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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of both high and low PersonEnvironment fit on the willingness of employees to engage in job crafting within five
years from now. Data for this research was obtained through conducting a Delphi
method, which consisted of two predetermined rounds. The subjects of this study
were employees who work in the fields of education, banking, governments, care and
the hotel and catering industry. Over the whole Delphi method a response rate of 89,5
percent was yielded. The employees filled in two questionnaires, on which responses
were indicated on a 7-point Likert scale. A Mann-Whitney U test was used for
analyzing the data. It was found that most employees are inclined to show proactive
behavior in designing their work environment within five years from now. However,
the perceived degree of Person-Environment fit does not provide a clear indication on
whether employees perceiving a low Person-Environment fit will engage more in job
crafting within five years from now, than employees perceiving a high PersonEnvironment fit.
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1. INTRODUCTION
The focus of this paper is on the future of job crafting,
especially adressing the expectations of the employees involved
in the job crafting process. Whereas the job demand theory used
to be the guiding principle when it came to shaping a job,
nowadays there is more a shift towards actively shaping a job
by employees themselves. This phenomenon is known as job
crafting and can be defined as the physical and cognitive
changes individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of
their work (Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2001).
A future perspective on job crafting is relevant
because of the expected changes on the labor market. Centraal
Planbureau (CPB, 2012) made an estimation of the Dutch
economy up to and including 2017. With the current situation of
a wide labor market, where there is more supply than demand,
there is an increase of long-term unemployment. CPB (2012)
found that the current unemployment rates will decline partly
due to the demographic ageing, however they will still be above
the balance level in 2017. UWV also published a forecast of the
labor market in the Netherlands in 2014. They say that due to
the demographic ageing, the working population will decline
after 2015. Because of this shrink, less people will be available
to perform work (UWV, 2014). At the same time employers
increased the quality requirements on employees. This will
mean that it will be harder for employers to find sufficiently
skilled employees (UWV 2014). Therefore, more knowledge
on the future expectations on job crafting seems eligible. The
reason for this is that employees are expected to be flexible and
adaptive when it comes to the quick changes and requirements
of their jobs. When employers know how employees will
proactively engage in shaping their own job’s in the future, this
gives implications for managers to attract and retain the right
employees.
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) argue that job
crafting influences both the meaning of the work and one’s
work identity. Eventually this will have an impact on the
organization and different literature found both desirable and
undesirable outcomes of job crafting. Research showed that job
crafting relates positively with work engagement, job
satisfaction, resilience and thriving (Berg, Dutton, &
Wrzesniewski, 2008), but was also shown to produce negative
outcomes such as altered connections to others, or task
boundaries in ways that are at odds with organizational
objectives (Wrzesniewski, Dutton, 2001). Job crafting will most
often result from situations in which employees feel that their
needs are not being met in their job as it is currently designed
(Wrzesniewski, Dutton, 2001).
Because of this impact on the organization and the
relation with the needs of the employee, job crafting will have
an effect on the Person-Environment fit. Boselie (2010) defines
Person-Environment fit as the degree of alignment between
employees on the one hand and the job and the organization of
the other hand. A good match between an individual and the
organizational environment results in high job performance,
employee satisfaction and retention of employees (Boselie,
2010). When employees perceive a misfit between themselves
and their environment at work, job crafting might help solving
this problem, since it involves employees making changes to
their job tasks, and work relationships to better meet their
individual needs, thus creating a better alignment between the
organization and themselves. However, to my knowledge the
relationship between Person-Environment fit and job crafting
has not been studied so far. Further research is necessary
because in times of continues change and complexity, it is
important for organizations and employees to build and

maintain a strong fit between employees and their organization
(Boselie, 2010). Job crafting might play a valuable part here,
since the positive outcomes mentioned above influence the
corporate culture.
This leads to the following research question: “ What are the
differences between the expectations of employees with high
versus low Person-Environment fit regarding the types of job
crafting that will occur five years from now?”
More information on this linkage between Person-Environment
fit and the future of job crafting might provide some new
insights or opportunities for future research. For example, new
insights for managers, when they know how employees with
either high or low Person-Environment fit will engage in job
crafting in the future. The managers might then know how to
anticipate on the job crafting processes of their employees. This
in order to sustain or even strengthen the future relationship
between the employee and the organization.

2. THEORY
2.1 Job Crafting
Job crafting is about actively changing one’s job. The core idea
of job crafting is that with some slight adaptations you can
tailor your own job, in such a way that your job connects with
your talents and motivations resulting in higher productivity
and commitment (Visser, Tjepkema & Spruyt, 2012).
According to Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) employees can
engage in job crafting in three ways. The first job crafting type
is task crafting which involves employees changing the form or
number of activities an employee engages in while doing the
job. Task crafting can be done in three different ways (Berg,
Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2013) this to cultivate greater task
variety, identity, and significance, thereby enhancing the
meaningfulness employees are likely to derive from their work.
First, employees can add tasks that they find meaningful into
their jobs. Second, employees can decide to allocate more time,
energy, and attention to tasks that are already part of their jobs.
Third, employees can find ways to reengineer existing tasks to
make them more meaningful.
Second, employees can also engage in cognitive
crafting, which refers to changes in cognitive boundaries of
how one sees the job. Cognitive job crafting does not involve
changing anything physical or objective about the job, it is
about altering how employees think about their tasks,
relationships, or jobs as a whole (Berg, et al., 2013). Berg, et al.
(2013) propose three ways in which employees can engage in
cognitive job crafting. First, employees can expand their
perceptions of the impact or purpose of their jobs as a whole.
Second, employees may narrow their mental scope of the
purpose of their job on specific tasks and relationships that are
significant or valuable to them. Berg, et al. (2013) think that
this technique may be most useful for employees who dislike a
substantial portion of the tasks and/or relationships that make
up their jobs but do find some specific parts of their jobs to be
meaningful. Finally, employees can take advantage of existing
components of their jobs by drawing mental connections
between specific tasks or relationships and interests, outcomes,
or aspects of their identities that are meaningful to them (Berg,
et al., 2013)
Finally, relational crafting occurs when employees
exercise discretion over with whom one interacts while doing
the job (Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2001). Employees can craft
their relationships with others at work through altering with
whom and how they form connections and relationships (Berg,
et al., 2013). Berg, et al. (2013) propose three pathways through

which crafting relationships can facilitate meaningfulness at
work. First, employees can craft their jobs by forging
relationships with others who enable them to feel a sense of
pride, dignity, or worth. Second, employees can craft their work
relationships by changing the nature of each relationship to be
about a new, more meaningful purpose. For example, engaging
in more personal contact, instead of only work related contact.
Finally, employees can craft their existing relationships by
providing others with valuable help and support in carrying out
their jobs (Berg, et al., 2013)
Over the last decade, more attention has been paid
towards job crafting, with more rapid changes in the workplace
and more flexibility, it looks like job crafting will gain more
importance in the future. This in order for employees to adapt to
the changes and mold their work in such a way that it still
corresponds with their needs. As such, it is relevant to explore
how employees expect to engage in job crafting in the future.
However, it is most likely that employees differ in the extent to
which they expect to craft their future jobs, since employees
differ in their level of motivation for job crafting. Namely,
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) found that the motivation for
job crafting arises from three individual needs. First, employees
want to assert some control over their jobs in order to avoid
alienation from the work (Braverman, 1974). Secondly,
employees want to create a positive self-image in their work.
Finally, job crafting allows employees to fulfill a basic human
need for connection to others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).
When employees work in jobs that fulfill their needs for
control, positive image, and connection, they may not be
motivated to job craft, since their needs are met by their current
work situation (Caldwell & O’Reilly, 1990). On the other hand,
when employees experience misfit between their work and
personal preferences, employees might want to take back
control over themselves and their job, this can be done by
actively changing something in their tasks, cognition or their
relations. To better understand how this works, first the concept
of Person-Enivironment fit will be discussed. In particular it is
expected that the current Person-Environment fit of an
employee will have an influence on expectations of employees
to engage in job crafting activities in the future.
Tims, & Bakker (2010) already made the proposition
that Person-Job misfit leads to job crafting behavior. However,
this proposition has not been tested yet. They state that when an
employee experiences a misfit, job crafting might be a good
way to accomplish a restored balance. In 2001, Frese and Fay
already found that negativity at work, such as job
dissatisfaction, is often the reason for employees to engage in
proactive behavior. In the section on Person-Environment these
future expectations on job crafting will be stated in the form of
different hypotheses.

