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SUMMARY 

 

Title: The validation of a study crafting scale within the South African higher education 

context 

 

Keywords: Study crafting, job crafting, validation, structural equation modelling, student 

engagement, study-course fit, strengths use and deficit correction behaviour, higher education 

context 

 

Students at higher education institutions (HEIs) face various challenges in their studies. Higher 

education students, particularly first-year students, are, for instance, faced with increasing 

study demands, despite having insufficient resources and can be confronted with difficulties of 

time management. These challenges can negatively impact on student success, also affecting 

graduate dropout rates.  

 

In order to address such challenges and add to student success during the first year of study, 

students need to learn to function more proactively in addressing the challenges they face. 

Given the importance of proactive student behaviour, for the present research study, a new type 

of proactive behaviour was introduced, labelled ‘study crafting’. Furthermore, as this study is 

the first to introduce and evaluate the study crafting construct within the higher education 

context, no existing crafting measure could be used for this evaluation. A need was, therefore, 

identified for a valid study crafting scale (SCS). The general aim of this study was thus to 

validate a newly-developed SCS for South African HEIs by investigating the factorial validity, 

reliability, convergent and discriminant validity, as well as the criterion validity of the newly-

developed scale.  

 

For this study, a cross-sectional research design was employed to gather data. Data were 

collected from a sample of 611 first-year students from a HEI in South Africa. These 

participants took part voluntarily as a convenient sampling method was used. After collecting 

the data from the participants, the statistical modelling programmes of JASP 0.9.2.0 and Mplus 

8.1 were used to investigate the psychometric properties of the SCS. In particular, exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA) was used to ascertain the number of study crafting factors, whilst 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) confirmed the factor structure of the scale. With CFA, the 
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fit of the measuring model to the data was considered. The results from the factor analysis 

provided evidence of a three-factor structure of study crafting, namely: applying internal 

resources (AIR), seeking lecturer support (SLS), and seeking peer support (SPS). The 

researcher also attempted to establish the reliability of the SCS for all three factors. To 

determine the scale’s reliability, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were considered acceptable at 

a value of 0.70 and above. The research findings provided sufficient evidence of acceptable 

reliability.  

 

Additionally, the convergent and discriminant validity of the SCS were investigated. The 

findings indicated that the scale correlates positively with the theoretically-similar constructs 

of strengths use behaviour (SUB) and deficit correction behaviour (DCB). These results, 

therefore, provided evidence of convergent validity. Thereafter, discriminant validity was 

determined where acceptable intercorrelations between all of the latent variables were found. 

Discriminant validity was established further by comparing constrained versus unconstrained 

models where a significant difference was found. Finally, the criterion validity of the SCS was 

investigated by inserting regression paths in the final measuring model where the significance 

but also the size and direction of the beta coefficient values were considered. The reported 

findings indicated that AIR significantly predicts both outcome variables of student 

engagement and study-course fit. On the other hand, the findings showed that the study crafting 

factors of SLS and SPS do not relate significantly to either variable of student engagement or 

study-course fit.  

 

Based on the research findings, the researcher drew conclusions about the phenomenon of 

study crafting. To round off the study, recommendations were made to apply the SCS in 

practice and for future research in this field.  
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OPSOMMING 

 

Titel: Die validering van ’n studie-vormingskaal binne die Suid-Afrikaanse 

hoëronderwyskonteks 

 

Sleutelwoorde: Studie-vorming, werkvorming, validering, strukturele 

vergelykingsmodellering, studentebetrokkenheid, studie-kursus passing, sterkpunt-gebruik en 

tekortkoming-korrigeringsgedrag, hoëronderwyskonteks 

 

Studente aan hoëronderwysinstellings (HOI’s) staar verskillende uitdagings in hul studies in 

die gesig. Hoëronderwysstudente, veral eerstejaarstudente, word byvoorbeeld gekonfronteer 

met toenemende studievereistes, ondanks die feit dat hulle nie oor voldoende hulpbronne 

beskik nie en met probleme met tydsbestuur gekonfronteer kan word. Hierdie uitdagings kan 

‘n negatiewe uitwerking op studentesukses hê, en dit kan ook ‘n uitwerking hê op die afneem 

van gegradueerdes.  

