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ABSTRACT
In the last years, the scientific interest on job crafting within the Job demands-resources theory has been
increased. The paper aimed to examine the role of job crafting in the relationship between self-efficacy and
performance at work. Based on Job demands-resources theory, we hypothesized that employees with higher
levels of self-efficacy would be most likely to make proactively changes in their own jobs in order to perform
well. Specifically, we hypothesized that job crafting may mediate the positive effects between self-efficacy
and work performance and organizational citizenship behaviours. Participants were 361 employees of
different Italian organizations. Results from SEM showed the positive effect of self-efficacy on job crafting,
work performance, and organizational citizenship behaviours. Furthermore, job crafting partially mediated
the relationship between self-efficacy and work performance and totally mediated the relationship between
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self-efficacy and organizational citizenship behaviours. Findings suggest that job crafting can play a crucial
role in the influence of personal resources, as self-efficacy, and the performance at work.
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1.

INTRODUCTION

In multifaceted organizational environments, individual characteristics such as personal variables
are often studied to better understand their impact on work performance and other organizational
outcomes (Bipp & Demerouti, 2015). The relationship between personal resources and
performance has been supported by several studies (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014; Xanthopoulou et
al., 2009a; 2009b). Personal resources are positive self-evaluations which may influence
organizational outcomes such as goal-setting, motivation, performance, job and life satisfaction
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2014). Several studies, in fact, showed that personal resources, such as selfefficacy, are positively related to work engagement (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et
al., 2009a) and are used to well perform at work (Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2009; Luthans et al.,
2010).
The economic global crisis, in addition to rapid modifications coming from labour market, forced
companies to be more competitive and to improve their abilities and know-how. Consequently,
performance at work is becoming an essential indicator for organizations and for the strategic
position in global markets for both workers and organizations (Callea et al., 2016; Ingusci et al.,
2016a; 2016b; 2016c; Ingusci, 2018). In line with this theoretical framework, the aim of the study
is to contribute empirically and theoretically on research, investigating the relationship between
self-efficacy and performance at work by examining the role in this relationship of job crafting.
Based on the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014), we postulated
that job crafting is a proactive strategy through which workers with higher levels of self-efficacy
can modify their work conditions to perform well in several ways. Research about self-efficacy,
job crafting and performance is growing but is yet occasional. Although few recent studies
(Cenciotti et al., 2016b; Tims et al., 2014; Miraglia et al., 2017) explored the role of job crafting
in the relation between self-efficacy and in-role performance, to our knowledge no research has
yet considered extra-role performance as an outcome. Extra-role performance represents behaviors
that are not included in formal job requirements, and are suggested to be outcomes of abundant
resources (triggered by crafting), and can help organizational functioning (Demerouti et al., 2015).
The present study aims to provide support to the mediating role of job crafting between personal
and job resources and performance, according to the JD-R theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014),
more specifically between self-efficacy with both in-role and extra-role performance. Italy is one
of the most important market economies in the world (OECD, 2017) and faces constantly the
consequences of a change in the labour market, as a large number of different countries (Pacifico
et al., 2018). Job crafting conceptualization, in term of moderation or mediation effect, can be very
useful to understand how people deal with the growing levels of uncertainty and complexity in the
workplace. The relations hypothesised in this paper between job crafting, self-efficacy,
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organizational citizen behaviours and extra-role performance can lead to a riflession about the
modalities adopted to evolve and fit trasversal abilities, in order to manage the changing situation
of the actual society: outcomes can be used from professionals, organizations and researchers.

