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Abstract 

Informed by a self-regulatory perspective, we tested a model (N=233) in which job (e.g., 

autonomy), person (e.g., motivation), and study characteristics (e.g., engagement) predicted 

student job crafting, which, in turn, predicted work-study conflict and facilitation. Job, 

person, and study characteristics predicted task (46% of variance), cognitive (56%), and 

relational crafting (25%), and cognitive and relational crafting predicted greater work-study 

facilitation (53%). When students proactively modify their work environment, this is likely to 

assist them at work as well as facilitate their study life. Developing job crafting skills in 

students should improve both work and study functioning. 

 

Keywords: Job crafting; job demands/resources, study engagement, work-study conflict, 

work-study facilitation, self-regulation 

  



RUNNING HEAD: JOB CRAFTING BY STUDENTS WHO WORK AND STUDY      
    2 

 
Job Crafting by Students who Work and Study 

 There is a growing trend for tertiary students to work in paid employment while they 

undertake their studies (Vossensteyn et al., 2015). This trend is driven largely by the need for 

students to cover education costs and living expenses associated with tertiary study, as 

governments reduce their financial contributions and increase the costs associated with study 

(Devlin, James, & Grigg, 2008). Students do benefit from paid work experience through skill 

development and increased financial security (Curtis & Shani, 2002), but also are affected by 

reduced academic engagement and poorer well-being (Creed, French, & Hood, 2015), and 

student retention and academic success also decline (e.g., students working > 8 hours per 

week are more likely to drop out of study; Polidano & Zakirova, 2011). 

 In Australia, about 80% of tertiary students work while studying (average 13-15 hours per 

week; Lingard, 2012), which is the second highest rate among OECD countries (Quintini, 

2015). They work in a wide range of mostly service jobs, including retail, hospitality, 

tourism, agriculture, telemarketing, clerical roles, and tutoring (Australian Government, 

2018). How successful students are at managing their competing roles of work and study 

affects their short-term achievements and well-being as well as their later careers and lives, 

and there are financial costs to individuals and families and lost government taxes when 

students fail to complete their education (Geel & Backes‐Gellner, 2012). About one in four 

Australian university enrolments fails to reach graduation (OECD, 2008). 

Student employees, like full-time, adult employees, can be expected to manage their job 

pressures in the context of non-work responsibilities (e.g., study, family), while at the same 

time strive to make their work more interesting and fulfilling (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). 

Organisations implement (top-down) strategies to facilitate employee motivation and 

performance (Aust, Rugulies, Finken, & Jensen, 2010), but also often tolerate, and even 
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encourage, employees to modify their job tasks and environment (bottom-up) to improve 

outcomes and conditions. Employees do this by modifying their mandated work tasks, 

initiating changes in their workplace social interactions, and by adjusting their work attitudes 

(Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). These adjustments to job 

tasks, relationships, and work attitudes are considered to be “job crafting”. Job crafting 

addresses the demands inherent in the work (e.g., by increasing or reducing job challenge), 

expands the resources available to the individual (e.g., by increasing support from 

colleagues), and changes the way work is viewed (e.g., by finding meaning in the job), all of 

which are aimed at meeting individual needs and improving person-job fit (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job crafting also benefits individuals 

outside of the work role; for example, by improving work/non-work life balance (Ilies, Pater, 

Lim, & Binnewies, 2012). The current study tested a model of the antecedents to, and 

outcomes of, job crafting for working students (see Figure 1). 

Job crafting 

 Job crafting is a self-regulatory response generated to reduce perceived gaps between the 

actual and desired work situations (Lord, Diefendorff, Schmidt, & Hall, 2010). The central 

self-regulatory assumption is that people exert control over their situation and life direction 

(i.e., express agency) by setting goals and modifying behaviours when environmental 

feedback indicates that there is a discrepancy between what they would like and what 

currently exists (Bandura, 1991). Reducing discrepancies is important as this improves 

satisfaction and feelings of wellbeing.  

 Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) proposed that people job craft to increase control over 

their job, improve connections with others, and enhance their self-image. Others have argued 

that crafting is driven primarily by workplace imperatives, such as meeting workplace 
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demands and increasing job resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Le Blanc, Demerouti, & 

Bakker, 2017; Slemp, Kern, & Vella-Brodrick, 2015); while some have proposed that non-

work considerations (e.g., study, family) are also important (Demerouti, 2014; Ilies et al., 

2012). Whatever the trigger, the primary focus is to meet the needs of the individual by 

reducing job-person misfit and improving satisfaction and functioning (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2008; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).  

