturer). In another instance, a participant used task 

crafting to manage their NPWTs. The participant suggested, “I give fewer comments in my feedback 

on assessment marking, sometimes just an overall feedback gets the job done” (Participant 29, 

University Senior Lecturer). Another academic pointed that “I don’t like preparing power point slides 

for the lectures, so I prepare only a few slides for the lecture to cover the most important content” 

(Participant 28, University Senior Lecturer). This further confirms that employees engage in task 

crafting behaviours to manage their NPWTs.  

These findings clearly indicate that employees can identify the PWTs and NPWTs in their work 

roles. Furthermore, the findings show the importance of autonomy for employees to be able to manage 

their NPWTs. In addition, there are certain NPWTs in the work roles that employees have no choice 

but to perform. However, there are certain NPWTs in work roles that can be managed through the 

process of task crafting and relational crafting given the autonomy in the job.  

Conclusion 

In this chapter I explored the first and second research questions:  

RQ1. How do individuals identify non-preferred work tasks and differentiate between preferred 

work task and non-preferred work tasks? 

RQ2. How do individuals manage NPWTs?   

The data discussed in this chapter supported the construct definition of NPWTs. Specifically, the 

data suggested that NPWTs are easily identified by individuals. The specific tasks described by 

participants may have contributed to task significance, task identity and involved skill variety, but 

were still not enjoyed by the participants. In this study, I also identified the importance of autonomy 
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and job crafting in managing NPWTs. Employees who had job autonomy were able to manage their 

NPWTs more favourably than those who experienced intensive supervision (i.e., reported being 

micro-managed). Specifically, data from the hotel sample suggested that when employees (mostly at 

supervisory/managerial level) had autonomy, they used task crafting and relational crafting to manage 

their NPWTs. The participants from the University sample reported high autonomy at work and 

therefore managed to use job crafting with relatively more ease than the hotel participants. The next 

step in my research was the development of a measure for the construct of NPWTs and testing the 

efficacy of that measure. The next chapter outlines the first quantitative study focused on developing 

this measure. 
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CHAPTER 5 

STUDY 2 SCALE DEVELOPMENT 

Chapter 4 detailed the methods and results of the first phase of this research. The results from 

the qualitative study generated information that resulted in a definition for the NPWT construct. This 

chapter outlines the development of a quantitative NPWT measure, which is then examined in an 

empirical study. This study links to Research Question 3: “What is the effect of NPWT on work 

outcomes?”. Following guidelines for ethical approval for this research, an ethics application was 

submitted to Griffith University for the scale development study. This application was approved, and 

the ethics approval number is EHR/15/15/HREC (Appendix 7). 

According to the guidelines provided by De Vellis (2016) and Hinkin (1995), scale 

development is a multi-stage iterative procedure. Multiple steps were taken to create a new measure 

for NPWTs. First, based on the literature review and the results of Study 1, I created an initial pool 

of items and these items were subjected to expert review. At the next stage, I designed a measure that 

was subjected to pilot testing. Finally, the scale was tested for reliability, internal consistency, and 

discriminant validity of the newly developed scale of NPWT.  

Scale Development Approach 

A key aim in developing the NPWT scale in this study was to create a valid and reliable 

measure to allow further quantitative research to be conducted using this construct. There has been 

much academic discussion around the level of rigour that currently exists when researchers engage 

in scale development in the social sciences, specifically focusing on the adequacy and consistency of 

the steps taken to assess scale item validity and reliability (Cabrera-Nguyen, 2010; De Vellis, 2016; 

Hinkin, 1995, 1998; Hinkin, Tracey, & Enz, 1997; Jarvis, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003). This 

section provides a brief overview of the key issues and guidelines raised in the literature that informed 

the scale development framework for this study. 
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Scales are a manifestation of latent constructs because they measure behaviours, attitudes, and 

reactions to hypothetical scenarios that are expected to exist as a result of a theoretical understanding 

of the world, but cannot be assessed directly (De Vellis, 2016). Scales are typically used to capture a 

behaviour, a feeling, or an action that cannot be captured in a single item (De Vellis, 2016). The use 

of multiple items to measure an underlying latent construct can additionally account for, and isolate, 

item-specific measurement errors, which leads to more accurate research findings (Boateng, 

Neilands, Frongillo, Melgar-Quiñonez, & Young, 2018).   

There is ongoing discussion in the scale development literature that focuses on two important 

issues. The first is the need for more accurate measures as foundations of understanding of concepts. 

In this regard, tests of statistical significance and analytical techniques, such as structural equation 

modelling have extended confidence in the technical accuracy of measurement instruments (Bagozzi 

& Yi, 1988). The second important issue is the need for statistical conclusions drawn from newly 

developed measures to not be flawed or challenged by a lack of theoretical and prima facie validity 

(Boateng et al., 2018; De Vellis, 2016; Hinkin & Tracey, 1999). This highlights the importance of 

having a clear construct definition and then being able to replicate findings from studies that use that 

specific construct. 

As science advances and novel research questions are put forth, new scales become necessary. 

Scale development is not, however, an obvious or a straightforward endeavour. There are many steps 

to scale development, there is significant jargon within these techniques, the work can be costly, and 

time consuming, and complex statistical analysis is often required (Morgado, Meireles, Neves, 

Amaral, & Ferreira, 2018). To assist in developing new scales, a large amount of technical literature 

on scale theory and development has emerged (Boateng et al., 2018; De Vellis, 2016; Hinkin, 1995; 

Hinkin et al., 1997; McCoach, Gable, & Madura, 2013). 

I followed the three-phase process suggested by Hinkin (1995) for creating a rigorous 

measure: 1) item development (including construct definitions linked to specific items that represent 
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the scale), 2) scale development (combining items to represent a clear construct), and 3) scale 

evaluation (including testing for reliability and validity).   

Reliability and Validity 

 Reliability and validity have been long established as essential components in the scale 

development process (De Vellis, 2016). However, more recently, concerns have emerged over 

construct proliferation and redundant measures. Therefore, Wright, Quick, Hannah, and Hargrove 

(2017) suggested that new scales must demonstrate clear and significant value to the field. They 

further recommended that scale development must demonstrate the reliability and validity of the 

proposed new measure, requiring research across multiple samples and contexts.  

 According to Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2018), reliability refers to the extent that a 

scale consists of items that share a common latent variable. A latent variable can be inferred through 

factor analysis and will contain shared variance, demonstrated through the degree to which the 

variables are correlated (Bartholomew, Knott, & Moustaki, 2011). Reliability indicates the extent of 

the scale’s internal consistency and stability across different test environments (Field, 2018). A 

broadly accepted measure of internal consistency can be established through Cronbach’s coefficient 

alpha at 0.7 or above, and within a range of 0 to 1 (Cronbach, 1951).   

 Furthermore, in developing a scale, validity requires crucial consideration of the content of 

the scale to ensure that it measures what it is intended to measure, and that these results are stable and 

consistent. This chapter provides details of the development and examination of the content validity 

and internal (convergent and discriminant) validity for a six-item NPWT scale. Content validity refers 

to the extent to which the measure represents the dimensions of a construct (Field, 2018). Convergent 

and discriminant validity are subtypes of construct validity. Convergent validity examines the extent 

to which a measure that is theoretically similar to another measure are related (Campbell & Fiske, 

1959). Discriminant validity (Brackett & Mayer, 2003) establishes that two measures that should not 

be related, are in fact, easily differentiated. Cronbach and Meehl (1955) suggested that another 

necessary step in scale development is to examine predictive validity; that is, the extent to which the 
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scores on a scale predict the scores on another criterion measure. Additional predictive validity 

measures are considered in later studies in this thesis. 

Identification of the Construct and Item Generation  

The first step required when developing items is to clearly articulate the construct of NPWTs. 

A construct refers to the concept, attribute, or unobserved behaviour that is the target of the study 

(Haynes, Richard, & Kubany, 1995). A well-defined construct provides a working knowledge of the 

phenomenon under study, specifies the boundaries of the construct, and eases the process of item 

generation and content validation (De Vellis, 2016).  

The literature review in Chapter 2, and the qualitative findings in Chapter 4, aided in clarifying 

the construct definition for employees’ NPWTs. The literature review in Chapter 2 suggested that 

there was no prior research on NPWTs, and as such, it was important to develop a measure for 

NPWTs. A qualitative study was conducted in Chapter 4 that provided a preliminary conceptual 

definition for the construct of NPWT. The key aspect of the definition is the preference of the 

employees. This definition suggests that NPWTs can be captured as a single dimension construct 

focusing on an employee’s preference for tasks.  

Item Generation 

Once the construct has been defined, an initial item pool can be identified or developed. This 

process is also called “question development” (Kline, 2000) or “item generation” (Hinkin, 1995). 

Three key issues were considered when creating an item pool for this study: construct sampling, item 

generation, and wording issues (Cabrera-Nguyen, 2010). The first issue considered is construct 

sampling. Theoretically, a larger universe of possible items exists that could tap into a construct. The 

purpose of item generation is to identify or generate a pool of questions that form a random sub-set 

of the total possible pool of items that have desirable psychometric properties (De Vellis, 2016). This 

study placed great emphasis on producing a narrow and focused list of items that represented the 

parameters of the construct definition, with the idea of narrowing the redundant items during later 
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development stages to create a parsimonious scale (Boateng et al., 2018; De Vellis, 2016; Hinkin, 

1995).  

In terms of the second issue, item development, Hinkin (1998) suggested that a combination 

of deductive and inductive approaches should be used to develop items. Clark and Watson (1995) 

argued that using such an approach would result in broader and more comprehensive sets of item 

pools than one's own theoretical view of the target. Further, content should be included that ultimately 

can be shown to be tangential or unrelated to the core construct (Hinkin, 1998). In other words, one 

should not hesitate to have items on the scale that do not perfectly fit the domain identified, as 

successive evaluation will eliminate undesirable items from the initial pool (Boateng et al., 2018). As 

there were no pre-existing scales that measured NPWTs, there were no items that could be sourced 

deductively. The inductively generated items were constructed from exemplar text from the first 

phase of this research. 

The third issue addressed in this chapter considers the wording of the items. Research suggests 

that questions should capture the lived experiences of the phenomenon by the target population 

(Carpenter, 2018). Care was taken to ensure that each item: a) concentrated on a construct theme, b) 

was relatively short in length, and c) used simple language (De Vellis, 2016). In addition, Blasberg, 

Hewitt, Flett, Sherry and Chen (2016) suggested that item wording substantially affects subsequent 

results, including evidence that more extreme and neutral scales in terms of items can yield dissimilar 

results. Therefore, items used in scale construction must be evaluated individually to confirm that 

they reflect the construct in question (Ben-Artzi, 2003). 

NPWT Scale 

Drawing on the NPWT quotes provided by respondents from the qualitative study, 11 items 

were developed for the initial scale. Table 5.1 outlines the initial 11 item pool during the initial item 

generation process that occurred after reviewing the interview results with employees that were 

previously reported. For the initial piloting of the scale, the following instructions were placed at the 

top of the scale: “Thinking about my current job, my job involves certain tasks that I do not prefer to 
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perform. Please rate your agreement with the following statements from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly 

disagree’”. Respondents completed a five-point Likert scale for the measure. 

Table 5.1. 

Initial Items for Non-Preferred Work Task Scale 

Label Items 

NPWT 1  My job involves a great many tasks that I do not like 

NPWT 2 There are times when I prefer not to do tasks in my job 

NPWT 3 There are certain tasks in my job that I would prefer not to perform 

NPWT 4 My job involves tasks that I have to perform but I do not enjoy   

NPWT 5 I have more non-preferred tasks than preferred tasks in my job 

NPWT 6 My job involves many tasks that I prefer not to perform 

NPWT 7 I do not prefer to perform any tasks in my job 

NPWT 8 There are times when I do not enjoy doing tasks in my job 

NPWT 9 I am required to perform tasks in my job that I do not prefer 

NPWT 10 My job involves performing tasks that I find boring 

NPWT 11 I have no choice, I have to perform non-preferred work tasks in my job 

 

Item Pool Review Panel 

To test the initial item pool generated, I first undertook a process to assess the face and content 

validity of the selected items and compared them to the construct definition provided above. Face and 

content validity are important for items to ensure that the overall measure is a valid operationalisation 

of the construct under examination (Hardesty & Bearden, 2004). There are no generally accepted or 

rigorous statistical methods to validate the translational validity of measurement items to a construct 

definition (Hinkin, 1998). However, a recommended method involves examining the consistency of 

item judgements gathered through expert review panels (De Vellis, 2016; Hardesty & Bearden, 2004). 

This method enables evidence of “content adequacy” to be obtained (Hinkin, 1998). An item review 

panel was recruited for this part of the scale development process. The panel assisted in evaluating 

each item for: a) clarity and conciseness, b) relevance, and c) any omissions (De Vellis, 2016). As 

such, the review panel aimed to assess the validity of the items within the construct.  
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The panel comprised 12 judges (six experts and six non-experts). The experts were academics 

who were either familiar with scale development or the work design literature. The six non-experts 

were university office staff and postgraduates who had work experience and therefore understood the 

concept of NPWTs from a practical point of view. The panel assessed the content validity of the items 

with regards to whether the construct definition was represented in each item (Neuman, 2011). The 

purpose of selecting 12 respondents was so that the detection of invalid or “problem” items would be 

more apparent (Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). The 12 participants were given an item 

review document (see Appendix 8) that contained the definition for NPWTs and the items. The judges 

were then asked to rate how representative each item was on a three-point Likert scale (‘not at all 

representative’ to ‘clearly representative’) (Netemeyer et al., 2003). Space was also provided after 

each item bank for comments and feedback.  

Item Pool Review Panel Results 

Once I received the completed review documents from the 12 judges, a brief interview was 

conducted with each of the participants, either over the telephone or in person (Netemeyer et al., 

2003). The aim of these interviews was to allow the participant to go through the completed document 

with me to discuss the scale items and feedback. During these interviews, I added brief notes to the 

review document, which were later used in adjusting, refining, and eliminating items. Five items from 

the scale were eliminated (NPWT 2, NPWT 7, NPWT 8, NPWT 9, NPWT 11) after the feedback 

suggested that these items were not representing the NWPTs and the remaining items were then used 

in the design of the survey instrument in the next scale development stage.  

Survey Instrument Design  

 This section discusses the design of the survey instrument and the initial internal assessment 

of that instrument.  

Scaling Formats 

The implemented measurement format is an important aspect in the development of survey 

instrument (De Vellis, 2016; Hinkin et al., 1997). Hinkin (1998) noted that the chosen scaling format 
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should generate sufficient variance amongst the responses, as this condition is an important pre-

requisite for statistical analysis. In current practice, Likert-type scales and other attitude and opinion 

measures contain either five or seven response categories (Joshi, Kale, Chandel, & Pal, 2015). I chose 

to use a five-point Likert-type scale, because this format increases response rate and response quality 

along with reducing respondent’s frustration levels (Croasmun & Ostrom, 2011). Furthermore, a five-

point scale is readily comprehensible to respondents and provides sufficient alternatives for them to 

express their views (Baker, 2003). In addition, the literature suggests that a five-point scale appears 

to be less confusing compared to longer scales (e.g., a seven-point scale; Joshi et al., 2015). With a 

five-point scale, it is quite simple for the researcher to read out the complete list of scale descriptors 

(i.e., 1 equals strongly disagree, two equals disagree) (Dawes, 2008).    

Construction and Ordering of the Scale Development Instrument’s Contents 

The construction and ordering of the questionnaire’s content were also considered. The 

questions in the instrument were placed in a logical order, from the easiest questions first (i.e., 

respondent demographics) to the more relevant questions (i.e., the scale items), (De Vellis, 2016).  

NPWT 

The NPWT construct was operationalised using six items. One item (NPWT5) was reverse-

coded to reduce response bias and acquiescent bias (Carley-Baxter et al., 2009; Mellahi & Harris, 

2016). There is an ongoing debate about using negative worded items in a scale (Józsa & Morgan, 

2017). However, if one wants to identify and then eliminate subjects who respond invalidly, reverse-

coded items can be used (Józsa & Morgan, 2017). Reverse-coded items work as a cognitive “speed 

bump” and can cause a slower, more careful reading that can in turn improve scale validity (Weijters, 

Baumgartner, & Schillewaert, 2013, p. 323). On the other hand, some studies have found that reversed 

items sometimes have lower item-total correlations and lower model fit (Feifei & Tanner, 2013). One 

potential explanation for this finding is that negative worded items could be confusing to the raters, 

especially young children and poor readers (Józsa & Morgan, 2017). This was not the case in this 
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thesis, as the respondents were students from higher education studying their degrees in English 

language in a Western country.  

An item can be reversed in different ways. For example, the item can be a negative statement 

that could include a negative word (e.g., not), or include an antonym (e.g., give up easily). When 

computing the summated scale, the negatively worded items need to be reversed in terms of the 

weighting (Józsa & Morgan, 2017). For example, in case of a five-point scale, strongly disagree is 

given a weight of five and strongly agree is given a weight of one (Józsa & Morgan, 2017). In the 

scale of NPWTs, one item was reverse coded with to ensure that respondents read the all the items 

carefully to increase the validity of the scale. The scale, outlined in Table 5.2, was assessed using a 

five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. The scale was scored 

by averaging the response items. 

Table 5.2. 

Inductive Non-Preferred Work Task Scale Item Examples 

Scale items 

“This job involves a great many tasks that I don’t like” 

“There are certain tasks that I would prefer not to perform” 

“My job involves performing tasks that I find boring”  

“My job involves many tasks that I prefer not to perform” 

“I enjoy doing all of the tasks in my job”- (reverse-coded) 

“I have tasks in my job that I have to perform, but I do not enjoy” 

 

Scale Development Study 

 In theoretically establishing the construct definition for the NPWT construct in Chapter 3, I 

differentiated this construct from similar constructs such as boredom, illegitimate tasks, dirty work, 

sustained work, and job monotony and general negative affect. Given my sample in the initial 

development study were students who may not have experienced dirty work or illegitimate task or 

sustained work, I decided to establish the discriminant validity of my construct against negative 
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affect. Future studies may examine these other variables in a more appropriate context. In this study, 

I examine the discriminant validity (with positive and negative affect) and the predictive validity of 

the NPWT measure (with workplace deviance and creativity). The importance of these outcome 

variables is well established in organisational research; creativity has shown to play a critical role in 

enhancing organisational productivity and efficiency and helping organisations to survive and thrive 

in the face of today’s dramatically changing environment (Zhou & Hoever, 2014), while workplace 

deviance has plagued companies for centuries and is a serious issue that has not only become more 

common but is also very costly for organisations and society (Bennett et al., 2018; Robinson & 

Bennett, 1995).  