2.
2.1.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Self-Efficacy, In-Role Performance, and Extra-Role Performance

Self-efficacy refers to people’s beliefs of their capabilities to activate the motivation, the cognitive
and emotional resources and all the actions needed to cope with situational demands (Bandura,
1986; Carter et al., 2016). Several studies suggested that self-efficacy can be decisive to provide
effort and persistence in achieving goals, relating it to a positive motivational condition at work
(Consiglio et al., 2016). Self-efficacy at work concerns the degree of confidence that people have
in their ability to achieve a specified level in a particular context (Bandura, 2000; Pepe et al., 2010).
It refers to skills useful to manage and build new companies (Moriano et al., 2006), and
furthermore, it can be studied in relation to abilities to carry out job tasks (Osipow & Temple,
1996). Several empirical studies (Bandura & Locke, 2003; Tims et al., 2014) and a meta-analysis
(Judge & Bono, 2001; Rudolph et al., 2017) described significant correlations between selfefficacy and in-role performance. In-role performance is defined as those behaviours expressly
required by the organization and strictly linked to the goals of the organization (Motowidlo & Van
Scotter, 1994), including work performance. Employees highly self-efficacious may use more and
better adaptive behavioural strategies, such as help co-workers about work-related problems or
choose to attend meetings because they are better able to proactively plan these activities to
accommodate them.
Although the positive effect of self-efficacy on work performance is well documented in literature
(Judge & Bono, 2001), few studies investigated the relationship between self-efficacy and extrarole performance. Extra-role performance, including Organizational Citizenship Behaviour
(OCB), concerns employees’ discretionary and voluntary behaviours not directly linked to the
goals of the organization (Organ, 1997). Specifically, OCB concerns all that contextual behaviours
that contribute to “the maintenance and enhancement of the social and psychological context that
supports task performance” (Organ, 1997, p. 91). People evaluate their ability to cope successfully
with challenges when faced with environmental and challenging job demands, and that based on
this judgment, they persist with behavioural strategies to control challenges effectively and gain
desired outcomes (Bandura, 2000). According to Speier and Frese (1997) and Morrison & Phelps
(1999), for instance, self-efficacy is a strong predictor of personal initiative and “taking charge”
behaviour. Therefore, in line with this theoretical framework, we expect that:
Hypothesis 1: self-efficacy will be positively related to (a) work performance and (b) OCB.
2.2.

Self-efficacy and Job Crafting

Given the importance of self-regulatory processes that workers can apply when they are highly
self-efficacious, it becomes urgent to comprehend the mechanism that may explain increased
performance at work, including job crafting, because it can work as a proactive tool useful to help
employees and employers to manage the risk and the changes deriving from labour market.

536

Self-Efficacy and Work Performance: The Role of Job Crafting in Middle-Age Workers