Empirical evidence supports that both job (e.g., job demands, autonomy, support; Kanten, 

2014; Petrou, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2016) and person characteristics (e.g., 

proactivity, self-efficacy; Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2014) are 

precursors to job crafting (for reviews, see Rudolph, Katz, Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017; Wang, 

Demerouti, & Bakker, 2016). It also is clear that crafting can be activated by factors external 

to the workplace, such as improving work-life balance (Sturges, 2012), expanding a calling 

(Berg, Grant, & Johnson, 2012), facilitating successful aging, and deferring retirement 

(Kooij, Tims, & Kanfer, 2015). 

We assessed job, person, and the non-work (i.e., study-related) characteristics as 

antecedents to student job crafting (Figure 1), as these are associated with job crafting in full-

time employed adults (Rudolph et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2016), but have not been tested with 

working students. The job characteristics assessed were job demands, job autonomy, 

workplace support, and workplace culture; the person variable was the student’s motivation 

for the job; and the non-work (i.e. study) characteristics were study engagement and the 

student’s study-related mood. 

Job demands stimulate self-regulatory crafting, as demands thwart achievement and 

generate frustration and dissatisfaction, while job resources, such as autonomy, support, and a 

positive culture, sustain a climate in which job crafting is tolerated or encouraged (Slemp et 
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al., 2015). Person variables are important as they affect the appraisal of environmental 

influences and determine what responses are made to perceived or actual challenges (Bakker 

& Demerouti, 2007; Lord et al., 2010). Non-job motivators also drive job crafting, as 

experiences away from work affect and are affected by what occurs on the job (Demerouti, 

2014; Ilies et al., 2012); for example, unfavourable university experiences might motivate 

students to actualise desired states in another domain (Petrou & Bakker, 2016). 

Thus, when work conditions are unfavourable, student workers will seek ways to improve 

their job situation by modifying their job tasks, altering their social interactions at work, 

and/or adjusting their attributions about work. They will engage differently depending on the 

demands experienced and the job and person resources available. While these efforts can be 

positive, negative, or neutral for the organisation, the strived-for outcomes will be to meet 

individual needs and generate a better person-situation fit. Based on this, our first hypotheses 

were that job (i.e., demands, autonomy, support, and culture; Hypothesis 1a), person (i.e., 

motivation; Hypothesis 1b), and study characteristics (i.e., engagement and affect; Hypothesis 

1c) are related positively to job crafting. 

Work-to-study conflict and facilitation  

Work-to-study conflict and facilitation were tested as outcomes as they have important 

consequences for students. Work-to-study conflict refers to when participation in the work 

role negatively affects participation in the study role (Peeters, Wattez, Demerouti, & de Regt, 

2009). This is based on depletion theory (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), which states that 

different life roles compete for scarce resources and that resource expenditure in one role 

reduces resources available for another role. On the other hand, facilitation theory proposes 

that individual resources can be enhanced so that capital developed in one role can be applied 

in another; for example, interpersonal skills learned at work can facilitate better study 
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outcomes (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Role conflict/facilitation theories have been tested 

primarily in the work/family domains (Michel, Kotrba, Mitchelson, Clark, & Baltes, 2011), 

although researchers have examined conflict/facilitation between work and other domains, 

such as civic engagement, religion, and leisure (Lin, Huang, Yang, & Chiang, 2014). 

Role conflict is associated negatively with well-being (Creed et al., 2015; Giancola, 

Grawitch, & Borchert, 2009; Park & Sprung, 2013) and sleep quality, and positively with 

fatigue (Park & Sprung, 2015) and alcohol consumption in college students (Butler, Dodge, 

& Faurote, 2010). It is also related to poorer academic effort (Butler, 2007), attendance 

(McNall & Michel, 2011), and GPA (Sy, 2006). Facilitation is related to better effort, 

attendance (Butler, 2007), GPA (McNall & Michel, 2011), well-being, and engagement 

(Creed et al., 2015). This suggests that study activities are impeded, and well-being reduced, 

by work-study conflict, and conversely, students benefit when work generates resources that 

can be applied to study. 