 

Om sulke uitdagings die hoof te bied en sodoende ‘n bydrae te lewer tot studentesukses 

gedurende die eerste studiejaar, moet studente leer om meer proaktief te funksioneer om die 

uitdagings wat hulle in die gesig staar, aan te pak. Gegewe die belangrikheid van proaktiewe 

gedrag van studente, is ’n nuwe soort proaktiewe gedrag vir die huidige navorsingstudie 

bekendgestel, aangewys as “studie-vorming”. Aangesien hierdie studie die eerste is om die 

studie-vorming konstruk binne die konteks van die hoër onderwys bekend te stel en evalueer, 

kon geen bestaande vormingmaatstaf vir hierdie evaluering gebruik word nie. Daarom is ‘n 

behoefte geïdentifiseer vir ‘n geldige studie-vormingskaal (SVS). Die algemene doelstelling 

van hierdie studie was dus om ’n nuut-ontwikkelde SVS vir die Suid-Afrikaanse HOI’s te 

valideer deur die feitegeldigheid, betroubaarheid, konvergente en diskriminerende geldigheid, 

sowel as die kriteriumgeldigheid van die nuut-ontwikkelde skaal, te ondersoek.  

 

Vir hierdie ondersoek is ’n deursnitnavorsingsontwerp gebruik om data te versamel. Data is 

versamel uit ’n steekproef van 611 eerstejaarstudente aan ’n HOI in Suid-Afrika. Hierdie 

deelnemers het vrywillig aan die studie deelgeneem aangesien ’n gerieflike steekproefmetode 

gebruik is. Nadat die data van die deelnemers verkry is, is die statistiese 

modelleringsprogramme, JASP 0.9.2.0 en Mplus 8.1, gebruik om die psigometriese eienskappe 
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van die SVS te ondersoek. Verkennende faktoranalise (VFA) is spesifiek gebruik om die aantal 

studiefaktore vas te stel, terwyl bevestigende faktoranalise (BFA) die faktorstruktuur van die 

skaal bevestig het. Deur VFA is dit oorweeg of die metingsmodel by die data pas. Die resultate 

van die faktoranalise het ’n drie-faktorstruktuur van studie-vorming uitgewys, naamlik: 

toepassing van interne hulpbronne (TIH), soeke na dosenteondersteuning (SDO) en soeke na 

portuurondersteuning (SPO). Die navorser het ook gepoog om die betroubaarheid van die SVS 

vir al drie faktore vasgestel. Om betroubaarheid van die skaal vas te stel, is Cronbach se alfa-

koëffisiënte as aanvaarbaar beskou teen ’n waarde van 0.70 en hoër. Die bevindings het 

voldoende bewys van aanvaarbare betroubaarheid gelewer.  

 

Die konvergente en diskriminerende geldigheid van die SVS is ook ondersoek. Die bevindings 

het aangedui dat die skaal positief korreleer met die teoreties-soortgelyke konstrukte van 

sterkpunt-gebruikgedrag (SGG) en tekortkoming-korrigeringsgedrag (TKG). Hierdie resultate 

toon dus konvergente geldigheid. Daarna is die diskriminante geldigheid bepaal waar 

aanvaarbare interkorrelasies tussen al die latente veranderlikes gevind is. Diskriminante 

geldigheid is voorts vasgestel deur beperkte en onbeperkte modelle te vergelyk, waar ’n 

beduidende verskil gevind is. Laastens is die kriteriumgeldigheid van die SVS ondersoek deur 

regressiepaaie in die finale metingsmodel in te voeg, waar die betekenis, maar ook die grootte 

en rigting van die beta-koëffisiëntwaardes in ag geneem is. Die bevindings wat gerapporteer 

is, het aangedui dat TIH beide die uitkomsveranderlikes van studentebetrokkenheid en studie-

kursus passing beduidend voorspel. Daarteenoor het die resultate getoon dat die studie-

vormingfaktore van SDO en SPO nie betekenisvolle betrekking op veranderlikes van 

studentebetrokkenheid of die studie-kursus passing gehad het nie.  

  

Op grond van die navorsingsbevindinge het die navorser gevolgtrekkings gemaak oor die 

verskynsel van studie-vorming. Om die studie af te rond, is aanbevelings ook gemaak om die 

SVS in die praktyk toe te pas, en vir toekomstige navorsing in hierdie rigting.  