Job crafting was introduced by Wrzesnieski and Dutton (2001), who specified how job crafters are
those employees who proactively initiate changes in their work environment, with the aim to align
their personal needs and their abilities with their job. Further research suggested how job crafting
can be studied as an approach to job design directed to achieve individual and organizational
positive outcomes (Bakker et al., 2016; Cenciotti et al., 2016b).
From a theoretical point of view, job crafting has been described as consisting of three dimensions
(Wrzesnieski & Dutton, 2001): task, cognitive and relational aspects to build relations at work,
through which they can modify their social environment. The JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007) specifies two broad classes of working conditions (job demands and job resources), used to
improve employees’ well-being and performance. Job demands are job characteristics potentially
adverse if not aligned with the abilities of individuals to adapt themselves to changes (Bakker et
al., 2007), like heavy workload, or cognitive, relational or emotional demands. Job resources are
job aspects which can give an essential support to employees (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and are
described as the physical, psychological, social or organisational job characteristics which realize
different purposes, like autonomy. Job resources are crucial in accomplishing work goals and are
necessary to harmonize the balance with the job demands. Furthermore, job resources can lead to
work engagement and consequently to enhanced performance (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009b).
Job crafting has been defined as the changes that employees may make to balance their job
demands and job resources with their personal abilities and needs (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012).
It is important to note that job crafting is not about redesigning the job as a whole but about
changing certain aspects of the job within the boundaries of the specific job tasks (Berg et al.,
2008). A recent research (Petrou, et al., 2012) defines job crafting starting from three work
strategies: seeking resources, seeking challenges and reducing demands. Seeking resources is
considered as a coping tool useful to manage and balance job demands. Individuals are motivated
to accumulate resources crucial for the defence and gain of further resources; this mechanism can
be useful to increase job resources and thus, to lead to positive organizational outcomes (Hobfoll,
2011). As for seeking, employees with active jobs, and thus with high job demands and high
control, seek new situations that may promote new skills and take on more responsibilities and
new projects, making more dynamic their job environment. Seeking challenges can increase
people’s motivation at work and improve work engagement (Petrou et al., 2016). Reducing
demands, finally, includes behaviours directed toward a decrease of all those job aspects,
emotionally, mentally and physically too demanding, actions such as task avoidance and reducing
workload (Ingusci et al., 2019) and time pressure, in sum, behaviours that indirectly may lead to
low motivation and to a progressive exhaustion. Resources and demands play a significant role
each other in influencing organizational outcomes. People having personal resources such as selfefficacy, feel capable to select, modify and implement other resources to meet and cope with
stressful demands. Self-efﬁcacy has been associated to more positive physical and emotional wellbeing (Bandura, 1986). Self-efficacy, self-esteem, coping strategies and social support are often
enhanced in the coping process. Stressful situations have an impact on resources and often
determine their loss, but, the Conservation of Resources theory (Hobfoll, 2011) suggests, that
coping with challenges successfully can increase resources and improve new strategies to cope
with organizational changes, affecting job crafting behaviours (Petrou et al., 2016). Moreover,
Luthans et al. (2007) stated that workers with higher levels of self-efficacy feel more confident to
effort and develop strategies to cope successfully with challenging tasks. Job crafters feel more
capable than others to cope with future work situations potentially demanding and difficult (Berg

Emanuela Ingusci, Antonino Callea, Claudio Giovanni Cortese, Margherita Zito, Laura Borgogni,
Roberto Cenciotti, Lara Colombo, Fulvio Signore, Enrico Ciavolino, Evangelia Demerouti

537

et al., 2008). In sum, according to previous studies, we refer to job crafting in terms of job demands
and job resources, by focusing on several aspects that employees can modify in their jobs, which
are part of those self-initiated behaviours and proactive strategies that employees carry out to make
actual changes in their level of job demands or job resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).
Following theoretical suggestions about self-efficacy and job crafting (Van Wingerden et al.,
2017), we expect that:
Hypothesis 2: self-efficacy will be positively related to job crafting.
2.3.
OCB

Job Crafting As a Mediator of The Effect Of Self-Efficacy on Work Performance and