While my formal hypotheses will be stated below, in this section I confirm my rationale for 

the selection of the constructs used in this study. Both negative and positive affect were chosen to 

ensure that NPWT scale was not just measuring a simple positive or negative emotional response. 

Task preferences may involve some level of emotional engagement and I therefore used measures of 

state Positive Affect and state Negative Affect to assess discriminant validity (Schaufeli, 2017). In 

terms of creativity and workplace deviance, these measures were used to assess the predictive validity 

of the new measure of NPWT. When people prefer to avoid a task, it is likely to take more mental 

and emotional resources for them to complete task, which then reduces the resources available for 

them to engage in creativity (Hobfoll, 1989). Therefore, I expect a negative relationship between a 

higher level of NPWTs and creativity. In terms of workplace deviance, a positive relationship was 

expected between a higher level of NPWTs and workplace deviance. Specifically, I argue that 

individuals undertaking more NPWTs would be more dissatisfied at work and therefore more likely 

to engage in acts of deviance (Judge, Scott, & Ilies, 2006). These relationships are explored in greater 

detail below. 
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Discriminant Validity 

NPWT and Negative and Positive affect 

Trait negative affectivity is defined as the extent to which individuals regularly experience 

negative emotions such as hostility, fear, and anxiety (Watson & Clark, 1984). Individuals who are 

high in negative affectivity are more sensitive and more reactive to negative events (Douglas & 

Martinko, 2001). Trait positive effects, on the other hand, are defined as occurring when an individual 

regularly experiences a pleasant feeling state or good mood. This thesis examines state PA and not 

trait PA. State PA is defined as the short-lived episode of positive mood and state NA is defined as 

the short-lived episode of negative mood (Watson & Clarke, 1984). Currently, the relative importance 

of trait versus state influences on organisational behaviours is widely debated within the management 

field (Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989; Wright, Cropanzano, & Meyer, 2004). In support of a state or 

situational perspective, prior research has proposed that transitory moods or states may be more 

important than stable traits in understanding absenteeism, prosocial behaviour, and job satisfaction 

(Brief, 1998). Affective experiences have been known to result in affect driven behaviours that follow 

directly from affective experiences (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996).  

Although NPWTs are likely to be associated with the experience of state negative affect, I 

contend that these tasks are not the same as being in a transitory negative mood. I would expect that 

individuals may have to complete these types of tasks whether they are in a positive mood or a 

negative mood. Therefore, while positive or negative affect may influence the emotional experience 

of completing these tasks, I argue that this measure of NPWT will be able to be differentiated from 

state negative affect and state positive affect. On this basis, I expected weak relationships between 

NPWTs and NA and PA. That is, that NPWT and state NA and PA assess distinct constructs and 

would therefore only be weakly related. This study proposed the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: The NPWT construct will display discriminant validity with state NA and state 

PA. 



 121 

Predictive Validity 

NPWT and Creativity 

 Creativity may be defined as “the production, conceptualization, or development of novel and 

useful ideas, processes, or procedures” (Shalley et al., 2000, p. 215). As creativity is extremely 

important to professional work, numerous studies have examined how the design of organisational 

work contexts might affect the creative output of managers, engineers, and designers (Egan, 2005; 

Elsbach & Hargadon, 2006; Shalley et al., 2000, 2009; Zhou & Shalley, 2003). Zhou and Shalley 

(2003) outlined some of the specific dimensions of work environments that create interest and have 

been shown to enhance intrinsic motivation and enhance creativity among professionals. These 

dimensions include complex and challenging jobs (Hatcher, Ross, & Collins, 1989), the presence of 

creative goals (Carson & Carson, 1993), and developmental feedback and evaluation (Zhou & 

Oldham, 2001). Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, and Herron (1996) referred to these types of factors 

as environmental stimulants to creativity and included them in a scale that measures the climate for 

creativity (Elsbach & Hargadon, 2006).  

Several field studies show how autonomy, challenging work, task significance, and feedback 

have resulted in real improvements in the creative output of professionals (Amabile et al., 1996). 

While contextual factors such as challenging work and autonomy have been shown to enhance the 

intrinsic motivation and creativity among professional workers, Zhou and Shalley (2003) reported 

that other environmental or contextual factors may hamper these outcomes. In particular, work 

contexts involving chronically high workload pressures have been shown to be particularly harmful 

to professional creativity (Amabile et al., 1996; Elsbach & Hargadon, 2006). In a similar vein, I argue 

that if employees must perform NPWTs, this may result in less creativity, because employees are 

likely to perceive NPWTs as a negative work characteristic. Therefore, in terms of predictive validity, 

I posit that there will be a negative relationship between NPWTs and creativity. This research 

proposed the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: Higher levels of NPWT will be negatively associated with creativity. 
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NPWTs and Workplace Deviance 

 There is a growing interest in workplace deviance, because these behaviours are a common 

occurrence in organisations and can have a tremendous negative impact on both organisations in 

terms of low productivity, increased insurance costs, lost or damaged property, and increased turnover 

(Malik & Lenka, 2017). Workplace deviance has been defined as voluntary behaviour that violates 

significant organisational norms, and in doing so, threatens the well-being of the organisation or its 

members, or both (Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Robinson and Bennett (1997) noted that deviance 

may vary along a continuum of severity, from minor forms of deviance (calling in sick) to more 

severe forms (workplace bullying).  

Research suggests a wide range of reasons as to why employees engage in deviant behaviour 

(Alias, Rasdi, Ismail, & Samah, 2013; Appelbaum, Iaconi, & Matousek, 2007; Thau & Mitchell, 

2010; Walsh, 2014) ranging from reactions to perceived injustice, dissatisfaction, role modelling, and 

job characteristics. Extensive research on job characteristics indicates a significant impact of these 

five characteristics on employee behaviours (Oldham & Hackman, 2010). Employees who perceive 

a lack of job autonomy and role ambiguity are more likely to be dissatisfied and resort to workplace 

deviance as a means of expressing dissatisfaction (Walsh, 2014). In a similar way, I argue that when 

employees report a high level of NPWTs, they are likely to be dissatisfied with those tasks, which 

may result in employees expressing deviant behaviours. Therefore, I posit that there will be a positive 

relationship between NPWT and workplace deviance. This research proposed the following 

hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3: Higher levels of NPWT will be positively associated with workplace deviance. 

Pilot testing the scale items 

The initial items in the draft scale were tested with a pilot sample before the revised six-item 

measure was tested in a larger study. Pilot tests are recommended in survey research and as a crucial 

element in good research design (Boateng et al., 2018; De Vellis, 2016). The technique was used to 

determine whether the revised instrument was unsuitable or difficult for respondents to complete. 
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Hence, the pilot test of the instrument was undertaken to improve the survey format, layout, and 

length, and as a step in minimising potential item non-response.  

The pilot test was conducted with 20 PhD candidates at an Australian University. This initial 

test aimed to assess how well the respondents followed the instructions in the covering letter and 

questionnaire. Overall, the feedback from the pilot group did not identify any new difficulties in 

completing the six-item NPWT scale or the use of the Likert-type responses. 

Validation Procedure  

A cross-sectional survey was prepared (Appendix 10) to gather demographic information and 

measures to test convergent and discriminant validity. State NA and state PA were used to test for 

discriminant validity and included creativity and workplace deviance as dependent variables to test 

the predictive validity for this study. All documents provided for the scale development process were 

approved by the Griffith University Human Ethics Committee approval number EHR/15/15/HREC. 

Validation Sample  

An initial study was conducted with 126 undergraduate students at an Australian University 

to test the validity and reliability of the measure. The sample was 38% male and 62% female. The 

average age of the sample was 23 years. The average work experience of the sample was five years.  

Measures 

NPWTs 

The participants were asked to reflect on their work in their teams and to identify NPWTs 

required to complete their group assignment. The construct of NPWTs was operationalised using the 

six items described above using a 1 to 5 Likert scale ranging from 1 “strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly 

agree”. Cronbach’s alpha was .87, which suggests high internal consistency of the items in the scale.  

Mood 

Participants initially completed the Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS) to assess 

mood. The PANAS consists of 10 positive adjectives and 10 negative adjectives that describe the 

emotions experienced during a specified time. Examples of the positive scale are “excited, 
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enthusiastic, interested”. Examples of the negative scale are “jittery, scared and upset”. The timeframe 

used to complete this measure was how they felt now. This scale was assessed using a 1 to 5 Likert 

scale ranging from 1= hardly ever to 5 = very often. 

Creativity 

Creativity was measured using Zhou and George’s (2001) scale. The items included in this 

measure were: “I often come up with creative solutions to problems at work”, “I often suggest many 

creative ideas that might improve working conditions in the group”, and “I suggest new ways of 

performing group work tasks, I am a good source of creative ideas”. Respondents used a Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.83, 

indicating that the scale was reliable. 

Workplace Deviance 

Workplace deviance was measured using Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) 12-item scale. This 

scale was modified for students to consider their deviance when working in university groups. Sample 

items included: “I took underserved breaks to avoid tasks in group assessment”, “I intentionally arrive 

late for group meetings”, and “I worked on personal matter during meetings instead of working on 

assessment”. Respondents used a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The 

Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.95, indicating that the scale was reliable. 

Results 

Exploratory Factor Analysis  

After performing preliminary statistical tests for data screening and cleaning in SPSS 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), no cases were removed due to missing entries. I also checked for outliers 

and normality on the NPWT scale. The skewness and kurtosis indices ranged from -0.46 to 0.33 and 

-1.25 to -0.44, respectively, which followed a normal range for skewness-kurtosis value is 2.58 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Accordingly, this dataset was found to be normally distributed.   

EFA was performed using Principle Axis Factoring on the six NPWTs items. As I was testing 

for a single scale no rotation process was used. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure verified the 
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sampling adequacy for the analysis (KMO = 0.84), which was above the acceptable limit of 0.7 

(Weems & Onwuegbuzie, 2001) and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (χ2(15) = 409.35, 

p < .01). Initial eigenvalues greater than one indicated a one-factor solution was extracted, explaining 

53.28% of the total variance. The solution converged in five iterations and factor loadings ranged 

from 0.68 to 0.79. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.87, which suggests high internal consistency of the items 

in the scale. Table 5.3 shows the factor loadings for the items listed in the NPWT scale.  

Table 5.3. 

Non-Preferred Work Tasks Factor Matrix 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Common Method Bias 

Common method bias (CMB) emerges with the use of a self-report measure to test multiple 

constructs on a single survey (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Based on Jordan and 

Troth (2019), two solutions are available for mitigating CMB: procedural and statistical strategies. 

First, procedural strategies offer an effective approach in minimizing CMB before collecting data. 

Podsakoff et al. (2003) suggest the steps in framing instrument design around accuracy in terms of 

reducing difficulty of respondent accuracy and mixing constructs on the questionnaires. In this study, 

I conducted pre-tests with academics to ensure the readability of survey. Moreover, an increase 

motivation for completing questionnaires was enhanced by putting the clear information sheet and 

Items NPWT 

Variance explained by factor 53.28% 

“This job involves a great many tasks that I don’t like” .72 

“There are certain tasks that I would prefer not to perform” .76 

“My job involves performing tasks that I find boring” .68 

“My job involves many tasks that I do not prefer to perform” .68 

“I enjoy doing all tasks in my job”- reverse-coded .74 

“I have tasks in my job that I have to perform but I do not enjoy” .79 



 126 

instruction on how the information derived from respondents is used and considered valuable to 

researchers and academics.  

Second, statistical strategies offer a more robust approach to control CMB after data 

collection. There are various statistical techniques suggested by in Podsakoff et al. (2003), such as 

Harman’s one factor test, partial correlation procedure, and multiple method factors. In this study, I 

used Harman’s one factor test, which is a common statistical control for CMB (Jordan & Troth, 2019). 

EFA was performed by entering all variables into a principal component factor analysis. If results of 

EFA explained the variance of one-factor extraction more than 50 percent, it suggests evidence of 

common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). EFA results in this study revealed that the maximum 

amount of variance explained by a single variable was for workplace deviance accounted for 24 

percent of the variance, followed by PA (12%), NA (10%), NPWTs (7%) and creativity (6%). 

Accordingly, the results of both procedural and statistical strategies suggest that CMB is not a serious 

impediment to the findings of this study but needs to be acknowledged.  

Hypothesis Testing 

Descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s alpha, and correlations are shown in Table 5.4. A 

Cronbach’s alpha of above 0.7 is usually the acceptable limit for reliability for the items in a scale 

(Cerny & Kaiser, 1977). All coefficient alphas were well above 0.80, indicating good reliability of 

scales. In addition, the relationship between NPWTs and variables, such as state PA and state NA 

was assessed to establish discriminant validity. Specifically, it was expected that state PA or state NA 

would not influence NPWTs. That is, Hypothesis 1 proposed that NPWT would display discriminant 

validity with state NA and state PA. To support that NPWTs are distinct from state PA and state NA, 

the correlation between two composite constructs cannot be higher than their respective reliability 

estimates (O’Cass, 2002). NPWTs had no correlation with state PA (r = -.09, n.s.) or state NA (r = -

.09, n.s.). Therefore, there is support for the argument that NPWTs can be differentiated from state 

PA and state NA. This provides support for the discriminant validity of NPWTs with state PA and 

NA. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported.  
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Hypothesis 2 predicted that NPWTs would be negatively associated with creativity. Results 

revealed that the association between NPWTs and creativity was not significant (r = -.04, n.s.). Thus, 

Hypothesis 2 was rejected. Hypothesis 3 predicted that NPWTs would be positively associated with 

workplace deviance, however the results suggest a negative and insignificant relationship (r = -.14, 

n.s.). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was rejected.  

Table 5.4. 

Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations and Cronbach's Alpha 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 α 

1. Gender 1.70 0.46        

2. Age 22.90 4.19 -0.15*       

3. PA 2.45 0.85 -0.13 0.15*     0.91 

4. NA 1.32 0.45 -0.09 0.21** -0.10    0.82 

5. NPWT 2.81 0.73 -0.07 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09   0.87 

6. Creativity 3.63 0.64 -0.02  0.02 -0.07 -0.11 -0.04  0.87 

7. Workplace Deviance 1.29 0.73 -0.35** -0.03 -0.11 0.23** -0.14 0.18* 0.95 

n=126; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; α in Italics 

 

Discussion 

The aim of this chapter was to develop a scale to assess the NPWTs construct and further test 

the discriminant and predictive validity of this scale. The study established a 6-item measure of 

NPWTs, with results suggesting it is a unidimensional construct. EFA results revealed one factor 

extracted that explained 53.28 percent of the total variance. Furthermore, the scale showed strong 

reliability and could be differentiated from state PA and state NA. That is, it was found that NPWTs 

was not related to state PA and state NA which confirms that NPWTs are not same as state NA. 

However, this study found no support for predictive validity of NPWTs with creativity or workplace 

deviance.  

This study makes several important contributions. First, this study extends the literature of 

work design by establishing a scale to assess the new construct of NPWTs. Results suggest that 

NPWT is distinct from state PA and state NA. These results are an important advancement in our 
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understanding of work design. Past research has focused extensively on the motivational aspects of 

work by evaluating characteristics of work on measures of JCM (Hackman & Oldham, 1975) and 

more recently WDQ (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). However, with the rise of automation, and 

looking into the future of work, it is timely that all discrete tasks that we perform as a part of our work 

role are up for scrutiny to ensure that people are performing more of those tasks that they find 

meaningful and less of those tasks that they do not prefer. Furthermore, in line with Job Demands and 

Resources (JDR; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) model that suggests strain is a response to imbalance 

between demands on the individuals and the resources he or she has to deal with those demands, 

NPWTs may be seen as a type of demand on the employees that if performed may lead to various 

work outcomes.  

The findings suggest that the measure of the NPWTs scale developed in this study can be used 

in further studies. Results revealed no support, in this study, for the predictive validity of NPWTs 

with creativity and workplace deviance. One potential explanation for these findings is that this 

research was conducted with students in an undergraduate course, who were recently formed into 

groups for a group assessment. As they would not have worked together for an extended period of 

time, they wouldn’t have had an opportunity to consider ways in which they could show their 

creativity at that stage of the assessment. In addition, as the student groups were recently formed, 

they may have not yet considered engaging in any deviant behaviour regarding the tasks in the 

scenario they were provided (Appendix 10). Therefore, the impact of NPWTs on creativity during a 

group assessment would potentially be less than the impact in a regular work environment. In a similar 

line of argument, the predictive validity was not supported for work deviance possibly due to data 

been collected from a student sample.  

Chapter Summary 

This chapter outlined a scale development process, including the initial stages and techniques 

applied in the development of a NPWT measure. Given the lack of results regarding predictive 

validity obtained in this study, the next chapter provides details of the testing of the new NPWT scale 
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in an experimental study to assess the predictive validity of this construct in a model with two 

organisational outcomes: organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB) and work engagement. 

Organization have long been interested in the role of management on how employees think and feel 

about their jobs, as well as what employees are willing to dedicate to the organisation. Employee 

engagement is fundamentally a motivational concept that represents the active allocation of personal 

resources toward the task associated with a work role. Employee engagement has been found to be 

positively related to individual job performance (Bakker et al., 2007). Therefore, the next study aims 

to test the role of NPWTs on work engagement.  

Furthermore, OCB involves voluntary and informal behaviours that can help co-workers and 

the organisation. OCB contributes indirectly to the organisation through the maintenance of 

organisation’s social system that supports task performance. OCB can benefit co-workers or the 

organisation’s effectiveness by influencing the social and psychological commitment of the 

organisation. OCB is behaviour that contributes to goals of the organisation by contributing to its 

social and psychological environment (Neale, 2019). Therefore, the next study aims to test the role 

of NPWTs on OCB.
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CHAPTER 6 

STUDY 3 – THE EFFECT OF NPWTs ON ORGANISATIONAL 

CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOUR AND WORK ENGAGEMENT: 

THE MEDIATING ROLE OF TASK AND RELATIONAL 

CRAFTING AND THE MODERATING ROLE OF POSITIVE 

EMOTIONS 

Introduction  

Chapter 5 presented the scale development process for the NPWT measure developed 

based on the findings from Study 1 (Chapter 4). This chapter further examines the discriminant 

and predictive validity of the NPWT measure. In this chapter, outlines the development of a 

model in which NPWTs influence organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) and work 

engagement. Based on the outcomes of the qualitative study (Chapter 4), I identify task and 

relational crafting as mediators of these relationships. In addition, I examine whether positive 

emotions moderate the relationships between NPWTs and OCBs and work engagement. This 

chapter addresses Research Question 3 “What is the effect of NPWT on work outcomes?” using 

an experimental design where the level of activation of positive emotions is manipulated using 

a video. 