Several job and person characteristics have been tested as antecedents to work-study 

conflict. Job characteristics include hours worked (Creed et al., 2015), job demands (Butler et 

al., 2010), job control (Wyland, Lester, Ehrhardt, & Standifer, 2016), work-place support 

(Adebayo, 2006; Park & Sprung, 2013), and role overload (Singla, 2013). Person 

characteristics tested include job dissatisfaction (Taylor, Lekes, Gagnon, Kwan, & Koestner, 

2012), negative affect (Giancola et al., 2009), core self-evaluations (McNall & Michel, 2011), 

proactivity (Adebayo, Sunmola, & Udegbe, 2008), self-efficacy (Lingard, 2007), and job 

motivation (Derous & Ryan, 2008). Additionally, some study-related variables have also 

been shown to influence work-study conflict, such as satisfaction with university life (Creed 

et al., 2015) and study demands (Wyland et al., 2016).  
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 Job characteristics related to work-study facilitation include job-related demands, control 

(Wyland et al., 2016), performance (McNall & Michel, 2011), resources (Creed et al., 2015), 

involvement (Singla, 2013), and supervisor support (Wyland et al., 2016). Person resources 

include job satisfaction (Park & Sprung, 2013), core self-evaluations, and proactivity 

(McNall & Michel, 2011). Study-related variables are college engagement (Wyland et al., 

2016) and adjustment (Singla, 2013). The converging evidence is that higher job and study 

demands, fewer job and study resources, and poorer personal resources are related to more 

study disruption from the competing work role (i.e., work-study conflict); and, conversely, 

more manageable demands, better resources, and stronger personal assets are related to less 

work-study disruption (i.e., work-study facilitation). These conclusions are consistent with 

meta-analyses and reviews examining conflict/facilitation in the work/family domains 

(Michel et al., 2011). 

 Few studies have directly tested the relationships between job crafting and role 

conflict/facilitation. Sturges (2012) used interviews to examine how young professionals 

crafted their jobs to achieve a better work-life balance and found that all participants reported 

using some type of job crafting to enhance both work and non-work roles. Akkermans and 

Tims (2017) tested the relationship between job crafting and work-home conflict/facilitation, 

and found positive associations for facilitation, but no relationship for conflict. We found one 

study (Sekiguchi, 2012) that investigated job crafting in working students, finding that both 

job (e.g., skill variety, autonomy) and person characteristics (e.g., job commitment, self-

efficacy) were related to job crafting, but that crafting was unrelated to academic attendance 

or achievement. Thus, while there is theoretical support and some evidence that employees 

job craft to improve work/non-work relationships, this area is under-researched. Further, no 

studies have specifically examined how students job craft to facilitate their study or reduce 
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work-study conflict. As every worker can potentially job craft (Tims et al., 2012), working 

students should also engage in these activities to benefit both their work and study roles. Our 

hypotheses here were that job crafting is related negatively to work-study conflict 

(Hypothesis 2a) and positively to work-study facilitation (Hypothesis 2b).   

 Consistent with self-regulation theories (Bandura, 1991) and job crafting perspectives 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), job crafting is triggered by 

work and non-work demands and facilitated by work and non-work resources to improve 

work and life fit. Job crafting, thus, can be expected to mediate between job, non-job, and 

person factors and work-study conflict/facilitation. There is empirical support for the 

mediated relationships, although this evidence comes largely from studies with adults 

(Rudolph et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2016), as little is known about job crafting in working 

students. We expected that job crafting would mediate between job, person, and study 

characteristics and the outcomes of work-study conflict/facilitation (Hypothesis 3). We 

assessed three dimensions of job crafting – task, relational, cognitive (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). However, as few studies have tested the relative effects of job, person, and 

extraneous work variables on these three dimensions (Rudolph et al., 2017), and no study has 

evaluated the differential relationships with work/non-work conflict and facilitation, our 

analyses here are exploratory.      

Method 

Participants  

 Participants were 233 undergraduate students (66% female; MAge 20 years, SD 6.5) from 

one regional university in SE Queensland, Australia. For their final high school grade, 64 

(28%) reported “very high achievement”, 117 (50%) “high achievement”, and 52 (22%) 

“average” achievement (MAch 1.97, SD 0.75). For socio-economic status (SES), 16 (7%) 
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indicated being “much better off than others”, 58 (25%) “a little better off”, 110 (47%) 

“about the same”, 38 (16%) “a little worse off”, and 11 (5%) “much worse off” (MSES 2.87, 

SD 0.93). Finally, average hours worked per week were 16.33 (SD 7.27; range 3-48 hours). 