2.2 Person-Environment Fit
Person-Environment fit, refers to the extent to which employees
fit with the organizational environments they operate in (Bretz
& Judge, 1994; Boon, 2008). The ASA-framework by
Schneider (1987) tries to describe this link between the PersonEnvironment fit. ASA stands for attraction, selection and
attrition. This framework implies that persons who find
themselves with the same interests are attracted to a company
who shares the same values. The company on the other hand
will select the people of whom they think are compatible for the
job and have common personal attributes. When people feel
that they do not fit with the environment, this may result in
attrition and the person may leave the job (Schneider, 1987;
Boon, 2008). However, attrition is not the only option when
employees perceive a misfit. Research showed that employees

are no longer passive receivers of information from the
environment (Daniels, 2006). When employees perceive a
misfit, they will first try to restore the balance before they
decide to leave the organization (Edwards, Caplan, & Van
Harrison, 1998; Kozlowski, 2012). Wanous (1980) found that
the better the fit between individual expectations and the reality
of organizational life, the higher the job satisfaction and the
longer the tenure.
Different factors play a role in creating a PersonEnvironment fit. From the individual’s viewpoint this might be
psychological needs, values, goals, abilities, or personality.
Environmental aspects might include job demands, cultural
values, and rewards (Cable & Edwards, 2004). There are
different perspectives from which you can look at the fit; The
demand-abilities fit, where employees supplies meet
organizational demand and the needs-supplies fit, where
organizational supplies meet employees’ demands (Kristof,
1996). Employees will try to fulfill their needs and goals, this
might be done by altering different boundaries of their work
and thus, provides opportunities to engage in different types of
job crafting, The following three subsections, which together
make up for Person-Environment fit, will further elaborate on
this relationship between the needs and goals within PersonEnvironment fit and the future expectations on job crafting.

2.2.1 Person-Organization Fit
Person-Organization fit is defined as the degree of alignment
between individual employees and their organizations in terms
of sharing the same norms and values (Boselie, 2010). PersonOrganization fit occurs when (1) at least one entity provides
what the other needs, or (2) they share similar fundamental
characteristics, or (3) both (Kristof, 1996; Boon, 2008; Boselie,
2010). Although there is no empirical support, it is assumed that
people who match the organization’s culture will outperform
those that do not (Boselie, 2010).
Person-Organization fit partly deals with the needssupplies fit, this needs-supplies fit is achieved when
organizational supplies meet employees’ demands (Kristof,
1996). Examples of organizational supplies are financial,
physical, and psychological resources as well as the taskrelated, interpersonal, and growth opportunities that are
demanded by employees (Kristof, 1996).
Employees will try to pursue their needs, depending
upon their individual needs, this may lead to an employee who
engages in one of the job crafting types. Thus, when an
employee has an urge for belongingness or social skills this will
most likely result in relational crafting. Since this enables
employees to decide with whom they want to work and provide
support to their colleagues. On the other hand when an
employee wants to master certain skills, this will probably
result in task crafting, since an employee can decide to devote
more time and energy on a certain task. Furthermore it is also
possible that an employee strives to fulfill the need to be
meaningful in his or her job, therefore an employee can decide
to engage in cognitive crafting, since this gives the employee
the opportunity to change the meaning of the job. However,
employees who perceive a lower Person-Organization fit will
have to do more to restore the balance compared to employees
who perceive a high Person-Organization fit. Therefore the
following hypothesis is stated: Employees who currently
experience a low Person-Organization fit will report to engage
more in job crafting behavior within five years from now,
compared to employees who currently experience a high
Person-Organization fit.

2.2.2 Person-Job Fit
Besides Person-Organization fit, there is the concept of PersonJob fit. This is the degree of alignment between individual
employees and their job (Boselie, 2010). The general idea
behind Person-Job fit is that the most qualified candidate is
most likely to show the best job performance.
Boon (2008) states that Person-Job fit focuses on the
needs and qualities that are directly linked to the characteristics
of the job. These qualities consist of knowledge, skills and
abilities, the so-called KSAs. For a fit to occur it is also
important that the job is in line with the interests of the
employee, which will result in job engagement and job
satisfaction (Kristof, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Boon
2008; Boselie, 2010). Individual and work characteristics may
contribute to active adaptations of employees’ activities towards
their personal knowledge, skills and abilities on the one hand
and their needs on the other hand in order to restore the
perceived misbalance in Person-Job fit.
A low Person-Job fit is present when the knowledge,
skills and abilities that the employee possesses are not equal to
the requirements for fulfilling the tasks of the job. Therefore
employees are expected to engage in task crafting, in that they
will adjust their tasks in such a way that their tasks will better
fit their knowledge, skills and abilities. This leads to the
assumption of the following hypothesis: Employees who
currently experience a low Person-Job fit will report to engage
in task crafting within five years from now.

2.2.3 Person-Group Fit
The last type of Person-Environment fit is Person-Group fit,
which refers to an individual’s perception of belongingness and
companionship with a group, team or department (KristofBrown, Jansen, & Colbert, 2002).
When it comes to the relations that are part of the job,
“if an individual shares similar values or personality dimensions
with other team members, or he/she contributes a set of abilities
that help the team perform its task and improve the team’s
overall effectiveness, we can view him or her as having high
person-group fit” (Xu, 2014).
Experiencing a strong Person-Organization fit and
Person-Job fit, but weak Person-Group fit, may increase the
emphasis of Person-Group fit, thereby motivating individuals to
change groups (Ostroff, Shin, & Feinberg, 2002). This gives the
motivation to engage in relational crafting, since employees are
enabled to decide with whom they want to have contact. When
the values of the group are not equal to the values of the
employee, this might provide a low Person-Group fit.
Employees will most probably engage in relational crafting
because this provides the employees with the possibility to
connect to the people who have the same values and interests.
Furthermore, with a low Person-Group fit, the antecedent for
basic need of human contact is not completely fulfilled, which
will trigger employees to actively change something about their
relationships, this to restore the Person-Group fit. Therefore, it
is hypothesized that; Employees who currently experience a low
Person-Group fit will report to engage in relational crafting
within five years from now.

3. METHOD
To realize the goal of this study, two methodologies were used:
First of all a Delphi study to map the future expectations of
employees towards job crafting. Secondly, a survey was used to
determine the Person-Environment fit of the employees.

3.1 Delphi Study
Future aspects are hard to research, since it is impossible to
know beforehand what will happen in the future, or to even
make small predictions about the future. However, one method
has shown to be useful for future investigations, this is the
Delphi method. The Delphi method is useful for forecasting, as
expert opinions are the only source of information available
(Cuhls, 2003), this is the reason for relying on the Delphi
method to have a look into the future expectations on job
crafting. This method uses expert opinion to obtain the most
reliable consensus of opinion of a group about a subject on
which there has not been a consensus yet (Dalkey, & Helmer,
1963). For this particular research paper, the goal is to reach a
consensus about future expectations of employees towards
different types of job crafting. To reach this consensus, a series
of questionnaires interspersed with controlled opinion feedback
is being carried out (Dalkey, & Helmer, 1963). Due to the
restricted timeframe of this research, I relied on two rounds to
arrive at a consensus. In the first round the Person-Environment
fit of the participants and their intention to proactively change
something about their work stood central. In the second and
final round all the intentions related to job crafting were
analyzed and the participants were asked to rate the degree to
which they ought to engage in this proactive behavior.
One of the fundaments on which the Delphi method
relies, is the identification of the experts. After those experts
had agreed to participate in the Delphi study, the first round was
carried out. When the data of the first round had been analyzed,
the second and final round of the study was sent out to
eventually arrive at the goal of the study, a consensus about the
future expectations on job crafting regarding the different
degrees of Person-Environment fit.

3.1.1 The Experts
The chosen experts are key in a Delphi study; therefore it is
important to select them, based on a few characteristics. The
characteristics to identify the experts in this study were; the
expert should have a permanent position within the
organization, this ensures that the expert has some sort of
certainty and has more of the ability and time to make change
happen. Furthermore, the expert must work one year on the
current job position, at least. This tells us that the expert is used
to the specific requirements related to that job position and thus
that the expert has gained a few insights on where they can
change something about their work. Due to possible differences
in expectations towards the future of job crafting between both
fulltime and part-time employees, experts of both sides have
been included in the Delphi study. To ensure heterogeneity,
there needs to be a variety in age and in the industry sectors.
When a consensus is being reached between multiple industry
sectors, this may mean that the found expectations are not only
applicable to only one industry, and that the expectations might
become important in the future. Thus, a broad view on the
future expectations of job crafting is being obtained. However,
Delphi works with a relatively small number of respondents and
due to the limited amount of time for this research, it was
decided that the experts had to be a worker, rather than a
manager. This means that the experts do have some sort of
overlap, and therefore it might be easier to reach consensus on
the future of job crafting.
After the characteristics had been selected, the experts
were approached individually for the initial contact. When the
experts agreed to participate they received the first
questionnaire. The goal of this first questionnaire is to
determine the Person-Environment fit of each expert and to get
a wide variety of future expectations on job crafting. With this

first questionnaire there is a short letter in which the project and
its goals are described, the amount of rounds and time
commitment is being mentioned, and finally there is a promise
of anonymity. Those are the conditions for carrying out a
Delphi study, as mentioned in the paper of Gordon (1994).
Anonymity is an important element of the Delphi study, since
the experts should be enabled to express their opinions without
feeling the pressure of peers (Gordon, 1994).
The experts in this Delphi study are working in the
fields of banking, governments, education, care and the hotel
and catering industry. Of the 31 employees that were
approached to participate, 27 employees agreed to participate in
the Delphi study, 19 of them eventually returned the first
questionnaire, which resulted in a response rate of 70,4 percent.
26,3 percent of the experts were male, the average age of the
experts is approximately 49 years old, and the tenure is
approximately 15,5 years. 47,3 percent of the experts works
fulltime. Remarkably, all male experts work fulltime and 71,4
percent of the female experts works part-time.