Chapter 4 (qualitative study) showed that employees reported negative emotions when 

they performed NPWTs. This provides some initial evidence to suggest that emotions play an 

important role in the NPWT process. Previous research suggests that state negative affect has 

a major bearing on individual’s reactions at work (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), and this was 

substantiated in Study 1. However, Lin, Yu, and Yi (2014) argued that positive affect is also 

likely to influence employees’ well-being and job performance. Additionally, in her broaden 

and build theory, Fredrickson (2001) argued that positive mood acts as a resource that broadens 
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a person’s thought-action repertoire, meaning the range of attention, cognition, and action. This 

broadening effect can then result in increased physical, intellectual, and social resources 

(Fredrickson, 1998, 2001). In this study, I propose that positive emotions are likely to enhance 

the resources available to individuals in the workplace and may ameliorate the negative effects 

of NPWTs (Fredrickson, 1998). Egloff, Schmukle, Burns, Kohlmann, and Hock (2003) noted 

that the degree of activation will influence the impact of affect. Accordingly, I contrast the 

effects of high and low activation positive emotions in this study. I hypothesise that positive 

affect will reduce the negative impact of NPWTs on outcomes with higher activation positive 

emotions having a stronger moderating effect than lower activation positive emotions. 

In terms of how employees manage NPWTs, the data from Chapter 4 indicate that job 

crafting is a significant process for managing NPWTs. Job crafting is a proactive behaviour 

where employees take charge to change their present working conditions to make their work 

more meaningful to them (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). On this basis, I identify job crafting 

as a mediator in the relationship between NPWTs and work outcomes.   

The theoretical model developed and tested in this study is presented in Figure 6.1. The 

model relies on two underpinning theoretical frameworks – the Conservation of Resources 

Theory (Hobfoll, 1989) and the Broaden and Build Theory of Positive Emotions (Fredrickson, 

2001; Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005; Fredrickson & Joiner, 2002) which I apply to the model 

in the next section. The conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989) argues that humans 

are motivated to protect, retain, and accumulate their current resources (conserve) to help them 

benefit in the workplace or achieve their goals. These resources could be social (e.g., 

relationships and support), psychological (e.g., optimism, positive self-esteem), or material 

(e.g., objects, physical environment) (Hobfoll & Schumm, 2009). However, Halbesleben et al. 

(2014) defined resources as anything perceived by the individual to help attain his or her goals. 

The availability of these conserved resources leads to employee well-being and resilience, 
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whereas if these assets are perceived to be threatened or lost, it can lead to psychological 

distress.  

 

 

Figure 6.1. Study Research Model 

 

Underlying Theories  

Two underlying theories were used to develop the model tested in this chapter. The first 

theory is Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989). Broadly, this theory is used 

to describe how employees conserve their resources at work so that they can use them in those 

areas they find more beneficial. The second theory is the Broaden and Build Theory of Positive 

Emotions (Fredrickson, 2001). This theory states that experiences of positive emotions broaden 

people’s momentary thought-action repertoires, which in turn serves to build their enduring 

personal resources, ranging from physical and intellectual resources to social and psychological 

resources. In the following section, I explain how each of these theories relates to NPWTs and 

work outcomes.  
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Conservation of Resources Theory Applied to NPWTs and OCB and Work Engagement 

According to Hobfoll (1989), COR theory is based on the tenet that individuals are 

motivated to protect their current resources (conservation) and acquire new resources 

(acquisition). Resources are loosely defined as objects, states, conditions, and other things that 

people value (Hobfoll, 1989). The value of resources varies among individuals and is tied to 

their personal experiences and situations. For example, time with family could be viewed as a 

valuable resource to one person while it may not be valued by someone else or may even be 

perceived as a threat to other resources (e.g., one’s self-esteem in an abusive relationship).  

The first part of this theory suggests that it is psychologically more harmful for 

individuals to lose resources than it is helpful for them to gain the resources they lost. 

Conversely, this theory holds that people believe that if they lose resources at work, this is 

more impactful than if they gain resources (Halbesleben et al., 2014). Therefore, when 

employees believe they have lost resources in comparison to the resources they have gained at 

work, they are more likely to experience strain in the form of burnout, depression, and 

physiological outcomes. 

The second tenet of this theory is based on the idea of resource investment. People 

invest resources in order to protect against resources loss, to recover from losses, and to gain 

resources (Hobfoll, 1989). In the context of the model of NPWTs and OCB and work 

engagement, employees who do not prefer to perform certain tasks are likely to experience 

these non-preferred tasks as a job strain. If the NPWTs are a job strain, employees will 

experience NPWTs as psychologically harmful and experience resource depletion when 

completing these tasks. Furthermore, performing NPWTs will be taxing and will require lot of 

resources which will reduce enjoyment and engagement at work. 
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Broaden and Build Theory of Positive Emotions Applied to NPWTs and OCB and Work 

Engagement  

The central premise of Broaden and Build Theory of Positive Emotions is that certain 

discrete positive emotions, including, joy, interest, contentment, pride, and love, although 

phenomenologically distinct, all share the ability to broaden people's momentary thought-

action repertoires and build their enduring personal resources, ranging from physical and 

intellectual resources to social and psychological resources (Fredrickson, 2001). According to 

Fredrickson (2001) the experience of positive emotions unlocks human cognition and 

encourages individuals to think more freely, thoughtfully and creatively. These effects, in turn, 

expand one's outlook and capacity to see the world with a broader perspective. As a result, 

those who experience greater frequencies of positive emotions have an improved ability to 

recognize a wider range of possible coping strategies when faced with adversity; thus, they are 

able to tackle stress more effectively and achieve higher levels of resilience (Gloria, Faulk, & 

Steinhardt, 2013). In the context of the proposed model, NPWTs are tasks that employees 

prefer not to perform, and are likely to create negative emotion when employees are required 

to perform them.  

As Fredrickson (2001) further notes, if negative emotions narrow the momentary 

thought–action repertoire and positive emotions broaden this same repertoire, then positive 

emotions ought to function as efficient antidotes for the lingering effects of negative emotions. 

This basically means that positive emotions might correct or undo the aftereffects of negative 

emotions which is also known as undoing hypothesis (Fredrickson, Mancuso, Branigan, & 

Tugade, 2000). Therefore, if employees are experiencing negative emotion, then experiencing 

positive emotion is likely to undo the impacts of negative emotion. In a similar way, if 

employees are experiencing negative emotion during performing their NPWTs, introducing a 
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positive emotion is likely to reduce the negative impact of negative emotion which in turn is 

likely to reduce the negative influence of NPWTs on OCB’s and work engagement.  

This study contributes to deepening our understanding of work design in three ways. 

First, this study further examines the construct of NPWTs and their effect on organisational 

outcomes, including OCB and work engagement (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997; Schaufeli & 

Salanova, 2007). Second, this study examines job crafting as a mechanism that links NPWTs 

with OCB and work engagement. As mentioned in Chapter 1, task crafting (changing the 

boundaries of the tasks) and relational crafting (forming new relationships at work or reframe 

existing relationships for increasing meaningfulness) (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) are 

specifically examined as mediators of the relationships between NPWTs and OCB and work 

engagement. Cognitive crafting (changing the way one thinks about their job to make job more 

meaningful) is not investigated, because as I argued earlier, this may not be an effective strategy 

for individuals reporting high levels of NPWTs.  

Third, this study focuses on the role of positive emotions as a moderator of relationships 

between NPWTs and OCB and work engagement. Chapter 4 revealed that negative emotions 

played a role in how employees respond to NPWTs. Practically, however, it is of interest to 

determine the factors that may reduce the influence of NPWTs on outcomes. Emotions 

literature has identified positive emotions as an important factor that drives a range of positive 

outcomes, including OCB and work engagement (Ouweneel, Le Blanc, Schaufeli, & van 

Wijhe, 2012; Ziegler, Schlett, Casel, & Diehl, 2012). Thus, positive emotions are identified as 

a potentially important factor likely to moderate relationships between NPWTs and outcomes 

in this study. In developing this model, I argue that positive emotions will reduce the impact 

of NPWTs on OCB and work engagement. This study manipulates high and low activation 

positive emotions. Activation refers to the intensity of positive or negative emotion one 

experiences (Feldman, 1996). The high activation condition seeks to enhance high activation 
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positive emotions, such as happiness; while the low activation condition seeks to enhance low 

activation emotions including pleasantness and relaxation (Fredrickson, 2001). The following 

section presents the arguments in support of Figure 6.1 and the hypotheses development.   

Non-preferred Work Tasks and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour  

The job characteristics model proposed by Hackman and Oldham (1976) has been a 

dominant approach for explaining the relationships among job design, job attitudes, and job 

performance (Abbott, Boyd, & Miles, 2006; Parker & Wall, 1998). Several researchers have 

shown that job characteristics, through job redesign, can affect employees’ job motivation, 

which then increases employees’ job performance (Chen & Chiu, 2009; Torraco, 2005). 

However, as NPWTs are a newly proposed construct in the work design literature (Rana et al., 

2017), research has yet to explore the effect of having NPWTs on OCBs.  

In the context of the current model, I argue that when people report NPWTs, they are 

likely to seek to conserve their resources (Hobfoll, 1989) or limit the use of their resources on 

NPWTs so that they can focus on their preferred work tasks. It is expected that if employees 

must perform NPWTs, this is likely to negatively impact on employees’ display of OCBs. 

NPWTs are tasks that, by definition, people prefer not to perform (i.e., do not like doing as 

much as other tasks). Therefore, in order to complete these tasks, people must devote resources 

and attention to these non-preferred tasks, which may detract from the resources they have to 

complete more preferred tasks. By doing so, they are then reducing the pool of resources 

(including their attention) that can be directed towards OCBs. As a result, the more NPWTs 

that are performed, the fewer resources that can be devoted to implementing OCBs. Therefore, 

it is argued that NPWTs will be negatively associated with OCBs. Thus, the following 

hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 1: NWPTs will be negatively related to OCBs. 



 137 

Non-Preferred Work Tasks and Work Engagement 

While work engagement has become a widely used and popular term in modern 

organisations, to date, no research has investigated the effect of NPWTs on work engagement. 

It is expected that if employees must perform more NPWTs, this will negatively impact on 

employees’ engagement at work. In line with the conservation of resources theory (Hobfall, 

1989), in order to perform NPWTs people must devote additional resources and attention to 

these tasks because they dislike these tasks. By doing so, they are then reducing their pool of 

resources (including their attention), which is likely to reduce employees’ sense of vigour, 

absorption, and dedication. Thus, it is proposed that:   

Hypothesis 2: NPWTs will be negatively related to work engagement 

Job Crafting 

Job crafting was first formally defined by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) as “the 

physical and cognitive changes individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of their 

work” (p. 179) and “the action employees take to shape, mold, and redefine their jobs” (p. 

180). Job crafting is a proactive behaviour that involves employees actively changing the 

(perceived) characteristics of their jobs to give meaningfulness to what they do (Wrzesniewski 

& Dutton, 2001). As job crafting is initiated by employees themselves, it has been described 

as an individualised, bottom-up, and proactive approach to job re-designs, compared to top-

down and “one-size-fits-all” approaches that are initiated by the organisation (Demerouti, 

2014; Parker, 2014).  

Job crafting has been linked with several beneficial outcomes, including effective 

problem solving (Daniels, Beesley, Wimalasiri, & Cheyne, 2013), work engagement (Petrou 

et al., 2012), and employee performance (Tims et al., 2012). Thus, while employees might 

engage in job crafting for a variety of reasons, there is particular value in promoting this 
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behaviour among employees engaged in demanding work situations where job functioning 

could be improved (Solberg & Wong, 2016).  

Employees are said to craft their job in three primary ways: task crafting, relational 

crafting, and cognitive crafting (Berg et al., 2013). Task crafting represents an active change 

to one’s specific work tasks, which involves taking on new work tasks, emphasising certain 

tasks that are aligned with personal interests and strengths, or redesigning how tasks are 

accomplished. Employees can also craft their work relationships; that is, relational crafting, to 

derive meaningfulness and identity. For example, employees can build new relationships, 

reframe the purpose of their existing relationships, or take on a mentoring or support role within 

an existing relationship. The last broad type of crafting, cognitive or perceptions crafting, 

represents changes to the ways one thinks about and processes experiences at work. This can 

be done by thinking about work holistically, focusing on the most rewarding or fulfilling parts 

of work, or finding connections between work and one’s personal interests and values (Berg et 

al., 2013).  

Employees may shape their work roles by engaging in any one of these types of crafting, 

making these independent ways to alter work roles (Berg et al., 2013). Additionally, altering 

facets of work may involve expanding and shrinking or minimising parts of work, but the 

essential core to job crafting is that some change (either growth or contraction) has taken place 

to successfully integrate personal passions, strengths, and interests into work. This study 

specifically examines task and relational crafting as a way of managing NPWTs. When dealing 

with non-preferred tasks, employees are likely to engage in these forms of crafting to avoid 

their NPWTs.  

Mediating Role of Task and Relational Crafting between NPWTs and OCB 

One way in which employees may seek to minimise NPWTs is through task crafting or 

relational crafting. That is, task and relational crafting are identified as potential coping 
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mechanisms through which to manage NPWTs. I argue that crafting will mediate the 

relationship between NPWTs and OCBs. For instance, a tradesman may build expertise in 

terms of specific tasks where they become an expert in difficult tasks (e.g., welding). This 

expertise may be used to avoid NPWTs by performing tasks others lack the skills to complete 

(and in turn, the other employee completes the NPWTs for the focal employee). This frees up 

resources for the tradesperson to engage in OCBs. Similarly, a manager who does not like to 

do reports may use relational crafting to have another manager complete their report as they 

engage in activities they prefer (and they may then deal with a difficult customer that may be 

another employee’s NPWT). The key here is that an individual will be more likely to engage 

in OCBs if they have access to additional resources gained through relational or task crafting 

when dealing with NPWTs. Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

Hypothesis 3a: Task crafting will mediate the relationship between 

NPWTs and OCBs. 

Hypothesis 3b: Relational crafting will mediate the relationship between 

NPWTs and OCBs. 

Mediating Role of Job Crafting between NPWT and Work Engagement 

I argue that one way in which employees can reduce NPWTs is using task and relational 

crafting, which in turn is likely to enhance employees’ experience at work contributing to 

enhanced work engagement. Research suggests that when employees manage their job 

demands well, they are more engaged at work (Bakker et al., 2007; Bakker et al., 2016; Freeney 

& Fellenz, 2013). In a similar way, job crafting can be a mechanism for employees to manage 

the demands that emerge from NPWTs. In particular, when employees have to perform 

NPWTs, as per the conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989), employees are likely to 

conserve their energy (an important resource), they may direct that energy at something that 

may find value in. This means that employees may use job crafting as a mechanism where 
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crafting will allow them to save important resources that can be diverted towards actions that 

they find more beneficial. This argument leads to the following hypotheses:   

Hypothesis 4a: Task crafting will mediate the relationship between 

NPWTs and work engagement. 

Hypothesis 4b: Relational crafting will mediate the relationship 

between NPWTs and work engagement. 

The Moderating Role of Positive Emotions Between NPWTs and OCB and Work 

Engagement 

The final focus of this study is examining the role of positive emotions on the 

experience of NPWTs. The study of emotions or emotion-infused concepts in the workplace 

continues to be of interest to many scholars (Barsade & Gibson, 2007; Fisher, 2010; 

Fredrickson, 2003; Frijda, 2007; Lindebaum & Jordan, 2012; Lindebaum & Jordan, 2014). In 

this chapter, it is argued that high activation positive emotions are likely to reduce the negative 

impact of NPWTs on work outcomes more than low activation positive emotions. In particular, 

it is argued that positive emotions will reduce the strength of the negative relationships between 

NPWTs and OCBs.  

Using the broaden and build theory as a foundation (Fredrickson, 2001), this study 

proposes that high activation positive emotions will have a stronger impact on the strength of 

the relationship between NPWTs and work engagement and OCBs than low activation positive 

emotions. Fredrickson (2001) suggested that when individuals experience positive emotions, 

such as joy or contentment, their thought-action possibilities are broadened, which then creates 

physical and psychological resources (Fredrickson, 2001, 2003). Frequent experiences of 

positive affect increase approach-oriented behaviour (Elliot & Thrash, 2002), meaning that 

individuals are more likely to engage with their environments, allowing them to learn more, 
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pursue new goals, and develop more skills (Baranik & Eby, 2016). Therefore, that the 

following hypotheses are proposed:  

Hypothesis 5: Positive emotions will moderate the negative relationship 

between NPWTs and OCBs such that the relationship will become weaker 

for those experiencing high activation positive emotions. 

Hypothesis 6: Positive emotions will moderate the relationship between 

NPWTs and work engagement such that the relationship will become 

weaker for those experiencing high activation positive emotions. 

Method 

This study explores the influence of individuals’ positive emotions on their subsequent 

behaviours after experiencing NPWTs. An experimental design was used to test the model, 

where positive emotions were manipulated to understand whether these emotions influence the 

way employees performed their NPWTs. In particular, high activation positive emotions and 

low activation positive emotions (using a brief video) were manipulated to test whether positive 

affect (PA) moderated relationships between NPWTs and organisational outcomes. 

Procedure 

An experimental design was utilised for this study. Data collection was initiated by 

seeking approval from course conveners to make announcements in two undergraduate courses 

at two different Australian university campuses. A verbal announcement was made during 

lectures seeking voluntary participants who wished to assist in a PhD study by participating in 

a fifteen-minute paper-survey during their workshops. The surveys were administered during 

workshops one week after the individuals were formed into groups for an assessment task 

(Appendix 12). Participation was voluntary, and students were given the option to submit their 

surveys once the workshop had completed. Ethical approval for this study was obtained from 
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the Griffith University Human Ethics Committee, reference number EHR/15/15/HREC 

(Appendix 7). 

Participants initially completed the positive emotions items from the Positive and 

Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) (see Appendix 12) before the start of the experiment to 

provide a baseline measure of respondents’ positive emotions prior to viewing the videos. The 

PANAS consists of 10 positive adjectives and 10 negative adjectives, which describe emotions 

experienced during a specified time (see description in ‘measures’ below). Immediately after 

the emotion manipulation, students were asked to complete a questionnaire containing the 

measures listed below. 