Measures 

 Job Crafting. The 15-item Job Crafting Questionnaire (Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2014) 

assesses the three job crafting processes assessed in the study: task crafting, relational 

crafting, and cognitive crafting. The three subscales each contained five items. Sample items 

were “Give preference to work tasks that suit your skills or interests” (task crafting), “Make 

an effort to get to know people well at work” (relational crafting), and “Think about how 

your job gives your life purpose” (cognitive crafting). Responses were made on a 6-point 

scale (1 hardly ever to 6 very often). The authors reported internal reliabilities (Cronbach’s 

alphas) of .87, .89, and .83, respectively, demonstrated a 3-factor structure using both 

exploratory (EFA) and confirmatory factor analyses (CFA), and supported validity by finding 

expected associations with proactive work behaviours and well-being. Our alphas were .73, 

.80, and .85, respectively. 

 Work-Study Conflict and Work-Study Facilitation. For work-study conflict, we used the 

4-item Work-School Conflict Scale (“Because of my job, I go to university tired”); for work-

study facilitation, we used the 5-item Work-School Facilitation Scale (“The skills I use at 

work are useful for things I have to do at university” (Butler, 2007). Students responded 

using a 6-point scale that ranged from 1 strongly disagree to 6 strongly agree. Butler (2007) 

reported alphas of .88 and .85, and supported validity by finding expected associations with 

student effort, attendance, and satisfaction. Our alphas were .87 and .83, respectively. 

 Job Characteristic Measures. We assessed four characteristics- job demands, job 

autonomy, workplace support, and workplace climate culture.       
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 (a) Job demands. Seven items from the Job Demands Scale (Karasek, 1979) tapped effort 

required, time pressure, and conflicting demands (“In my job, there is never enough time”; 6-

point scale from 1 hardly ever to 6 very often). Using similar items, Butler (2007) reported an 

alpha of .81 with students, and, for validity, found that demands were related positively to 

hours worked and work-study conflict. Alpha in our study was .88.  

 (b) Job autonomy. Four items from the Decision Authority Scale (Karasek, 1979) 

assessed level of work autonomy (“I have a lot of say about what happens in my job”; 6-point 

scale 1 hardly ever to 6 very often). Butler (2007) reported an alpha of .85 with students, and 

found the scale related positively to work-study facilitation and negatively to conflict. Alpha 

= .88. 

(c) Workplace support. The 5-item Support at Work Scale (Zhang, Punnett, Gore, & 

CPH-NEW Research Team, 2014) tapped support and respect from supervisors and 

colleagues (“My supervisor pays attention to what I am saying”; 1 hardly ever to 6 most of 

the time). Zhang et al. (2014) reported an alpha of .75, and, in support of validity, found job 

support was associated positively with well-being and negatively with intention to leave. 

Alpha = .88.    

 (d) Workplace crafting culture. The 6-item Innovation Scale (Zeitz, Johannesson, & 

Ritchie, 1997) assessed the level of encouragement for students to job craft (“Where I work, I 

am encouraged to make suggestions for how to improve my job”; 1 hardly ever to 6 most of 

the time). Zeitz et al. (1997) reported an alpha of .84, and supported validity by showing that 

innovative workplace culture was related positively to management support and cohesion at 

work. Alpha = .88. 

 Person Characteristic Measure. We assessed one characteristic, intrinsic work 

motivation, using the 6-item Intrinsic Work Motivation Scale (Warr, Cook, & Wall, 1979; “I 
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take pride in doing my job as well as I can”; 1 hardly ever to 6 most of the time). Boxall, 

Hutchison, and Wassenaar (2015) reported an alpha of .81, and in support of validity found 

intrinsic motivation to be associated with more skill utilisation and work commitment. Alpha 

= .91. 

 Study Characteristics Measures. We measured two characteristics – university affect and 

engagement.       

 (a) University affect. The 12-item Job Affect Scale (Warr, 1990) was adapted to assess 

student mood in relation to their studies (“Thinking of the past few weeks, what has been 

your attitude towards your university studies?”; e.g., relaxed, worried, depressed, uneasy; 1 

none of the time to 6 nearly all the time). Two subscales of positive and negative affect have 

been supported, with alphas > .80, and validity evidenced by finding expected correlations 

with other measures of well-being (Creed et al., 2015). Alphas in our study were .86 and .87, 

respectively. 

