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ABSTRACT:  
Previous research often recommends the analysis of the relationship between job crafting and various 

organizational antecedents. This research tries to examine such a relationship, namely the one between 

formalization and managerial expectations towards the future of job crafting. It was hypothesized that managers 

working in formal organizations would expect more cognitive job crafting than task- and relational job crafting, 

while managers working in informal organizations would expect more task- and relational job crafting than 

cognitive job crafting. Responses to an initial quantitative survey on formalization were used to divide respondents 

into two research groups, being managers working in formally and informally structured firms. Then, the Delphi 

method was used to first ask respondents for qualitative expectations towards the future of job crafting, after which 

respondents were asked to reflect on all general job crafting expectations that were found in the first stage by 

assessing their expected likelihood in future practice on a five point Likert scale. Analysis of the differences in 

means and consensuses within the ratings of the two research groups lead to confirmation of the first hypothesis, 

while the second hypothesis was rejected since informal managers did not expect task- and relational job crafting 

to a larger extent than cognitive job crafting. An additional conclusion that could be derived from the results was 

that informal managers, in comparison to formal managers, were more aware of job crafting in general. Also, 

informal managers reached more agreement on the future occurrence of job crafting than formal managers. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
This research is about the role of job crafting within the future 

of employee involvement in human resource management. Job 

crafting is defined as the physical and cognitive changes 

individuals make in the task- or relational boundaries of their 

work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), and it is a relatively 

new practice in human resource management. Employees 

often proactively alter the content and composition of their 

jobs for all kinds of purposes, like creating a more positive 

work identity or making the job more meaningful 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). To achieve such goals, 

employees display creative behavior in their attempt to seize 

and utilize job crafting opportunities that are present within an 

organization. In fact, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) define 

three kinds of job crafting, namely; task crafting, which means 

that employees change the range or content of their tasks, 

cognitive crafting, which comes down to employees changing 

the ways in which they see their jobs, and relational crafting, 

which means that employees change the interactions they have 

with colleagues and other stakeholders of the organization. By 

crafting their jobs, employees can create different trajectories 

through an organization (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), or in 

other words; it enables them to create their own unique job.  

To examine the role of the different types of job crafting 

within the future of employee involvement in human resource 

management, the degree of formalization within a company 

will be used as an independent variable. In the past decades 

there has been a growing need for new, more flexible 

approaches to business design to fit rapidly changing 

environments. In other words, companies are becoming more 

informally structured to deal with new challenges. This is in 

contrast with the more traditional view of formalized 

organizations that strive for control over every aspect of their 

company structure. I want to investigate what different effects 

a formal or informal organizational structure has on future 

expectations on job crafting, so that the most probable 

implications of the informalization tendency can be 

determined for future developments in job crafting. This 

exploration of the future can help managers and other 

practitioners in designing their businesses in such a way that 

job crafting among employees is encouraged or rejected more 

effectively, depending on the goals one wants to achieve. 

Boddy (2011) defines formalization as the practice of using 

written or electronic documents to direct and control 

employees. Formalization concerns the definition of rules 

which are then institutionalized and it determines to what 

extent employees are bound to protocols and procedures in 

carrying out their job (Kieser & Walchenbach 2007, cited in 

Mattes, 2014).  

The phenomenon of formalization is chosen because it can be 

seen as a restraining factor to one of the key notions of job 

crafting, namely employee proactivity (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). Job crafting is a practice that requires 

employees to be at the starting point; the employees’ initiative 

is key in the whole process. When conducted successfully, job 

crafting can enable employees to proactively shape their job 

on various aspects, which might lead to positive outcomes for 

both the individual and the organization. However, for job 

crafting to occur there has to be a certain leeway for this 

proactivity, otherwise employees might not perceive any 

opportunities to craft their jobs (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 

2001). A formal organizational structure likely causes 

employees to behave more reactively instead of proactively 

since they have to obey the various rules and protocols that 

are used by a company, leaving no or little space to perceive 

and utilize opportunities for job crafting. The above clarifies 

why I think that formalization and deformalization, which is 

about the decrease in the extent to which documentations and 

regulations are used, might be relevant factors when 

discussing the future of job crafting. In summary it comes 

down to the notion that the extent to which an organization is 

formalized might determine to what extent opportunities to 

job craft can be perceived and used by employees.  

Since the current research is directed toward the future of job 

crafting, only literature study will not get us far. After all, the 

future is something that is not yet certain, which means that it 

can only be predicted. Therefore, it would be most useful to 

analyze the expectations among the experts in the field 

towards the future of job crafting. I chose managers to be 

these experts since they have a helicopter view over an 

organization and they most probably have to deal with the 

organizational consequences of job crafting, which can be 

either positive or negative. It is also a managers’ task to 

evaluate and correct employees where needed, which means 

that he is in a position to reject or encourage job crafting by 

employees. A further explanation of the sample and the 

respondents will follow in the methods section. 

Combining the concepts of job crafting and formalization with 

a management perspective that is directed towards the future 

then results in the following research question: 

What are the differences between expectations of managers 

working in formal versus informal companies regarding the 

types of job crafting that will occur within 5 years from now? 

A scope of 5 years is chosen because it provides enough time 

for experts to envision new things while it is not too far ahead, 

through which I tried to keep the level of abstraction at a 

relatively low level. A high level of abstraction might lead to 

less generalizable results that are not or scarcely applicable to 

practice, and that is something I want to prevent. Through 

choosing a 5 year time span I hope to motivate respondents to 

think about the future while they still have the current state of 

affairs in their minds, so that feasible and realistic 

expectations will be given that are not made up out of thin air. 

The answer to the above question is important for the future 

practice of human resource management since managers 

working in different organizational structures would then be 

enabled to determine which types of job crafting would most 

likely occur under the given circumstances. Following this, it 

would therefore be easier for them to anticipate to these 

employee practices in a faster and more accurate way. Since 

job crafting can have both favorable as well as hazardous 

effects on the individual and the organization (Wrzesniewski 

& Dutton, 2001, Berg, Grant & Johnson, 2010), a better 

anticipation to the future job crafting activities of employees 

enables managers to prevent serious problems and encourage 

initiatives that improve individual and organizational 

performance. Also, in literature it is often suggested that 

organizational features that affect job crafting should be 

examined further (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, Berg, 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2010), and formalization can be 

considered to be one of them.  Research on the link between 

job crafting and formalization has however not been 

conducted until now, creating a knowledge gap that this study 

tries to fill in. Oldham & Hackman (2010) also stress that 

encouragement and implementation of informal job crafting, 

which is defined as job crafting that does not violate any 

formal job descriptions, might be the answer to reduce the 

constraining effects that an over-formalized organizational 

structure involves. Next to that, Gibson & Birkinshaw (2004) 

state that too much formalization is a constraining variable for 

business performance. These propositions however, have 
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never been put to an empirical test. Given the assumption that 

a large extent of formalization negatively influences 

individual and firm performance, an analysis regarding the 

negative effects of formalization on job crafting might prove 

useful since job crafting can be an important determinant for 

both individual and organizational performance 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Next to that, Benería (2001) 

mentions that processes of informalization or deformalization 

of jobs have been observed during the last decades of the 20th 

century. This statement is supported by Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton (2001), who state that organizations are embracing less 

limiting or controlling practices such as casual dress, flexible 

work hours and flexible work places, which might increase the 

perceived opportunities to job craft. Checking if this 

deformalisation tendency really entails implications for job 

crafting can add to the existing knowledge base.  

2. THEORY 
The expectations about the future that will be researched can 

be hypothesized using a simple two-factor model, which is 

given below in figure 1. The model implies that the degree of 

formalization within a company, with extremes called 

‘formal’ and ‘informal’, influences the expectations of 

managers regarding the types of job crafting that will be used 

by employees in future practice, being task-, cognitive- and 

relational job crafting.  