Job crafting includes crafting more autonomy and task independence that may lead the employees
to feel more responsible for own performance and consequently, they can be encouraged to invest
more effort in the work task (Carter et al., 2016). Job crafting facilitates engagement and
performance, because employees changing their work environment, proactively adjust their job
demands and resources with their own abilities and needs (Tims & Bakker, 2010). Job crafting
leads to positive outcomes for the employee (person-job fit, enhanced meaning, job satisfaction,
work engagement) as well as for the organization (commitment, high performance, reduced staff
turnover) (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014; Tims & Bakker 2010). For these reasons, studies suggested
that employees should get opportunities to craft their own jobs (Tims, et al., 2013). Tims et al.
(2013) observed a significant relationship between crafting challenging demands and increased
work engagement and decreased burnout. It is also interesting to note that, according to Oldham
& Hackman (2010), beneficial outcomes could originate not from positive changes in job aspects
but from being just immersed in job crafting activities, because it may increase employees’ own
work responsibilities. They suggested to reflect about the benefit and positive differences deriving
from job crafting behaviours.
Recently, Tims et al. (2015) analysed the relation between job crafting and job performance,
suggesting that employees can increase their own work engagement and job performance through
job crafting. Job resources play a crucial role in intrinsically motivating because they satisfy
essential human needs for autonomy and competence (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Adding to it,
studies shown that workers that use social job resources are more likely to be encouraged to use
altruism behaviours toward their colleagues. Therefore, in line with this theoretical framework, we
expect that:
Hypothesis 3: job crafting will be positively related to (a) work performance and (b) OCB.
Several researchers argued that work performance is an important strategy for companies to cope
with changes and to achieve competitive advantage (Oldham & Hackman, 2010), and it is useful
for survival because it can support organizations to create, sustain and maintain a competitive
position inside the global labour market, avoiding the failure (Alge et al., 2006). Within the COR
theory, people who possess more personal resources, convert them in operative behavioural
strategies to develop these resources and achieve their goals (Cenciotti et al., 2016b; Hobfoll,
2011). According to the literature, we can state that job crafting refers to employees that proactively
modify aspects of their job to produce a better person–job fit (Tims, et al., 2012; Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001). Moreover, recent research highlighted that job crafting can enhance employee
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performance and well-being (Petrou et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2014; Petrou, Demerouti, Schaufeli,
2015; Loera et al., 2018).
In sum, we state that possessing and developing self-efficacy at work can lead to proactive
behaviours in order to enhance desired outcomes. Therefore, taking these findings into account,
we want to formulate the following hypothesis (see Figure 1):
Hypothesis 4: job crafting will mediate the positive relationship between self-efficacy and (a)
work performance and (b) OCB.

Figure 1: Hypothesized Mediation Model

3.

METHODOLOGY

3.1. Procedure and Participants
Participants were recruited in different organizational contexts. The survey was designed to respect
the privacy and anonymity, ensuring information confidentiality and that the data will be analysed
in aggregated manner. A written informed consent, with the description of the research’s purpose,
has been previously requested to participants.

Table 1: Principal descriptive demographic statistics of the sample
Gender
Responses = 350 (96.9%)
Male
Female
Age
Responses = 322 (89.2%)
Mean
Standard deviation
Minimum
Maximum
Mode

Frequency
176
174

Percentage
50.3%
49.7%
Frequency
47.7
7.7
26
66
50
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Education
Responses = 355 (98.3%)
Compulsory school
High-school
Professional certificate
University degree
Post-University degree
Marital status
Responses = 349 (96.7%)
Single
Married or lived with a partner
Divorced
Widowed
Occupational status
Responses = 353 (97.8%)
Permament contract
Temporary contract
Other
Job time
Responses = 350 (96.9%)
Full-time
Part-time
Flexible

Frequency
4
109
6
154
82

Percentage
1.1%
30.7%
1.7%
43.4%
23.1%

53
271
21
4

15.2%
77.6%
6.0%
1.1%

336
16
1

95.2%
4.5%
0.3%

339
9
2

96.8%
2.6%
0.6%
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Participants were 361 employees (50.3% men and 49.7% women) from private or public
organizations. The sample was a purpose one: partecipants worked in different South Italy
organizations. The response rate was of about 73%. Principal descriptive demographic statistics
are illustrated in Table 1. The average age of the employees was 47.7 years old (SD = 7.8), ranging
from 26 to 66 years old. The most frequent age was 50 years old (8.4%). In regards to education,
66.5% had a university degree, 30.7% had a high school degree and the remaining had a
professional certificate (1.7%) or completed only the compulsory school (1.1%). About 15.2% of
the participants were single, 77.7% were married (or lived with a partner) and the remaining were
divorced (6%) or widowed (1.1%). Regarding occupational status, 95.2% had a permanent contract
whereas 4.8% had a temporary job; furthermore, 95.6 worked full-time and only 4.4% worked
part-time.
3.2.