 (b) University engagement. The 5-item Vigor Subscale from the Utrecht Work 

Engagement Scale for Students (Schaufeli, Martinez, Pinto, Salanova, & Bakker, 2002; e.g., 

“When I get up in the morning, I feel like tackling my university work”) was used. Responses 

were from 1 strongly disagree to 6 strongly agree. Schaufeli et al. (2002) reported acceptable 

alphas across multiple countries, and supported validity by finding expected correlations with 

well-being and other engagement measures. Alpha was .83.  

Procedure 

 The study had ethics approval. Students were recruited via announcements on course 

websites, campus notice boards, and at lectures, and then directed to an online survey. For 

participating, they had the opportunity to go into a draw to win a $50 shopping voucher.  

Analytic Approach 
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Latent variable analysis (maximum likelihood; AMOS 24) was used for all analyses. The 

scales with fewer than six items (i.e., job crafting, work-study conflict, work-study 

facilitation, autonomy, support, and engagement) were represented by their individual items. 

The scales with more than 6 items (i.e., job demands, culture, motivation, and affect) were 

parcelled (3 parcels per scale) by running separate EFAs for each scale, rank-ordering the 

items by factor loading, and allocating high and low loading items to each parcel (Landis, 

Beal, & Tesluk, 2000). Model fit was assessed using χ2 (significant p expected when sample 

<250 and 54 observed variables; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010), normed chi-square 

(χ2/df<3.0 considered a good fit), Comparative Fit Index (CFI≥.90), and Root Mean-Square 

Error of Approximation (RMSEA<.07). As hours worked was related to work-study conflict 

(r=.40, p<.001), it was controlled in all analyses. 

Results 

The measurement model was a good fit: χ2(1282)=1983.99, p<.001, χ2/df=1.55, CFI=.90, 

RMSEA=.05. There were no cross-loadings of note, all standardised regression weights were 

significant (p<.001; range .39-.95), and correlations among the latent variables mirrored those 

for scale totals (see Table 1). The structural model was also a good fit: χ2(1306)=2054.25, 

p<.001, χ2/df=1.57, CFI=.90, RMSEA=.05. Partially supporting Hypothesis 1a, there were 

significant paths from job demands (β=.33, p<.001), autonomy (β=.22, p=.016), and culture 

(β=.28, p=.008), but not support, to task crafting; from autonomy (β=.23, p=.004), but not 

demands, culture, or support, to cognitive crafting; and from demands (β=.17, p=.016) and 

support (β=.24, p=.006), but not autonomy or culture, to relational crafting. Partially 

supporting Hypothesis 1b, motivation (β=.43, p<.001) was related to cognitive crafting, but 

not to task or relational crafting. Partially supporting Hypothesis 1c, negative affect (β=.20, 
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p=.011), but not positive affect or engagement, was related to cognitive crafting; negative 

affect, positive affect, and engagement were unrelated to task and relational crafting. 

There was no support for Hypothesis 2a, as task, cognitive, and relational crafting were 

unrelated to work-study conflict. There was partial support for Hypothesis 2b: cognitive 

(β=.66, p<.001) and relational (β=.25, p<.001), but not task crafting, were related to 

facilitation. Additionally, hours worked (β=.44, p<.001) was related to conflict. One anomaly 

was the relationship between negative affect and cognitive crafting. The bivariate relationship 

between these two variables was positive, but not significant (Table 1); whereas, the 

relationship in the structural model was positive, and significant, suggesting that more 

dissatisfied students were more likely to adjust their thoughts about the job. The significant 

paths identified in the structural model are reported in Figure 2. Variances accounted for 

were: 46% (task crafting), 56% (cognitive crafting), 25% (relational crafting), 53% 

(facilitation), and 21% (conflict).  

From these analyses, cognitive crafting potentially mediated between autonomy, 

motivation, and negative affect to facilitation, and relational crafting potentially mediated 

between demands and support to facilitation. First, to test mediation, the direct paths between 

the predictors and outcomes were assessed. In this analysis, χ2(1296)=2026.29, p<.001, 

χ2/df=1.56, CFI=.90, and RMSEA=.05, autonomy (β=.26, p=.002), motivation (β=.35, 

p<.001), and engagement (β=.17, p=.027) were related to facilitation, and demands (β=.32, 

p<.001) and hours worked (β=.32, p<.001) were associated with conflict. These significant 

direct paths were added to Figure 2.  