 

Figure 1: Simplified hypothetical model regarding the 

formalization – job crafting relationship 

2.1 Job Crafting 
Job crafting is a type of employee behavior that involves 

employees to proactively change the boundaries of a job to 

alter their work identity or the meaning of the work 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). The main premise of job 

crafting is that employees refine or change aspects of their 

jobs to fit their motivations and talents, through which more 

commitment and enthusiasm is created (Visser, Tjepkema & 

Spruyt, 2012). Job crafting is the opposite of the more 

commonly known practice of job design in the sense that it 

represents a bottom-up instead of top-down change process. In 

job design often a one-size-fits-all approach is chosen by 

management, while job crafting is about individualized 

changes in a job that are initiated by employees themselves 

(Berg, Dutton & Wrzesniewski, 2013). Job crafting entails 

proactive changes in the job design that are not specific 

arrangements that are negotiated with the organization (Tims 

& Bakker, 2010), and such changes even might happen 

without managers consciously knowing it (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). Job crafting also does not per definition 

happen in line with organizational goals (Tims & Bakker, 

2010),  which implies that although successful job crafting 

creates a better work identity or more meaning for one 

specific employee, it might not lead to positive outcomes for 

the organization as a whole. According to Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton (2001), job crafting by employees can manifest itself 

in three ways.  

The first one, which is called task crafting, involves 

employees changing the number, scope, and type of job tasks 

in which one participates (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

Generally this means that employees can make changes in the 

nature of certain tasks; the amount of time and effort they put 

into their tasks; or the composition of their total package of 

tasks (Berg et al., 2013). An example of task job crafting 

might be cashiers working in supermarkets who start helping 

customers to pack their groceries into bags, which provides 

the cashiers with more meaning in their job since they provide 

better service for the customers. Here it can already be seen 

that job crafting can have both positive and negative effects on 

a company’s performance. On the one hand, helping 

customers more extensively most likely improves the 

customer experience and also their satisfaction with the 

specific supermarket. On the other hand, helping customers to 

a larger extent also increases the service time per customer, 

causing a longer waiting time and thus less satisfaction for the 

average customer. In this situation, a manager might for 

example forbid cashiers to help customers in the above 

described way to decrease waiting time, although he also 

might hire more cashiers so that more customers can be 

helped simultaneously.  

The second job crafting type is relational job crafting, which 

is defined as changing the quality and/or amount of 

interactions with others encountered within the job 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).  More precisely, it is about 

how, when or with whom employees interact while executing 

their job, and this can be done by building new relationships; 

by reframing the purpose of relationships; or by adapting the 

content of relationships (Berg et al., 2013). Here, one might 

think of employees who start asking for regular feedback by 

colleagues or superiors while it is not required to do so by 

company structure. This type of job crafting can increase the 

meaning employees attribute to their job, since they then have 

a better understanding of how they have enhanced individual 

but also organizational performance. Moreover, the example 

used in explaining task crafting also partially applies to 

relational crafting, since the cashiers in this specific example 

also changed the quality of their interaction with customers, 

providing them with better service.  

Lastly, cognitive crafting concerns changing the cognitive task 

boundaries of a job, or in other words; changing the ways in 

which one cognitively parses their own job (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). Cognitive job crafting does not entail any 

changes in physical or objective parts of a job, which is in 

contrast to task- and relational job crafting, and it might arise 

when employees expand, focus or link their perceptions of 

tasks, relations or the job as a whole (Berg et al., 2013). For 

example, hospital cleaners might see their work as the simple 

cleaning of equipment and rooms, or as a vital supplementing 

function towards health care, which provides the job with 

more meaning. In the example, the first way of perceiving 

entails that employees see their job as a subdivided package of 

tasks, while the second way of perceiving causes employees to 

see their job as an interconnected whole that has a higher 

purpose. 

2.2 Formalization 
Formalization and informalization were already briefly 

introduced in the first section of this paper, but I will draw on 

these phenomena a bit further to shape a clearer distinction 

between them. In a formal organizational structure, managers 

and employees rely on guidelines, documents or procedures 

that set out how the organization’s activities are divided and 

coordinated (Boddy, 2011). In a formal structure tasks and 

lines of authority are clearly defined in for example 

organization charts, so that every single employee knows the 

duties and responsibilities he or she has within the firm. So, 

the larger the extent to which predetermined  

institutionalizations and documentations are present within a 

Degree of Formalization 
within a Company 

Expectations of 
managers regarding 
Types of Job Crafting 

used in Future Practice 
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company structure, the higher the degree of formalization 

within that company. An informal structure, on the other hand, 

puts emphasis on the undocumented relationships between 

members of the organization that emerge as people adapt 

systems to new conditions and as they satisfy personal and 

group needs (Boddy, 2011). A firm that makes no or little use 

of the various ways of formal control can thus be regarded as 

an informal organization, while a company that makes 

frequent use of such guidelines and procedures can be labeled 

as a formal organization. Boddy (2011) also states that there 

always has been a tension between formality and informality, 

which implies that the one is not by default better than the 

other. The success of the two structures largely depends on 

both the company’s strategy and the environment in which it 

operates. 

2.3 Hypotheses 
The above theory raises two main hypotheses. The first one 

states that managers working in formal organizations will 

expect that employees are going to participate more in 

cognitive crafting than in task- and relational job crafting. 

This is supported by Wrzesniewski & Dutton (2001), who 

state that more controlling and monitoring by management 

most probably influences the perceived opportunities 

employees have to craft their jobs in a negative way. 

According to them, job crafting is better visible and less 

welcomed in a formal company structure. So, in an 

organization where the job is largely specified and 

predetermined by higher management it would be most likely 

that there are few opportunities for employees to expand or 

change the structure of a job by themselves. Especially task- 

and relational job crafting can be largely regulated within a 

company since they are mainly about tangible and visible 

actions that can be observed by management, and in a largely 

formalized company this will most likely be the case. I expect 

that proactivity, which is per definition required for job 

crafting, will be discouraged in formalized systems, leading to 

less opportunities for task- and relational crafting since they 

are the ones that are subject to company rules in most cases. 

This assumption although does not apply to cognitive crafting 

because of the fact that it mainly occurs in the employees’ 

mind, making it immune to protocols and regulations. Within 

a formally structured firm, the execution of a job, among 

which are tasks and relations, is largely determined by 

institutionalized rules (Kieser & Walchenbach 2007, cited in 

Mattes, 2014), but this cannot be said about the ways in which 

employees think or reason about their job. To summarize; I 

expect that cognitive job crafting is less subjected to company 

rules than task- and relational crafting. Next to that, I assume 

that employees would want to prioritize task- and relational 

crafting over cognitive crafting since they lead to more 

straightforward and tangible changes in the structure of their 

job. After all, task crafting leads to different tasks, relational 

crafting leads to different relations and cognitive crafting only 

leads to a different mindset but not to any actual changes in 

the boundaries of the job. When opportunities for task- or 

relational  crafting are then taken away by a formal 

organizational structure, employees might start to see 

cognitive crafting as a viable substitute, enabling them still to 

craft their job. Cognitive job crafting most probably does not 

lead to any changes in the job structure itself because it does 

not involve any tangible aspects of the job (Berg et al., 2013), 

but it still enables employees to create more meaning or a 

better work identity by parsing their job differently. So, 

instead of crafting the tasks and relations of their jobs, 

employees will try to give different meaning to their job by 

cognitively crafting their job when in a formal organizational 

structure.  

H1: Managers working in a formalized organizational 

structure will expect that employees are going to participate 

more in cognitive crafting than in task- and relational 

crafting. 

Furthermore, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) also state that 

more autonomy and increased responsibility in a job lead to 

more perceived opportunities to job craft, which brings us to 

the second hypothesis. The second hypothesis entails that 

managers working in informal organizations will expect that 

employees are going to participate more in task and relational 

crafting than in cognitive crafting. In an informal system there 

are less rules and regulations, making it easier for employees 

to expand and change the content or range of  their tasks. 

Also, employees will be more enabled to change the relations 

with colleagues or other actors like suppliers or customers 

since these relations are not fully defined in company 

regulations. As already stressed at hypothesis one, I assume 

that employees would want to prioritize task and relational 

crafting over cognitive crafting. In an informal system there 

would be no longer a significant need for cognitive crafting 

since there are enough opportunities to craft the task and 

relational aspects of the job. The needs to create a positive 

work identity and also more meaningfulness in a job 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) would then already be 

answered by crafting a job’s tasks and relations, making 

cognitive job crafting more or less redundant. The structure of 

an informal organization, which is more about undocumented 

relationships and the adaptation of systems to emerging new 

conditions (Boddy, 2011), also might enable employees to 

already see the bigger picture or consistent whole in which 

their job plays a part, making cognitive job crafting no longer 

relevant since cognitive needs are already satisfied.  

H2: Managers working in an informal organizational 

structure will expect that employees are going to participate 

more in task and relational crafting than in cognitive crafting. 