Measures

Self-efficacy was assessed with eight items of the Self-Efficacy at Work Scale (Borgogni et al.,
2010). Participants responded on a 7-point scale which ranged from 1 (“not at all capable”) to 7
(“totally capable”). In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha was 0.80.
Job crafting was measured with the 21-items Job Crafting Scale (Tims et al., 2012; Cenciotti et al.,
2016a). The scale consists of four dimensions: increasing structural job resources, decreasing
hindering demands, increasing social job resources and increasing challenging demands. Answer
alternatives ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (always). In line with previous studies (Akkermans & Tims,
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2017), in the present paper we used the scores of the four dimensions as indicators of job crafting
latent factor. Cronbach’s alpha reached 0.84.
Work performance was measured with 18 items of the Individual Work Performance Questionnaire
(IWPQ; Koopmans et al., 2014). It consisted of three scales: Task, contextual and
counterproductive behaviour. Participants were asked to rate own performance, considering the
period of the last three months, using a 5-point scale from 1 (seldom) to 5 (always). Cronbach’s
alpha reached .78.
OCB was measured with the 16-items Organizational Citizenship Behaviour Scale (Lee & Allen,
2002). Specifically, it measured behaviour that is directed towards other individuals (OCBI) and
behaviour that is directed towards the organization (OCBO). Participants were asked to indicate,
using 7-point scales from 1 (never) to 7 (always), how often they carried out these behaviours.
Cronbach’s alpha reached 0.89.
3.3.

Data Analyses

Data were analysed using SPSS (version 23) and M-PLUS (version 8.53). Firstly, we followed the
suggestions by Podsakoff et al. (2003) about the common method variance (CMV) in order to test
whether our measures were sufficiently distinct. Therefore, two alternative nested models were
compared via chi-square difference test (Δχ2). In the first model (M1), the fit of a one-factor
solution was tested. In the second model (M2), the fit of a four-factor solution (i.e. self-efficacy,
job crafting, work performance and OCB) was tested. Model fit was evaluated along with the
following indices: Comparative Fit Index (CFI); Tucker-Lewis index (TLI); Root Mean Squared
Error of Approximation (RMSEA); Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). In
particular, for TLI and CFI values between 0.90 and 0.95 are considered acceptable. RMSEA and
SRMR values indicate a good fit when they are smaller than or equal to 0.08. In case our measures
exhibited discriminant validity, it was expected that M2 would show a better fit than M1, i.e. chisquare difference test (Δχ2) should be significant. In addition to this, the Akaike Information
Criterion (AIC) was also used to further compare the two models (Akaike, 1987): the model with
lower AIC is the one to be preferred.
Mediation analysis (Walumbwa et al., 2009; Urbini et al., 2018) with latent variables (Ciavolino
& Nitti, 2012; Ciavolino & Nitti, 2013b; Ciavolino & Carpita, 2015; Carpita & Ciavolino, 2017)
were performed via structural equation modelling (SEM) (Joreskog, 1973; Bollen, 1989; Ciavolino
& Al-Nasser, 2009; Ciavolino & Dahlgaard, 2009; Ciavolino, 2012; Ciavolino & Nitti, 2013a,
Ciavolino et al., 2013; Ciavolino, Carpita, Nitti, 2015; Oberski & Satorra, 2013; Nitti & Ciavolino,
2014; Ciavolino et al., 2015), following the mediation analysis (Preacher et al., 2010) strategy
recommended by James et al. (2006). In the first step the full mediation (Rucker et al., 2011) model
(i.e. without the direct effects) was tested; in the second step the partial mediation model, including
the direct effects from self-efficacy to work performance and OCB, was tested. The two nested
models were compared via the chi-squared difference test (Δχ2). If Δχ2 is not significant, the partial
mediation model does not increase the fit significantly; therefore, the full mediation model is to be
preferred since it is more parsimonious.
Finally, in order to evaluate the statistical significance of direct and indirect effects, bootstrapping
procedure was used, employing 5000 samples with replacement from the full sample to construct
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bias-corrected 95 percent Confidence Intervals (CI) (Hayes, 2009). The indirect effect is significant
when zero is not included in the CI. If the indirect effect is not significant, there is not mediation;
if both indirect and direct effects are significant then there is a partial mediation; finally, if the
indirect effect is significant but direct effect is not significant a total mediation occurs (Hayes,
2009).