Manipulation 

The stimulus material consisted of two videos (Appendix 13), a high activation positive 

emotion video and a low activation positive emotion video. This approach has been adopted 

successfully by previous researchers, such as Hertel, Neuhof, Theuer, and Kerr (2000), who 

showed participants videos in order to induce positive or negative moods. In Hertel et al.’s 

(2000) study, the positive mood condition was encouraged by participants watching a 

humorous video clip about ostriches roaming through the African steppe. Participants in the 

negative mood condition watched a sad video clip about the cruel killing of a tiger. Positive 

and negative music played in the background to support the intended intentional effects (Hertel 

et al., 2000). Study 3 focused only on positive mood. 

In Study 3, for the high activation positive emotion condition, participants were shown 

a one-minute clip from a Coca-Cola advertisement that reliably elicits reports of happiness and 

associated facial signs such as smiling and laughing behaviour (Rottenberg, Ray, & Gross, 

2007). For the low activation positive emotion condition, participants were shown a one-minute 

video of ocean waves hitting the beach.  
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To ensure the manipulation videos were effective, the videos were viewed by a group 

of experienced academics from the university’s psychology department. These experts were 

given an affect grid (Appendix 14) (Russell, Weiss, & Mendelsohn, 1989), which is a single-

item scale of pleasure and arousal designed as a quick means of assessing affect along the 

dimensions of pleasure-displeasure and arousal-sleepiness. These expert raters indicated that 

the credibility of the videos was high, in that they reported that the video designed to 

manipulate high activation positive emotions was high in arousal and the video designed to 

manipulate low arousal positive emotions was marked near the pleasant feeling section. Based 

on this sample, there was a significant difference between the two conditions on positive 

emotions on the PANAS scale, F = (1, 143) = 16.68, p = < .05, η2= .10. This result supports 

the effectiveness of the emotion manipulation used in this chapter. 

Sample  

Participants were second year undergraduate students from an Australian business 

school. The students were working towards a group assessment in groups of four to five. Out 

of the 170 enrolled students in the course, 149 students from 30 teams voluntarily agreed to 

participate in the study, with a response rate of 88%. After data cleaning (described below), 

145 usable responses were retained for data analysis. This sample size is comparable with that 

in other research conducted with student teams (Gevers & Peeters, 2009). 

Of the 145 usable responses, 51% of respondents were female. Eighty percent of the 

usable respondents were aged 18-23. Seventy percent of the retained respondents were 

employed at the time this study was conducted, with 10% employed full time, 21% employed 

part-time, and 39% casually employed. Twenty-eight percent of the respondents did not have 

any prior work experience and were unemployed. Out of the 70% of employed respondents, 

20% of the respondents had work experience of less than one year, 48% had work experience 

between two-four years and 32% had more than five years of work experience. 



 144 

Measures 

NPWTs 

The participants were asked to reflect on their work in their teams and to identify the 

NPWTs required to complete their group assignment. The nature of work tasks were routine 

tasks that any group assessment at a university undergraduate degree would involve. Individual 

differences between students are key in how different students assess their preferences for 

tasks. The NPWTs identified by students are likely to involve some level of task significance, 

task identity, and involve some skill variety, but would be essential to the production of the 

overall team assessment. The NPWT construct was operationalised using six items. Item five 

in this scale was reverse-coded to reduce response and acquiescent bias. An example item in 

this scale is “this role involves tasks that I do not prefer to perform”. This scale was assessed 

using a 1 to 5 Likert scale ranging from 1 “strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”. Cronbach’s 

alpha was .87, which suggests high internal consistency of the items in the scale. An alpha of 

above .7 is usually the acceptable limit for internal consistencies for the items in a scale (Cerny 

& Kaiser, 1977).  

Task and Relational Crafting 

Task and relational crafting were both measured using five items (Slemp & Vella-

Brodrick, 2013). An example from the task crafting scale is “Change the scope of tasks that 

you complete in the group report”. An example item from the relational crafting scale is “Make 

friends with people within your group who have similar skills or interests”. Both scales were 

assessed using a 1 to 5 Likert Scale ranging from 1 “hardly ever” to 5 “very often”. The 

Cronbach’s alpha for task crafting indicated a satisfactory level of .77 and relational crafting 

returned a Cronbach’s alpha of .77.  
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OCB 

OCBs were measured using a global OCB construct assessed using a 17-item scale. The 

impact of NPWTs was assessed on all aspects of OCB including voice, helping behaviour, and 

in-role behaviour together rather than focusing on discrete OCB behaviours (Van Dyne & 

LePine, 1998). An example from the helping behaviour scale is “I will volunteer to do things 

for my work group”. An example item from the voice scale is “I will speak up and encourage 

others in this group to get involved in issues that affect the group”. An example from the in-

role behaviour scale is “I perform tasks that are expected as part of being a group member”. 

This scale was assessed using a 1 to 5 Likert scale ranging from 1 = hardly ever to 5 = very 

often. The Cronbach’s alpha was at a satisfactory level of 0.81. 

Work Engagement 

Work engagement was assessed using the shortened nine item (UWES-9) version of 

the original UWES-17 scale. Nine items assessed three items each of vigour, absorption, and 

dedication (Schaufeli et al., 2006). An example from the vigour scale is “For the tasks in group 

presentation, I feel bursting with energy”. An example item from the absorption scale is “Time 

flies when I am working on the tasks in the group presentation”. An example item from the 

dedication scale is “I am enthusiastic about the tasks in group presentation”. The UWES-9 is 

shown to correlate highly with their original longer counterparts UWES-17 (Schaufeli et al., 

2006). This scale was assessed using a 1 to 5 Likert scale ranging from 1 = hardly ever to 5 = 

very often. The Cronbach’s alpha indicated a satisfactory level of 0.89. 

Positive Emotions 

The PANAS questionnaire (Watson et al., 1988) was used to provide a baseline measure 

of positive emotion and acted as the manipulation check. Only the positive items were 

administered in this study. The PANAS consists of five positive adjectives that describe 

emotions during a specified time. Examples of the positive scale are “excited, enthusiastic, 
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interested”. The timeframe used to complete this measure was how they felt now. This scale 

was assessed using a 1 to 5 Likert scale ranging from 1 = hardly ever to 5 = very often. 

Cronbach’s alpha indicated a satisfactory level of 0.88.  

Results 

Data cleaning 

Before undertaking the analysis, data cleaning and screening were carried out in line 

with the recommendations of Tabachnick and Fiddell (2007). Data were removed from the 

final analysis where there was either less than 50% completion of the survey or where the 

survey contained inappropriate patterns of answers, such as repeating certain answers for many 

questions. Responses that had substantial missing data were also excluded from the analysis at 

the early stage of the data cleaning and screening process. The explore function was further 

used to test for missing values by identifying missing data patterns. The descriptive statistics 

identified four out of the 149 cases missing more than 5 percent of the values, and cases with 

missing values for dependent variables, which were then deleted.  

Manipulation check 

An ANOVA test was conducted to compare respondents’ positive emotions between 

the two conditions (low activation and high activation). As predicted, there was a significant 

difference of F = (1, 143) = 16.68, p = < .05, η2 = .10. This effect size of low/high positive 

emotion activation, which suggests that 10% of the variation in positive emotions is attributable 

to the conditions of low and high activation, indicating a moderate effect size (Field, 2018). 

The results suggest that participants in the low activation positive emotion condition were 

significantly likely to report fewer positive emotions than those in the high activation positive 

affect condition. Due to the significance of the manipulation check, the following analyses 

assessed positive emotions as a single continuous variable (i.e., the PANAS measure of positive 

emotions), rather than using the different experimental conditions when testing hypotheses. 
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Correlation Analysis 

Table 6.1 contains the means, standard deviations, inter-item correlations, and 

Cronbach’s alphas for the variables in this study. In relation to the correlations with other 

variables in the model, NPWTs were negatively related to task crafting (r = -0.21, p < 0.05); 

however, the correlation with relational crafting was insignificant (r = -0.09, n.s.). A significant 

positive relationship was found between task crafting and relational crafting (r = 0.34, p < 

0.01). This relationship indicates that the higher task crafting, the more likely individuals are 

to perform relational crafting. There was also a positive relationship between work engagement 

and OCBs (r = 0.26, p < 0.01). That is, individuals with higher levels of work engagement 

reported higher levels of OCBs.  

The table shows that positive emotions were negatively associated with NPWTs (r = -

0.19, p < 0.05) and positively associated with task crafting (r = 0.31, p < 0.01), OCBs (r = 0.19, 

p < 0.05), and work engagement (r = 0.26, p < 0.01). In addition, there was a significant and 

negative relationship between NPWTs and OCBs (r = -0.23, p < 0.01) and work engagement 

(r = -0.29, p < 0.01). That is, individuals who reported higher NPWTs were likely to report 

lower work engagement and lower OCBs. Accordingly, these results provided initial support 

for Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2.  

Table 6.1. Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Cronbach’s Alpha for the Entire 

Sample 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5  

1. Positive emotions 2.54 0.95      0.88 

2. NPWTs 3.03 0.77 -0.19*     0.87 

3. Task crafting 3.19 0.67 0.31** -0.21*    0.77 

4. Relational crafting 2.98 0.75 0.13 -0.09 0.34**   0.77 

5. OCBs 4.06 0.40 0.19* -0.23** 0.44** 0.31**  0.81 

6. Work engagement 2.63 0.78 0.26** -0.29** 0.37** 0.47** 0.26** 0.89 

Note: n = 145; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 
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PROCESS Analysis Overview 

To understand these relationships in greater detail, the mediating role of task crafting 

and relational crafting was tested using the PROCESS command following the procedure 

described by Zhao, Lynch, and Chen (2010). A bootstrap test was performed to test the 

significance of the mediating or indirect effects (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). This 

process of mediation analysis has been shown to be a more optimal procedure when compared 

to alternative approaches, such as the regression analysis approach (Zhao et al., 2010). In 

particular, the mediation approach popularised by Baron and Kenny (1986), which uses 

regression analyses, has drawbacks that the Zhao et al. (2010) analysis overcomes. The pattern 

of mediation in Zhao et al.’s (2010) work was classified as complementary, competitive, and 

indirect-only mediation, which is a critical departure from the Baron and Kenny (1986) 

classification of full, partial, and no mediation. Complementary mediation is found when both 

direct and indirect effects are significant and in the same direction, whereas competitive 

mediation means that significant direct and indirect effects are in opposite directions. When an 

indirect effect is significant and a direct effect is insignificant, this pattern is identified as 

indirect-only mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986). As PROCESS calculates several measures of 

the effect size of the indirect effect, the completely standardised indirect effect was produced 

in form of kappa-squared (2) with 95% of bootstrapped confidence intervals following 

Preacher and Kelly (2011). For interpreting the magnitude of the standardised indirect effect, 

Cohen’s (1988) guidelines suggest the consideration of small, medium, and large effect size as 

0.01, 0.09, and 0.25, respectively. 

The PROCESS command in SPSS macro suggested by Hayes and Preacher (2014) 

allows only a single dependent variable to be specified in the model. Moderation analyses were 

conducted using positive emotions as the moderator. When estimating a moderated 
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relationship, in this case, the interaction of NPWTs and positive emotions, the predicting 

variables are mean centered prior to the analysis. Mean centering is necessary to reduce 

multicollinearity between the interaction term and the variables that make up the interaction 

term (Iacobucci, Schneider, Popovich, & Bakamitsos, 2017).  

Mediation Analyses for OCBs as the Outcome 

The mediation analysis was conducted using the PROCESS command (Model 4) for 

SPSS (Hayes, 2013) with 5,000 bootstrap resamples. This was done to determine whether task 

crafting and relational crafting mediated the relationship between NPWTs and OCBs. The 

results indicate that task crafting mediated the relationship between NPWTs and OCBs such 

that, b= -0.043, BCa CI [-0.086, -0.006]. This represents a relatively small effect, k2 = 0.086, 

95% BCa CI [0.015,0.161]. The results support Hypothesis 3 (a).  

Thereafter, relational crafting was tested as a mediator between NPWTs and OCBs. 

The results indicated no significant mediation, b= -0.014, BCa CI [-0.044,0.008]. The effect 

size was k2= 0.028, 95% BCa CI [0.001,0.050]. Based on these results, Hypothesis 3 (b) was 

rejected. 

Mediation Analyses for Work engagement as the Outcome 

Mediation analysis was conducted using the PROCESS command (Model 4) for SPSS 

(Hayes, 2013) with 5,000 bootstrap resamples. This was done to determine whether task 

crafting and relational crafting mediated the relationship between the NPWTs and work 

engagement. The results indicate that task crafting mediates the relationship between NPWTs 

and work engagement, such that, b= -0.068, BCa CI [-0.155, -0.010]. This represents a 

relatively small effect, k2 = 0.069, 95% BCa CI [0.012,0.148]. Based on these data, Hypothesis 

4 (a) was supported. Next, relational crafting was tested as a mediator between NPWT and 

work engagement. The results indicate that there was no significant mediation, b= -0.042, BCa 

CI [-0.120, 0.027]. The effect size was k2= 0.044, 95% BCa CI [0.002,0.119]. On this basis, 
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Hypothesis 4 (b) was rejected. 

Moderation Analyses for OCBs as the Outcome 

Positive emotions were examined as a moderator of the relation between NPWTs and 

OCBs. The centered variables for NPWTs and positive emotions were entered in the first step 

of the regression analysis. In the second step of the regression analysis, the interaction term 

between NPWTs and PA was entered, and explained a significant increase in variance in OCBs, 

ΔR2 = 0.07, F(3, 141) = 4.25, p < .01. When examining the moderated relationships in 

predicting OCBs, the results indicated that the interaction between NPWTs and positive 

emotions was insignificant, b = 0.009, 95% CI [-0.074, 0.091], t= 0.21, p > 0.05. These results 

do not support Hypothesis 5, and on this basis, it was rejected. 

Moderation Analyses for Work Engagement as the Outcome 

Positive emotions were examined as a moderator of the relation between NPWTs and 

work engagement. The centered variables for NPWTs and positive emotions were entered in 

the first step if the regression analysis. In the second step of the regression analysis, the 

interaction term between positive emotions and NPWTs was entered, and explained a 

significant increase in variance in OCB, ΔR2 = .13, F(3, 141) = 0.871, p < .001. When 

examining the moderated relationships when predicting work engagement, the results indicated 

that the interaction between NPWTs and positive emotions was insignificant, b= -0.665, 95% 

CI [-0.207, 0.074], t= -0.933, p >.05. Thus, Hypothesis 6 was rejected. 

Discussion 

The aim of this chapter was to gain a deeper understanding of the NPWT construct by 

using an experimental design to test a theoretical model that examined the impact of NPWTs 

on employees’ behaviour and attitudes. This study addressed RQ 3: What is the effect of NPWTs 

on work outcomes? by testing whether NPWTs predicted the organisational outcomes of OCB 

and work engagement. Specifically, the proposed theoretical model tested whether positive 
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emotions moderated the negative impact of NPWTs on OCB and work engagement. 

Furthermore, job crafting (task and relational crafting) was identified as a mediator between 

NPWTs and OCBs and work engagement.   

The study revealed that NPWTs were significantly and negatively correlated with both 

OCBs and work engagement. This finding corroborates previous qualitative research linking 

NPTWs to lower contextual performance, which could include helping behaviours and work 

engagement (Rana et al., 2017). In the past, job characteristics research has revealed positive 

effects of certain job characteristics, such as autonomy and feedback, on organisational 

outcomes (DeVaro et al., 2007; Ghosh et al., 2015; Loher et al., 1985; Trépanier, Forest, Fernet, 

& Austin, 2015). Previous studies have also shown that employees’ perceptions about the 

characteristics of their job affect their job attitudes, especially their engagement at work 

(Krishnan et al., 2015). Drawing on this work, these reactions to task level preferences were 

examined. At a task level, I proposed that a negative experience of tasks may impact 

employees’ attitudes towards their job in a negative way. The data suggests that NPWTs can 

have a detrimental effect on organisational outcomes. This finding could explain that 

employees who had higher levels of NPWT in their work roles tend to undertake fewer OCBs 

and engage less at work.  

The results did not support the hypotheses that positive emotions would moderate the 

relationships between NPWTs and OCBs or work engagement. This finding contrasted with 

some previous studies that positive emotions may broaden employees’ momentary thought-

action repertoires and build personal resources that can recharge depleted resources (Janssen, 

Lam, & Huang, 2010). Although this was not expected, one explanation for this non-significant 

relationship may be due to the present study being conducted with a student sample. In 

particular, the student sample has several characteristics, such as a lack of workplace 

experience or the relationships they may have developed in a specific workplace, that 
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differentiate it from a sample of working employees. This may have impacted on the study 

results.  

The results revealed that task crafting significantly mediated the effects of NPWTs on 

OCBs and work engagement. This result was in accordance with the conservation of resources 

theory (Hobfoll, 1989), which suggests that employees will try to reduce the energy devoted to 

performing NPWTs and focus their energy on their preferred tasks through task crafting. While 

task crafting was a significant mediator on the effects of NPWTs on OCBs and work 

engagement, the results indicated that relational crafting did not mediate such effects. The 

results can provide explanation of why students did not use relational crafting in mitigate their 

NPWTs. This reason may be from the period of data collection conducted during the early 

stages of group assessment in which students recently formed into groups and therefore 

wouldn’t have had enough time to get to form any relationships.  

In contrast, relational crafting did not mediate the effects of NPWTs on OCBs or work 

engagement. This study was conducted with a student sample that was required to form into 

groups for an assessment item. As the study was conducted during the early stages of group 

assessment, the students did not have a great deal of opportunity to create a bond with each 

other (Forsyth, 2018) as there was limited time for group members to get to know each other. 

The central premise of relational crafting is that people change their relationships at work by 

changing the nature of interactions they have with people around them (Berg et al., 2013). In 

this case, students may not have had enough time to create a relationship such that they could 

have meaningful interactions with their group members to engage in relational crafting. In 

addition, the timing of the survey early in the semester may also have limited opportunities for 

job crafting to occur.  
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Practical Implications 

There are at least two important practical implications of understanding the effects of 

NPWTs on work outcomes. First, this research demonstrated that there is a negative association 

between NPWTs and work outcomes. That is, participants with a higher level of NPWTs tend 

to perform fewer OCBs and to engage less at work. Having to perform too many NPWTs could 

be an indicator of a poorly designed job. Managers should monitor and have discussions if 

necessary, with their employees to ensure that employees are performing more PWTs and 

fewer NPWTs. 

The second practical implication emerges from the finding that job crafting is an 

important mediator between NPWTs and OCB and work engagement. This suggests that 

organisations should allow autonomy for employees to engage in job crafting to achieve better 

work outcomes. Furthermore, having to perform NPWTs could be another reason why people 

engage in job crafting.  

As this study was conducted with university students, there are some restrictions as to 

how far we can extend the results to working adults. That said, a significant percentage of the 

sample had work experience. Keeping this in mind, the results suggested that individual 

differences are an important factor in deciding how people feel about performing their NPWTs. 