3. METHODS 
Qualitative research was the best way to investigate the 

various types of job crafting that are expected by managers to 

occur in the near future. This because through qualitative 

research the motives and expectations of individuals can be 

measured more in depth, providing better explanatory data for 

this specific research. The most viable way to execute this 

field research is through the Delphi-method since it causes 

experts to reach some form of consensus (Okoli & Pawlowski, 

2004). Such a consensus is useful for an expectations oriented 

research because then there will be a more uniform 

expectation towards the future among experts in the end, 

making the study more generalizable and better applicable to 

practice. To measure the extent of formalization within a 

company a quantitative approach was used. I chose to use a 

quantitative survey since I wanted formalization to be 

expressed in a specific value, so that it is clear to what degree 

a company can be considered formalized. Those numbers then 

provided the data on which the managers were divided into 

the ‘informal’ and ‘formal’ research groups, as will be 

explained later on in this section. 

The study will be conducted from a manager perspective, 

since they are the ones who interact with employees on a daily 

basis next to the fact that they are employees as well in certain 

ways. In contrast to employees, managers are also more aware 

of larger tendencies going on in business life, which increases 

the likelihood that they will provide meaningful answers and 



5 

 

expectations regarding the future of job crafting. Managers 

have a helicopter view over an organization, and it is their task 

to evaluate, reward and correct employees when needed. So, 

when job crafting has certain consequences for the 

organization, which can be both negative or positive, 

managers are most probably the ones to first find out about it. 

Their experiences with such situations might be valuable 

when asking them for expectations towards the future of job 

crafting. A limitation of this view is that managers might not 

always be aware of cognitive job crafting among employees 

since cognitive crafting only happens in the employees’ mind, 

as opposed to task- and relational job crafting, which means 

that it does not have any consequences for the organization 

that are directly visible. Managers could possibly get an image 

of cognitive job crafting by employees if employees are 

willing to share or express their way of thinking through 

regular conversations with management, but this might not 

always be the case in every organization. The sample 

consisted of 13 managers from various firms and of various 

authority levels as can be seen below in table 1. The literature 

suggests that for a Delphi-method a sample should ideally 

contain between 10 and 18 respondents (Okoli & Pawlowski, 

2004), which means that a sample of 13 should be sufficient.   

Table 1: Respondent characteristics overview 

Type of firm Authority level Number of 

Respondents  

Supermarket Workfloor manager 4 

Region manager 1 

ICT-service firm CEO/Owner 1 

Manufacturing & 

Engineering firm 

HR Manager 1 

Production manager 1 

CEO/Owner 1 

Distribution & trade 

firm 

CEO/Owner 1 

Event organizer firm Project manager 1 

Financial accounting 

& advising firm 

Location director 1 

Bank Department director 1 

The generalizability and representativeness of the findings are 

likely to be improved by the respondent diversity, which is 

expressed in both authority levels and types of organizations. 

This because managers working in different organizations and 

contexts might have different views on job crafting and 

employee behaviour, providing me with a more varied dataset. 

If consensus can then be reached to some extent, the findings 

will be more robust since managers from differing 

backgrounds agreed on them. Finding consensus on the other 

hand might also be a problem, simply because of the varying 

backgrounds of the respondents. The main criterion for the 

managers to be considered experts on this particular field of 

study was that they interacted frequently with their colleagues, 

and especially their subordinates, in the day-to-day workflow, 

so that they would have a good view on current and future 

employee behavior, as was already mentioned earlier. All 

participants had frequent interaction with their subordinates 

and colleagues at work, so this criterion was met. Also, 

participants were required to be well informed about their 

company’s structure, so that they could indicate the level of 

formalization in their firm accurately. Since all participants 

were managers it can be assumed that this is the case, because 

managers are the ones that create and execute policy. The 

participants were mainly found by using my own network; I 

approached suitable persons myself when I knew them 

directly, or I would ask around in my network if someone 

knew a person that could fit the criteria. Hence, respondents 

were not specifically selected on their varying characteristics; 

selection was merely done by utilizing opportunities that 

presented themselves within my own network. This also 

means that respondents were not randomly selected from the 

population, being all managers that would meet the above 

criteria, and this is a limitation to the current study in that it 

reduces the generalizability and reliability of the findings. 

This limitation could probably not have been prevented 

although, given the fact that I had no additional resources or 

time that would enable me to find respondents in any other, 

more reliable way. 

The Delphi method generally consists of two main steps, 

namely a qualitative first step where participants are asked to 

give their well informed opinions and expectations about a 

subject in isolation, and a second, more quantitative step 

where experts each are asked to reflect on a summary of the 

data from step one. This is done by asking respondents to first 

fill out a questionnaire, after which they are asked to revise 

their original responses in a second questionnaire which is 

based on group feedback from the first questionnaire (Okoli & 

Pawlowski, 2004). So, the second questionnaire shows an 

overview of all responses, and it asks every respondent to 

reflect on them. In the current study this was done by asking 

respondents to rate the extent to which they thought a certain 

expectation about the future of job crafting would be likely to 

occur within their company in the coming five years on a five 

point Likert-scale, so that means per expectation could be 

calculated in the end. Ideally this also leads to a more uniform 

opinion, or consensus, among experts since they are then 

exposed to other opinions or expectations which they might 

not have considered before, causing them to reconsider their 

own opinions. Consensus might then be reached as experts 

switch or modify their opinions after reading what others had 

to say about the involved themes. In literature there is no clear 

guideline for the percentage of agreement among experts that 

has to be achieved to be able to speak of consensus among 

experts. Various percentages, such as 51, 70, and 80 are 

suggested by various researchers, while some also state that 

expressing consensus in numbers is an invalid method for 

assessing consensus (Hasson, Keeney & McKenna, 2000). 

Ulschak (1983, cited in Hsu & Sandford, 2007) suggests that 

consensus is achieved when 80% or more of the given ratings 

fall within two categories of a seven point Likert scale. Also, 

for a four point Likert scale Green (1982, cited in Hsu & 

Sandford, 2007) recommends that at least 70% of the given 

ratings should be three or higher to achieve consensus, with 

the restriction that the median should be 3.25 or higher. Since 

there apparently is no leading rule of thumb that can be used 

regarding the percentage that should be used while assessing 

consensus, I chose to use a measure that is relative rather than 

absolute. A measure that is relative to the data might prove 

useful since consensus on one subject might be easier to 

achieve than consensus on another subject, and a standard rule 

of thumb that came from another research could in such a case 

distort the findings and conclusions. This is also supported by 

Kozlowski & Klein (2000), who state that selecting a 

consensus based approach should be dictated by one’s theory 

and data; there is no universal rule applicable. The relative 

measure that I chose to use is called the “Average Percent of 

Majority Opinions”, or APMO cut off rate (Heiko, 2012), and 

it will be further explained later on in this section. On the 

amount of categories in which ratings have to fall to achieve 

consensus there seems to be more agreement in literature, 

since both Green and Ulschak agree on the recommendation 

that it should be two of the total amount of categories. 
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Therefore, I also used this criterion for assessing consensus in 

the current study.  

Throughout the various steps in the Delphi method 

respondents were not allowed to interact with each other; they 

were only required to individually reflect on the sum of 

responses in the second step. This isolation is put in place to 

take away the negative effects of direct confrontation and 

group thinking among respondents such as the hasty 

formulation of preconceived notions, the inclination to close 

one’s mind for new ideas, the tendency to defend a stand once 

it is taken and the predisposition to be swayed by persuasively 

stated opinions by others (Dalkey & Helmer, 1963). The 

whole Delphi process can also be repeated multiple times 

using different questionnaires each time to get a more uniform 

or refined consensus among participants when needed 

(Hasson, Keeney & McKenna, 2000).  

Both the open and closed questionnaires were distributed via 

e-mail and the online service “thesistools.com” was used to 

allow respondents to fill out the questionnaires easily. The 

questionnaires were in Dutch, since all of the respondents’ 

native language was the Dutch language. At step one, two 

respondents who live in the same area as me even offered to 

do a face-to-face interview instead of the online questionnaire 

because it would deepen their understanding of the research, 

next to the fact that they had some time available. This 

opportunity enabled me to ask for expectations in a more 

precise and refined way, which could eventually improve the 

research findings. During both steps it was needed to send one 

reminder e-mail to seven and six respondents respectively for 

filling out the questionnaires. All respondents that participated 

in the first Delphi round also participated in the second Delphi 

round, causing a 100% response rate. 