4.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Descriptive statistics of the study variables can be found in Table 2. Correlations among variables
were in the expected direction. Self-efficacy was positively correlated to job crafting, r = .39, p <
0.01, work performance, r = .69, p < 0.01, and OCB, r = .48, p < 0.01. Job crafting was positively
correlated to work performance, r = 0.56, p < 0.01, and OCB, r = 0.79, p < 0.01, as well as to work
performance was positively correlated to OCB, r = 0.63, p < 0.01.

Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Variables
1.
2.
3.
4.

Self-efficacy
Job crafting
Work performance
OCB

M
4.28
4.13
2.76
4.30

SD
1.38
1.05
0.71
1.47

1
0.39**
0.69**
0.48**

2

3

4

0.56**
0.79**

0.63**

-

Note: **p < .01

4.1.

Testing The Factor Model and The Hypothesised Mediation Model

Results suggested that the one-factor model (M1), in which all items loaded on a single factor, did
not show satisfying fit indices, CFI = 0.79, TLI = 0.74, RMSEA = 0.14, SRMR = 0.07, χ2 (44) =
374.82, p < 0.001. Conversely, the four-factor solution model (M2), in which each item just loaded
on its expected factor (i.e. self-efficacy, job crafting, work performance and OCB), showed a
satisfying fit: CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.05, χ2 (38) = 155.75, p < 0.001.
The chi square difference between M1 and M2 showed that there was indeed a significantly
increase of fit in M2, Δχ2M1-M2 (6) = 219.73, p < 0.001. Moreover, the AIC of M1 was 10109.39
while the AIC of M2 was 9902.32, further suggesting that the four-factor solution model (M2) had
to be preferred to the one-factor model (M1), as reported in Table 3.
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Table 3: Comparison between one-factor model and four-factor model
MODEL
Model 1:
All items loaded on a
single factor
Model 2:
4-Factor Model
SE+JC+WP+OCB
COMPARISON
M2-M1

X2

df

p

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

SRMR

AIC

374.82

44

<0.001

0.14

0.79

0.74

0.07

10109.39

155.75

38

<0.001

0.08

0.93

0.90

0.05

9902.32

ΔX2
219.73

df
6

p
<0.001

We compared the fit of the full mediation model with the fit of partial mediation model (James et
al., 2006). Results are illustrated in Table 4.

Table 4: Comparison between Full mediation model and Partial mediation model
MODEL
Model 1:
Full mediation model
Model 2:
Partial mediation model
COMPARISON
M2-M1

X2

df

p

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

SRMR

191.59

40

<0.01

0.09

0.90

0.87

0.06

149.68
ΔX2
41.91

38
Df
2

<0.001
p
<0.001

0.07

0.93

0.91

0.05

The full mediation model showed a tolerable fit, χ2 (40) = 191.59, p < 0.01; CFI = 0.90; TLI =
0.87; RMSEA = 0.09; SRMR = 0.06. The partial mediation model, including direct effects from
self-efficacy on work performance and OCB, showed a satisfying fit, CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.91,
RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.05, χ2 (38) = 149.68, p < 0.001. As Δχ2 (2) = 41.91, p < 0.001 was
significant, M2 improved the model fit: The partial mediation model has to be preferred (Figure
2).
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Figure 2: Results of Partial Mediation Model via SEM