In the university setting, where students are required to perform NPWTs in order to complete 

their group assessments, students have autonomy to divide the tasks among themselves to reach 

to a favourable outcome (Boekaerts & Minnaert, 2003). If a particular task is a NPWT for all 

students in the group, they may help each other in completing the task together using relational 

crafting. The students completing the group assessment are likely to have diverse skill sets that 

when combined can help students complete their assessment (Star & McDonald, 2007). When 

they are at the planning stage of the assessment dividing tasks amongst themselves, they could 

use this opportunity to highlight their NPWTs to come to a decision on dividing tasks such that 
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a) no one gets to perform their NPWTs, b) there are limited NPWTs each student has to 

perform, or c) everyone gets to work together on the NPWTs (if the NPWT is common for all 

group members).  

In a university group assessment, the outcome (i.e., the marks students receive) will be 

the same for the whole group. Therefore, it is in the best interest of the group members to help 

each other to ensure the group gets the best outcome for their assessment. Students are therefore 

likely to proactively seek to identify each other’s NPWTs right at the start of the group 

assessment. They may then manage these tasks through relational crafting. This process is 

likely to create less friction during group task completion and enhance the likelihood of 

reaching a favourable outcome. In a similar way, if we relate this example to real work setting, 

this research has the potential to help managers identify employees NPWTs. Managers should 

ideally have conversations with their employees individually and find ways to minimize their 

NPWTs. While NPWTs, by definition, are essential to the organisation, managers should 

provide autonomy so that employees can choose the way work is performed, however, ensuring 

the quality of the outcome. 

Conclusion  

In summary, Study 3 was designed to test the meditating effects of job crafting in the 

relationship between NPWTs and OCBs and work engagement. Furthermore, this study tested 

whether positive emotions moderated the relationship between NPWTs and OCBs and work 

engagement. PROCESS was used to examine the hypothesised relationships between the 

variables discussed in this chapter. This study provided a greater insight into the impact of 

NPWTs on an employee’s work outcomes. 
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CHAPTER 7 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Chapter Aims 

This research arose in response to the recent growth in both scholarly and practical 

interest in making the work more meaningful (Lazazzara et al., 2019; Morgeson et al., 2019; 

Zhang & Parker, 2019). Job design is one of the many ways scholars and practitioners have 

focused on to make jobs more motivational and meaningful (Davis & Taylor, 1972; Grant et 

al., 2011; Hackman & Oldham, 1976, 1980; Ilgen & Hollenbeck, 1991; Morgeson & 

Humphrey, 2006; Oldham & Hackman, 2010; Parker & Wall, 1998; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 

2001). Job design has been shown to affect behavioural outcomes such as performance, 

turnover, and absenteeism (Fried & Ferris, 1987; Hackman & Oldham, 1976); psychological 

outcomes such as job satisfaction, internal work motivation, stress, and burnout (Parker & 

Wall, 1998); and physical outcomes such as blood pressure, cardiovascular disease, and even 

mortality (Ganster et al., 2001; Melamed et al., 2001).  

In more recent times, there has been an exponential rise in technology, which has given 

a significant boost to the knowledge economy (Stone, Deadrick, Lukaszewski, & Johnson, 

2015). This has changed the way we work, as on one hand the technology has helped workers 

immensely in getting things done faster and better, and on the other hand, enslaves workers by 

keeping them connected with work at all times (Holland & Bardoel, 2016). Therefore, job 

design is becoming more complex and can no longer concentrate solely on how to create more 

motivating jobs (Grant & Parker, 2009). In this thesis, I have argued that task level analyses of 

jobs also have the potential to have a substantial impact on understanding job design. 

Supporting other research that takes a task approach (e.g., Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), a 

recent paper by Rana et al. (2017) argued for the importance of considering jobs at the task 
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level and the impact of tasks on job outcomes. Specifically, Rana et al. (2017) argued for the 

need to look at jobs at a more discrete level by considering every individual task an employee 

performs and differentiating between employees preferred and non-preferred work tasks.  

This research addresses this call for a focus on task level analysis when considering the 

design and effects of jobs. In particular, this research examined employees’ NPWTs (Rana et 

al., 2017). A job has been defined as a collection of tasks that an individual has to perform 

(Davis & Taylor, 1972). A basic tenant of this thesis has been that an employee must perform 

many tasks during a day as a part of their job. I contend that not all tasks may be motivating 

for an employee or indeed enjoyed by that employee. While the JCM (Hackman & Oldham, 

1980) identified five factors that affect the motivating potential of a job, including task 

significance, feedback, autonomy, skills variety, task identity, this model does not consider the 

effect of tasks that are not enjoyed or preferred by employees. In this thesis, I argued that 

NPWTs may involve skill variety, task significance and task identity for example, but despite 

this, employees may prefer not to carry these tasks out. Three studies were undertaken to 

explore NPWTs.   

This chapter places this work in context of the extant research in the field. The key 

findings across the studies are then considered and the theoretical and practical contributions 

that emerged from this research are identified. Next, the strengths and limitations of this 

research are considered, and the future research directions are discussed. Finally, the overall 

conclusions that emerged from this research are presented. 

Overview of the Research  

As discussed in Chapter 1, with the exception of Rana et al.’s (2017) work, no research 

has been conducted to understand employees’ NPWTs in the job design literature. As noted 

previously, while the most prominent model used in the job design literature is the JCM 

(Hackman & Oldham, 1980), this model does not take into account that employees are likely 
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to have discrete tasks in their job that they prefer not to complete. Before the JCM dominated 

job design literature, the concept of job design can be traced back to Smith (1776), who 

suggested that division of labour could increase worker efficiency and productivity. Thereafter, 

Taylor’s (1911) principles of scientific management gained prominence and focused on 

specialising and simplifying work to maximise worker efficiency. However, over the years, 

jobs have changed, and therefore the way we work has transformed from monotonous tasks in 

the Taylor era to the beginning of knowledge economy during the JCM era. Now that we are 

in a technological driven gig economy, it is time that to consider taking the JCM forward and 

add aspects that are relevant today. I therefore argue that a focus on task level analysis by 

considering employees’ PWTs and NPWTs represents an important step forward that will 

enhance researchers’ ability to manage job design in a complex environment.   

In the early chapters of this thesis, I developed a construct definition for NPWTs. This 

research was designed to extend understanding of employees’ NPWTs by examining their 

experiences through a semi-structured interview process (Study 1). Once I established that 

NPWTs exist in work roles and that different individuals report a range of NPWTs, I developed 

a measurement scale (Study 2) to assess NPWTs. Finally, in Study 3, I identified state PA as a 

moderator of relationships between NPWTs and a range of outcome variables. Study 3 used an 

experimental design and state PA was manipulated to contrast the influence of low and high 

activation state PA. In her broaden and build model, Fredrickson (2001) suggested that positive 

mood acts as a resource that broadens a person’s thought-action repertoire, and their range of 

attention, cognition, and action. This broadening effect can then result in increased physical, 

intellectual, and social resources (Fredrickson, 1998, 2001). I therefore wanted to determine 

whether state PA can reduce the effect of NPWTs on organisational outcomes.  

Program of Research  

A mixed methods approach was used to address the three research questions: 
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RQ1. Do employees identify non-preferred work tasks (NPWTs)? 

 RQ2. How do employees manage NPWTs?  

 RQ3. What is the effect of NPWTs on work outcomes? 

 

A multiple method approach involves collecting, analysing, and interpreting 

quantitative and qualitative data in a series of studies that investigate the same underlying 

phenomenon (Johnson et al., 2007). These research questions could only be answered by using 

a range of methods, as no single method was suitable for testing the questions. A multiple 

methods approach was selected as appropriate because it can provide stronger evidence for a 

conclusion through convergence and corroboration of findings (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; 

Edmonds & Kennedy, 2017; Johnson et al., 2007; Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003; Shannon-

Baker, 2016; Turner, Cardinal, & Burton, 2017). Moreover, using qualitative and quantitative 

research produces more complete knowledge, which is necessary to inform theory and practice 

(Creswell, 2013; Shannon-Baker, 2016; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). From the qualitative 

research in Study 1, I was able to examine participants’ experiences of task activities in-depth. 

Using the findings from the qualitative study, the use of quantitative methods (Studies 2 and 

3) allowed for generalisation of the findings to a broader set of conclusions. Utilising a multiple 

methods approach, three empirical studies were undertaken to investigate employees NPWTs 

in work roles and how NPWTs impact on organisational outcomes.  

Study 1 addressed the first two research questions (RQs 1 and 2) and was an exploratory 

study that utilised both qualitative and quantitative methods. This study largely relied on 

qualitative in-depth interviews to develop a construct definition for NPWT, and collected 

information that assisted in the scale development process. The aim of Study 1 was to explore 

the construct of NPWTs and establish a greater understanding of this construct, to develop 

potential items to be included in a scale to assess NPWTs. Data were collected from 40 

employees working in two organisations, with one sample working in the hotel industry and 
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the other sample working in an education setting. The qualitative results obtained in this study 

revealed a variety of NPWTs that varied significantly between interviewed individuals. 

Interviewees reported how they dealt with NPWTs, and analysis suggested that an important 

factor influencing how employees deal with NPWTs is the level of autonomy they have within 

their work roles. The interview data were used to inform the development of items to assess 

NPWTs. A scale development process was then carried out in Studies 2 and 3.  

Study 2 addressed Research Questions 1 and 3 and focused on developing items to 

assess NPWTs and validating a measure of NPWTs. This study assessed the internal reliability 

of the six-item scale that emerged from Study 1, as well as examining predictive validity and 

discriminant validity of the NPWTs scale. Specifically, I considered the relationships between 

NPWT, creativity and workplace deviance. Study 2 involved 126 participants of an 

undergraduate business degree from an Australian University Business School.  

Study 3 addressed Research Questions 1, 2 and 3 and was a quantitative study. This 

study tested a theoretical model linking NPWTS with organisational outcomes, including 

OCBs and work engagement. In this study, state PA was identified as a moderator of the 

relationships between NPWTs and outcomes. This study was an experimental study, and was 

conducted with 145 participants from an undergraduate course at an Australian University 

Business School.  

Themes emerging from this research 

This section discusses the three major themes that emerged across the three studies of 

NPWTs: (i) the importance of task level analysis in job design, (ii) confirmation that NPWTs 

exist and can be measured, and (iii) the influence of NPWTs on outcomes. The findings extend 

the job design literature, which focuses on making jobs motivating. Further details about the 

three key themes that emerge from this research are provided below, placing them in context 

of the existing literature in the job design area.   
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The Importance of Task Level Analysis in Job Design 

One key theoretical theme that emerged from this thesis is the importance of 

considering task level issues in job design. There is no question that job design can have 

powerful effects on organisational outcomes (Oldham & Hackman, 2010). However, 

employees perform many individual tasks, and together those tasks constitute a whole job 

(Roberts & Glick, 1981). Past research on job design has mostly followed the JCM (Hackman 

& Oldham, 1980) and focused on making whole jobs more interesting and more motivating. 

The results of the three studies conducted in this thesis suggest that one cannot ignore the fact 

that task level analysis of jobs is important, as is the extent to which employees enjoy those 

tasks. I argued that the intensity with which the individual experiences NPWT may have an 

impact on their enjoyment of the job, even it is well designed.  

The JCM focuses on five characteristics that makes jobs motivating; namely, task 

significance, skill variety, task identity, autonomy and feedback (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). 

Skill variety, task significance, and task identity are expected to contribute to the experienced 

meaningfulness of work (Grant et al., 2011). However, the results of this research suggest that 

although tasks may be significant to the overall job, the job may require different sets of skills 

to complete a job and can be identifiable, at the task level, there are certain activities that 

employees still may prefer not to perform, and these tasks influence important outcomes. The 

results from Study 1, which focused on task level analysis, showed that participants from two 

very different industries were able to easily identify NPWTs and these tasks were significant 

enough for the respondents to try to find ways to avoid them. The focus on task level analysis 

was extended in Study 2, in which a scale was developed to show that these experiences are 

applicable across a broad range of jobs. Study 3 showed that the tasks had an impact on 

individual outcomes. Clearly, task level analysis provides additional understanding to the 

analysis of jobs. 
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Although the JCM highlights that autonomy is an essential element to creating 

motivation in jobs (Kulik, Oldham, & Hackman, 1987), autonomy enables individual decision-

making in how the overall job is done. Autonomy at a task level is slightly different. Indeed, at 

a task level, autonomy may include an employees’ decision regarding whether to undertake a 

task that employees prefer versus those tasks that they do not prefer. As Study 1 demonstrated, 

this may depend on the context of the jobs and but also on their personal characteristics. Indeed, 

I argue that having autonomy in one’s overall jobs does not change the way employees may 

feel about the discrete tasks they need to perform. Thus, while an individual may have a high 

level of job autonomy (how to complete a group of tasks) they may have limited task autonomy 

(which tasks to complete) in terms of dealing with the NPWTs in their job. As such, the JCM 

does not enable understanding of task level issues that may emerge in jobs. Indeed, based on 

the findings from Study 1, autonomy does not impact on the existence of NPWTs, but it does 

impact on how people manage these tasks. It is important to realise that the construct definition 

for NPWTs (Chapter 3) suggests that these tasks are essential tasks that have to be completed. 

As such, whether the worker has autonomy or not, they cannot avoid them. Indeed, this finding 

lead to the decision to include job crafting as a part of the experiment in Study 3, which showed 

that task crafting mediated the relationship between NPWTs and OCB and NPWTs and work 

engagement. 

There have been recent attempts to extend the JCM in line with changes in the nature 

of work. For example, Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) extended the JCM by developing a 

comprehensive measure – the Work Design Questionnaire - to assess job design and included 

sub-scales to measure social characteristics, work context and knowledge characteristics. 

However, once again, their focus was on the job, which means that the task level was not 

considered. Instead, their focus was including other aspects of jobs that may be important to 

consider when seeking to establish an overall environment for employees where they may feel 
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motivated to do their jobs. However, I argue that even if employees are provided with an overall 

environment to motivate them to perform their job, those tasks that they prefer not to perform 

that may impact their overall motivation in the whole job still require consideration. Hence, as 

outlined in the introduction to this thesis (Chapter 1), and as more fully developed in outlining 

the construct of NPWTs in Chapter 3, it is important to consider job design at a task level by 

acknowledging the tasks that employees do not prefer to perform. 

In line with this focus on tasks, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) coined the term job 

crafting when considering the proactiveness with which employees could manage their jobs to 

make their jobs more meaningful. Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) identified task crafting, 

relational crafting, and cognitive crafting as ways to make jobs meaningful. Interestingly, the 

focus of crafting was on the overall job, but acknowledged the importance of the tasks in 

creating a job. These authors argued that employees could change the boundaries of their tasks, 

change the way they form relationships at work and change the way they think about the tasks 

they perform to provide more meaningful work (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2013). On this 

basis, I proposed in this thesis that employees may use job crafting as a coping mechanism to 

deal with their NPWTs. In particular in Study 3, I developed hypotheses that included task 

crafting and relational crafting as direct actions individuals could take in managing non 

preferred work tasks. I did not consider cognitive crafting, because this involves changing one’s 

mind set towards a task.  

In summary, across these studies, I have demonstrated the importance of considering 

work design at the task level. Study 1, an exploratory qualitative study, revealed that employees 

could differentiate between the tasks they preferred to perform and the tasks that they did not 

prefer to perform. This provides support for the argument that it is important to consider 

employees’ NPWTs. Furthermore, Study 2 drew on the rich data provided in Study 1 to develop 

items to assess NPWTs. In Study 3, I examined the NPWTs scale again and found evidence 
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that employees do consider their jobs at the task level. This study also revealed that NPWTs 

are associated with organisational outcomes.  

NPWTs exist and can be measured  

From the previous section, it is clear that job design research has not devoted sufficient 

attention towards discrete tasks preferences. However, the findings from Study 1 suggest that 

employees can identify and differentiate between their PWTs and NPWTs. Therefore, it is 

important to acknowledge that NPWTs exist and for researchers and practitioners to 

acknowledge that the intensity with which these NPWTs are experienced are likely to affect 

individual and potentially organisational outcomes. In Chapter 3, I defined NPWTs. Most 

studies in job design have largely not considered whether employees prefer individual tasks 

within their broader job. Generally, there has been a broad assumption that in a well-designed 

job, that the individual’s task preferences will be overcome by providing skill variety. That is, 

non-preferred tasks will be ignored by the individual (and therefore have little impact) as they 

are balanced by the more interesting tasks. 

Study 1, a qualitative study addressed the questions of whether employees identify 

NPWTs (Research Question 1). This study revealed that employees could identify the tasks 

that they preferred not to perform. In addition, this study also revealed great individual 

variation in the actual tasks that were preferred and those that were not preferred. Indeed, in 

some instances, one employee’s NPWT was another employee’s PWT. This suggests that 

individual differences and skills and abilities play a role in how employees identify their 

NPWTs. This is in line with previous research on job design where individual differences have 

been examined and found to be associated with task characteristics (O'Connor, Rudolf, & 

Peters, 1980; Rudolph, Katz, Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017). Moreover, Study 1 also revealed that 

employees expressed negative emotions towards their NPWTs. This is consistent with research 
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on emotions, where employees tend to feel negative emotions when employees feel stressed at 

work (Spector & Fox, 2005), and NPWTs may cause stress.  

It is important to acknowledge that even though jobs may be well designed, these well-

designed jobs can also involve NPWTs. If an employee believes that there are too many 

NPWTs in their work role, then these well-designed jobs may not be as effective as they were 

intended to be. At this point, it is important to remember that in this research, NPWTs were 

differentiated from some similar concepts such as dirty work (those tasks that are “physically, 

socially or morally” tainted), boring tasks (negative i.e., unpleasant, dissatisfying and often 

deactivating i.e., low arousal activity-related emotions, implying that the activity e.g., the work 

task acquires negative intrinsic value) and illegitimate tasks (tasks that violate norms about 

what an employee can properly be expected to do, because they are perceived as unnecessary 

or unreasonable, or they imply a threat to one’s professional identity). As such the focus is not 

on the task as perceived by others, but rather on the individual employee’s preference for that 

task. This is reflected in the measure developed in Study 2. 

Importantly, the results of Study 1 informed the development of a NPWT measure 

(Study 2) that can be used in future quantitative studies. Furthermore, as the data from Study 2 

revealed that experience of NPWTs appears to be influenced by individual preferences, it is 

important that future research consider how specific individual characteristics influence 

NPWTs. Study 3 examined the role of positive effect on the experience of NPWTs; however, 

there is clearly room for more research on this topic, as outlined in the discussion of future 

research directions below.   