3.1 Formalization Survey 
First, the extent of formalization within the company in which 

participants were working was measured. This was done by 

using a Likert scale including nine scale-based survey 

questions on for example the extent to which formal policies 

and documented communications are present in the firm. The 

survey was already used by Fiss (2011) and it was originally 

created by the ESRC Centre for Business Research at the 

University of Cambridge. The answer to each question was 

rated on a scale anchored by 1, “almost never”; 2, 

“infrequently” 3,“about half the time”; 4, “most of the time” 

and 5, “nearly always” (see appendix 1). Also, the scale 

showed very good reliability (α=.83), as was found by Fiss 

(2011). The average score of the rated answers to these 

questions provided a numerical outcome which indicated the 

perceived level of formalization within a company by 

managers. The cross-over point was set at 3,62; where a value 

below the cross-over means a relatively informal 

organizational structure, and a value above the cross-over 

means a relatively formal organizational structure. This value 

was chosen since it was the average of all responses given, 

although one could argue that this cross-over point is too high 

since the objective middle value of a five point scale is three. 

When considering the logical assumption that every 

organization needs some formal structure to prevent random 

and irrational behavior it however probably is an accurate 

cross-over point. The above assumption is also supported by 

the findings in that the value of one, which entails the 

response of “almost never”, only was given five times at a 

specific question by all respondents. Based on the 

formalization score the managers were then divided into two 

groups, namely; ‘managers working in an informal 

organization’, and ‘managers working in a formal 

organization’, so that I was enabled to compare the 

expectations of the two groups in the second Delphi stage. 

3.2 Delphi Method Stage 1 
In the first Delphi stage participants were asked to express 

their future expectations on job crafting, especially regarding 

the task-, relational-, and cognitive job crafting types. This is 

also called the divergent stage, in which participants are asked 

to respond to open ended questions in isolation. To measure 

the future expectations of managers regarding the above, I 

used the concepts of an interview protocol that was already 

put into practice by Berg, Wrzesniewski & Dutton (2010). 

Their questions are very useful since they particularly address 

the different types of job crafting that are also studied in the 

current research. Since the questions mainly addressed job 

crafting from an employee- and present-time perspective, they 

had to be modified into questions that were more fitting to this 

specific study (see appendix 2). I first took the main themes of 

the protocol, being the content and amount of tasks, the 

content and amount of relations and the purpose employees 

assign to their jobs,  after which I framed questions around 

these themes in such a way that they became more fitting to a 

study that examines the future from a management perspective. 

Also, I added a general question on job crafting to give 

respondents the possibility to suggest other expected forms of 

job crafting next to the task-, relational- and cognitive ones 

(see appendix 2). This because the current study focuses on 

the future, and it could well be that new or sub forms of job 

crafting are expected by experts. 

After the collection of qualitative answers from round one, the 

given answers were combined into a summary list of 

expectations towards the future developments of job crafting 

(see appendix 3). This was done by classifying all responses 

into three basic categories, being task-, relational, and 

cognitive job crafting (see table 2), which lead to 27 general 

expectations. The coding process entailed the analysis of 

every response given, after which these were assigned to the 

most appropriate code, based on the definitions of task-, 

relational, and cognitive job crafting. I also included a few sub 

codes for each type of job crafting to create better distinctions 

between the 27 general expectations (see table 2). These sub 

codes and the reasons for choosing them will be explained in 

the results section because they were mainly derived from 

questionnaire responses. Since responses often were 

company-specific, I first had to translate them into more 

general ones so that they would be understandable for every 

respondent. If a respondent for example mentioned that he 

would expect more interaction between employees working in 

different stores of the company in the coming five years so 

that employees could learn from each other, I coded this into 

the more general expectation; ‘expanding or adjusting 

relationships with colleagues’, which is a more general 

formulation of the same phenomena. Often multiple company-

specific or general expectations from different respondents 

could be allocated to one single general expectation since 

different respondents regularly described the same 

phenomena, but only in other words. I also revised the codes 

and general expectations before sending out the second round 

of questions, and I moved one general expectation to another 

code, which means that there was 96% time consistency. Next 

to that, I also asked a colleague of mine to look at the codes 

and expectations and she agreed on the way in which all 

expectations were coded. The various expectations were then 

put together into one list at a random order without any codes 

attached to them (see appendix 3), which was done because it 

would prevent respondents from seeing patterns in the 

composition of the list. Otherwise respondents would already 
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know in advance in which category or code every general 

expectation would be, and this could bias their responses 

while filling out the questionnaire. 

3.3 Delphi Method Stage 2 
In stage two, participants were asked to reflect on the list that 

was created at stage one by reporting their opinion on the 

extent to which the 27 general expectations would be likely to 

occur within their firm in the coming five years. For this 

stage, again a five point Likert scale was used and the answer 

to each question was rated on a scale anchored by 1, “not at all 

likely”; 2, “not very likely” 3,“moderately likely”; 4, “very 

likely” and 5, “utmost likely” (see appendix 3). I chose to use 

a Likert-scale since it enabled me to test the expected 

likelihood of all general expectations among all respondents in 

a numerical way so that consensus percentages and means for 

every expectation could be calculated in the end. Also, it 

enabled respondents to quickly state their expectation or 

opinion without having to elaborate further, which prevented 

them from losing motivation to complete the survey. This 

second stage is also called the convergent phase, in which 

participants critically reflect on the sum of all responses.  

The APMO cut off rate for assessing consensus is found by 

firstly calculating the percentages of disagreements and 

agreements for every statement (Heiko, 2012). For 

disagreements I used the values of one and two of the Likert 

scale since these are the categories that assess an expectation 

as not or not very likely to occur. For agreements I used the 

values of four and five of the Likert scale since these are the 

categories that assess an expectation as very or utmost likely. 

The value of three was left out in this calculation since it 

represents the value that does not tend towards real 

disagreement or agreement. A certain agreement or 

disagreement percentage was then regarded as a majority if it 

had a value above 50 (Heiko, 2012). Then, according to 

literature, the majorities from all statements should be 

counted, and the sum of them should be divided by the total 

amount of statements. This would then result in a percentage 

that could be used as a cut off value for the successful 

achievement of consensus for all statements (Heiko, 2012). 

Since this study involved two separate research groups, I 

found it although most fitting to first calculate the APMO per 

research group, after which I used the mean of them as 

eventual cut off rate. I used this method because it would give 

both research groups an equal influence on the final cut off 

rate. The cut off rate was calculated by dividing the sum of the 

APMO of informal managers, being 62,96%, and the APMO 

of formal managers, being 100%, through two, resulting in an 

APMO cut off rate of 81,48%. Then, for each expectation per 

research group, I considered consensus to be achieved when 

the percentage of ratings that fell within two adjacent 

categories was greater than the cut off value. Subsequently, 

consensuses on the lower half category groups, being one and 

two or two and three, were considered to imply a negative or 

disagreeing form of consensus, while consensuses on the 

upper half category groups, being three and four or four and 

five, were considered to imply a positive or agreeing form of 

consensus. For each of the two research groups I was then 

able to check to what extent consensus was reached on the 

various expectations, through which consensus percentages 

for each sub code and job crafting type could be calculated. 

Also, means of ratings per sub code were calculated, which 

could indicate the expected likelihood of every sub code and 

job crafting type per research group. I then used the consensus 

percentages to assess the strength of the various means to see 

to what extent the means were actually supported by 

respondents’ agreements. After all, a mean without supporting 

consensus does not really represent the total opinion of a 

research group. By comparing the datasets of the two research 

groups I was eventually enabled to evaluate the two 

hypotheses.  

4. RESULTS 
In this section the results of the various questionnaires are 

going to be analyzed and discussed through which the two 

hypotheses eventually can be tested. 

4.1 Formalization 
The total score of each respondent on the perceived degree of 

formalization within their company was calculated by 

dividing the sum of the scores given at each question by nine, 

since there were nine questions (see appendix 1). Total scores 

ranged between 2,22 out of 5, which implies a low perceived 

degree of formalization, and 4,56 out of 5, which implies a 

high perceived degree of formalization. The total scores of all 

respondents and the mean of all total scores, which was 3,62 

out of 5, are summarized in figure 2. 