In Hypothesis 1a and 1b, we expected a positive association between self-efficacy and work
performance and OCB. The total effect of self-efficacy on work performance was significant, B =
.34, bootstrap CI between 0.26 and 0.41; also the total effect of self-efficacy on OCB was
significant, B = 0.46, bootstrap CI between 0.35 and 0.56, supporting Hypothesis 1a and 1b.
In line with Hypothesis 2, we found a significant and positive relationship between self-efficacy
and job crafting, B = 0.48, bootstrap CI between 0.38 and 0.58. Furthermore, in Hypothesis 3a and
3b, we expected a positive relationship between job crafting and work performance and OCB.
Results supported Hypothesis 3a and 3b, showing that job crafting had a significant and positive
association both work performance, B = 0.32, bootstrap CI between 0.23 and 0.40, and, OCB, B =
0.75, bootstrap CI between 0.55 and 0.98.
Finally, in Hypothesis 4a and 4b, we expected that job crafting mediates the effect of self-efficacy
on work performance and OCB. The indirect effect of self-efficacy on work performance, via job
crafting, was significant, B = 0.15, bootstrap CI between 0.10 and 0.20. Also the direct effect was
significant, B = 0.19, bootstrap CI between 0.12 and 0.28. Therefore, job crafting partially
mediated the relationship between self-efficacy on work performance.
Furthermore, the indirect effect of self-efficacy on OCB, via job crafting, was significant, B = 0.36,
bootstrap CI between 0.25 and 0.49. However, the direct effect was not significant, B = 0.10,
bootstrap CI between -0.03 and 0.23. Therefore, job crafting totally mediated the relationship
between self-efficacy on OCB.
In sum, results showed that job crafting mediated the effect of self-efficacy on work performance
and OCB, supporting Hypothesis 4a and 4b.
As our data were cross-sectional, in order to rule out competing hypotheses we also considered an
alternative model with an inverse path, in which self-efficacy mediates the effect between job
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crafting and both outcomes. The alternative model showed worse fit indices, χ2 (38) = 155.75, p <
0.001, CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.89, RMSEA = 0.09, SRMR = 0.05, than the hypothesized model.
Therefore, the hypothesized partial mediation model has to be empirically preferred to its
alternative model.
4.1.

Discussion

In this study we tested whether self-efficacy at work can be a crucial variable for improving work
performance and OCB. Based on the theoretical framework of JD-R theory (Bakker & Demerouti,
2014; Van Den Broeck et al., 2013), we investigated whether self-efficacy at work can influence
work performance and OCB via job crafting behaviours.
Our results mostly support our hypotheses: job crafting partially mediated the positive relationship
between self-efficacy at work and work performance and fully mediated the positive relationship
between self-efficacy at work and OCB. In sum, our findings contribute to the JD-R theory by
showing that self-efficacy at work may act as a personal resource that can be functional in
achieving goal and stimulate personal growth and development (Van Wingerden et al., 2017;
Xanthopoulou et al., 2009a). Moreover, our findings suggest to consider job crafting as a
mechanism which can influence strategic organizational outcomes such as in-role and extra-role
performance. Our study in fact, shows that job crafting can be guided by self-efficacy and then
related to improved task performance and OCB, that are important and decisive organizational
desired outcomes. As a consequence, job crafting can represent a core mechanism of motivational
processes as described by JD-R theory (Akkermans & Tims, 2017). Our design is based on
theoretical assumptions deriving from JD-R theory which states that personal resources (such as
self-efficacy) and job resources (such job crafting behaviour) strengthen each other and contribute
to work performance overall (Van Wingerden et al., 2017). Job crafting has been recently studied
as a mediator between individual variables and career success (Akkermans & Tims, 2017;
Cenciotti et al., 2016b; Ingusci et al., 2016b) but a few studies use it as mechanism to mediate selfefficacy at work and in-role and extra-role performance, mostly on daily situations; for instance,
Tims and colleagues (2014) showed the people at work who felt more self-efficacious on a given
day are more likely to activate their job resources on that day. According to the JD-R theory
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2014) personal resources can be crucial to initiate a motivational process
that leads to enhanced individual outcomes. Recently, JD-R theory has incorporated job crafting,
as a form of proactive work behaviour, it has been conceptualized as a means of mobilising
personal resources to provide favourable outcomes. To the best of our knowledge, literature about
job crafting behaviours as mediators of the self-efficacy at work and in-role and extra-role
performance is poor. Self-efficacy at work may improve employees’ capabilities acted to cope with
difficulties related to their work activities (Caprara et al., 2003), to manage and build a new
enterprise (Moriano et al., 2006), to carry out work assignments (Betz & Hackett, 1981) and to
relate to specific tasks (Akkermans & Tims, 2017; Osipow & Temple, 1996).
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CONCLUSION