3.1.2 Round One
The first round of the Delphi study can be seen as the divergent
phase in which it is the goal to collect as much diverse opinions
as possible, about the future expectations on job crafting. To
arrive at these diverse opinions, multiple open-ended questions
about the three different types of job crafting were being asked.
Based upon the interview protocol of Berg, Wrzesniewski, &
Dutton (2010) those questions were formulated. Their third
layer of questions focused on desired (but not yet enacted)
crafting, and thus represents a future element. As being
mentioned earlier, job crafting exists of three different types,
task, relational and cognitive, for content validity to hold, it is
important that all three types are included in the questionnaire.
Face validity has been assessed by asking questions in which
the experts got the opportunity to change something about their
job description, their relationships with colleagues and third
parties, and about the meaning of their job. Furthermore, it is
also possible that new types of job crafting will occur in the
future, therefore a general question about possible changes in
the work environment is included, consequently this triggers the
experts to think beyond the current types of job crafting. The
questions that were asked in the first questionnaire are included
in Appendix A.
Since steering the experts towards a certain direction
with answering the open questions is unfavorable, broad
questions were being asked without providing examples of
ways to engage in a certain type of job crafting. This gives the
experts the possibility to think about the possible changes they
want to make in their work or about which they have already
thought, without being influenced by the researcher.
Besides the open-ended questions, round one also
consisted of a survey to see how the experts perceive their
Person-Environment fit.

3.1.2.1 The Person-Environment Fit Survey
In order to study the current Person-Environment fit of
employees, the Perceived Person-Environment Fit Scale
(PPEFS) by Chuang, Shen, & Judge (2015) was used. This
scale was chosen because analyses and tests have revealed that
the PPEFS have good psychometric properties (reliability,
convergent validity, discriminant validity, and criterion-related
validity) (Chuang, et al., 2015). Another reason for working
with the PPEFS is the restricted time frame for this research;
surveys have the advantage of being a simple, clear and quick
way to yield responses and to analyze the data. Since the focus
of this paper is on future expectations of job crafting, it is

sufficient to say whether the employees perceive a high or low
fit by using an established survey. One of the advantages of
quantitative measurements is that it makes observations more
explicit (Babbie, 2013).
Chuang, et al. (2015) developed this theory-driven
and systematically validated multidimensional instrument,
which consists of four measures: The Person-Job Fit Scale
(PJFS), the Person-Organization Fit Scale (POFS), the PersonGroup Fit Scale (PGFS), and the Person-Supervisor Fit Scale
(PSFS). This instrument consists of multiple items that need to
be rated on a 7-point scale (Chuang, et al., 2015)
Nunnally (1976) states that for newly developed
scales, the reliability values have to be above .70. For this scale
the reliability estimates were .84 for PJFS, .91 for POFS, .89 for
PGFS, and .90 for PSFS (Chuang, et al., 2015). Babbie (2013, p
.190) states that one way to help ensure reliability is by using
measures that have proved their reliability in previous research.
However, changes in society and outdated topics might be a
threat for reliability. Since the PPEFS has been published in
2015, we might assume that this instrument measures the right
aspects of Person-Environment fit that are in place in the
current working environments.
When using scales of different fit types from different
sources, this may cause that the effects of the various types of
Person-Environment fit vary not only because of the true
variance of the fit construct but also because of the distinct
methods (Chuang, et al., 2015). Therefore, this survey, that
addresses all the relevant Person-Environment constructs of this
paper, seems to be plausible for determining the PersonEnvironment fit of an employee.
However, a few adaptations had to be made to make
this PPEFS suitable for this research. First of all, the PSFS has
been removed; this because the relationship between PersonSupervisor fit and the future expectations of job crafting goes
beyond the scope of this research. Furthermore, the reliability of
the first round (Person-Environment fit survey and open
questions on job crafting) partly depends on the concentration
of the experts while answering the questionnaire. To prevent the
experts from being discouraged to participate in this research,
the questionnaire should not be too long and too time
consuming; this is also a reason to remove the PSFS. When the
survey part of the questionnaire is perceived as being too long
or too time consuming, this may lead to loss of concentration on
the open questions on job crafting. Eventually this may lead to a
lower response rate and withdrawal. To prevent the possibility
of loss of concentration one half of the experts got the
questionnaire with first the survey questions on PersonEnvironment fit and second the open questions on job crafting
and the other half first had to answer the open questions and
then the survey questions. Secondly, the experts who have
participated in this study have the Dutch nationality, therefore
the questionnaire had to be translated into Dutch. To maintain
the right meaning of the multiple items, a pilot test has been
carried out. With this pilot test three people were asked,
whether they understood the translation and what should be
changed to make it more clear for the experts to understand the
survey items. There it was concluded that the items of the POFS
and PGFS were almost similar, therefore we decided to group
the similar items on Person-Organization fit and Person-Group
fit together to stress that the question was about the
organization as a whole or about the team. Thus providing the
experts with a clearer survey, which should be easier to answer.
The final questionnaire for round one of this study has been
included in Appendix A.

The ASA framework of Schneider (1978) states that people
who perceive a misfit between their values and the values of the
organization will eventually leave the organization. Therefore
ratings of one or two on the scales are not expected. It is
expected that employees who work in an organization do fit to a
higher degree to the different components of PersonEnvironment fit. Therefore I decided to establish the cut-off
point, between low and high fits, as being low (below 5,5) and
high (5,5 and above).

3.1.2.2 Analysis of Round One
Analyzing the first round of data it appeared that the two
different questionnaires, in which the open-ended questions and
the survey had been switched, had no significant differences in
the outcomes. All experts provided multiple answers on the
questions. The only question that sometimes remained
unanswered was the last one about other non-existing types of
job crafting.
In order to analyze the open-ended questions of the
first questionnaire, I relied on coding. Coding is the process
whereby raw data are transformed into standardized form
suitable for machine processing and analysis (Babbie, 2010. p.
300). Coding is necessary because the data from the
questionnaire was logically very function-specific. Since the
second questionnaire needs to be applicable to all experts, it is
important to convert the function-specific data into new general
statements for the second round.
In the first place codes were derived from theory see
Table 1. From the theory section it became clear that employees
can engage in each type of job crafting in three different
manners. Therefore the behaviors in which the experts think
they will engage were categorized by the description of these
different manners. Not all actions could be easily placed into
these pre-established codes. However, this is not problematic
because coding consists of two more aspects: (1) each unit can
have more than one code, (2) hierarchical codes (one included
within another) can be used (Babbie, 2010. p. 398). To illustrate
this, one of the experts mentioned that ‘changing the
configuration of the team in order to live up to all the
ambitions’, was something that the expert would want to
change in the upcoming five years. This statement is rooted in
relational crafting, with a focus on providing valuable help and
support to others in carrying out their jobs, thus code R3.
However, this statement also deals with cognitive crafting, this
by drawing a mental connection between the relationships and
outcomes that are meaningful to them, thus code C3.
Multiple experts mentioned that they want to change
something in the communication, this in processes within the
organization, with colleagues, with third parties. The first one
got code T2, since the experts want to allocate ‘more time into
the communication process within the company’. The latter two
were coded with R2, because these statements were more about
changing the nature of each relationship, ‘better communication
between the colleagues’.
Eventually all the statements were classified by means
of Table 1, since the answers on the last question could also be
traced back to the three existing types of job crafting. However,
more distinctions could be made in the case of relational
crafting. Since the relations can occur with colleagues, but also
with third parties such as the patients, the citizens and suppliers.
Finally, to account for consistency in the codes over
time, the classification was done at one point and five days later
the data was classified once again. Of the 86 statements, 4 were
replaced, which means that there is consistency over time in