Next, the indirect paths were assessed (AMOS bootstrapping; 2000 samples) to calculate 

SEs and 95% bias-corrected CIs. Mediation occurs when the 95% CIs of the indirect effect do 

not include zero (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). In this model, χ2(1290)=1994.88, p<.001, 
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χ2/df=1.55, CFI=.90, RMSEA=.05, cognitive crafting mediated between motivation (CIs .01 

to .18) and negative affect (CIs .01 to .12), but not autonomy (-.10 to .12) to facilitation, but 

relational crafting did not mediate between demands (-.06 to .05) and support (-.03 to .09) to 

facilitation (note, that while the analysis indicated mediation between negative affect and 

facilitation, the bivariate correlation between negative affect and cognitive crafting was not 

significant, suggesting that the mediation could be dependent on extraneous variable/s). Thus, 

Hypothesis 3 was partially supported. The direct path from motivation to facilitation 

remained significant (β=.20, p=.024), indicating the mediation path via cognitive crafting was 

partial. The direct path between negative affect and facilitation was not significant in the 

presence of the mediator, indicating full mediation. The total effect of motivation on 

facilitation was 20.3%, with 8% explained by the mediator. The total effect of negative affect 

on facilitation was 4%.  

Discussion 

 We found partial support for our hypotheses that job (H1a), person (H1b), and study 

characteristics (H1c) would be related to student job crafting, and, in turn, job crafting would 

be related to work-study facilitation (H2b). Job demands, autonomy, and culture (job 

characteristics) were related to more task crafting; job autonomy (job characteristic), student 

work motivation (person characteristic), and university-related negative affect (study 

characteristic) were related to more cognitive crafting; and job demands and job support (job 

characteristics) were related to higher relational crafting. Thus, job characteristics were 

related to task and relational crafting, whereas all three characteristics (i.e., job, person, and 

study) were related to cognitive crafting.  

Being triggers to self-regulatory behaviours at work (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), job, person, and study characteristics represent different 
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aspects of motivation to job craft. These potentially include “can do” aspects (e.g., “I can do 

this successfully”), embedded, for example, in person characteristics, “reasons to” aspects 

(e.g., “Why I should do this”), related to situation demands and cognitive realignments, and 

“energised to” aspects, which draw on affective states to provide the stimulus (or dampener) 

and direction for change to improve the situation (Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010). These 

underlying motivational distinctions suggest nuanced explanations for individual drivers of 

proactive engagement in behaviours that manage demands, progress desired goals, and lead 

to improved satisfactions (cf. Lord et al., 2010). Such a framework could inform counsellors 

who work with young people who are struggling to manage multiple roles, and should be 

examined in future research. 

 A feature of the current study was that it tested two university-related antecedents to job 

crafting: university affect and study engagement. Negative affect was related to more 

cognitive crafting, suggesting that the more negative students were about their studies, the 

more they rethought their role as employees, potentially to make their job more meaningful, 

important, and satisfying. Negative experiences in one role can be counterbalanced by greater 

involvement in other roles (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). This has been shown to operate in 

other situations of role conflict (e.g., work-family conflict; Michel et al., 2011), and 

potentially explains this relationship in student workers. While such an approach might 

improve students’ immediate situation, the downside is that counterbalancing in this way 

might operate against their long-term interests if it is part of a process of disengaging from or 

downplaying their role as a student. Future research might examine the effect on students of 

counterbalancing, and test whether it operates in both directions – from study to work, as 

suggested here, as well as from work to study.  
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The university-related antecedents of positive affect and student engagement, despite 

having bivariate correlations with aspects of job crafting, were unrelated to job crafting when 

tested with the other predictors. Previous research has suggested that work-based, positive 

affect is related to job crafting, for example, by employers being more productively engaged 

with colleagues and supervisors and creating new activities that better suit their occupational 

needs (e.g., Tims et al., 2012). Adults with more positive affect have been shown to build a 

wider repertoire of personal resources to apply to managing their environment (Demerouti & 

Bakker, 2014), as predicted by the broaden-and-build theory (Fredrickson, 2001). It might be 

that positive mood for study activities increases study motivation and focus, and reduces 

work orientation and relevance, leaving job crafting a side issue in the student’s life. Future 

studies might assess other aspects of positive affect with students, such as work-based or 

general positive affect. 