 

Figure 2: Respondents’ perceived degree of formalization 

within their companies 

The mean, which was chosen as cross-over point in the 

previous section divided the respondents into two groups. The 

six managers who were beneath the mean were assigned to the 

‘informal organizational structure’ group, and the seven 

managers who were above the mean were assigned to the 

‘formal organizational structure’ group. The data regarding 

formalization will be further used in the second Delphi stage, 

where the rated expectations of both formal and informal 

managers will be analyzed. 

4.2 Delphi Method Stage 1 
All responses to the open ended questions (see appendix 2) 

were generalized, as was described in the previous section, 

and then assigned to a sub code within a specific type of job 

crafting (see table 2). The responses to the sixth question that 

addressed job crafting in general did not deliver any totally 

new types of job crafting; the responses to this specific 

question could all be classified under one of the three main 

job crafting types. Most respondents expressed various 

expectations regarding different themes, although it should be 

noted that some managers, especially those who were working 

in a supermarket, expressed very few expectations towards the 

future of job crafting in the open ended questionnaire. 

Noteworthy is that almost all of these managers perceived 

their company as being formally structured. On the other 

hand, most respondents that stated that pro-active behavior 

among employees is and will be a key notion in business 

practice perceived their company as informally structured. 

Also, the managers who described their company as informal 

provided a wider variety of qualitative responses than the 

managers who described their company as formally 

structured. The content of table 2 will be discussed below to 
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give insight into the expectations of all respondents. At every 

job crafting type the line of reasoning behind the different sub 

codes that were used in coding all responses will also be 

explained. 

4.2.1 Task Job Crafting 
For task job crafting sub codes that were derived from the 

initial open ended questions about task crafting were used (see 

appendix 2). Expectations were categorized either under 

“adaptations of current tasks” or under “new tasks”, which is 

similar to the way Berg, Wrzesniewski & Dutton (2010) 

distinguished their responses regarding task job crafting. 

Respondents expected or desired that their employees would 

expand the manner in which they execute their current tasks in 

several ways. Developing specializations, setting targets and 

creating more independency were the main expectations that 

managers expressed, and these are all ways in which 

employees can alter their current tasks within a job. Also, 

managers expected or desired that employees would take on 

new tasks within their jobs. It should although be noted that 

the notion of “new tasks” is quite relative in this case, since a 

new task within one company might be an already present task 

in another company. Rotating tasks within departments is an 

example of this relative notion, since this practice might be 

already present in some companies, but not in others. Other 

mentioned expectations were among others finding or spotting 

commercial opportunities, being of assistance in the 

recruitment- and growth process of new employees and 

monitoring competitor activities.  

4.2.2 Relational Job Crafting 
For relational job crafting it was not of much use to derive sub 

codes from the initial open ended questions since respondents 

did not often make a distinction between adaptations of 

current relations and the creation of new relations, which were 

the themes that the two open ended questions addressed. It 

was not uncommon that respondents, when answering the 

second question on relational job crafting, would refer to the 

first question or would give an answer that was more or less 

similar. While analyzing the data on relational job crafting I 

discovered that there were three main themes that respondents 

often addressed, being job crafting oriented at feedback and 

participation, internal networks, which are relations with 

people from inside the firm, and external networks, which are 

relations with people from outside the firm. Since these three 

themes repeated themselves throughout the majority of 

responses, I decided to use them as sub codes for relational 

job crafting. Regarding feedback and participation there were 

two relevant themes that were addressed by respondents. One 

was providing ideas or suggestions about business operations, 

and the other was asking or demanding involvement in 

decision making. Also, expectations towards the internal 

network were often raised by respondents. More co-creation, 

less location bondage and more pro-activity in starting contact 

and cooperation were among others themes that were expected 

or desired by managers regarding inter-employee relations in 

the near future. The last relational category includes relational 

job crafting aimed at external networks. Here respondents 

spoke among others about involving customers in the business  

process and the progress that was being made. Also expanding 

or adjusting relationships with external parties that matter to 

the organization, introducing customers to new distribution 

channels and exchanging knowledge with external parties 

were mentioned as possible ways in which employees could 

craft their jobs on the relational aspects.  

4.2.3 Cognitive Job Crafting 
For cognitive job crafting there was only one interview 

question, from which the first sub code, being the “view on 

the job or company as a whole”, was derived. At other 

interview questions respondents sometimes also expressed 

expectations that could be classified as cognitive job crafting, 

considering its definition, but they did not fit well with the 

first sub code. Therefore, a second sub code was created, 

which was about “the way of thinking when performing in the 

tasks and relations that are within a job”. This sub code has a 

link with tasks and relations since the expectations that are 

within this sub code were often mentioned at other interview 

questions, as was already stated above. Regarding the view on 

the job or company as a whole there was only one main 

expectation, and it was about giving meaning to the company 

vision in the own mindset. Under the second sub code there 

were more expectations listed, such as developing a collective 

way of thinking, taking initiative and showing a pro-active 

attitude, developing a broader view on the job than just the 

task description and always putting the customer in the first 

place while executing the job. 

 

Table 2: General expectations towards the future of job crafting by all respondents from Delphi Method stage one 

Code Sub code # Expectation 

Task Job 

Crafting 

Adaptations 

of current 

tasks 

1 

2 

3 

Developing specializations within the job; focusing on a certain subarea 

Setting targets and pursuing these instead of simply executing tasks 

Creating more independency through which employees are enabled to solve more problems on 

their own 

New Tasks 4 Searching for and utilizing possibilities to make business processes better or more durable 

5 Rotating tasks within departments by employees 

6 Staying up to date about the activities and the progress of competitors 

7 Finding or spotting commercial opportunities 

8 Being of assistance in the recruitment- and growth processes of new employees 

9 Keeping the own knowledge up to date (seeking deepening by themselves) and spotting new 

developments in the discipline 

Relational 

Job 

Crafting 

Feedback &  

Participation 

Oriented 

10 Providing ideas or suggestions about business operations (business, customer or work atmosphere 

related) 

11 Having a say in decision making through asking or possibly demanding involvement 

Internal 

Network 

Oriented  

12 Reducing location bondage, seeing the connections between people as the main guidance 

13 More pro-active behavior in starting contact or cooperation 

14 Exchanging ideas with internal people 

15 The joint and agreed execution of tasks (co-creation) instead of solely focusing on the precise 

content of a task 
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4.3 Delphi Method Stage 2 
The responses per research group regarding the 5 point Likert 

scales that were used to measure the expected likelihood of 

the 27 general expectations are summarized in table 3. 

Consensuses were only reached on the upper half category 

groups, being three and four, meaning moderate or much 

expected likelihood, and four and five, meaning much or 

utmost expected likelihood. Per sub code the mean of the 

Likert scale and the percentage of positive consensus is 

shown. Also, it is shown on which specific expectations 

positive or no consensus was reached. Consensus on a specific 

expectation was considered to be reached when the percentage 

of ratings that fell within two adjacent categories was greater 

than the cut off value, being 81,48% 

 Table 3: Consensuses and means of formal and informal managers’ ratings per sub code from Delphi method stage two

16 Expanding or adjusting relationships with colleagues 

External 

Network 

Oriented 

17 Expanding or adjusting networks with external parties that matter to the organization, such as 

customers and suppliers 

18 Guiding customers to new ways in which they can come in contact with the firm (new distribution 

ways) 

19 Involving customers in the progress of the business process 

20 Exchanging ideas and knowledge with external people, such as customers and suppliers 

Cognitive 

Job 

Crafting 

View on the 

job and 

company as a 

whole 

21 Giving meaning to the company vision in the own mindset 

Way of 

thinking when 

performing in 

the tasks and 

relations that 

are within a 

job 

22 Taking initiative and showing a pro-active attitude, as well as within the firm as towards customers 

23 Developing a collective way of thinking, which enables employees to  check and oversee each 

other 

24 Developing a broader view on the job than just the task description. One has to go outside the box 

if this is required 

25 Being capable to connect different events and reason about why these connections exist 

26 Always putting the customer in the first place; an employees’ activities should always serve the 

customer’s interest 

27 Always considering important characteristics of the company vision during the execution of tasks 

Type of organization: FORMAL INFORMAL 

Code Sub code # Positive 

Consen-  

sus 

No 

Consen- 

sus 

Overall 

% of 

positive 

consensus 

µ Positive 

Consen- 

sus 

No 

Consen- 

sus 

Overall 

% of 

positive 

consensus 

µ 

Task Job 

Crafting 

Adaptations 

of current 

tasks 

1 - 3  1,2,3 0 3,76 1,2,3  100 

 