NPWT impacts Individual and Organisational Outcomes 

In Study 1, participants identified the experience of NPWTs in their work roles. Moreover, 

the participants shared their experience of managing NPWTs. The way the participants 

managed their NPWTs was clearly influenced by their individual preferences, their position in 
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the organisational structure, and the duties they were performing. For example, a housekeeping 

attendant in a hotel was not able to manage their NPWTs as effectively as their manager due 

to different level of autonomy linked to their positions in the hotel. The data also revealed that 

how one managed their NPWTs could impact organisational outcomes in either positive or 

negative way. For instance, one of the managers from the hotel sample responded that they 

preferred not to attend departmental meetings and therefore sent their subordinate team 

supervisors to attend the meetings. In this case, managing a NPWT through delegation could 

be seen as a positive organisational outcome, because the supervisor would gain experience by 

attending the departmental meeting and this could enhance their prospects for promotion. This 

could also increase the supervisor’s commitment toward work. On the other hand, if there were 

important decisions being made at that meeting, or if the supervisor was asked to respond to 

problems that were really the departmental manager’s responsibility, this could result in a less 

than desired outcome for that individual supervisor and for the organisation. 

To try to understand this phenomenon further, I developed a NPWT scale and tested it in 

the final study to investigate its impact on OCB and work engagement. Because NPWTs is a 

negative construct, it was expected that it would have negative relationships with these 

organisational outcomes (Bakker et al., 2016; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002). The results of 

Study 3 suggested that NPWTs are negatively correlated with OCBs and work engagement, 

which means that when employees experience NPWTs in their work roles, they are likely be 

less engaged at work and display fewer OCBs. Recent literature suggests that OCBs, that were 

once considered as extra effort have now become an integral part of the job (Bellini et al., 

2019). As a result, it appears that OCBs, while discretionary in nature, are an important 

outcome for organisations. However, if employees have too many NPWTs, this is likely to 

negatively impact on their display of OCBs, because they are likely to expend their resources 
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on those tasks that they perceive to be more beneficial to them. In a similar line of argument, 

if employees must perform NPWTs, they are likely to be less engaged at work. 

 In terms of the links between NPWTs and organisational outcomes, job crafting was 

also identified as a mediator in both Study 1 and Study 3. Job crafting has been shown to 

enhance the meaningfulness of jobs (Berg et al., 2013). I posited that if employees have 

NPWTs, they are likely to craft their jobs so that they can avoid these tasks, and therefore 

conserve the necessary resources that will allow them to display more OCBs at work. As 

suggested previously, OCBs are now an expectation of employers at work, and employees may 

therefore want to display more OCBs at work to be noticed by their superiors, which is likely 

to assist them during performance appraisals (Coyle-Shapiro et al., 2016). If employees have 

NPWTs at work, it is understandable that they are likely to engage in task crafting; that is, 

modifying the boundaries of the task to focus on OCB. Examples of this type of crafting were 

identified in Study 1, as participants described how they managed their NPWTs. In a similar 

vein, when employees have NPWTs at work, they are likely to engage in relational crafting to 

be able to display more OCBs. The results from Study 3 supported the mediation of task 

crafting in the relationship between NPWTs and OCB; however, they did not support mediation 

of relational crafting in the relationship between NPWTs and OCB.  

I further posited in Study 3 that task crafting and relational crafting would mediate the 

relationship between NPWTs and work engagement. If employees must perform their NPWTs, 

it is likely that they will engage in task crafting and relational crafting to increase their 

engagement at work. Using the underlying theory of conservation of resources (Hobfoll, 1989), 

employees may want to conserve their energy for those task that they prefer, which is likely to 

increase their engagement at work. This idea was mentioned by some of the participants in the 

qualitative study (Study 1). From these data, it appears that if employees engage in task crafting 

behaviours by changing the boundaries of their NPWTs, it is likely that they can focus on those 
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tasks that will increase their engagement at work. In a similar way, if employees can engage in 

relational crafting to be able to focus more resources toward their preferred tasks, this is likely 

to increase their engagement at work. The results supported the mediation of task crafting in 

the relationship between NPWTs and work engagement; however, there was no significant 

mediation reported in the case of relational crafting.  

Contribution to theory 

This research arose as a response to calls by both researchers and practitioners to 

understand the changing nature of work and explore ways to make work more interesting (Le 

Blanc, Demerouti, & Bakker, 2017; Oldham & Fried, 2016; Parker, Morgeson, et al., 2017). 

As job design research has received significant attention over the years to ensure that the way 

we work is efficient, effective and highly productive (Grant et al., 2011; Grant & Parker, 2009; 

Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Oldham & Fried, 2016; Parker & 

Wall, 1998; Vroom, 1964), I delved deeper into the discrete level of job design; that is, the 

individual tasks that performed as a part of a prescribed job description. In particular, I explored 

those tasks that employees prefer not to perform as a part of their work roles. Job design 

research has largely focused on making jobs motivational and meaningful in recent times 

(Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001); however, in reality, not every 

task in the job description will be preferred by everyone. As discussed in Chapter 3, although 

job design research has delved into task level by investigating boring tasks, illegitimate tasks, 

dirty work in the past, investigation into the tasks not preferred by employees has largely been 

ignored. Therefore, the tasks that employees prefer not to perform were explored in Chapter 4 

of the thesis in an exploratory study with participants from two different sectors, academia and 

hospitality, and concluded by coining the term ‘non-preferred work tasks’.  

In addition, in Study 3 of this thesis, I developed a model to test the effect of NPWTs 

on organisational outcomes such as OCB and work engagement. As a new construct, this was 
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the first study to test impact of NPWTs on organisational outcomes. Using the conservation of 

resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989) as an underpinning theory for the model, I proposed job 

crafting as a mediator between NPWTs and organisational outcomes. As the exploratory study 

of NPWTs (Chapter 4, Study 1) provided some insights that employees felt experiencing 

negative emotions while performing their NPWTs specially when they had to perform these 

tasks often, I tested whether positive emotions (low activation and high activation) reduced the 

impact of NPWTs on organisational outcomes. Study 3 (Chapter 6), demonstrated that this 

construct influences organisational outcomes.  

Implications for practice 

This research provides practical outcomes for both academics and practitioners. Once 

it was established that NPWTs exist in work roles, a scale development process was undertaken 

to establish a measurement of NPWTs for future research. An initial study with 126 participants 

was completed in Study 2 (Chapter 5) to validate the scale. I then developed a six-item scale 

for NPWTs and tested the scale for further validity in a third study with 145 participants (Study 

3, Chapter 6). By providing a new construct, along with a measure of that construct, this 

research contributes to academic practice enabling further research to be conducted on this 

construct.  

This research has implications for various stakeholders such as managers, employees, 

job design consultants. While job design considers factors that make jobs motivating, this 

research shows that it is important to acknowledge factors that can reduce the motivating 

potential of jobs by acknowledging the existence of NPWTs. Overall, this research 

demonstrates that task level analysis is important when considering jobs and suggests that 

future research needs to consider the influence of task level characteristics on employees’ 

responses to jobs. 
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Implications for managers 

This research has implications for managers, who may be able to examine the root 

causes of task underperformance or avoidance. Even high performing employees may have 

specific tasks they are either not good at, or tasks that they fail to perform. NPWTs provide 

managers with the understanding of why this may occur and provides them with a framework 

through which to explore these NPWTs with their employees to see if there is a solution. For 

instance, an academic who is good at teaching but poor at completing paperwork related to 

his/her teaching role may have a reasoned conversation with his/her supervisor about the tasks 

they are required to complete. This research provides managers with avenues to have a 

conversation regarding employees’ non-preferred tasks.  

While considering individual preferences for tasks may be a challenge for managers 

managing large groups of people, they may be able to consider way in which these tasks could 

be crafted to improve overall performance. The first step is for managers to undertake the 

process of identifying an individual’s NPWTs (potentially in an informal way). The 

identification of NPWTs in job design for managers can help them boost productivity if process 

is given sufficient time and effort. Furthermore, the results from Study 1 suggest that in some 

cases, employees did not have enough autonomy to craft their tasks so they could focus on the 

tasks they preferred. Once managers identify employees’ NPWTs, they may be able to develop 

processes that allow sufficient autonomy around crafting to ensure essential tasks are 

completed and individual preferences are acknowledged.  

As NPWTs are different for different individuals, managers are not likely to be able to 

design jobs that eliminate NPWTs. However, my intention through this thesis is not to 

eliminate NPWTs, but rather to highlight to managers that they should understand that NPWTs 

exist in work roles. With this knowledge, they may be able to minimise any negative outcomes 

by providing employees with some autonomy relating to how these tasks are completed in the 
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workplace. For instance, this may allow employees to engage in job crafting to complete their 

tasks. It is important when considering this to understand that managers should focus on overall 

job completion, rather than how individual tasks are completed, and allow employees to 

determine how these tasks are completed rather than micromanaging task completion. Micro-

management has shown to stifle creativity, and growth (White, 2010). Managers should allow 

employees to make decisions themselves (autonomy) as to how they can get their job done.   

 Implications for Employees  

 The research implications for employees is that individuals can now be aware of their 

NPWTs and have a discussion with their managers to make them aware of their preferences. 

In this way, employees may be able to negotiate with their managers to be allowed to perform 

more of their PWTs and less of their NPWTs. While it may be impossible for managers to 

allow employees to completely ignore the performance of their NPWTs, employees may find 

partners for task crafting to find a solution themselves before approaching their manager to 

negotiate their performance of NPWTs. This will help employees to focus on the tasks they 

prefer to perform and spend less time on the tasks they prefer not to perform. This is likely to 

increase engagement and commitment to work, a potential avenue for future research.  

Strengths and Limitations 

There are several strengths of this research program. First, Study 1 used a sample of 

working employees drawn from two industries - hospitality and academia. Furthermore, this 

sample included individuals from a broad spectrum of the hierarchy in each industry. For 

example, the hospitality sample included line staff all the way to general manager and the 

academic sample included PhD students to professors. Having access to this broad spectrum 

of the hierarchy allowed for an in-depth understanding of work roles and NPWTs throughout 

the hierarchy.  
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However, as with all research, this research also has several limitations. To make 

inferences about the population under study, the selection of the sample is important for the 

researcher to generalise findings to the population of interest (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Study 1 focused on two specific industries. While the purpose of qualitative research is not to 

generalise findings, at some stage in this process the findings need to be expanded to general 

concepts. The first step of this process was the decision to include a cross section of the 

hierarchy of each group. For instance, I interviewed staff in the hotel sample that took part in 

administrative tasks and found that this group also reported experiencing NPWTs. Clearly, 

more research across different industries in relation to NPWT is required to broaden 

understanding of this phenomenon. Now that the NPWT construct has been established, future 

research may address this limitation by seeking to recruit a sample with employees from many 

industries to gain a greater understanding of the impact of NPWTs in other industries.  

Another limitation of Study 1 may emerge from a personal bias linked to my long work 

experience in both the hospitality industry and academia. It is well established in qualitative 

research that interviewer bias may exist, and it may be hard for the interviewer to separate 

themselves from the subject they are interviewing (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). However, I 

reduced the potential bias by having multiple raters examine the data and by conducting inter-

rater analysis in this study. In addition, it was beneficial for me to have worked in both 

industries, as I had in-depth knowledge of most of the discrete tasks that are carried out at 

various hierarchical levels in both industries, which allowed me to probe the participants and 

get richer data (Gill, Stewart, Treasure, & Chadwick, 2008).  

In Study 2, the scale development study has several limitations. The first limitation 

concerns the possibility of common method bias, which emerges with the use of a self-report 

measure to test multiple constructs in a single survey. This method may produce correlations 

among the items that do not accurately reflect the true correlations among the constructs being 
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measured resulting in common method bias or variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). One of the 

main sources of systematic measurement error is method variance – variance attributable to the 

measurement method as opposed to the focal construct (Bagozzi & Yi, 1993; Podsakoff et al., 

2003). Irrespective of the source, systematic error variance can seriously confound empirical 

results and yield misleading suppositions (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). In Study 2, I attempted to 

minimise the effect of common method bias by using a split administration design, which 

separated measurement of the independent and dependant variables. Other ways in which 

common method bias could be reduced in future studies include the use of a mix of scale 

formats and different questioning techniques and the use of objective dependent variables 

(Jordan & Troth, 2019).  

The second limitation of Study 2 is the use of a student sample that may not be 

representative of the general working population. The limited work experience and young age 

of the respondents and the lack of overall life experience of the participants may affect the 

answers a student may give. By administering the cross-sectional survey into a business setting 

within a workplace, this research could be extended to consider the impact of NPWTs on 

organisational outcomes. I suggest that in future, this scale should be further tested with 

working population to confirm further validation of the scale. 

Finally, Study 3 has several limitations. The first limitation is the use of student groups. 

Although the scenario method is widely used in research on emotions as well as in social 

psychology, this way of studying behaviour is often criticised by more applied researchers as 

somewhat “artificial” (Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009). However, as stated, recent research 

shows that direct manipulation and scenario methods produce comparable results (e.g., De 

Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2002, 2004) and Robinson and Clore (2001) showed a strong 

convergence of real and imagined reactions to emotional stimuli. Recent research using 

scenarios investigates reactions in the form of attitudes (e.g., De Cremer & van Knippenberg, 
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2004) as well as behavioural intentions (e.g., Giessner, Viki, Otten, Terry, & Täuber, 2006) as 

dependent variables. Thus, the scenario method seems a valid approach to studying reactions 

to certain situations, especially when additional validation of the findings through other 

methods is added (Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009). However, the experimental design used in 

Study 3 can also be replicated with a working population (i.e., employed individuals).  

Moreover, the student groups were formed early in the semester and the student 

numbers decreased over the semester. The data were collected shortly after the student groups 

were formed, which may have reduced the potential for positive group relationships to have 

developed and for students to have sufficient time to engage in OCBs or to experience work 

engagement for example. Furthermore, student teams are likely to be very different to real work 

teams. For example, if students team have issues, they can request a change of team; however, 

this is not usually the case in the workplace. In future, a working sample should be used to see 

whether the results differ. 

Directions for future research 

This research has resulted in the development of a new construct in job design, namely, 

NPWTs. A six-item scale was developed to measure NPWTs. Future studies can now 

investigate employees’ NPWTs and their impact on various organisational outcomes. For 

example, previous job design research has shown that various components of JCM affect 

behavioural outcomes such as performance, turnover, and absenteeism (Fried & Ferris, 1987; 

Hackman & Oldham, 1976); psychological outcomes such as job satisfaction, internal work 

motivation, stress, and burnout (Parker & Wall, 1998); and physical outcomes such as blood 

pressure, cardiovascular disease, and even mortality (Ganster et al., 2001; Melamed et al., 

2001). Each of these outcomes could be considered in relation to the intensity of experienced 

NPWTs. Indeed, considering these outcomes at the task level may provide a more proximal 

outcome from work tasks in comparison to examining the effect of overall jobs. 
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Future research could also investigate impact of the frequency at which employees 

perform their NPWTs. For example, if an academic has a NPWT of marking exams, and the 

frequency of marking exams is mostly once a term, the impact of that NPWT may not be as 

intense on organisational outcomes as if the academic would have had to mark exams multiple 

times during a term. Future research may include a qualitative study in order to find whether 

employees react differently when they are required to perform their NPWTs more frequently. 

Moreover, future study may use frequency of NPWTs in the measurement of NPWTs by 

developing a multi-dimensional scale.  

I noted earlier that NPWTs are based on personal preferences, and on this basis, there 

is scope for examining the individual differences of employees and how these impact on their 

NPWTs. For example, individual differences such as high self-monitoring may impact the way 

employees manage NPWTs. Self-monitoring refers to an individual’s observation, regulation, 

and control of his or her expressive behaviour and self-presentation guided by social and 

situational cues (Snyder, 1987). Specifically, self-monitoring captures one’s willingness and 

adeptness at modifying their social images in line with situational demands and behaving in 

line with social role expectations of others (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000). Therefore, several 

researchers have likened individuals who are higher on self-monitoring to chameleons (Day & 

Schleicher, 2006). Furthermore, if a person who has high neuroticism must deal with NPWTs 

more frequently, it is likely that they may get frustrated or angry easily in comparison to 

someone who rates high in conscientiousness (Wu, 2016).  

There is also an opportunity for future research to investigate how managers deal with 

employees NPWTs in work settings. Given the task level focus in this research, and the fact 

that individual preferences for task may impact on work outcomes, managers may need to 

include consideration of preferences in task allocation or job design. It may be that managers 

may find the task of identifying their employees’ NPWTs difficult, because these are based on 
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individual differences. Future research should address this and find better ways to determine 

how managers may be able to incorporate this type of decision-making process into their work 

allocation processes.  

In line with calls for more longitudinal research (Morgeson et al., 2019), it would be 

important to study the effect of NPWTs over time. It may be that the effect of NPWTs in the 

short term may not be as evident as it may be over a longer period of time. A longitudinal study 

in a work setting is likely to provide more interesting results and the impact of NPWTs on 

organisational outcomes, as well as employees’ health and well-being. Researchers should 

include the frequency of NPWTs in the longitudinal study, as less frequently performed 

NPWTs may not be as strong as more frequently performed NPWTs. Finally, the study of 

NPWTs should be carried with a working population and a more diverse sample from across 

various industries to understand the impact of NPWTs in other industries. Because the 

quantitative studies in this thesis were limited to a student sample, it would be interesting to 

see the results of a working population. 

Finally, future studies can better assess the construct validity of NPWTs by including 

measures such as boredom or fatigue and examining the discriminant validity of these 

constructs As these constructs are relatively similar yet distinct in their nature to NPWTs, it 

will be interesting to note the responses from participants to further strengthen the construct 

validity of the newly developed scale. In addition, future research could include measures of 

individual differences such a proactive personality or self-efficacy to understand who is more 

likely to engage in job crafting in the workplace. It is possible that as job crafting is considered 

a proactive behaviour where employees take initiative to craft their jobs, it is highly likely that 

proactive employees may craft their jobs when they encounter their NPWTs in work roles. 

Moreover, autonomy seems to be a key characteristic when managing NPWTs in work roles. 
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It would be interesting to include the measure of autonomy in a future study along with the 

measure of NPWTs to understand the role of autonomy in discharging NPWTs at work.  