This study contributes to JD-R theory in several ways. Firstly, according to the JD-R model,
personal resources are part of a motivational process useful to increase employee well-being and
organizational outcomes (Akkermans & Tims, 2017). Self-efficacy can play a crucial role as an
antecedent of any dimensions of job crafting: therefore, future research should deeply explore this
relation, focusing on the different job crafting behaviours, the increasing of job resources and the
increasing of challenging job demands, according to suggestions developed by recent studies by
Petrou et al. (2016). Furthermore, future research could investigate this process of mediation over
longer time periods and in an alternative model in which variables are reciprocally related.
Although research about personal resources and organizational outcomes (especially work
engagement) is very large, we note a lack of the studies about the mediating role of job crafting in
this relation, especially with OCB as an extra-role performance behaviour. Therefore, we can
consider it as a second contribution for literature about JD-R theory and the use of job crafting. Job
crafting behaviour can be guided by self-efficacy and, thus may lead to increase employees’
performance at work. A further value of this study concerns the focus on a particular form of extrarole performance: OCB.
A first practical implication of this study concerns the role of organizations. Companies could
promote workers’ job crafting behaviours through the increase of levels of personal resources.
Managers and employers could sustain the development and the enlargement of human resources
practices which are likely to improve commitment and performance at work (Akkermans, Tims,
2017; Kuvaas, 2008). Another crucial issue is job insecurity (Piccoli et al., 2017). In such current
situation, when temporary contracts and job insecurity at work are increasing (Ingusci et al., 2016b;
Callea et al., 2016; Ingusci et al., 2011), many employees try to find different ways to manipulate
their job to adapt it to own needs. Job crafting can become a decisive strategy to deal with change
with important implications for performance (Petrou et al., 2016) and well-being at work. In sum,
these findings can support organizations to focus on personal resources in different human
resources practices, such as the personnel selection and career development. Recently, we observed
how job crafting interventions can be useful to support workers in maintaining and strengthening
their personal resources, obtaining essential benefit both for workers and organizations (Cenciotti
et al., 2016b).
This study has key strengths, including a theoretical development of JD-R theory but it also shows
several limitations. First, in the study we used only self-report measures which can result in
common method biases. However, following suggestions by Podsakoff et al. (2012) and Williams
et al. (2010), we proved that CMV is not likely to have affected our findings. Although
performance can be measured also by supervisor rating, we state that job crafting and self-efficacy
at work cannot be measured by other than themselves. Moreover, according to literature, some
variables can be rated by employees themselves (Demerouti, Bakker, 2011); self-efficacy and job
crafting can be often difficult to be rated by colleagues or supervisors (Daniels, 2006; Spector,
2006), also when they are measured on daily basis (Tims et al., 2013). Secondly, the study has
used a cross sectional design, it limited the possibility to establish causal relationships between the
variables.
A further limitation concerns our sample, which was a convenience one. It consisted of individuals
from private and public sector, mostly of them of middle age (average = 47.4 years, SD = 8.4).
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These employees may craft their jobs and feel self-efficacious at the same time. Job crafting
behaviours can be used also to manage different career stages (Akkermans, Tims, 2017). Therefore,
future research could replicate this study among different age cohorts. For instance, according to
the framework presented by Kooij et al. (2015), job crafting for older can help older workers to
stay motivated and healthy.
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