95,3 percent of the cases. Unfortunately inter-rater reliability
has not been accounted for, thus other people did not code the
statements. However, the pre-established coding system was
developed in consultation with another person.
Naturally the Perceived Person-Environment Fit Scale also had
to be analyzed. This was done through calculating the means for
each Fit Scale. When the mean was below 5,5 the expert was
indicated with a low fit, when the mean was 5,5 or above, the
expert was indicated with a high fit.
Table 1: Codes for job crafting, based upon Berg, Dutton, &
Wrzesniewski (2013)
Type
of
Job
Crafting
Task Crafting

Code

Description

T1

Add tasks they find meaningful
to their jobs.
Allocate more time, energy, and
attention to tasks that are
already part of their jobs.
Reengineer existing tasks to
make them more meaningful.
Forging relationships with other
who enable them to feel a sense
of pride, dignity, or worth
Changing the nature of each
relationship to be about a new,
more meaningful purpose.
Providing valuable help and
support to others in carrying out
their jobs.
Expand perceptions of the
impact or purpose of their job as
a whole.
Narrow their mental scope of
the purpose of their job on
specific tasks and relationships
that are significant or valuable
to them.
Take advantage of existing
components of their jobs by
drawing mental connections
between specific tasks or
relationships
and
interests,
outcomes, or aspects of their
identities that are meaningful to
them

T2
T3
Relational
Crafting

R1
R2
R3

Cognitive
crafting

C1
C2

C3

3.1.3 Creating the Questionnaire of Round two
Based upon the classification of the first round of data, a new
questionnaire was established for the second round of this
Delphi study. The goal of this second round is to reach
consensus about the future expectations on job crafting and
eventually to answer the research question. This through
confronting the experts with each other’s ideas and insights
(Dalkey, & Helmer, 1963; Bijl, 1991; Kieft, 2011). That is the
reason why a first round was conducted, in which the multiple
opinions of the experts were collected.
One of the requirements of the second questionnaire
was that the questionnaire should be applicable to all of the
experts. Therefore, the answers that meant the same were
combined into a general statement. However, not all answers
could be combined, still there might be experts who think that
some behaviors might be valuable in the future, even though
they did not think of them themselves. That is the reason why
all opinions had to be included in the second questionnaire and
could not be ignored. Eventually this led to what is called the

converging effect, facilitating choices by restricting the choices
(van Houten, & van der Zee, 1980; Kieft, 2011). Since the
experts, in this round, do not have to think of behaviors
themselves, but they are provided with the expectations of other
experts and they have to indicate whether they will also engage
in this behavior in five years from now.
From the first round it became clear that most experts
expect that they will engage more in task crafting and relational
crafting as compared to cognitive crafting. This resulted in
more statements on these first two types of job crafting. Since
most diverse answers were given about relational crafting, the
second questionnaire addressed most of its statements to this
type of job crafting. The experts indicated a distinction between
relationships within the company and with third parties,
therefore statements had to address both types of relationships.
Eventually, this resulted in twelve statements on relationships
within the company and four statements about the relationships
with third parties. The second questionnaire included eleven
statements on job crafting, especially when it came to allocating
more time and energy to tasks and reengineering them. Finally
there were four statements about cognitive crafting, since the
experts did not really indicate that they would change
something about the meaning of their job. The full second
questionnaire, consisting of 31 statements, can be found in
Appendix B.
Due to the fact that the function specific outcomes
from the first round were transformed in more general
statements, in order to make the second questionnaire
applicable to all experts, it was possible to compare this second
questionnaire to the Job Crafting Scale of Tims, Bakker, and
Derks (2011). Since the statements in the second questionnaire
did have some overlap with the thoroughly developed and
validated Job Crafting Scale (Tims, et al., 2011), this indirectly
means that the items on the second questionnaire do, to some
degree, account for validity and reliability.
The statements have to be scaled to the degree to
which the experts think that they will engage in this proactive
behavior in order to craft their job in the coming five years.
Like the statements on Person-Environment fit from the first
round, the statements on the second questionnaire also need to
be ranked on a Likert scale from one to seven. This makes
comparison easier in the final phase of the analysis. In the
analysis the outcomes will eventually be compared to the
perceived degree of Person-Environment fit by the experts.
Consequently there will be looked at the degree at which the
Person-Environment fit impacts the willingness to engage in job
crafting behavior.
Besides scoring the statements on a 7-point Likert
scale, it was also a possibility that the experts already engage in
the behavior mentioned in the statements. Therefore, the experts
were also provided with the opportunity to indicate their current
behavior. When the experts already engage in this behavior, this
means that the experts to some extent already engage in job
crafting and that they are motivated to show proactive behavior.

3.1.3.1 Analysis of Round Two
Whereas coding was the main action in the first round due to
the qualitative structure of the questionnaire, the second
questionnaire had a more quantitative nature. Therefore a
different method for analyzing the results is in place. Standards
for consensus in Delphi research have never been rigorously
established (Mitchell, 1991; von der Gracht, 2012). Moreover,
there are a few criticisms towards measuring consensus in
Delphi studies. De Meyrick (2003) indicated that there is
uncontrolled growth in the ways to measure consensus in

Delphi studies, this means that there is not one specific method
to measure the degree of consensus. Furthermore, Williams and
Webb (1994) found that many researchers do not attempt to set
a consensus level prior to beginning their survey. Von der
Gracht (2012) provides his readers with multiple measures of
consensus, from this paper it became clear that many Delphi
studies use the interquartile range (IQR) in order to quantify
consensus among an expert panel.
The IQR is the measure of dispersion for the median
and consists of the middle 50 percent of the observations
(Sekaran, 2003; von der Gracht, 2012). The IQR is a frequently
used measure in Delphi studies, and it is generally accepted as
an objective and rigorous way of determining consensus (von
der Gracht, 2012). The range of the IQR depends on the number
of response choices, which is seven in this second
questionnaire. Von der Gracht (2012) suggests an IQR of 2 or
less on a 10-unit scale, and an IQR of 1 or less for 4- or 5-unit
scales. De Vet, Brug, de Nooijer, Dijkstra, & de Vries (2005)
used a 7-point Likert scale in their research, they obtained
consensus when the IQR was one or below. Based upon the
information from other literature, I decided to determine the
IQR at the level of 1,25 or less to decide on consensus. Which
is in the middle of the IQRs of 1 and 2 suggested by von der
Gracht (2012) with more tendency towards 1 due to the
research of de Vet, et al. (2005)
Analyzing the second questionnaire, the median for
each type of job crafting was determined per expert. Resulting
in three medians per expert; the overall median, the median of
the items related to task crafting and the median of items on
relational crafting. The use of median score, based on Likert
scales, is strongly favored in literature (Hill & Fowles, 1975;
Eckman, 1983; Jacobs, 1996; Hsu, & Sandford, 2007; McLeod,
2008; von der Gracht, 2012). Than, for each dimension of
Person-Environment fit a ranking will be made of the experts
and their median from a high to a low degree of fit (See
Appendix C). With the cut-off point of 5,5 dividing the two
groups. Thus for Person-Organization fit, the overall median of
the whole questionnaire will be determined per expert. For
Person-Job fit, the median of the items on task crafting will be
indicated, and for Person-Group fit the median of the items on
relational crafting will be calculated.
To see whether there is a consensus within the groups
with either a high or a low fit, the IQR was determined. With an
IQR of 1,25 or less indicating that there is consensus within the
group.
However, the hypotheses should also be tested, to see
whether there is a relation between the Person-Environment fit
of an employee and his/her willingness to engage in job crafting
in the future. Therefore a statistical test should be conducted.
Since the scores on the Likert scales are measured at ordinal
level, a non-parametric test is preferred. Non-parametic tests
often evaluate medians rather than means, and therefore if the
data have one or two outliers, the outcome of the analysis is not
affected (Harmon, 2011). The non-parametric Mann-Whitney U
test was used to determine whether differences existed
regarding the willingness to engage in job crafting between
employees perceiving a high or either a low fit on the three
dimensions of Person-Environment fit. Statistically significant
levels are reported for p values less than or equal to .05. Highly
significant levels are p values less than .001.

4. RESULTS
4.1 Round one

narrowing the scope of their job on specific tasks, such as
focusing on the patients, gives the experts the opportunity to
deal with the increasingly administrative tasks.

4.1.1 Questionnaire

4.1.1.4 Other Findings

Analyzing the first round of the Delphi study, first the answers
on the open-ended questions on job crafting were analyzed.