 

3,84 

New Tasks 4 - 9 4,5,6,7,8 9 83,33 4,17 4,5,7,8,9 6 83,33 3,86 

Overall 1 - 9   55,55 4,03   88,88 3,85 

Relational 

Job 

Crafting 

Feedback &  

Participation 

Oriented 

10 - 

11 

10,11  100 

 

3,93 11 10 50 3,67 

Internal 

Network 

Oriented  

12 - 

16 

12,13,14, 

15 

16 80 3,79 12,13,14, 

15,16 

 100 3,70 

External 

Network 

Oriented 

17 - 

20 

19 17,18,20 25 3,81 18,20 17,19 50 3,63 

Overall 10 - 

20 

  63,63 3,82   72,72 3,67 

Cognitive 

Job 

Crafting 

View on the 

job and 

company as a 

whole 

21 21  100 

 

3,86 21  100 3,67 

Way of 

thinking when 

performing in 

the tasks and 

relations that 

are within a 

job 

22 - 

27 

23,24,25,2

6,27 

22 83,33 3,92 22,23,24,2

5,26,27 

 100 3,72 

Overall 21 - 

27 

  85,71 3,91   100 3,71 
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4.3.1 Job Crafting Expectations of Managers 

working in Formally Structured Companies 
The average ratings by formal managers regarding the three 

different job crafting types were close to each other; they were 

respectively 4,03, 3,82 and 3,91, where there was a maximum 

value of 5. When only looking at means this entails that all 

types were expected to a quite large degree, and task job 

crafting was slightly more expected than cognitive job 

crafting, while relational job crafting was the least expected. 

The data on consensus per job crafting type however bring 

some differences into the comparison. For task crafting, there 

was no consensus reached on any expectation that related to 

“adaptations of current tasks”. Consensus was however 

reached on all but one of the expectations that related to “new 

tasks”. Also, there was a lot of agreement on the likelihood of 

both “feedback and participation oriented” job crafting as well 

as “internal network oriented” relational job crafting. 

“External network oriented” relational crafting was although 

not seen as a prominent type of job crafting in future practice; 

consensus towards agreement was only reached once within 

this sub code. The general expectations towards cognitive job 

crafting were largely agreed on by respondents’ ratings. On 

only one general expectation, which related to the “way of 

thinking when performing in the tasks and relations that are 

within a job” there was no real agreement, but on all others 

there was positive consensus. To summarize; positive 

consensus was reached on 55,55% of task crafting 

expectations, on 63,63% of relational crafting expectations 

and on 85,71% of cognitive crafting expectations. This means 

that formal managers agreed much more on cognitive job 

crafting expectations than they did on task- and relational job 

crafting expectations.  

4.3.2 Job Crafting Expectations of Managers 

working in Informally Structured Companies 
The averages of the expected likelihood per job crafting type 

were also close to each other; they were respectively 3,85, 

3,67 and 3,71, where there was a maximum value of 5. Task 

job crafting was thus slightly more expected than cognitive 

job crafting, while this did not apply to relational crafting.  

These means also indicate a quite large degree of expected 

likelihood towards the three job crafting types. Managers that 

perceived the structure of their company as informal reached 

positive consensus on almost all job crafting subtypes. On 

only four of the twenty-seven expectations no consensus 

regarding their likelihood was reached. For task job crafting 

consensus was not always reached for the sub code “new 

tasks”, while this was also the case for the “feedback and 

participation oriented” and “external network oriented” sub 

codes within relational job crafting. Regarding cognitive job 

crafting positive consensus was reached on all general 

expectations. To summarize; positive consensus was reached 

on 88,88% of task crafting expectations, on 72,72% of 

relational crafting expectations and on 100% of cognitive 

crafting expectations. This means that informal managers 

largely agreed on the future likelihood of all three job crafting 

types, although positive consensus was more often reached on 

the future likelihood of cognitive job crafting than on task- 

and relational job crafting. 

5. DISCUSSION 
Now, after the collection of results, the two hypotheses will be 

reconsidered and various interpretations of the results and 

conclusions will be given. Also, the implications of this 

research for both theory and practice will be illustrated. 

The first hypothesis was about the expectations of managers 

who are working in formal organizational structures: 

H1: Managers working in a formalized organizational 

structure will expect that employees are going to participate 

more in cognitive crafting than in task- and relational 

crafting. 

When looking at the results on the job crafting types in 

general it can be concluded that hypothesis one is confirmed. 

Means on the three job crafting types were almost equal, but 

the differences in consensus percentages show that 

expectations towards cognitive job crafting were collectively 

valued more by formal managers. 

The fact that formal managers agree more on cognitive job 

crafting than on task- and relational job crafting, which also 

means that they collectively expect more cognitive job 

crafting than task- and relational job crafting, could perhaps 

be explained by using the previously mentioned definition of 

formal systems. A formal organizational structure relies on 

guidelines, documents and procedures that set out how the 

organization’s activities are divided and coordinated (Boddy, 

2011). Since task- and relational job crafting are job crafting 

types that can interfere with or change the structure of the job 

(Berg et al., 2013), and thus also the company structure as a 

whole, it might be that formal managers prefer cognitive job 

crafting simply because it doesn’t involve changes in the 

system that might conflict with the above mentioned 

guidelines, documents and procedures. Also, within the task 

job crafting type, formal managers did not reach any form of 

agreement on the “adaptations of current tasks” sub code, 

while task job crafting regarding “new tasks” was largely 

agreed on. This implies that formal managers expect that 

employees will come up with new tasks in future practice, but 

that they find expectations concerning adaptations of already 

present tasks rather questionable. This is also in line with the 

above assumption that formal managers might prefer a 

situation in which employees do not interfere too much with 

company structure. It should although be noted that a certain 

degree of consensus was nevertheless reached on task- and 

relational crafting, meaning that the above described scenarios 

most probably do not apply to all formally structured firms 

and managers. 

The second hypothesis was about the expectations of 

managers working in informal organizational structures: 

H2: Managers working in an informal organizational 

structure will expect that employees are going to participate 

more in task and relational crafting than in cognitive crafting. 

When looking at the results on the job crafting types in 

general it can be concluded that hypothesis two is rejected. 

Based on means and consensus percentages it can be seen that 

task- and cognitive job crafting were more or less equally 

expected by informal managers, while relational crafting, in 

comparison to task- and cognitive job crafting, was expected 

to a lesser, but still fairly large, extent. 

In an informal system one can often speak of an emphasis on 

undocumented relationships between members of an 

organization that emerge as people adapt to new conditions 

and as they satisfy personal and group needs (Boddy, 2011), 

next to which informal systems rely on a small amount of 

guidelines and procedures. Such an environment creates more 

room for pro-activity among employees, while such pro-

activity might also be required to successfully adapt to new 

conditions and personal or group needs. These definitions 

show that an informal firm could see pro-activity and adaptive 

skills as a key factor for future success, which explains the 

finding that informal managers were largely expecting and 

agreeing on all types of job crafting. 
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The results of this study can have further relevant implications 

for both theory and practice. First of all, managers in general 

seem to have a very welcoming attitude towards cognitive job 

crafting since both formal and informal managers largely 

agreed on the future likelihood of this job crafting type. A 

possible explanation for this preference might be the fact that 

cognitive job crafting does not change tangible structures 

(Berg et al., 2013) of for example jobs, relations or the 

company as a whole; it only creates a mindset that motivates 

an employee to a larger extent. It might be that this is 

something managers wish for the most since the company 

structure, which is often created by themselves, is not adjusted 

by employees, while the same employees are getting better 

motivated for executing their jobs. The results can however 

also be explained by the fact that a transformation in mindset, 

or in other words a cognitive change, is key to creating and 

sustaining changes and  improvements within an organization 

(Anderson & Anderson, 2010), and that therefore cognitive 

job crafting among employees might be a welcome event for 

improving business when considering it from the managers’ 

perspective.  

Additionally, when looking at the overall results on relational 

job crafting, it appears that this job crafting type was the least 

expected and agreed on by all managers. Little consensus was 

especially found regarding the sub code “external network 

oriented” relational crafting. It is likely that not all employees 

within a firm come in contact with external parties like 

customers, suppliers and competitors, while this would also 

probably differ per firm. This could be an explanation for the 

results on relational crafting since managers might see little 

opportunities for job crafting within the external relations, 

causing them to value “external network oriented” relational 

crafting less than other types of relational crafting. 