 1 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The present study aimed to validate a newly-developed study crafting scale (SCS) for higher 

education institutions (HEIs). Even though the SCS was developed during a previous 

qualitative phase of the overarching research project, this research study focused on validating 

this newly-developed scale for use in practice. The intention was to produce a reliable, valid 

instrument to assess the crafting behaviours of students at tertiary institutions in South Africa. 

To achieve this aim, various statistical methods were employed, namely factorial validity, 

reliability, as well as convergent, discriminant and criterion validity. This chapter, therefore, 

presents the problem statement and offers an overview of former research on the use of crafting 

behaviours, particularly within the organisational context. Furthermore, the questions, 

objectives, and hypotheses for the research are provided. This is followed by a breakdown of 

the research methodology ended off by a brief layout of the chapters.  

 

1.1 PROBLEM STATEMENT 

 

Higher education institutions (HEIs) in South Africa are confronted with numerous challenges, 

especially strategic management in light of the current precarious financial situation in the 

country (Habib, 2016; Teferra & Altbach, 2004). In particular, universities and other HEIs are 

confronted with low graduation rates, high dropout rates as well as increased student unrest 

and protests. Further challenges entail students being unprepared for higher education and 

experiencing problems with funding (Habib, 2016; Letsaka & Maile, 2008; Lowe & Cook, 

2003; Mouton, Louw & Strydom, 2013; Teferra & Altbach, 2004). In addition, HEIs must not 

only operate but also increase access to higher education for all South Africans, in 

circumstances exasperated by political, economic and social difficulties (Teferra & Altbach, 

2004). Furthermore, students are confronted with personal challenges. These issues include a 

lack of academic readiness, poor time management, exaggerated educational expectations, 

difficulties in linking theory to practice, experiences of homesickness, and the stressful 

transition to the tertiary environment (Goldrick-Rab, 2010; Murtonen & Lehtinen, 2003; 

Roderick, Nagaoka, Coca & Moeller, 2009; Van der Meer, Jansen & Torenbeek, 2010; Urani, 

Miller, Johnson & Petzel, 2003).  

 

In light of the above-mentioned challenges, HEIs must be proactive by adapting their policies 

and curricula to promote student success (Engle & O’Brien, 2007). Seeing that the 21st century 
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is considered a knowledge era, institutions need to assume responsibility for providing quality 

education and prepared graduates (Mouton et al., 2013; Teferra & Altbach, 2004). HEIs can 

thus proactively focus on their retention strategies to address low graduation and high dropout 

rates (Thayer, 2000). For this purpose, HEIs require a policy to improve student support 

systems, whilst elevating learning environments where “staff members act as first responders 

to students’ needs” (Engle & O’Brien, 2007, p. 3; Thayer, 2000). Students have also shown 

that they are academically more successful at institutions that focus on improving their first-

year experience (Engle & O’Brien, 2007; Tinto, 2003). Moreover, through their facilities and 

services, HEIs can largely impact on students’ overall experience at a university. Generally, 

such an impact is provided by the courses offered at the institution, the condition of the 

facilities, the presence of specialist lecturers for teaching, and the availability of student 

accommodation (Price, Matzdorf, Smith & Agahi, 2003; Regan, 2012).  

 

Overall, HEIs are responsible for knowledge distribution and for supplying qualified graduates 

as the employees and entrepreneurs of the future (Badat, 2010). To achieve this goal, 

institutions typically provide facilities such as computer labs, libraries, Internet Technology 

services, quiet study rooms, and additional tutoring programmes (Price et al., 2003). Thus, by 

offering the mentioned facilities and features, HEIs can effectively and positively influence 

students’ academic learning experience (Fleming & Storr, 1999). Several HEIs also offer 

mental health services, supportive counselling services, facilities for physical recreation, 

student societies, community-based outreach programmes, and social activities for students 

(Grant-Valonne, Reid, Umali & Pohlert, 2003; Knight, 1999; Reed, 2007; Yorgason, Linville 

& Zitzman, 2008). These resources contribute to the experience of being a student. In other 

words, HEIs attend to both the academic and student experience of their clients (i.e. students). 

To do this properly, HEIs are confronted with the enormous task of dealing with the various 

challenges mentioned earlier.  