4.1.1.1 Task Crafting
The majority of the given answers on task crafting was found to
be classified in the T2, thus allocating more time, energy and
attention into existing tasks. After that the experts were most
likely to reengineer their existing tasks instead of adding new
tasks. However, I noticed that, in order for the experts to
allocate more time into existing tasks, they first have to
reengineer them to create space to allocate more time and
energy to those specific tasks. Of the experts who want to add
tasks, these tasks seem to have both relational and cognitive
crafting components in them. For example, the experts who
have a supportive role (e.g. general practitioner assistant, nurse)
want to take over existing tasks of the specialist in order to help
them out, be more supportive and to get a larger responsibility.
It was also found that experts who work in companies
where they use a generic job description, employees are less
inclined to change something about their tasks. This might be
due to the fact that in generic job descriptions there is more
emphasis on the nature and complexity of the tasks instead of
the specific activities and tasks that are part of the job. This
provides the experts with more opportunities to fit their job to
their own insights and their characteristics. Therefore those
experts might not really think about things they want to change
because they already have more leeway to change something
about their tasks, so change will proceed gradually.
Another thing that was mentioned by multiple
experts, especially in the caring industry, is that the
administrative tasks come at the cost of the time they have with
their patients. Since most of the experts have considerable
experience in their field, tenure of multiple years, they
experienced that these administrative tasks are prevailing. For
the future they would like to get back to basic.

4.1.1.2 Relational Crafting
The answers on the question about relational crafting could be
placed most often in the category of R2, where the experts most
often want to change the nature of each relationship to be more
meaningful. Those relationships are not only focused on their
direct colleagues, but also on the target group for which they
provide services, such as the citizens of their municipality, their
patients, their students and clients. What comes up is that the
experts want their target group to participate in the process, this
in order to provide better services. For example they want to
involve their citizens in the policy process to create a better
reach.
Changing the nature of the relationships with their
colleagues, most experts want to establish a better cooperation
with them. For example by creating more attention for
teambuilding, and thus reducing the rivalry. Furthermore, some
experts indicate that they want to transfer their acquired
knowledge to colleagues and accompany the starters.

4.1.1.3 Cognitive Crafting
When it comes to cognitive crafting, there is not much that the
experts want to change. They say that changing something
about the tasks will not give their job more meaning, but will
provide more of a challenge. This seems to be something most
experts aim for, having a challenge in their job. Furthermore

Finally, the question about changing something other than
tasks, relations or cognition, did not come up with very new
insights. Most answers could be traced back to the existing
codes. Especially the ones about the communication, were a bit
harder to classify. For example, a few experts mentioned that
they want to change something about the communication.
Eventually this will have a positive impact on the relations and
might ensure that the noses point in the same direction.
Therefore the communication point is taken into account for the
second round of data collection.
One expert thinks that the abolishment of the new
ways of working (Nieuwe werken) will ensure better
cooperation, since the expertise and knowledge of the team will
then be raised. All team members will then know where each
team member is working on, instead of working individually on
reaching their own targets. However, from the theory section it
became clear that there are more rapid changes in the
workplace, which require more flexibility from the employees.
The new ways of working are partly characterized by
flexibility. Therefore, it might be assumed that the new ways of
working will continue to exist in the future. Besides that,
abolishing the new ways of working is not something an
employee can achieve on its own. Therefore there will be no
statement about the abolishment of the new ways of working,
but there will be a statement about the cooperation with
colleagues.

4.1.2 The Survey
After the open questions were analyzed, it was important to
determine the degree of fit of each of the experts to the
components of Person-Environment fit. As mentioned in the
theory section, the ASA framework states that when employees
experience that they do not have the same values as the
company, that they will leave the company. There seems to be
an agreement with the ASA framework of Schneider (1987)
since none of the experts scored a statement with one or two.
Besides that, barely any statement was scored with three or four
points, which indicates that the overlap between the values of
the employee and its work environment are quite balanced.
However, there still exists a wide space where employees have
the opportunity to change something about their work
environment to make sure that the values of the employee and
the values of the company are more aligned where needed.
The experts who perceived somewhat lower scores on
the scales mentioned that they do think about changing jobs.
This due to the fact that they want to pursue more of a challenge
in their job and they do not see that happening in their current
position. One of the reasons for staying within the company is
that this provides the experts with certainty and with income.
Even the experts, who scored very high on all the
components of the scale, still have things they would like to
change. Especially these experts seem to be the ones who want
to add new tasks to their current job description.
The experts who perceived somewhat lower scores on
the Person-Organization Fit Scale are the ones who would like
to create a better connection with the management, because
sometimes they feel misunderstood and due to the longer lines
and the management layers the experts feel like they are
working inefficient. This inefficiency comes at the cost of
providing good services for their target group.

4.2 Round two
For the second round of the Delphi study, I yielded 17
responses out of the 19 experts who participated in the first
round, thus representing a response rate of 89,5 percent. This
will most likely cause no problems with analyzing the data. For
the reason that there were other experts who work in the same
industry.
Figure 1 gives the graphical representation of the high and low
Person-Job -, Person-Organization – and Person-Group fit and
the distribution of the degree to which the experts in these
groups are willing to engage in job crafting.

4.2.1 Person-Organization Fit and Job Crafting
Starting with the Person-Organization fit, from theory it became
clear that Person-Organization fit depends both on the values of
the employee and the values of the organization. Depending on
those different values and needs of the employee, the employee
will try to balance the Person-Organization fit by engaging in
the type of job crafting that addresses this particular value or
need, at least that is expected. Therefore Person-Organization
fit looks at the median over the whole questionnaire. This
resulted in the dispersions that are displayed in Figure 1. In the
group of experts who perceive high Person-Organization fit (n
=10), there has not been reached consensus (IQR = 1,75) about
the future of job crafting. This might especially be due to the
statements on cognitive crafting, where the experts with high
Person-Organization fit indicated that they are not really
thinking about changing the meaning of their job. However,
consensus has been reached in the group of experts who
perceive a low Person-Organization fit (n = 7, IQR = 0.5). They

also show that they are willing to change something in their
work environment to restore the balance.
Figure 1 shows that the medians of both groups are
equal (Mdn = 5). The Mann-Whitney U test support the finding
that both groups are equal, indicating that the willingness to
engage in job crafting behavior for employees with high
Person-Organization fit (Mdn = 5) is the same as for employees
with a low Person-Organization fit (Mdn = 5), U = 35,5, Z = .05, p = 1,040, r = .01.

4.2.2 Person-Job Fit and Task Crafting
Looking at Figure 1, both groups in the Person-Job fit reached a
consensus, with an IQR of 0,5 for the group with high fit (n
=12) and an IQR of 1 for the group with low fit (n =5).
However, as opposed to the expectation that
employees with a low Person-Job fit will report to engage in
task crafting within five years, it seems like employees with a
higher Person-Job fit will engage to a higher degree in task
crafting. One expert with a high Person-Job fit indicates that
he/she is not willing to engage in task crafting within five years
from now. Than there is one employee, perceiving a low
Person-Job fit, who also indicates that he/she is less willing to
engage in task crafting within five years from now.
The medians of the group with a high Person-Job fit
and a low Person-Job fit were equal (Mdn = 5). A MannWhitney U test was conducted to evaluate the difference in the
responses of our 7-Likert scale statements on task crafting. No
significant effect was found; U = 24, Z = -.63, p = .529, r =
.15. This outcome of the Man-Whitney U test shows that the
willingness to engage in task crafting is equal for employees

perceiving a high Person-Job fit and a low Person-Job fit.

4.2.3 Person-Group Fit and Relational Crafting
Finally, when it comes to Person-Group fit, one expert indicated
on all the statements on relational crafting that he/she was
already engaging in this behavior. Therefore this expert was
omitted in the graphical representation in Figure 1. Resulting in
eleven experts perceiving a high Person-Group fit and five
experts perceiving a low Person-Group fit. Consensus has been
reached in the group with high Person-Group fit, with an IQR of
1,25. No consensus is found in the group with low PersonGroup fit, with an IQR of 1,5. However, the opinions of the
experts with high Person-Group fit are much wider dispersed
than of the group with experts perceiving a lower Person-Group
fit. Of all the statements, it was most often indicated at
statements of relational crafting, that the experts already
engaged in some of the behaviors at this moment.
The Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to evaluate
the hypothesis that employees perceiving a high Person-Group
fit are equal to employees perceiving a low Person-Group fit
when it comes to engaging in relational crafting. The results of
the Mann-Whitney U test showed that this hypothesis had to be
retained (U = 26, Z = -.16, p = .873, r = .04).
A short summary, of all the values obtained through conducting
the Mann-Whitney U test, is represented in Table 2. The
sample size per fit is represented, together with the median of
the type of job crafting. Together with the values that are
necessary for the Mann-Whitney U test, such as mean, standard
deviation, the U-, Z- and p-value. Finally, the effect size (r) is
also showed, representing the strength of the relationship
between the two groups perceiving either high or low fit.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
At the beginning of this paper, there were three hypotheses
concluded.
The first hypothesis was: “Employees who currently
experience a low Person-Organization fit will report to engage
more in job crafting within five years from now, compared to
employees who currently experience a high PersonOrganization fit.” Since the Mann-Whitney U test in the result
section showed that the groups of experts with both high and