Also, it seems that the concept of job crafting might not be 

very relevant for supermarkets, or more generally, the retail 

business. This because a large part of the respondents who 

worked for a supermarket expressed no or little expectations 

towards the future of job crafting in the first stage of the 

Delphi method. Respondents who came from other industries, 

like manufacturing firms or an accountancy firm, generally 

provided more expectations towards the future of job crafting. 

This however might also have to do with the authority levels 

of respondents, since those working in supermarkets were 

mainly work floor managers, while others often occupied a 

higher level management function, such as CEO or 

department director. So, when looking at authority levels, it 

might be that managers of higher authority levels are more 

knowing about job crafting behaviors and opportunities than 

lower level managers.  

Furthermore, the most relevant responses in the first stage of 

the Delphi method came from managers who perceived their 

company as informal. Also, informal managers reached 

positive consensus more often than formal managers on every 

job crafting type. This evidence suggests that managers 

working in informal organizations are more aware of job 

crafting and the proactive role of employees than managers 

working in formal organizations. Such a proposition is in line 

with statements of Wrzesniewski & Dutton (2001), who say 

that more controlling and monitoring, which are 

characteristics of a formal company, most probably negatively 

influences the perceived opportunities employees have to craft 

their jobs. They also state that more autonomy and increased 

responsibility, which are characteristics of an informal 

company, might lead to more perceived opportunities to job 

craft. To summarize: formal characteristics decrease the 

perceived job crafting opportunities while informal 

characteristics increase them. The finding that managers 

working in formal systems are less aware of job crafting than 

managers working in informal systems is in line with this 

proposition and it could therefore be a valuable addition to job 

crafting theory.  

Another remarkable finding was that while informal managers 

offered a wider variety of qualitative responses in the first 

Delphi stage, their various means from Delphi stage two were 

each approximately 0,2 points lower than those of formal 

managers. A possible explanation for this can be found when 

considering the earlier made assumption that informal 

managers are more aware of job crafting behaviors, since it 

could be that they, in comparison to formal managers, had a 

more critical and refined opinion on the various job crafting 

expectations. The consensus percentages also show that 

informal managers agreed on the job crafting expectations to a 

larger extent, irrespective of the slightly lower means.  

The main addition this study can make to practice is that it 

offers a detailed list of 27 general managerial job crafting 

expectations. When combined with the answers to the two 

hypotheses, this list might help managers to assess which 

types of job crafting could occur within their specific firm or 

industry. When looking at the employee point of view the 

results of this study could indicate which types of job crafting 

would be more appreciated by management when this 

employee knows if he or she is working in a more formally or 

informally structured organization.  

6. CONCLUSION 
This research has provided three main conclusions as answers 

to the research question which is given below. 

What are the differences between expectations of managers 

working in formal versus informal companies regarding the 

types of job crafting that will occur within 5 years from now? 

First, managers working in formal companies generally 

expected more cognitive job crafting than task- and relational 

job crafting in future practice. Second, managers working in 

informal companies generally expected that all three types of 

job crafting, but especially task- and cognitive job crafting, 

were likely to occur in future practice. Third, managers 

working in informal companies agreed more on the future 

occurrence of job crafting and also seemed more aware of job 

crafting in general than managers working in formal 

organizations.  

7. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE 

DIRECTIONS 
In this research, the phenomenon of job crafting and its 

relation to formalization within firms was studied from a 

management perspective, which provided both advantages as 

well as drawbacks. A limitation of analyzing managerial 

expectations regarding job crafting is that managers cannot 

directly look into the minds of employees, which might cause 

them to expect things that will not happen in future practice. 

Managers only perceive the thoughts of employees when 

employees decide to share or signal them, and this might lead 

to an incomplete picture of the employees’ mindset among 

managers. This limitation is particularly relevant when 

analyzing cognitive job crafting, since this is a job crafting 

type that especially focuses on the mindset of the employee, 

instead of focusing on actions that can be perceived by others, 

as is the case with task- and relational job crafting. Therefore, 

future research could examine the relation between the 

different kinds of job crafting and formalization within 

company structures from an employee point of view. This 

might provide useful insights in how employees experience 
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their company structure and how this enables or disables them 

to craft their jobs.  

The methodology of this study also brought up some 

limitations that should be discussed. First of all, using my own 

network for finding respondents is without doubt not the best 

way to create a representative sample. Another way of 

selecting respondents would most probably not have been 

viable although, because of the limited time span and 

resources that were available to this study. Nevertheless, new 

and more rigid results are likely to be found when this study is 

repeated with more resources and especially more time, since 

a better sampling method could then perhaps be feasible. 

Also, almost all respondents were asked questions through 

online questionnaires, while face-to-face interview would be 

very likely to provide better results. By using online surveys I 

was not able to explain the interview questions and statements 

further or ask for any additional clarifications, which might 

have lead to misunderstanding among respondents or less 

substantial responses from respondents. In the light of the 

limited resources that were already addressed earlier, another 

interview method would although not have been feasible to 

use in this case. A repetition of this study in which face-to-

face interviews are used might however help to overcome the 

above limitation and it could possibly provide new and more 

substantial results.  

Another drawback of the current study is the closeness of 

some respondents to the mean that divided the respondents 

into the formal and informal groups. This means that there 

was not much difference between the formalization scores of 

some respondents who were nevertheless assigned to different 

groups. This leads to a certain extent of similarity between the 

two research groups, and this might have influenced the 

results of this study. A research that can create a clearer 

distinction between formal and informal structured firms 

might therefore find clearer differences between them in terms 

of job crafting.  

Also, this study only focused on the influence of formalization 

on future expectations regarding job crafting, while other 

organizational features might also be of importance for job 

crafting. One could for example think of centralization within 

firms, education and authority levels of both employees and 

managers or the type of industry a company is in. The effects 

of such features are not or barely taken into account in the 

current study, but they might have had an impact on the 

results. Therefore, future studies could focus on other 

organizational features that might influence job crafting 

behaviours among employees, as was already suggested by 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton (2001). This study tried to explore a 

specific organizational feature, being formalization, but there 

are still a lot of other organizational features that could be 

examined to shape a better picture of the antecedents that 

affect job crafting behavior and its future. 
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10. APPENDICES 
 

10.1 Appendix 1: Scale-based questions on formalization  
English: Dutch: 

To what extent do the following statements 

reflect management practice in your business?  

Please circle one number in each row. 

 

The options you can choose from are: 

1 = Nearly always 

2 = Most of the time 

3 = About half the time 

4 = Infrequently 

5 = Almost never 

 

In welke mate weerspiegelen de volgende 

stellingen de bedrijfsprocessen in het bedrijf 

waar u werkt?  

Kruist u alstublieft één vakje aan in elke rij. 

De opties waaruit u kunt kiezen zijn: 

1 = Nagenoeg nooit 

2 = Soms 

3 = Ongeveer de helft van de tijd 

4 = Meestal 

5 = Bijna atlijd 

 

Formal policies and procedures guide decisions 

 

 

Formele beleidslijnen en procedures zijn de leidraad voor 

het maken van beslissingen. 

 

 

Important communications between departments are 

documented by memo 

 

 

Belangrijke communicatie tussen verschillende 

bedrijfsonderdelen worden altijd vastgelegd. 

 

 

Formal job descriptions are maintained for occupation 

groups and job types  

 

 

Formele functieomschrijvingen worden gebruikt voor 

beroepsgroepen/functies. 

 

Reporting relationships are formally defined 

 

 

Aan wie er gerapporteerd moet worden is formeel 

vastgesteld. 

 

 

Lines of authority are specified in formal organization 

charts 

 

 

Gezagsverhoudingen zijn gespecificeerd in officiële 

organogrammen. 

 

Rewards and incentives are administered by objective 

and systematic criteria 

 

 

Beloningen worden toegekend op basis van objectieve 

prestatiecriteria. 

 

Capital expenditures are planned well in advance 

 

 

Investeringen worden ver van tevoren gepland. 

 

Plans are formal and written 

 

 

Plannen worden formeel en schriftelijk vastgelegd. 

 

Formal operating budgets guide day-to-day decisions 

 

 

Vooraf vastgestelde zijn leidend voor de dagelijkse 

besluitvorming. 