 

Consequently, these institutions can benefit from obtaining knowledge and assistance from 

organisational experts. Among these experts are Industrial Psychologists. As specified by the 

South African Department of Health (2011), Industrial and Organisational (IO) Psychologists 

can provide assistance to HEIs by “facilitating individual and group processes for effective 

institutional functioning; by designing and implementing training programmes for effective 

institutional functioning; designing and developing strategies in consumer behaviour; through 

developing interventions to ameliorate poor performance in the work setting; and by designing 
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and implementing programmes based on the understanding of ergonomics” (p. 10). IO 

Psychologists may, therefore, provide HEIs with programmes and interventions to enrich the 

functioning of their students, academic staff, and ultimately, the institution as a whole. These 

interventions may help improve the management of these institutions’ assets as well as their 

ability to compete fiscally in the marketplace. In this regard, IO Psychologists fulfil an 

important role in the functioning of HEIs. Thus, it stands to reason that HEIs should acquire 

the knowledge and services of IO Psychologists who, through research, can provide expert 

opinions and recommendations to enhance, for example, the offered student support services.  

 

Although universities should support students, it is a shared responsibility where students ought 

to be involved proactively in their academic success. Given the current situation within the 

South African higher education setting, students have to assume more responsibility to realise 

academic success, especially since the emphasis is placed on the “student’s own role” in 

modelling his or her engagement (Kahn, 2014, p. 1006). This implies that students must take 

the initiative to meet their own study demands. However, most students presently enrolled at 

HEIs are part of the so-called millennials – individuals born from 1982 to 2002 (Elam, Stratton 

& Gibson, 2007; Howe & Strauss, 2000). Seemingly millennial students, compared to other 

generations, generally need others to provide them direction and approval, whilst expecting to 

be presented with structure (Crone & MacKay, 2007; DeBard, 2004). In particular, millennial 

students may require a structure of accountability for their education (DeBard, 2004). This 

suggesting that “millennials expect to be held accountable” where they strive to achieve this 

accountability through the display of good behaviour (Debard, 2004, p. 37).  

 

Additionally, even though certain millennials are hardworking and invest in their studies, 

others still insist on instant gratification. The latter group provides relatively limited input to 

succeed in their studies (Crone & MacKay, 2007; McGlynn, 2008). By seeking instant 

gratification this can encourage further impractical expectations, where students may turn to 

others to deal with problems on their behalf (Tyler, 2007). Such an attitude may be due to the 

helplessness the millennials have become accustomed to during their childhood (Odenweller, 

Booth-Butterfield & Weber, 2014; Twenge, 2006). This helplessness may imply that certain 

millennials were not exposed to situations of failure whilst growing up. The reason being that 

their parents often typically took on excessive responsibility for their experiences, successes as 

well as failures (Bayless, 2013; Odenweller et al., 2014). Scriber and Trowbridge (2009) 

explain learned helplessness as instances where students no longer challenge their educators 
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with their opinions; they rather begin to distrust their own academic capacity, thereby doubting 

their ability to overcome difficulties (Sutherland & Singh, 2004). Such learned helplessness 

may explain why several millennial students appear to be directionless after graduating from 

HEIs, lacking proactivity (DeBard, 2004).  

 

To address this helplessness, students must develop into intentional learners who explore, 

reflect upon, and integrate their education and experiences, thereby actively reaching their 

study goals (Association of American Colleges and Universities, 2002). This need underlines 

the importance for students to develop themselves and build a capacity to behave proactively. 

Essentially, proactive behaviour is to take the initiative to improve current circumstances; this 

means dealing actively with trials (Bindl & Parker, 2010). Proactiveness means anticipating 

future change behaviours, persevering despite difficulties, and challenging current situations 

(Crant, 2000; Frese & Fay, 2001; Parker, 2000). There are different types of proactive 

behaviours, namely: seeking feedback, socialising and building networks, and uncovering and 

taking initiatives for change. These forms of behaviour also include information gathering and 

novelty, problem-solving, issue selling, as well as helping others by managing their careers and 

work stresses (Ashford & Black, 1996; Ashford, Blatt & Van de Walle, 2003; Crant, 2000; 

Frese & Fay, 2001; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Morrison, 1993; Organ, 1988; Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001).  