low Person-Organization fit are equally inclined to engage in
job crafting within five years from now, this first hypothesis has
to be rejected.
This might result from the fact that the
needs of the experts were not addressed on beforehand,
therefore it was not clear which needs the experts wished to
pursue and thus how they would fulfill those needs by engaging
in the different types of job crafting. This might also explain
the dispersion of opinions within the group of experts
perceiving a high Person-Organization fit, everybody is
different and thus has other values on which they focus.
However, it seems like all experts will to some degree engage
in job crafting behavior in the upcoming five years.
The second hypothesis, stated “Employees who
currently experience a low Person-Job fit will report to engage
in task crafting within five years from now.” Here too, the
output from the Mann-Whitney U test showed that the
willingness to engage in task crafting is equal in both groups.
Therefore, this hypothesis has to be rejected too. Looking at the
two most extreme cases (an overview of the scores on fit and
the medians for the types of job crafting can be found in
Appendix C) it looks like the experts who perceived a high
Person-Job fit are the ones who engage more in task crafting, as
opposed to the two experts who perceived the lowest PersonJob fit, they are the ones who state that they are not really
willing to engage in behavior to change something in their
tasks. However, the expert with a median of 3 on task crafting
works so close with her supervisor, that it is really hard to
change something about the job without having an effect on the
supervisor. Thus providing a possible reason why this expert
displayed a lower willingness to engage in task crafting. This
finding is supported by literature, namely in order to engage in
job crafting, it is important that employees perceive that there
are opportunities for job crafting (Wrzesniewski, & Dutton,
2001). Whereas high task interdependence and close monitoring
by the supervisor have a negative effect on the perception to
craft a job, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) found that
flexibility in the workplace might lead to perceived
opportunities to craft a job. However, in this research those
perceived opportunities for job crafting have not been taken into
account.

Table 2. Short summary of the values obtained by carrying out the Mann-Whitney U tests.
Sample
Median
Mean
S.D.
U
Z
H0: Employees with high PO Fit engage as much in job crafting as employees with low PO Fit.
High PO
Fit

10

5

Low PO
Fit

7

5

35

10,247

35,5

p

r

.05

1,04

.01

-.632

.529

.15

.873

.04

H0: Employees with high PJ Fit engage as much in task crafting as employees with low PJ Fit.
High PJ
Fit

12

5

Low PJ Fit

5

5

30

9,487

24

H0: Employees with high PG Fit engage as much in relational crafting as employees with low PG Fit.
High PG
Fit

11

5

Low PG
Fit

5

5

27,5

9,22

26

-.16

Trying to explain the outliers on Person-Organization
and Person-Job fit in Figure 1: It might be the case that the
expert, who perceived a high Person-Job fit and a high PersonOrganization fit, is not willing to engage in task crafting or job
crafting in general, due to the fact that this person works with a
generic job description. From the results in the first rounds it
already became clear that employees who work by the means of
a generic job description have more leeway to change things
than employees who do not work based on this description.
Therefore it might be the case those employees are less inclined
to think about the changes they want to establish, since it is
possible to change things gradually and the experts have to
think less about whether it is possible to make the change
happen.
The final hypothesis was “Employees who currently
experience a low Person-Group fit will report to engage in
relational crafting within five years from now.” The expert who
perceived the highest Person-Group fit already engages in
almost all of the relational statements. Whereas the expert who
perceived the lowest Person-Group fit is to a lesser degree
inclined to engage in proactive relational crafting, with a
median of 4,5 (See Appendix C). Than there is an expert who
perceived a high Person-Group fit, but who has still the
intention to change things in the relations. Resulting from the
Mann-Whitney U test, this hypothesis also had to be rejected,
since the outcome indicated that both groups are again equal in
their willingness to engage in job crafting, in this case
addressing relational crafting.
Trying to explain the findings of the
research, the characteristics of the experts may also play an
important role in the outcomes. Tenure for example, with a
mean of 15,5 years, it might be the case that experts who have a
higher tenure already did their best trying to proactively change
things in their working environment in the past. It is possible
that they came across difficulties then, and thus that they are
less inclined to show proactive behavior in the future.
Furthermore, regarding the mean age of the experts (49 years),
it is a fact that people will age and thus, within five years from
now, they will be closer to the retirement age (as is the case
with the outlier). This provides a possible reason why experts
might be less willing to engage in proactive behavior, since they
will enjoy these changes for a shorter period of time. Another
expert who scored high on Person-Job fit but has a mean of 4 on
task crafting, underpinned this with the remark that within five
years he/she is diminishing his/her tasks, due to getting closer to
the retirement age.
The findings of this research may have some practical and
theoretical implications.
First of all, the findings of this research have some
practical implications for managers. As being mentioned in
theory section, employees are no longer passive receivers of
information (Daniels, 2006), this is supported by the fact that
the experts showed a tendency to engage in proactive behavior
within five years from now. Although there seems to be a weak
relationship between the perceived Person-Environment fit and
the intention to engage in job crafting behavior in the future,
this does not mean that the different components of PersonEnvironment fit do not have a connection to the types of job
crafting. The experts indicated that, within five years from now,
they want to engage in behavior to keep up with the level of
knowledge, skills and abilities required by their job, which are
components of Person-Job fit. Besides that, the experts
indicated that relational crafting is something in which, to a
certain degree, they will all engage. Which may be caused by
the basic human need for belongingness, as is a component of

Person-Group fit. Finally, the needs and values, which are an
important part of Person-Organization fit, seem to have
implications on the degree to engage in job crafting. Most
experts indicated that they are looking for a challenge within
their job. Trying to create those challenges, they will engage in
the appropriate type of job crafting. Therefore it might be more
interesting for managers to map the needs and values of their
employees in order to understand the behaviors of their
employees, instead of mapping the Person-Environment fit.
Thus, changes will happen, however, for the manager to deal
with them it might be more interesting for the manager to
understand the values and needs of its employees, instead of
focusing on the Person-Environment fit.
Of course this paper has some theoretical implications
too. Whereas a relationship between the Person-Environment fit
and the intention to engage in future job crafting was expected,
this did not hold. Still the different variables that make up for
Person-Organization, Person-Job and Person-Group fit, did
touch upon factors that have part in job crafting. Such as the
values and needs of the employees, the knowledge skills and
abilities and the human need for contact and belongingness.
This implicates that there are more underlying factors which
influence the willingness to engage in job crafting behavior,
besides the currently known antecedents of job crafting, which
are the needs for control, positive image and connection to
others.
Concluding, the central question of this paper was
“What are the differences between the expectations of
employees with high versus low Person-Environment fit
regarding the types of job crafting that will occur five years
from now?” From the discussion of the hypotheses it became
clear that the degree of fit on the components of PersonEnvironment fit does not have much influence on engaging in a
certain type of job crafting. However, it was found that almost
all experts expected to engage in job crafting behavior within
five years from now. This is in conformity with the fact that
employees are no longer passive perceivers, and that where
possible they can actively engage in designing their work
environment. Job crafting therefore seems to be an ongoing
process and even has the tendency to become more important in
the future. Some experts indicated that they already engage in
relational crafting at this moment. A factor that seems to
influence the willingness to engage in job crafting behavior
seems to be the age; people who are reaching the pension age
expect to engage a little less in job crafting behavior. Finally,
the reason why employees will start to engage in job crafting
behavior is dependent upon the specific needs, which the
employee tries to fulfill.