Conclusion 

In a response to the critical need to better understand work design due to the changing 

nature of work (Morgeson et al., 2019), the task level analysis of job design was examined in 

this thesis. Although some constructs were found at task level, such as boring tasks, illegitimate 

tasks, and dirty work, none of these constructs explored tasks that employees may have a non-

preference toward performing in their work roles. This led to an investigation of the tasks that 

employees may not prefer to perform and whether they can identify these tasks in their work 

roles. Although most job design research has focused largely on making jobs motivating, 

interesting, and meaningful, in reality, employees are highly unlikely to like every single task 

they must perform as a part of their job. An exploratory study was therefore conducted with 40 

employees in two separate industries, hospitality and academia and found that employees have 

NPWTs in their jobs and they could identify them.  

Thereafter, I successfully established the construct definition of NPWTs, those tasks 

that are perceived by an employee to have task significance, task identity, or skill variety 

(individually or in combination), and are essential to the production of good and services in 

organisations, but which are not preferred by the employee. I then developed a scale to 

operationalise the construct of NPWTs and further validated the construct through an 

experimental design to investigate the impact of NPWTs on organisational outcomes such as 

OCB and work engagement. The results suggest the scale is reliable and valid and has potential 

utility in research and practice. Further, the scale showed negative correlations with OCB and 

work engagement which is a first step toward identifying a better understanding of NPWTs 

and their impact on organisational outcomes.  
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I hope this work contributes to existing job design research and influences both research 

and practice to help organisations make work more meaningful by identifying NPWTs and 

proactively dealing with them.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1 – Interview Protocol Study 1 

INTERVIEW GUIDE  

Administrative Details 

Interview Type: Face to Face 

Interview Number: [Interview number inserted here] 

Date of Interview: [Day & date of interview inserted here] 

Participant: [Participant’s first name inserted here] 

Contact Details: [Participant’s contact details inserted here] 

Digital recording file name: [Digital recording file name inserted here] 

NVivo file name: [NVivo file name inserted here] 

Start time: [Start time inserted here] 

Finish time: [Finish time inserted here] 

Duration: [Duration inserted here] 

Pre-Interview Guide: [Half-hour before interview start time]  

1. Check batteries in the digital recorder, check digital recorder (Are the previous 

interviews downloaded? Is there enough room on the recorder? Does the recorder 

work?) 

2. Check batteries and tape in the tape-recorder (used as a back-up in case of technical 

failures).  

3. Fill out administration section of interview guide.  

4. Go through questions / key areas.  

5. Make sure that interview area is quiet and free of distractions, if telephone.  

General Introduction [Five to ten minutes]  

1. Introduction of interviewer  

2. Purpose of interview  
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3. Ethical components of research (information sheet and consent form)  

If interviewee is in agreement and is happy to continue interview – Switch on voice- 

recorders.  

 

Key interview questions/areas  

For use in guiding semi-structured interview. Questions used to probe/clarify information 

during interview. 

 

1) What are the duties that you do in your day to day work? 

Probe: Can you please name at least 10 work tasks that you have to do as a part of your job 

description? 

2) Are there any tasks that you mentioned that you prefer to do more than other tasks? 

Probe: Why do you prefer these tasks more than other tasks? 

3) Are there any tasks that you wish you did not have to do as a part of your job? 

Probe: Why? 

4) If you were given a choice to outsource certain tasks within your job, which would 

be the tasks that you would let go off? 

Probe: Why would you prefer these tasks to be outsourced? 

5) If you were given a chance to not do certain tasks, which tasks would you prefer not 

to do? 

6) How do you manage the tasks that you do not prefer to do? 

7) How do you feel about the tasks that you do not prefer to do but still have to do them? 

8) Out of the 10 tasks that you mentioned before, which were the top three tasks that 

you prefer and why do you prefer them? 

9) Out of the 10 tasks that you mentioned before, what are the three tasks that you do 

not prefer to perform and why you do not prefer to perform them? 

 

Summary / Wrap Up [Five minutes] 

 

That ends the interview. Thank-you for your participation and the information that you’ve 

provided. 

 

Before we finish, do you have any other comments or questions? 

 

Would you like a copy of the transcript? 

 

If I have any more questions, can I contact you again?  
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Appendix 2 – Ethical Approval for Study 1 

 

 

GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 

 

                                                               

Dear Mr. RANA 

 

I write further to the additional information provided in relation to the conditional approval 

granted to your application for ethical clearance for your project "Non-Preferred Work Tasks: 

Possibility of a new construct" (GU Ref No: EHR/10/14/HREC). 

 

This is to confirm receipt of the remaining required information, assurances or amendments to 

this protocol. 

 

Consequently, I reconfirm my earlier advice that you are authorised to immediately commence 

this research on this basis. 

 

The standard conditions of approval attached to our previous correspondence about this 

protocol continue to apply. 

 

Regards 

 

Rick Williams 

Manager, Research Ethics 

Office for Research 

Bray Centre, N54 Room 0.15 Nathan Campus 

Griffith University 

Ph: 07 3735 4375 

Fax: 07 373 57994 

Email: rick.williams@griffith.edu.au 
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Appendix 3 – Invitation Letter Employers for Study 1 

Invitation to be a part of the University Research Project  

Dear xyz  

 

My name is Vishal Rana. I am a Doctoral student at Griffith University in the Department of 

Employment Relations and Human Resource Management.  

 

I am conducting research on Job design, specifically investigating whether employees have 

non-preferred work tasks within their work roles/job descriptions and if yes, how do they 

manage their non-preferred work tasks. I believe this will help organisations make their job 

descriptions more efficient resulting in the likely increase in employee productivity.  

 

I am seeking your approval to invite employees from your organisation to take part in a 20-30-

minute interview where I will ask them questions about their work role and explore if they have 

any non-preferred work tasks and if yes, how do they manage and feel about their non-preferred 

work tasks. I would like to put up an invitation advertisement on the staff notice board whereby 

employees can directly contact me if they wish to participate in this research. I have attached 

the advertisement for your approval. 

 

At the end of the interview process, I will analyse the data and provide your organisation with 

a report about my findings from this process. I sincerely hope that you will consider this 

proposal and allow me to conduct interviews with the employees of your organisation. 

 

Kind Regards 

  

Vishal 
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Appendix 4 – Invitation Letter Hotel Employees for Study 1 

 

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN A UNIVERSITY RESEARCH PROJECT 

 

This is to invite participants in a research project conducted by Mr. Vishal Rana from Griffith 

Business School, as a part of his PhD study at Griffith University, Brisbane.  

Each participant will be invited to participate in an interview study, which will last around 20 

to 30 minutes. He is seeking at least 20 participants for this study.  

 

He will provide an information sheet on the project to all the participants. Please note that 

participation is entirely voluntary, and participants may choose to withdraw at any time without 

penalty. It is essential that participants must be 18 years or older to participate in this study. 

Your participation is very important for Vishal to complete his PhD and he greatly appreciates 

you for giving him your time to participate in his study.  

As an appreciation for your participation, Vishal is offering a $20 Woolworths Gift Card 

to all the participants.  

 

All information gathered through the interview will be completely confidential. You can contact 

Vishal directly and there is no need to inform anyone in the Hotel regarding your participation 

in the study. Vishal’s contact details: +61xxxxxxx or email: v.rana@griffith.edu.au. You may 

further contact Griffith University Ethics Committee on +61 (7) 373 54375 citing Reference 

Number EHR/10/14/HREC or email research-ethics@griffith.edu.au 

 

Once again thank you for your time and assistance with this project.  

Yours faithfully, 

Vishal Rana 

Department of Employment Relations and Human Resources 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

mailto:v.rana@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au


 

 

 

Appendix 5 – Invitation Letter Academic Employees for Study 1 

Email Invitation to Academic Participants to participate in Research Project 

Dear xyz,  

 

My name is Vishal Rana and I am a Doctoral Student at Griffith Business School, Brisbane. I am conducting 

an exploratory research in the area of job design and therefore looking for participants who would be able 

to help me with a 20-30-minute interview. To give you a quick snapshot, the interview will cover aspects 

of your day to day role and job description. This research has obtained ethical approval from Griffith 

University Human Ethics Committee and has been approved by the Dean of Business School. If you wish 

to participate in this research, please contact me via email or phone. I have attached a consent form for your 

perusal which I will require you to sign at the time of the interview. I sincerely hope that you will participate 

in this interesting research and help me with the data collection.  

 

I look forward to hearing from you soon.  

 

Kind Regards 

Vishal Rana 

+61xxxxxxxx 



 

 

 

Appendix 6- Participation Information Sheet & Consent Form- Study 1 

Consent Form 

Project Title:  An Exploratory Study on Non Preferred Work Tasks in Organisations 

 

Vishal Rana 

PhD Student 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

+61 7 3735 3717 

v.rana@griffith.edu.au 

Prof. Peter J. Jordan 

Professor of Organizational Behaviour 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

+61 7 3735 3717 

peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au 

This study is part of a Doctoral research program. This study seeks important information about the factors that assist 

employees to work proactively in organisations, from both employees’ and manager’s/ perspective. This project also 

explores how employees handle job duties that they don’t enjoy within their role. The findings of this study will 

provide insights to understand how employees deal with activities they do not enjoy and what managers/organizations 

can do to manage this process at work. 

 

•     With your consent, interviews will be recorded and transcribed.  You will be provided with a copy of your       

       transcript and you will be asked to make additions or deletions if necessary. Once the recordings are       

       transcribed, they will be deleted. 

 

• All information collected as a result of this research will remain anonymous and confidential.  

 

• Participation is voluntary and refusal to participate will involve no penalty.  You may discontinue participation 

at any time without comment or penalty.  

 

• The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your identified personal information. 

The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except 

to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority requirements.  A de-identified copy of this data may be 

used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further 

information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-

publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan or telephone (07) 373 54375. 

 

• If you have any concerns of complaints about the ethical conduct of this research please contact the Manager, 

Research Ethics, Griffith University on 3735 4375 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Consent:  I have read the information sheet and the consent form.  I am 18 years or older and I agree to participate 

in this study and give my consent freely.  I understand that the study will be carried out as described in the information 

statement, a copy of which I have retained.  I realise that whether or not I decide to participate is my decision.  I also 

realise that I can withdraw from the study at any time that I do not have to give any reasons for withdrawing.  I have 

had all questions answered to my satisfaction. 

 

Signatures:        

  ______________________________                      ______________ 

                           Participant                                                                 Date 

 

                           ______________________________                      ______________ 

                           Investigator(s)                                                           Date 

Thank you for your assistance with this research project

mailto:s.lawrence@griffith.edu.au
mailto:peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au


 

 

Participation Information Sheet 

Project Title:  An Exploratory Study on Non Preferred Work Tasks in Organisations 

 

Vishal Rana 

PhD Student 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

+61 7 3735 3717 

v.rana@griffith.edu.au 

Prof. Peter J. Jordan 

Professor of Organizational Behaviour 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

+61 7 3735 3717 

peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au 

 

This study is part of a Doctoral research program. This study seeks important information about the 

factors that assist employees to work proactively in organisations, from both employees’ and manager’s/ 

perspective. This project also explores how employees handle job duties that they don’t enjoy within 

their role. The findings of this study will provide insights to understand how employees deal with 

activities they do not enjoy and what managers/organizations can do to manage this process at work. 

 

• Your participation in this study will consist of a 45- 60 min interview.  Should further interviews 

be necessary, they will only occur with your consent.  

  

• With your consent, interviews will be recorded and transcribed.  You will be provided with a 

copy of your transcript and you will be asked to make additions or deletions if necessary. Once 

the recordings are transcribed, they will be deleted. 

 

• All information collected as a result of this research will remain anonymous and confidential.  

1)  

• Participation is voluntary and refusal to participate will involve no penalty.  You may 

discontinue participation at any time without comment or penalty.  

2)  

• The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your identified 

personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to 

third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory 

authority requirements.  A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research 

purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further information 

consult the University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-

publications/griffith-university-privacy-plan or telephone (07) 373 54375. 

3)  

• If you have any concerns of complaints about the ethical conduct of this research please contact 

the Manager, Research Ethics, Griffith University on 3735 4375 or research-

ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 
 

Thank you for your assistance with this research project

mailto:s.lawrence@griffith.edu.au
mailto:peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au


 

 

Appendix 7 – Ethical Approval for Study 2 & 3 

 

GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 

 

                                                               

Dear Mr. RANA 

 

I write further to the additional information provided in relation to the conditional approval 

granted to your application for ethical clearance for your project "Measuring Non Preferred 

Work Tasks- A Scale Development and Validation Process" (GU Ref No: EHR/15/15/HREC). 

 

This is to confirm receipt of the remaining required information, assurances or amendments to 

this protocol. 

 

Consequently, I reconfirm my earlier advice that you are authorised to immediately commence 

this research on this basis. 

 

The standard conditions of approval attached to our previous correspondence about this 

protocol continue to apply. 

 

Regards 

 

Rick Williams 

Manager, Research Ethics 

Office for Research 

Bray Centre, N54 Room 0.15 Nathan Campus 

Griffith University 

Ph: 07 3735 4375 

Fax: 07 373 57994 

Email: rick.williams@griffith.edu.au 

 

  



 

 

Appendix 8 - Item Pool Review Panel- Study 2 

Panel 1 Item Review Form 

This appendix provides a copy of the material that was given to the judges of the first item 

review panel (see Chapter 4). The material included: a) a cover letter and b) an item review 

form.



 

 

 

[Insert Panel Member Name here]  

[Insert Panel Member Address here]  

[Insert Date here]  

Dear [Insert Panel Member Name here],  

Thank-you again for your interest in this research; and for agreeing to be a part of a judging 

panel in the development of the project’s questionnaire. Just as a refresher, this research is 

situated in the area of Human Resource Management. The project is focused on employees 

non-preferred work tasks in their jobs. In particular, I am investigating whether employees have 

non-preferred work tasks in their jobs.  

To date, I have conducted a number of interviews with employees in various organisations, to 

try to “flesh out” and have a greater understanding of the non-preferred tasks that employees 

have to perform in their job and the nature of non-preferred tasks. From the interviews I found 

that individual differences play a significant role in identifying non-preferred tasks i.e. every 

individual had different non-preferred work tasks depending on different reasons. From these 

interviews I have written a series of definitions and sentences that capture the characteristic of 

Non-Preferred work tasks. 

I am now at the stage where I need to evaluate how clearly the items read, how representative 

the items are to the definition and to check that I have not missed anything important. Hence, 

this is where I require your assistance, knowledge and experience. Please find attached the 

information that I would like you to evaluate. I anticipate that your evaluation of the attached 

material will take approximately 5 to 10 minutes in duration. Once you have finished reviewing 

and evaluating the items, please save the document and email to me at [Email address inserted 

here]. Alternatively, please print the document and mail to:  

Vishal Rana  

[Address Line 1] 

Department of Employment 
Relations and Human Resources 
Griffith Business School 

Telephone + 61 (0)7 5552 8782 
Facsimile + 61 (0)7 5552 9206 
 
Gold Coast Campus 
Griffith University QLD  4222 
Australia 
 



 

 

If you have any questions, or would like further information, please contact me on [Telephone 

number inserted here] (office hours) or on [Telephone number inserted here] (anytime). Thank-

you again for your help in this research. I greatly appreciate your time and input.  

Many thanks,  

Vishal Rana



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Non-Preferred Work Tasks 

Scale Item Review Form 

 

Instructions on how to participate in the evaluation 

• THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENT CONTAINS THE DESCRIPTION AND ITEMS FOR THE 

SCALE OF NON- PREFERRED WORK TASKS. 

• PLEASE READ EACH ITEM CAREFULLY BEFORE INDICATING HOW 

REPRESENTATIVE THE ITEMS ARE IN THE LIST TO THE DESCRIPTION. THE 

REPRESENTATIVE LEVELS RANGE FROM: 

 

Not Representative   Somewhat Representative           Clearly Representative 

1     2     3 

• Please circle, bold or highlight the corresponding number.  

• There is space after the scale for you to provide any comments or feedback. For 

example, if there are any items that you feel need re-wording, any other areas that 

you feel that I may need to ‘tap’ into, and any other general comments that you 

may have about the scale or research. 



 

 

This scale aims to measure the non-preferred work tasks that people have within their job. A 

job is defined as the collective set of discrete/individual tasks that people perform at work. In 

our jobs, we may have specific tasks that we prefer doing in comparison to other specific tasks 

that we do not prefer doing. We specifically define Non-preferred work tasks as those tasks that 

may have task significance, task identity and/or skill variety, and are essential to the production 

of goods and services in organisations, however, are still not preferred by employees. 

 

The following questions ask you to consider your job focusing on whether you have non-

preferred tasks within your job. Secondly, whether you prefer to perform your non-preferred 

tasks in your job.  

 

 

Label 

 

 

Thinking about my current job, my job involves certain 

tasks that I do not prefer to perform 

N
o
t 

 

R
e
p

r
e
se

n
ta

ti
v
e 

S
o
m

e
w

h
a
t 

R
e
p

r
e
se

n
ta

ti
v
e 

R
e
p

r
e
se

n
ta

ti
v
e 

NPWT 

1 

 My job involves a great many tasks that I don’t like 1 2 3 

NPWT 

2 

There are times when I prefer not to do tasks in my job 1 2 3 

NPWT 

3 

There are certain tasks in my job that I would prefer not to 

perform 

1 2 3 

NPWT 

4 

My job involves tasks that I have to perform but I do not enjoy   1 2 3 

NPWT 

5 

I have more non-preferred tasks than preferred tasks in my job 1 2 3 

NPWT 

6 

My job involves many tasks that I prefer not to perform 1 2 3 

NPWT 

7 

I do not prefer to perform any tasks in my job 1 2 3 

NPWT 

8 

There are times when I do not enjoy doing tasks in my job 1 2 3 

NPWT 

9 

I am required to perform tasks in my job that I do not prefer 1 2 3 

NPWT 

10 

My job involves performing tasks that I find boring 1 2 3 



 

 

NPWT 

11 

I have no choice, I have to perform non-preferred work tasks in 

my job 

1 2 3 

 

Comments………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Appendix 9 - Participation Information Sheet for Study 2 

 

Chief Investigators 

Vishal Rana 

PhD Student 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

+61 7 3735 3717 

v.rana@griffith.edu.au 

Prof. Peter J. Jordan 

Professor of Organizational Behaviour 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

+61 7 3735 3717 

peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au 

 
 

Participation Information Sheet 

Why is this research being conducted? 

This study is part of a larger project examining the role of mood and emotions in dealing 

with work tasks and their influence on work outcomes. There will be an exercise in this 

part followed by a short survey. 

Consent to Participate 

By returning the survey, you will be indicating your consent for the researchers to use your 

data in their research. There will be no penalty if you choose not to hand in your survey, 

and your grades for this course will not be impacted. 

The expected benefits of the research 

The research is expected to provide more insight regarding how individuals respond to work 

tasks in workplace. The information you have provided us will help us to understand how to 

improve employees’ work design in the workplace. 