  

Organisational studies have researched a prevalent form of proactive behaviour, namely job 

crafting. The proactive behaviour labelled as “job crafting” was initially presented in 2001 by 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (p. 179). Job crafting refers to “self-initiated behaviours” that 

employees adopt to make their work more meaningful (Parker & Collins, 2010, p. 639; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Fundamentally, job crafting involves taking action in 

anticipation of a certain future situation by controlling for and initiating change (Parker & 

Collins, 2010). Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) explain job crafting as “changes (physical 

and cognitive)” people make in their profession as well as associated duties and assignments 

(p. 179). Job crafting thus entails a form of proactive behaviour that employees follow within 

the context of their job tasks, work perceptions and work relationships (Singh & Singh, 2016; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Furthermore, Bakker, Tims and Derks (2012) report that 

“those who engage in job crafting proactively try to align their working conditions to their own 

needs and abilities” (p. 1364). Job crafting in particular outlines the changes made after 

individual employees take the initiative to balance the demands and resources of their job 
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(Tims, Bakker & Derks, 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010). In this regard, Tims et al. (2012) report 

that job crafting consists of four dimensions, which entails the initiative to “increase structural 

job resources, increase social job resources, decrease hindering job demands, and to increase 

challenging job demands” (p. 173).  

 

However, the present study applied the concept of job crafting to the higher education 

environment, informed by the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model as the theoretical basis 

(Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner & Schaufeli, 2001; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012). 

It was thus proposed that crafting in the higher education context will consist of four 

dimensions similar to that of job crafting. Viewed from the perspective of the JD-R model, 

every job consists of both demands and resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2017). Thus, all demands require that certain resources should be present as well 

to buffer those demands. More to the point, job demands entail aspects within the working 

environment that require sustained effort, both physically and mentally, and imply that an 

activity needs to be completed (Jones & Fletcher, 1996; Demerouti et al., 2001). Typical job 

demands are: time pressure, workload, mental load, emotional demands, physical demands, 

interferences between work and life, experiences of diversity, and intimidation within the work 

context (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Rothmann, 2018).  

 

In contrast to demands, job resources relate to “the physical, psychological, social or 

organisational aspects” of work “that may reduce demands” and help attain objectives at work 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004, p. 296). Simply put, these are the tools which individual employees 

need to perform their job effectively (Rothmann, 2018). Job resources include aspects such as: 

supervisory relationships, colleague support, role clarity, job information, communication 

structures, growth opportunities, organisational support, person-job fit, autonomy, and career 

advancement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Jackson, Rothmann & Van de Vijver, 2006; 

Rothmann, 2018). However, at times employees may encounter excessive demands that cannot 

be buffered by their available resources.  

 

In the context of this study, students at HEIs are often faced with increasing levels of study 

demands, together with a lack of sufficient resources (Salanova, Schaufeli, Martinez, & Breso, 

2010). In an attempt to cope, some may increase their resources. This is in line with the 

supposition that employees tend to increase their resources in the work context for motivation 

(Tims et al., 2012). A further supposition of the JD-R model is that two separate processes 
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occur – an “energy impairment process” and a “motivational process” (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2007, p. 313). During the energy procedure, an individual’s demands drain their resources, 

which may cause health impairment problems such as exhaustion (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014; 

Demerouti et al., 2001; Leiter, 1993). On the other hand, from the perspective of the 

motivational process, resources provide motivation and can predict the wellness outcomes of 

engagement, performance and commitment (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bakker & Demerouti, 

2014). Additionally, the JD-R model can be used to explain the role and importance of crafting 

(Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli & Hetland, 2012). Figure 1 below depicts the mentioned 

JD-R model used by the present study.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model of Bakker and Demerouti (2014). 

 

As is evident from Figure 1, job crafting may help to increase the beneficial outcome of work 

engagement and buffer the undesirable influences of excessive job demands (Demerouti et al., 

2001; Tims & Bakker, 2010). Therefore, job crafting can help reduce the negative outcome of 

exhaustion. In this regard, the crafting behaviour of employees, where changes are made to 

their demands and resources, can influence their levels of job satisfaction, exhaustion and 

engagement (Tims, Bakker & Derks, 2013). 
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Several research studies were conducted on the concept of job crafting. In a study by Bakker 

et al. (2012), it was established that proactive job crafting relates positively to high engagement 

levels in the workplace. This finding was substantiated in the South African mining and 

manufacturing sector. By supporting employees who craft their jobs, it can impact positively 

on their work engagement and job satisfaction (De Beer, Tims & Bakker, 2016). Findings from 

another study showed that job crafting predicts work engagement over time (Vogt, Hakanen, 

Brauchli, Jenny & Bauer, 2016). Additionally, such activity may also enhance the crafting of 

colleagues as well as their consequent engagement (Bakker, Rodríguez-Muñoz & Vergel, 

2016). Thus, work engagement can increase employees’ chances of remaining proactive in the 

future (Harju, Hakanen & Schaufeli, 2016).  