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE
RESEARCH
There are multiple limitations attached to this research, which
will offer possibilities for future research. Starting with the
future perspective of this paper. It is impossible to predict the
future, due to the fact that certain circumstances might occur,
without expecting this in advance. Thus, at the moment when
the experts say that they will engage in a certain behavior five
years from now, it is still possible that this will not happen
because of other variables and events that were not accounted
for in the first place. Therefore it would be better to conduct
longitudinal research, this means that the experts are followed
for a longer period of time, this gives a better foundation for
statements about the future due to an in depth focus on the
subject. Unfortunately this was not possible for this research,
due to the restricted time frame of ten weeks, in which it is very
difficult to follow people who are willing to change something

about their job or work environment.
Than there are some limitations concerning the Delphi
method; one of them is provided by Gordon (1994) “Because
the number of respondents is usually small, Delphis do not (and
are not intended to) produce statistically significant results; in
other words, the results provided by any panel do not predict
the response of a larger population or even a different Delphi
panel. They represent the synthesis of opinion of the particular
group, no more, no less.” This means that the results found in
this paper cannot be generalized to a larger population.
Another limitation of this Delphi study is the fact that
a pre-determined number of rounds has been used. With a
stipulated number of rounds, a certain amount of Delphi
statements may not reach stability and consensus standards
(Von der Grachten, 2012). Future research could therefore
focus more on the arguments behind the rankings on the
questionnaires. This will give more insight in to the reason why
people will act like they say they will, and conclusion will be
better grounded.
A remark about the age and tenure has been made in
the discussion section. This may cause that some experts are not
willing to change, due to possible negative experiences while
trying to change previously and due to reaching the retirement
age employees might not find it feasible to change since they
cannot profit from the change on the long-term. Therefore it
might be useful for future research to focus more on job crafting
among younger workers, who still have many years of work
ahead.
During the analysis phase of this research, inter-rater
reliability was not taken into account, providing another
limitation. This may have resulted in some miscoding with the
statements from the first round.
This paper did not take the conditions into account
that are necessary in order to engage in job crafting.
Wrzesniewski & Dutton (2001) mention a few contributors of
the perceived opportunity to craft a job. They state that a higher
degree of task interdependence will result in a lower perception
of job crafting. Furthermore they found that the closeness of
monitoring or supervision by management also has a negative
effect on the perception to craft a job. On the other hand, with
more and more flexibility in the workplace this may lead to
perceived opportunities to job craft (Wrzesniewski & Dutton,
2001). However, these conditions have not been accounted for
in this research. Perhaps experts would argue that these
arguments are the reason why they will not engage in the future
of job crafting. Letting go of the predetermined number of
rounds for a Delphi study will eventually yield more indepth
information about job crafting. Such as the reasons why people
think that they will or will not engage in this specific behavior.
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9. APPENDIX
Appendix A
Enschede, 18 mei 2015
Beste heer/mevrouw ……,
Voor mijn bachelorscriptie aan de Universiteit Twente doe ik onderzoek naar de
manier waarop werknemers in de toekomst op een actieve manier zelf veranderingen
aanbrengen in hun werk, ook wel bekend als job crafting. Dit kan bijvoorbeeld door
extra taken aan te nemen die niet in uw taakomschrijving staan, door veranderingen
aan te brengen in de relaties op de werkvloer (met collega’s of met de doelgroep
waarmee u werkt), of door veranderingen aan te brengen in de betekenis van uw werk.
De mate waarin u, als werknemer, in de toekomst veranderingen aanbrengt in
uw werk is deels afhankelijk van de huidige pasvorm tussen uzelf en uw
werkomgeving (de functie, de organisatie, het team/de collega’s).
Om de toekomst van job crafting in kaart te brengen, bestaat mijn onderzoek uit twee
verschillende vragenlijsten. In de eerste vragenlijst wordt de huidige pasvorm tussen u
en uw werkomgeving in kaart gebracht. Daarnaast wordt er aan u gevraagd op wat
voor manier u, tussen nu en vijf jaar, aanpassingen in uw werk gaat doorvoeren.
Deze eerste vragenlijst bestaat uit drie onderdelen. In deel één worden enkele
standaard gegevens gevraagd over u en uw werk. Deel twee bestaat uit gesloten
vragen over u als persoon en de manier waarop u zaken ervaart ten aanzien van uw
functie/organisatie/ relaties op de werkvloer. Hiervoor is gebruik gemaakt van een
aangepaste versie van de Person-Environment Fit Scale van Chuang, Shen, & Judge
(2015). Deel drie van deze vragenlijst bestaat uit vier open vragen betreffende
toekomstige aanpassingen in uw werk, relaties op de werkvloer en de betekenis van
uw werk.
Wanneer de gegevens van de eerste vragenlijst verwerkt zijn, ontvangt u een
tweede vragenlijst. Hier wordt gevraagd in welke mate u in de toekomst verwacht om
deel te nemen aan bepaalde soorten veranderingen in uw werk. Het doel van deze
tweede ronde is: ‘Het vinden van overeenkomsten tussen de verschillende deelnemers
over de toekomst van job crafting.’
Het invullen van de vragenlijst duurt niet langer dan 20 minuten. Daarnaast worden
alle persoonlijke gegevens en de antwoorden die u geeft anoniem verwerkt. Mocht u
vragen hebben betreffende dit onderzoek, dan ben ik bereikbaar via
l.rietveld@student.utwente.nl .
In verband met het verwerken van de gegevens en het opstellen van de tweede
vragenlijst, zie ik de ingevulde vragenlijst graag retour voor 23 mei 2015.
Ik wil u alvast hartelijk bedanken voor uw deelname aan mijn onderzoek.
Met vriendelijke groet,
Lianne Rietveld

Deel 1: Standaard gegevens
Leeftijd:
Sekse:

man/vrouw

Bedrijf:
Functie:
Vaste aanstelling:

ja/nee

Dienstverband:

fulltime/parttime

Aantal uren per week:
Aantal jaren in dienst:
Deel 2: Stellingen
Dit gedeelte bestaat uit stellingen: Het is de bedoeling dat u een cijfer toekent aan de
overlap die u ervaart ten aanzien van uzelf en uw functie, uw organisatie en de relaties
op de werkvloer.
Hierbij staat 1 voor helemaal geen overeenkomst en 7 voor een complete
overeenkomst.

1. Hoe waardeert u de overeenkomst tussen uw professionele vaardigheden,
kennis en capaciteiten en de vereisten voor uw functie?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. Hoe waardeert u de overeenkomst tussen uw persoonlijkheidstrekken (bv.
extravert vs. introvert; doener vs. denker) en de vereisten voor uw functie?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. Komen de interesses die u voor ogen had voor deze functie overeen met de
daadwerkelijke interesses die bij deze functie horen?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. Hoe zou u de overeenkomst waarderen tussen de karakteristieken van uw
huidige functie (bv. autonomie, belangrijkheid, de diversiteit aan
vaardigheden) en deze die u wenst voor uw functie?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5a. Waarden binnen de organisatie:
Waardeer de overeenkomsten tussen de manier waarop u de hieronder
genoemde waarden benadrukt en de manier waarop uw organisatie deze
waarden benadrukt.
-‐

Eerlijkheid / Integriteit
1

-‐

4

5

6

7

2

3

4

5

6

7

5

6

7

5

6

7

Billijkheid/ Redelijkheid
1

-‐

3

Prestaties
1

-‐

2

2

3

4

Het helpen van anderen
1

2

3

4

5b. Waarden binnen uw team:
Waardeer de overeenkomsten tussen de manier waarop u de hieronder
genoemde waarden benadrukt en de manier waarop uw team/collega’s deze
waarden benadrukken.
-‐

Eerlijkheid / Integriteit
1

-‐

4

5

6

7

2

3

4

5

6

7

5

6

7

5

6

7

Billijkheid/ Redelijkheid
1

-‐

3

Prestaties
1

-‐

2

2

3

4

Het helpen van anderen
1

2

3

4

6a. Doelstellingen binnen de organisatie:
Hoe waardeert u de overeenkomsten tussen uw doelen en de doelen van uw
organisatie, als het aankomt op de volgende punten?
-‐

Beloningen
1

-‐

2

3

4

5

6

7

De verwachte hoeveelheid inspanning
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-‐

De samenwerking met andere afdelingen
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6b. Doelstellingen van uw team:
Hoe waardeert u de overeenkomsten tussen uw doelen en de doelen van uw
team, als het aankomt op de volgende punten?
-‐

Beloningen
1

-‐

3

4

5

6

7

De verwachte hoeveelheid inspanning
1

-‐

2
2

3

4

5

6

7

De samenwerking met de andere leden van het team
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7. Karakteristieken van uw team:
Hoe waardeert u de overeenkomsten tussen uzelf en uw andere teamleden,
gebaseerd op de volgende karakteristieken?
-‐

Persoonlijkheid
1

-‐

3

4

5

6

7

3

4

5

6

7

3

4

5

6

7

Werkstijl
1

-‐

2
2

Levensstijl
1

2

Deel 3: Open vragen
1. U heeft de mogelijkheid om binnen nu en vijf jaar de taken binnen uw huidige
functieomschrijving aan te passen. Wat zou u veranderen?

2. U heeft de mogelijkheid om binnen nu en vijf jaar veranderingen aan te
brengen in de relaties met uw collega’s (management/bestuur) en externen
(cliënten, gasten, patiënten, leerlingen). Wat zou u veranderen?

3. U heeft de mogelijkheid om binnen nu en vijf jaar veranderingen aan te
brengen in wat uw baan voor u betekent. Hoe zou u uw baan dan zien en wat
zou u veranderen?