 

Source: the ESRC Centre for Business Research at the University of Cambridge, already used by Fiss (2011) 
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10.2 Appendix 2: Open-ended questions on future expectations on job crafting 

(stage 1 of the Delphi method) 
English Dutch 

On Task Job Crafting 

 

Which additional task that are not formally required by 

your employees’ job, might they take on during the 

five years to come?  

 

Welke aanvullende taken die niet formeel vereist zijn voor 

het werk van uw werknemers zouden zij in de komende vijf 

jaar vanuit zichzelf op zich kunnen nemen? 

 

 

Which changes in the content of their current tasks 

might employees make in the coming five years? 

 

Welke veranderingen in de inhoud van hun huidige 

takenpakket zouden werknemers zelf in de komende vijf 

jaar kunnen doorvoeren? 

 

On Relational Job Crafting 

 

Which changes might employees make in the amount 

of relationships at work in the coming five years?  

 

Note: not only changes in relations with colleagues are 

meant here; changes in relations with suppliers, 

customers etc. are also possible. 

 

 

Welke veranderingen zouden werknemers in de komende 

vijf jaar zelf kunnen maken in met wie zij samenwerken?  

 

Let op: het betreft hier niet puur relaties met collega’s; 

relaties met klanten, leveranciers etc. zijn ook mogelijk. 

 

 

In what ways might employees change the content of 

current relations at work during the five years to come? 

 

Note: not only changes in relations with colleagues are 

meant here; changes in relations with suppliers, 

customers etc. are also possible. 

 

 

Op welke manieren zouden werknemers de wijze waarop 

zij samenwerken met anderen in de komende vijf jaar zelf 

kunnen veranderen? 

 

Let op: het betreft hier niet puur relaties met collega’s; 

relaties met klanten, leveranciers etc. zijn ook mogelijk. 

 

On Cognitive Job Crafting 

 

In what ways might employees change the meaning or 

purpose they assign to their job in the next five years? 

 

Op welke manieren zouden werknemers zelf in de 

komende vijf jaar de betekenis of het doel dat zij toekennen 

aan hun werk kunnen veranderen? 

 

On Job Crafting in general 
 

Are there in your opinion any other ways, next to the 

ones mentioned above, in which employee might 

change their jobs in the five years to come? 

 

Zijn er volgens u enige andere manieren, naast de manieren 

die hierboven al genoemd zijn, waarop werknemers hun 

werk zouden kunnen veranderen in de komende vijf jaar? 
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10.3 Appendix 3: Scale based questions on the randomized summary list of 

future expectations (stage 2 of the Delphi method) 
 

Please indicate below to what extent you 

think that  the given expectations about 

employee behavior are likely to occur in 

your company in the coming five years. 

Please circle one number in each row. 

 

The options you can choose from are: 

1 = Not at all likely 

2 = Not very likely 

3 = Moderately likely 

4 = Very likely 

5 = Utmost likely 

 

Geef hieronder alstublieft aan in welke mate u 

het waarschijnlijk acht dat onderstaande 

verwachtingen met betrekking tot 

werknemergedrag zich voor zouden kunnen 

gaan doen binnen uw bedrijf in de komende vijf 

jaar.  

Kruist u alstublieft één vakje aan in elke rij. 

 

De waardes waaruit u kunt kiezen zijn: 

1 = helemaal niet waarschijnlijk 

2 = niet erg waarschijnlijk 

3 = redelijk waarschijnlijk 

4 = zeer waarschijnlijk 

5 = uiterst waarschijnlijk 

 

Developing specializations within the job; focusing on 

a certain subarea 
Ontwikkelen van specialisaties binnen het werk; binnen de 

eigen werkzaamheden zich gaan specialiseren of toespitsen 

op een bepaald subgebied  

More pro-active behavior in starting contact or 

cooperation 
Pro-actiever worden in het starten van contact en 

samenwerking  

Involving customers in the progress of the business 

process 
Het betrekken van klanten in het verloop van het 

bedrijfsproces  

Giving meaning to the company vision in the own 

mindset 
Betekenis geven aan de visie van het bedrijf binnen de 

eigen gedachtewereld  

Expanding or adjusting relationships with colleagues Uitbreiden of aanpassen van relaties met collega’s  

Staying up to date about the activities and the progress 

of competitors 
Op de hoogte blijven en verdiepen in de activiteiten en de 

vooruitgang van concurrenten  

Expanding or adjusting networks with external parties 

that matter to the organization, such as customers and 

suppliers 

Uitbreiden of aanpassen van netwerken met externe 

partijen die van belang zijn voor het bedrijf, zoals 

leveranciers en klanten  

Expanding or adjusting networks with external parties 

that matter to the organization, such as customers and 

suppliers 

Zoeken en benutten van mogelijkheden om het 

bedrijfsproces duurzamer of beter te maken  

Guiding customers to new ways in which they can 

come in contact with the firm (new distribution ways) 
Klanten begeleiden naar nieuwe manieren waarop zij in 

aanraking kunnen komen met het bedrijf (nieuwe 

distributievormen)  

Keeping the own knowledge up to date (seeking 

deepening by themselves) and spotting new 

developments in the discipline 

De eigen kennis zelf up to date houden (zelf verdieping 

zoeken) en het signaleren van nieuwe ontwikkelingen 

binnen het vakgebied  

Keeping the own knowledge up to date (seeking 

deepening by themselves) and spotting new 

developments in the discipline 

Initiatief nemen en het laten zien van een proactieve 

houding, zowel binnen het bedrijf als richting klanten 

(initiatief zonder opdracht)  

Being of assistance in the recruitment- and growth 

processes of new employees 
Behulpzaam zijn in het wervings- en groeiproces van 

nieuwe werknemers  

Always putting the customer in the First place; an 

employees’ activities should always serve the 

customer’s interest 

De klant altijd centraal laten staan gedurende het gehele 

bedrijfsproces; de werkzaamheden van een werknemer 

ondergeschikt maken aan het belang van de klant  

Rotating tasks within departments by employees Rouleren van taken binnen afdelingen door werknemers  

Exchanging ideas with internal people Uitwisselen van ideeën en kennis met mensen van binnen 

het bedrijf  

Having a say in decision making through asking or Meebeslissen in de besluitvorming door inspraak te vragen 
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possibly demanding involvement of eventueel te eisen  

Being capable to connect different events and reason 

about why these connections exist 
In staat zijn verbanden te leggen tussen verschillende 

gebeurtenissen en deze verbanden ook kunnen beredeneren  

Setting targets and pursuing these instead of simply 

executing tasks 
Het zetten van doelen en deze vervolgens nastreven in 

plaats van het simpelweg uitvoeren van taken  

The joint and agreed execution of tasks (co-creation) 

instead of solely focusing on the precise content of a 

task 

Het gezamenlijk en in overleg uitvoeren van taken (co-

creatie) in plaats van het alleen focussen op de precieze 

inhoud van een taak  

Creating more independency through which employees 

are enabled to solve more problems on their own 
Het creëren van meer zelfstandigheid waardoor men in 

staat is zelf problemen op te lossen  

Developing a broader view on the job than just the task 

description. One has to go outside the box if this is 

required 

Het ontwikkelen van een bredere visie op het werk dan 

alleen de taakomschrijving. Men moet buiten de eigen 

kaders gaan indien dit nodig is  

Developing a collective way of thinking, which 

enables employees to  check and oversee each other 
Het ontwikkelen van een collectieve (gezamenlijke) 

denkwijze, zodat ‘alle neuzen dezelfde kant op staan’ en 

men elkaar als het ware controleert  

Reducing location bondage, seeing the connections 

between people as the main guidance 
Verminderen van locatiegebondenheid; de verbindingen die 

men met elkaar heeft als leidraad gaan zien  

Providing ideas or suggestions about business 

operations (business, customer or work atmosphere 

related) 

Leveren van ideeën of suggesties over de bedrijfsvoering 

(bedrijfs-, klant- of werksfeer gericht) 

Always considering important characteristics of the 

company vision during the execution of tasks 
Belangrijke kenmerken van de bedrijfsvisie altijd in acht 

nemen gedurende het uitvoeren van het werk  

Finding or spotting commercial opportunities Het signaleren van commerciële kansen 

Exchanging ideas and knowledge with external people, 

such as customers and suppliers 

Uitwisselen van ideeën en kennis met mensen van buiten 

het bedrijf, zoals klanten en leveranciers 

 