Risks to you 

The risks of this research have been assessed and are not above those associated with everyday 

living. 

Your confidentiality 

All data collected as a result of this research is treated confidentially. No identifiable 

information is required on the survey. All paper surveys will be securely stored and computer 

data files will be password protected. 

Your participation is voluntary 

While the activities in this study are compulsory components of your course, you can 

voluntarily choose to allow your data to be used for research purposes (indicated by 

mailto:s.lawrence@griffith.edu.au
mailto:peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au
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handing in your survey at the conclusion of the class). There will be no penalty if you 

choose not to hand in your survey, and your grades for this course will not be affected. 

Questions / further information 

If you would like to obtain any further information about this project, please contact Vishal 

Rana on 0406677731 or v.rana@griffith.edu.au 

The ethical conduct of this research 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research. If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical 

conduct of the research project you should contact the Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 

5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

Feedback to you 

Feedback in the form of preliminary aggregated results will be made available to you in 

course tutorial in the coming weeks. If you have any queries about the feedback, or would 

like to gain access to a more complete report of the aggregated findings, please contact the 

researcher at v.rana@griffith.edu.au 

 

  

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix 10 - Survey of Non Preferred Work Tasks and Work 

Outcomes - Study 2 

 

PART A- Demographic data and survey 

Firstly, we need some information about you. This information will be used to describe, in general 

terms, the group of people who complete the survey. You will not be individually identified in any 

feedback from this survey. 

 

Q1. What is your gender? (Please circle)   1.   Male 2. Female         

Q2. What is your age?          

Q3. What is the country of your birth?       

Q4. Is English your first language? (Please circle)  1. Yes             2. No 

Q5. What is your employment status? (Please circle)      

1.   Fulltime 2. Part-time 3. Casual 4. Never-Employed 5. Other  

Q6. What is the length of your work experience? Years   Months   

Q7. This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. 

For EACH ITEM, please indicate to what extent you feel this way right now, that is, AT THE 

PRESENT MOMENT. 

 

Not at all A little Moderately Quite a bit Extremely 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. Interested 1      2      3      4      5 11. Irritable 1      2      3      4      5 

2. Distressed* 1      2      3      4      5 12. Alert 1      2      3      4      5 

3. Excited 1      2      3      4      5 13. Ashamed 1      2      3      4      5 

4. Upset 1      2      3      4      5 14. Inspired 1      2      3      4      5 

5.  Strong 1      2      3      4      5 15. Determined 1      2      3      4      5 

6.  Guilty* 1      2      3      4      5 16. Nervous 1      2      3      4      5 

7. Scared 1      2      3      4      5 17. Attentive 1      2      3      4      5 

8. Hostile* 1      2      3      4      5 18. Jittery* 1      2      3      4      5 

9. Enthusiastic 1      2      3      4      5 19. Active 1      2      3      4      5 

10. Proud 1      2      3      4      5 20. Afraid 1      2      3      4      5 

 

*Meanings of some words that you might find hard to understand:  

2. Distressed: suffering from extreme anxiety, sorrow, or pain 

6. Guilty: Guilt is a feeling that you have violated your own standards of conduct  

8. Hostile: showing or feeling opposition or dislike; unfriendly 
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18. Jittery: nervous or unable to relax  
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PART B 

Scenario for Students  

Please read the following scenario carefully, all your survey answers will be related 

to the scenario.  

 

You have been allocated the following tasks in your ROLE as a group member for your 

Group Assignment. Your ROLE requires you to do the following tasks:      

a) You must make sure that you call all your group members before the meeting to 

make sure that they are coming for meeting. 

b) You must read the complete report and make sure there are no spelling mistakes 

or no grammatical mistakes.  

c) You must make sure that you do a very good research for making the report to 

help your group members. 

d) You must make sure that you print the report and bind it for final submission. 

  

BASED ON THE SCENARIO ABOVE 

Instructions: Using the scenario above, please indicate how much of the following 

statements reflect your views of the above tasks. 

 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. This job involves a great many 

tasks that I don’t like 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. There are certain tasks that I 

would prefer not to perform 
1 2 3 4 5 

3. My job involves performing 

tasks that I find boring 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. My job involves many tasks that 

I do not prefer to perform 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. I enjoy doing all tasks in my job 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I have tasks in my job that I have 

to perform but I do not enjoy 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

Instructions: As a team member for this GROUP ASSESSMENT, how often you think you 

perform the behaviours below: 

 

 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. I often come up with creative 

solutions to problems at work 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. I often suggest many creative 

ideas that might improve working 

conditions in the group 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. I suggest new ways of performing 

group work tasks 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. I am a good source of creative 

ideas 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Instructions: As a team member for this GROUP ASSESSMENT, how often you think you 

perform the behaviours below: 

 
Hardly 

ever 

Occasion-

ally 

Some-

times 

Often Always 

1. I intentionally arrive late for group 

meetings 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. I call in sick for group meeting when 

I am not really ill 
1 2 3 4 5 

3. I took underserved breaks to avoid 

tasks in group assessment 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. I left early without permission from 

my colleagues 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. I lied about the number of hours I 

worked on group assessment 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. I worked on personal matter during 

meetings instead of working on 

assessment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. I purposely ignored my tutors 

instructions 
1 2 3 4 5 

8. I intentionally slowed down the pace 

of work 
1 2 3 4 5 

9. I made an ethnic, racial, or religious 

slur against a colleague 
1 2 3 4 5 

10. I swore at a colleague 1 2 3 4 5 

11. I refused to talk to a colleague 1 2 3 4 5 

12. I gossiped about my tutor 1 2 3 4 5 

13. I made an obscene comment or 

gesture at a colleague 
1 2 3 4 5 

14. I teased a colleague in front of other 

colleagues 
1 2 3 4 5 

15. I made unauthorised use of my 

group members property 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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Appendix 11 - Participation Information Sheet for Study 3 

 

Chief Investigators 

Vishal Rana 

PhD Student 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

+61 7 3735 3717 

v.rana@griffith.edu.au 

Prof. Peter J. Jordan 

Professor of Organizational Behaviour 

Griffith Business School 

Griffith University 

+61 7 3735 3717 

peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au 

 

 

Participation Information Sheet 

Why is this research being conducted? 

This study is part of a larger project examining the role of mood and emotions in dealing 

with work tasks and their influence on work outcomes. There will be an exercise in this 

part followed by a short survey. 

What will you be asked to do? 

In week 3 tutorials, you will be asked to participate in an exercise. The exercise involves 

watching a 1-minute video, and taking 5 minutes, positive and negative affect schedule 

(PANAS) survey. Following the survey, you will be given a short scenario to read (6 lines). 

After reading the scenario, you will be given a short survey related to the scenario. This 

survey aims to help us understand some fundamental issues in work design, which is 

considered as a major component of any job. Your participation in this exercise is very 

valuable, as this will help us tackle some key issues in how organisations design the jobs 

of their employees. The whole exercise should take a maximum of 25 minutes. 

Consent to Participate 

By returning the survey, you will be indicating your consent for the researchers to use your 

data in their research. There will be no penalty if you choose not to hand in your survey, 

and your grades for this course will not be impacted. 

The expected benefits of the research 

The research is expected to provide more insight regarding how individuals respond to work 

tasks in workplace. The information you have provided us will help us to understand how to 

improve employees’ work design in the workplace. 

Risks to you 

mailto:s.lawrence@griffith.edu.au
mailto:peter.jordan@griffith.edu.au
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The risks of this research have been assessed and are not above those associated with everyday 

living. 

Your confidentiality 

All data collected as a result of this research is treated confidentially. No identifiable 

information is required on the survey. You will be asked to generate a unique 4-digit code 

(known only to you) so that your data can be matched across both surveys in this study. All 

paper surveys will be securely stored and computer data files will be password protected. 

 

Your participation is voluntary 

While the activities in this study are compulsory components of your course, you can 

voluntarily choose to allow your data to be used for research purposes (indicated by 

handing in your survey at the conclusion of the class). There will be no penalty if you 

choose not to hand in your survey, and your grades for this course will not be affected. 

Questions / further information 

If you would like to obtain any further information about this project, please contact Vishal 

Rana on 0406677731 or v.rana@griffith.edu.au 

The ethical conduct of this research 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research. If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical 

conduct of the research project you should contact the Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 

5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

Feedback to you 

Feedback in the form of preliminary aggregated results will be made available to you in 

course tutorial in the coming weeks. If you have any queries about the feedback, or would 

like to gain access to a more complete report of the aggregated findings, please contact the 

researcher at v.rana@griffith.edu.au 

  

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix 12 - Survey of Non Preferred Work Tasks and Work 

Outcomes- Study 3 

 

YOUR UNIQUE 4 DIGIT CODE IDENTIFIER 

 

Before you start filling in your response forms, it is important that you place your unique 4-digit 

code identifier at the top of each set of forms.  Remember, the questionnaires and your answers to 

it are completely confidential. The only identifier is a number unique to yourself and known only 

by you.  

We need to have your unique personal identifier so we can match up your responses on this survey 

with some of those you will provide in the next round and on your online emotions and personality 

survey. This identifier should be the same code you will enter in all surveys this semester.  If you 

cannot recall that identifier, the questions below will allow you to easily re-calculate it.  

Please create the same anonymous identifier using the following information: 

For example: 

  

What is the first letter of your mother's first name? 

(Mother's name is Ellen)         

 

What is the last letter of your father's first name? 

(Father's name is Cameron)     

 

What is the day on which you were born? (two digits) 

(Birthday is 02/11/90)       

 

UNIQUE IDENTIFIER = EN02 

 

After recording your unique identifier in the space provided, remember to detach your information 

sheet and this page for your reference. Please then begin answering the survey questions – writing 

your 4 digit unique identifier in the boxes on the top right corner of the next page. 

 

Thank you for your assistance with this research project. 

 

Transfer this 4-digit 

identifier code to the 

boxes on top of the 

next page. 
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PLEASE PRINT YOUR UNIQUE IDENTIFIER HERE (instructions in participation 

information sheet): 

 

PART A-- Demographic data and survey 

 

Firstly, we need some information about you. This information will be used to describe, in general 

terms, the group of people who complete the survey. You will not be individually identified in any 

feedback from this survey. 

 

Q1. What is your gender? (Please circle)   1.   Male 2. Female         

Q2. What is your age?          

Q3. What is the country of your birth?       

Q4. Is English your first language? (Please circle)  1. Yes             2. No 

Q5. What is your employment status? (Please circle)      

1.   Fulltime 2. Part-time 3. Casual 4. Never-Employed 5. Other  

Q6. What is the length of your work experience? Years   Months   

 

 

PLEASE TURNOVER AFTER WATCHING THE VIDEO 
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AFTER WATCHING THE VIDEO PLEASE FILL THIS QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Q7. This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. 

For EACH ITEM, please indicate to what extent you feel this way right now, that is, AT 

THE PRESENT MOMENT. 

Not at all A little Moderately Quite a bit Extremely 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. Interested 1      2      3      4      5 11. Irritable 1      2      3      4      5 

2. Distressed* 1      2      3      4      5 12. Alert 1      2      3      4      5 

3. Excited 1      2      3      4      5 13. Ashamed 1      2      3      4      5 

4. Upset 1      2      3      4      5 14. Inspired 1      2      3      4      5 

5.  Strong 1      2      3      4      5 15. Determined 1      2      3      4      5 

6.  Guilty* 1      2      3      4      5 16. Nervous 1      2      3      4      5 

7. Scared 1      2      3      4      5 17. Attentive 1      2      3      4      5 

8. Hostile* 1      2      3      4      5 18. Jittery* 1      2      3      4      5 

9. Enthusiastic 1      2      3      4      5 19. Active 1      2      3      4      5 

10. Proud 1      2      3      4      5 20. Afraid 1      2      3      4      5 

 

*Meanings of some words that you might find hard to understand:  

2. Distressed: suffering from extreme anxiety, sorrow, or pain 

6. Guilty: Guilt is a feeling that you have violated your own standards of conduct  

8. Hostile: showing or feeling opposition or dislike; unfriendly 

18. Jittery: nervous or unable to relax 
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PLEASE PRINT YOUR UNIQUE IDENTIFIER HERE (instructions in participation 

information sheet): 

 

 

PART B 

Scenario for Students 

 

You have been allocated the following tasks within your group for your Organisational 

Behaviour 1000-word group report. For the 1000-word group report, you are required to;  

1. COMBINE ALL THE PARTS OF THE REPORT TOGETHER TO CREATE THE WHOLE 

DOCUMENT.  

2. PROOF READ THE WHOLE DOCUMENT TO MAKE SURE THERE ARE NO SPELLING OR 

GRAMMATICAL MISTAKES 

3. ENSURE THE WHOLE DOCUMENT IS FORMATTED IN THE SAME WAY. 

4. MAKE SURE THAT ALL THE REFERENCES ARE FORMATTED AS PER THE REQUIRED 

APA STYLE. 

5. MAKE A COVER PAGE FOR THE GROUP REPORT.  

 

SURVEY BASED ON THE SCENARIO 

 

Some questions might seem very similar, but all the questions have their research significance, 

so please answer all questions. There is no right or wrong answer. Please circle the first answer 

that comes to your mind.  

 

Instructions: Using the scenario above, please indicate how much of the following 

statements reflect your views of the above task.  

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. This job involves a great many tasks that I don’t like 1 2 3 4 5 

2. There are certain tasks that I would prefer not to perform 1 2 3 4 5 

3. My job involves performing tasks that I find boring 1 2 3 4 5 

4. My job involves many tasks that I do not prefer to perform 1 2 3 4 5 

5. I enjoy doing all tasks in my job 1 2 3 4 5 



 

 247 

6. I have tasks in my job that I have to perform but I do not enjoy 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Instructions: As the group member of your team in this course, how much do you agree 

or disagree with the statements below. There is no right or wrong answer.  Please answer 

the first thing that comes to your mind. 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. I will volunteer to do things for my work group 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I will help orient/accommodate new group members in this 

group.    
1 2 3 4 5 

3. I will attend functions that help my work group 1 2 3 4 5 

4. I will assist others in my group with their work for the benefit of 

my  

    group 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. I will get involved to benefit my work group 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I will help others in my group learn about the work 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I will help others in my group with their work responsibilities  1 2 3 4 5 

8. I will develop and make recommendations concerning issues 

that  

     affect my group.  

1 2 3 4 5 

9. I will speak up and encourage others in this group to get involved 

in  

    issues that affect the group  

1 2 3 4 5 

10. I will communicate my opinions about any issues in the group 

even  

      if my opinion is different and others in the group disagree with 

me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. I will keep well informed about issues where my opinion might 

be  

      useful to my group 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. I will get involved in issues that affect the quality of work life 

here  

      in my group 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I will speak up in my group with new ideas for changes in the  1 2 3 4 5 
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      group report  

14. I will fulfil the responsibilities specified in the scenario above 1 2 3 4 5 

15. I perform tasks that are expected as part of being a group 

member 
1 2 3 4 5 

16. I will meet my performance expectations in the group  1 2 3 4 5 

17. I will adequately complete my responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5 
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Consider the scenario and please indicate the extent to which you might engage in the 

following behaviours using the following scale:  

 

 

STATEMENTS 

Hardly 

ever 

Occasion-

ally  

Some-

times 

Often Very 

often 

1. Introduce new approaches to improve your 

group presentation 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Change the scope or types of tasks that you 

complete in the group report 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Introduce new tasks that you think better suit 

your skills or interests 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Choose to take on additional tasks for the 

group presentation 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. Give preference to the work tasks that suits 

your skills or interests 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Make an effort to get to know people well 

within the group 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Organise special events within the group 

(e.g. celebrating a group member birthday) 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. Organise or attend group related social 

functions 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. Choose to mentor group members (officially 

or unofficially) 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. Make friends with people within your 

group who have similar skills or interests 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

The following statements are about how you feel with the group report in the scenario. 

Please read each statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about the group 

report.   

 

STATEMENTS Hardly 

ever 

Occasion-

ally  

Some-

times 

Often Very 

often 

1. For the tasks in the group presentation, I feel 

bursting with energy 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. For the tasks in the group presentation, I feel 

strong and enthusiastic 
1 2 3 4 5 
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STATEMENTS Hardly 

ever 

Occasion-

ally  

Some-

times 

Often Very 

often 

3. I am enthusiastic about the group 

presentation 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. Working on this group presentation inspires 

me 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. I feel happy when I am working intensely on 

the group presentation 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. When I get up in the morning, I feel like 

working on the group presentation 
1 2 3 4 5 

7. I am proud of the work in the group 

presentation that I do 
1 2 3 4 5 

8. I am immersed in the group presentation 1 2 3 4 5 

9. I get carried away when I am working on the 

group presentation. 
1 2 3 4 5 

10. I find the tasks in the group presentation 

full of meaning and purpose 
1 2 3 4 5 

11. Time flies when I am working on the tasks 

in group presentation 
1 2 3 4 5 

12. When I am working on the group 

presentation, I forget everything else around 

me 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I can continue working on group 

presentation for very long periods of time 
1 2 3 4 5 

14. To me, the tasks in this group presentation 

are very challenging  
1 2 3 4 5 

15. While I am doing the group presentation, I 

am very resilient, mentally  
1 2 3 4 5 

16. It is difficult to detach myself from 

working on the group presentation 
1 2 3 4 5 

17. While doing the assignments, I always 

persevere, even when things don’t go well. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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Appendix 13 – Links to manipulation videos 

Following are video links that were used in the class for mood manipulation  

 

• LOW POSITIVE ACTIVATION GROUP 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RmeGGelmh2o (last accessed on 28th Feb, 2019) 

 

• HIGH POSITIVE ACTIVATION GROUP 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1veWbLpGa78 (last accessed on 28th Feb, 2019) 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RmeGGelmh2o
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1veWbLpGa78
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Appendix 14 – Confirmatory Manipulation Test for Experts 

The Affect Grid 

The Affect Grid can be used to assess affect along the dimensions of pleasure-

displeasure and arousal-sleepiness. The Affect Grid has a pleasure score that ranges 

from 1 to 9 and an arousal score that also ranges from 1 to 9. The idea behind the Affect 

Grid was presented to the participants in writing. Then they were instructed as follows: 

“Evaluate how you feel right now. After watching the video 1 and video 2, mark a box 

within the grid that best describes how you feel”. High arousal and high pleasantness 

together depict excitement. High pleasantness and sleepiness represent relaxation. 

Sleepiness and unpleasantness depict depression and unpleasantness and high arousal 

together represent stress. The Affect Grid was designed for a quick way to assess single 

instances of affect and that would be short and easy to fill out.  
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