4. Zijn er nog andere zaken die u tussen nu en vijf jaar zou willen veranderen aan
uw werk?

Appendix B
Sassenheim, 10 juni 2015
Beste heer/mevrouw …,

Nadat de gegevens uit de eerste vragenlijst waren geanalyseerd, is deze tweede vragenlijst tot stand gekomen.
Deze vragenlijst bestaat opnieuw uit verschillende uitspraken, maar deze keer hebben de uitspraken betrekking op
de veranderingen die u wellicht in de toekomst ik uw werk wilt doorvoeren.
De gegevens uit de eerste vragenlijst waren logischerwijs zeer functiespecifiek. Deze zijn zoveel
mogelijk omgevormd naar algemene uitspraken, zodat elke werknemer, onafhankelijk van de sector, in staat wordt
gesteld om de uitspraken te beoordelen op een schaal van één tot en met zeven. Mocht het toch zo zijn dat een
bepaalde uitspraak niet op uw functie van toepassing is, dan kunt u dit aangeven. Daarnaast kan het zijn dat u
bepaalde uitspraken op dit moment al zoveel mogelijk doorvoert, ook dit kunt u aangeven in de tabel.
Op basis van de nieuwe data die ik uit deze vragenlijst verkrijg, kijk ik of er overeenkomsten zijn tussen
de verschillende deelnemers over de toekomst van job crafting. Ik tracht mijn onderzoeksvraag te beantwoorden
door de verschillende verwachtingen van de werknemers ten aanzien van job crafting en hun huidige PersonEnvironment fit in kaart te brengen.
Deze laatste vragenlijst neemt niet meer dan tien minuten van uw tijd in beslag. De antwoorden die u geeft worden
anoniem verwerkt. Mocht u vragen hebben betreffende deze vragenlijst, dan kunt u mij bereiken via
l.rietveld@student.utwente.nl .
In verband met het verwerken van de gegevens en het beantwoorden van de onderzoeksvraag, zie ik de ingevulde
vragenlijst graag retour voor maandag 15 juni 2015.

Ik wil u opnieuw bedanken dat u de tijd neemt om mij te helpen bij mijn bacheloropdracht.
Met vriendelijke groet,
Lianne Rietveld

Mocht u interesse hebben in de uitkomsten van het onderzoek, dan mag u hieronder uw e-mailadres invullen,
vervolgens zorg ik dat u een kopie van mijn Engelstalige scriptie ontvangt wanneer ik deze heb afgerond.

De volgende uitspraken gaan over uw toekomstige gedrag op het werk.
Geef bij elke uitspraak aan in hoeverre u het ermee eens door een passend
cijfer te geven.
Hierbij staat 1 voor helemaal niet en 7 voor zoveel mogelijk.
Tussen nu en vijf jaar…

1

… houd ik mijn kennis, vaardigheden
en competenties op het juiste niveau
door cursussen te volgen.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

2

… heb ik meer ruimte gecreëerd om
mij te specialiseren.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

3

4

…
vergroot
ik
mijn
verantwoordelijkheden door extra
taken
bij
mijn
huidige
werkzaamheden te nemen.
… heb ik mijn werkzaamheden
aangepast
aan
de
komende
ontwikkelingen in mijn werkgebied.

5

… heb ik mijn werkdruk verminderd
door bepaalde taken af te stoten.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

6

… neem ik taken over van collega’s/
mijn meerdere, om hen zo beter te
kunnen ondersteunen.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

7

… richt ik mijn werkzaamheden zo
in, dat ik mijn doelgroep beter kan
begeleiden en hen passende hulp kan
bieden.

8

… heb ik meer ruimte en tijd
gecreëerd voor mijn doelgroep.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

9

… vraag ik meer om inhoudelijke
feedback.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

10

… werk ik door een verbeterde
communicatie efficiënter en wordt er
minder gepraat en meer gedaan.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

11

… besteed ik, indien mogelijk,
bepaalde taken uit om zo meer tijd te

hebben voor andere werkzaamheden.

12

… heb ik meer aandacht gecreëerd
voor het verbeteren van de
bedrijfsprocessen.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

13

… heb ik meer collega’s als
sparringpartners om mij heen
verzameld.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

18

… werk ik samen met mijn directe
collega’s als gelijkwaardige partners
aan onze vraagstukken/doelen.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

19

… spreek ik collega’s aan op hun
houding en gedrag.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

20

… heb ik meer contact met andere
afdelingen, om het contact en de
samenwerking met hen te verbeteren.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

14

15

16

17

21

22

23

24

… communiceer ik meer met het
management,
zodat
er
meer
duidelijkheid is en de opdrachten van
bovenaf op een juiste manier worden
uitgevoerd.
… heb ik (samen met mijn directe
collega’s), door de communicatie te
verbeteren, het management meer bij
de werkvloer betrokken en zo meer
begrip gecreëerd.
… beslis ik zelf mee in de
besluitvorming over de invulling van
mijn werkzaamheden door inspraak te
vragen of eventueel te eisen.
… heb ik meer aandacht voor
teambuilding gecreëerd

… ben ik bezig met het overbrengen
van de door mij opgedane kennis aan
(nieuwe) collega’s en begeleid ik hen
bij
het
uitvoeren
van
hun
werkzaamheden.
… spoor ik collega’s aan om het beste
uit zichzelf en hun ambities te halen.
… heb ik (samen met collega’s) de
structuur van het bedrijf beter in kaart
gebracht, zodat men weet wie
waarvoor verantwoordelijk, dan wel
het aanspreekpunt is.
… betrek ik “de afnemer*”, indien
mogelijk, actief bij het maken en
uitvoeren van het beleid.

* lees: de burger, patiënt, ouders van
de leerlingen, de docent, cliënt, gast.

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

… bekijk ik per zaak/patiënt/leerling
wat de gewenste handelingen zijn in
plaats van een standaardprotocol te
volgen.
… breng ik meer tijd door met “de
afnemer*”, met het doel om meer
wederzijds begrip te creëren.
* lees: de burger, patiënt, ouders van
de leerlingen, de docent, cliënt, gast.
… heb ik ervoor gezorgd dat mijn
organisatie meer naar buiten is
getreden en dat de doelgroep/andere
externen meer naar binnen zijn
getreden.
… focus ik mij meer op de
onderdelen van mijn werk die mij een
goed gevoel geven, in plaats van de
randzaken eromheen.
… begeef ik mij meer tussen “de
doelgroep” in plaats van mijn vaste
werkplaats, om te zien dat mijn werk
nut heeft.
… creëer ik meer uitdaging in mijn
werk door taken binnen mijn
functieomschrijving aan te passen,
dan wel meer tijd te besteden aan de
taken die mij aanspreken.
… haal ik meer voldoening uit mijn
werk door mijn kennis, vaardigheden
en competenties beter te benutten.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dit doe ik nu al
zoveel mogelijk

n.v.t.

Appendix C
Table 1 represents the groups of experts who perceived high fits on the Person-Job Fit Scale, the PersonOrganization Fit Scale and the Person-Group Fit Scale. The scores of the fits are represented in the columns,
together with the median score of that expert on the particular type of job crafting, related to that fit.
Table 1. Experts who perceived high fits on the dimensions of Person-Environment fit and their scores on
job crafting.
High PersonJob Fit

Median Task
Crafting

High PersonOrganization
Fit

Overall
Median

High PersonGroup Fit

Median
Relational
crafting

7

5

6,71

5

6,7

Already

6,75

6

6,29

7

6,4

5

6,5

5

6,29

1 / already

6,3

5

6,25

1

6,14

5

6,2

7

6,25

6

6

5

6

6

6

5

5,86

6

5,9

6

5,75

5

5,71

4

5,7

4

5,75

4

5,7

3

5,7

5

5,75

6

5,7

6

5,7

6

5,75

5

5,57

5

5,6

3

5,75

5

5,55

4,5

5,5

5

5,5

5

Table 2 represents the groups of experts who perceived low fits on the Person-Job Fit Scale, the PersonOrganization Fit Scale and the Person-Group Fit Scale. The scores of the fits are represented in the columns,
together with the median score of that expert on the particular type of job crafting, related to that fit.

Table 2. Experts who perceived low fits on the dimensions of Person-Environment fit and their scores on job
crafting.
Low PersonJob Fit

Median Task
Crafting

Low PersonOrganization
Fit

Overall
Median

Low PersonGroup Fit

Median
Relational
Crafting

4,5

5,5

5,33

4

5,33

6

4,75

5

5,3

5

5,3

4

5

5

5,14

5

5,1

6

5,25

3

5

6

5,1

5

5,25

4

4,86

5

4,56

4,5

4,43

5

3,57

6