 In relation to study engagement, activities carried out in one domain can influence affect 

and behaviour (i.e., “spillover”) in a second domain (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; McNall, 

Nicklin, & Masuda, 2010). That we did not find study engagement and positive affect to be 

related to job crafting might mean that happy and engaged students give priority to their 

studies and see their job as less important, and so do not expend energy improving their work 

situation. Thus, while there was some support for these study-related variables, other study-

related variables need to be assessed, as this should lead to a better understanding of factors 

that influence students’ approaches to managing their job roles. 

Not all characteristics (i.e., job, person, and study) were related to all aspects of job 

crafting (i.e., task, cognitive, and relational). Previous research also has identified differential 

relationships between job crafting antecedents and measures of job crafting (Kanten, 2014; 

Petrou et al., 2016), suggesting that drivers of job crafting might be different in different 
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workplaces and populations, and that some characteristics might have indirect effects or 

interact with other variables when relating to job crafting (Le Blanc et al., 2017). We 

confirmed that job and person characteristics were related to job crafting, and also found 

support for a relationship with a non-work characteristic (negative feelings about university).  

 Partially supporting Hypothesis 2b, cognitive and relational (but not task) crafting were 

related to work-study facilitation. Also, partially supporting Hypothesis 3, cognitive crafting 

mediated the relationships from job motivation (partially) and negative affect (fully) to 

facilitation. This suggests that developing a construction of work as meaningful and positive 

and developing work relationships facilitate functioning in the study domain, indicating that 

students can benefit from job crafting. For example, improved affect from job crafting should 

improve mood generally and give students a more positive focus on their life and studies 

(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). 

 Additionally, more job autonomy, job motivation, and study engagement were related 

directly to facilitation, suggesting that demands and resources might also operate via other 

pathways to influence facilitation. For example, more autonomy in the job might facilitate 

studying while at work, thereby facilitating study, whereas students who are more 

intrinsically motivated to work might be more energised (i.e., less exhausted) and be better 

able to manage/recover from their work responsibilities in order to engage with study. 

Engagement in roles away from work appears to alter the perception of workers (Kelly et al., 

2008), implying that students who are more engaged in their study might downplay the value 

of work, allowing them to recover faster and redirect their attention back to study. 

We found no support for the hypothesis that task crafting is related to facilitation, nor did 

we find support for the relationships between task, cognitive, and relational crafting and 

work-study conflict (H2a) over and above the effect of number of hours worked. Regarding 
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task crafting, one explanation is that part-time student workers, who have little power at their 

workplace, and who work in routinized occupations (Australian Government, 2018), might 

have insufficient authority to change work tasks, or the changes might not materially alter the 

work being done sufficiently to have a spill-over effect on their study role. Similarly, 

students, who, by-and-large, are intelligent and socially adept (Hsiao, Baum, & Teng, 2009) 

might be able to gain from their work experiences, and thereby facilitate activities related to 

study, by changing the way they see work and by benefitting from their social interactions, 

but these experiences might still be insufficient to reduce the role conflict between their job 

and study. Developing and persisting with job crafting strategies seems to be important 

because this aids facilitation, but future research needs to identify those activities and 

strategies that might assist students ameliorate conflict between the two roles. 

Limitations    

 First, the study was limited by being cross-sectional, and while based on theoretical 

process models, the relationships need to be tested longitudinally so that stronger causal 

statements can be made by examining reverse and reciprocal relationships. Second, a limited 

range of demands/resources was assessed and other antecedents to job crafting need to be 

examined. A wide range has been tested in adults, including organisational and person-based 

variables (e.g., Demerouti & Bakker, 2014), and others need to be examined for students. 

Related to this, we only assessed the direct relationships between job, person, and study 

characteristics and job crafting, when understanding interactions among these antecedents 

and other third variables (e.g., need to work) will potentially increase our understanding of 

what drives crafting in working students. Third, the study did not examine group differences 

(e.g., gender, SES), so it is not known which students face which problems and use what 

strategies to manage this interface. Future research needs to tease this out. Fourth, the study 
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did not assess relationships between job crafting and other important study variables (e.g., 

grade, attendance), and these need to be assessed. Fifth, we noted that in the model, negative 

affect was related to more cognitive crafting, when these two variables were not bivariately 

correlated. Previous studies have found higher negative affect to be related to more job 

crafting (Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 2015), and future research needs to confirm this 

relationship in other student samples. Finally, there is little information on the specific 

strategies that students employ to manage their job-study fit. Determining these strategies 

will assist in developing interventions to improve both work and study functioning, as job 

crafting interventions have improved confidence, well-being, and access to resources in 

adults (Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 2012; cited in Demerouti, 2014)    

Practical implications 

 Job crafting can lead to improved job fit for individuals, with likely flow-on effects for 

work- and non-work-related well-being and performance, as indicated by job crafting 

research generally (Rudolph et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2016) and suggested by the current 

study. This can be especially important for students, as study demands change dramatically 

over the semester and year (vis-à-vis assignments and exams). Job crafting by students 

depends largely on them being able to marshal personal, social, and organisational resources 

so they can modify their environment or perceptions of their environment. This process was 

characterised as the students drawing on self-regulatory strengths to help reduce perceived 

discrepancies between actual and desired situations (cf. Bandura, 1991). For students, being 

proactive at their workplace to modify tasks, explore the meaning of their work, and build 

relational networks is likely to assist them with their job and make it more satisfying; it is 

also likely to benefit them by facilitating aspects of their study and life as a student.  
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The development of job crafting skills for these part-time jobs might also carry-over to 

later full-time employment and influence career progress, and, thus, can be considered in the 

light of individual career development. Universities have many reasons (e.g., financial, 

commitment to students) to reduce drop-out and poor performance, and developing job 

crafting capabilities in their student body has the potential to contribute to this. This skills 

development could occur through standard educational practices (e.g., career courses, course 

add-ons), specifically targeted workshops, and via counselling services. Organisations who 

employ students need to acknowledge that students will want to job craft. They should 

structure their jobs so there is room for crafting and engage with them about it so both parties 

benefit, and potential downsides (e.g., safety) are reduced. Student job crafting has the 

potential to benefit all parties, but especially the students who now largely must work to fund 

their education. 
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Table 1 
Summary Data, Zero-Order Correlations (Above Diagonals) and Correlations among Latent Variables (Below Diagonal); N = 233. 

Variable M SD α    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9   10   11   12   13 

1. W-S conflict 15.13 4.60 .87 1 -.13 -.01 -.08  .04  .38*** -.07 -.09 -.16* -.18** -.14* -.17*  .12 

2. W-S facilitation 18.63 4.94 .83 -.13*    1  .23***  .54***  .36***  .01  .42***  .39***  .41***  .51***  .31***  .27*** -.04 

3. Task crafting 20.91 4.04 .73 -.02  .26**    1  .41***  .36***  .23***  .39***  .35***  .49***  .43***  .16*  .20** -.03 

4. Cognitive crafting 17.30 5.36 .85 -.08  .63***  .46***    1  .27***  .07  .43***  .37***  .46***  .55***  .26***  .26***  .06 

5. Relational crafting 20.15 4.81 .80  .04  .40***  .43***  .29***    1  .11  .24***  .41***  .29***  .30***  .15*  .23*** -.04 

6. Job demands 29.43 6.87 .88  .38***  .06  .34***  .11  .16*    1 -.07 -.10  .07 -.03 -.03 -.12  .17** 

7. Job autonomy 15.43 4.96 .88 -.07  .52***  .46***  .50***  .25*** -.06    1  .37***  .49***  .45***  .24***  .23** -.07 

8. Job support 23.04 5.00 .88 -.16*  .38***  .32***  .40***  .39*** -.04  .37***    1  .49***  .47***  .19**  .25*** -.11 

9. Job culture 22.80 6.51 .88 -.19*  .48***  .56***  .54***  .38***  .12  .56***  .53***    1  .50***  .23***  .33***  .01 

10. Job motivation 28.53 5.76 .91 -.20**  .57***  .47***  .63***  .38***  .05  .51***  .50***  .57***    1  .22**  .29*** -.11 

11. Study engagement 17.65 4.56 .84 -.16*  .35***  .19*  .26***  .11 -.02  .24***  .21**  .26***  .22**    1  .40*** -.14* 

12. Positive affect 22.60 5.74 .87 -.18*  .30***  .22**  .28***  .19** -.14  .25***  .26***  .37***  .32***  .48***    1 -.46*** 

13. Negative affect 15.12 6.19 .88  .13 -.04 -.03  .08  .01  .16* -.09 -.11  .02 -.10 -.16* -.52***    1 

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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Figure 1. Proposed model: job (demands, autonomy, support, culture), person (motivation), 

and study characteristics (engagement, affect) are related to work-study facilitation and work-

study conflict via job crafting.     
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Figure 2. Standardised regression paths. Solid lines result from testing hypothesised 

model; dashed lines are direct effects. Standardised beta weights are reported.  
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