 

Research also revealed a relationship between higher levels of engagement, job crafting, and 

improved person-job fit (Lu, Wang, Lu, Du & Bakker, 2014). Crafting, therefore, provides a 

means of creating optimum person-job fit (Lu et al., 2014). This finding is in line with a 

postulation in the latest version of the JD-R model, namely that individuals can construct or 

craft a conducive workplace for themselves (Tims, Derks & Bakker, 2016). In addition, Bakker 

(2011) found that job crafting mediates between the variables of work engagement and person-

job fit. Crafting can thus fulfil an interceding role, which explains how engagement could lead 

to person-job fit (Lu et al., 2014). Accordingly, where jobs are crafted by engaged employees, 

they can significantly intensify their experiences of person-job fit. 

 

Relevant to the present study, the JD-R model is applied increasingly in the academic 

environment of HEIs. For example, Wilson and Sheetz (2010) investigated a demands-

resources model adapted specifically to research the performance of group tasks among 

Information Technology students. Although crafting is considered an important component of 

the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014), to date, this concept has not been applied to or 

investigated within the student context. Nevertheless, for the present study, the concept of 

crafting is necessary and important for both students and HEIs. The reason being that students 

can reduce their vulnerability in stressful situations through proactive crafting, thus actively 

increasing important resources such as control, feedback and variety (Westman, Hobfoll, Chen, 

Davidson & Laski, 2005). Crafting is also essential for students’ coping with changes in and to 

their learning environments (Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008). Moreover, prior research indicates 

that crafting behaviours do result in various positive outcomes. Such outcomes are social 

relatedness, positive attitudes, as well as engagement, which lead to improved performance and 
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enhanced well-being (Bakker et al., 2012; Demerouti, Bakker & Halbesleben, 2015; Ko, 2011; 

Leana, Appelbaum & Shevchuk, 2009; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2014; Tims et al., 2013).  

 

The significance of crafting for students is also related to their need to learn from academic 

disappointments and to consider their study challenges more positively. Crafting behaviours 

can help students barter and share their academic tasks, form collaborative student 

relationships, and engage in more positive forms of behaviour while studying (Singh & Singh, 

2016). Thus, students should probably benefit academically by demonstrating crafting 

behaviours. A focus on proactive crafting is vital and beneficial for HEIs as well (Luthans, 

Avolio, Avey & Norman, 2007). The crafting behaviour of students could help lower dropout 

rates by helping students to better adjust, develop resilience, and improve their academic 

performance (DeRosier, Frank, Schwartz & Leary, 2013). In addition, through fostering 

crafting, HEIs can better equip their students with the necessary skills, competencies, and 

knowledge. This will help these institutions deliver more successful, knowledgeable, and well-

balanced students who are capable of succeeding within the workplace (Pidgeon, Rowe, 

Stapleton, Magyar & Lo, 2014; Wang, 2009). 

 

In view of the mentioned importance of crafting behaviours for both students and HEIs, it is 

necessary to assess how this concept is applied practically in the higher education context of 

South Africa. Consequently, to evaluate the crafting construct in the higher education context, 

a valid and reliable measure is needed. Although there are numerous scales that measure job 

crafting in the organisational context, to date no valid scale has been developed to measure 

such behaviours within the student environment. Seeing as no such scale exists, the researcher 

identified the need to deliver a validated scale for measuring study crafting behaviours. The 

purpose of the present study was, therefore, to validate a newly-developed SCS by testing the 

factorial validity (exploratory and confirmatory), reliability as well as convergent, 

discriminant, and criterion validity of the scale. Although the newly-developed SCS was 

developed during the previous qualitative phase of the larger research project, the current 

research study focused on validating this newly-developed scale for use by HEIs. Details of the 

procedures followed in the development of the SCS follow in the research article. 

 

For this study, crafting is expected to be theoretically related to certain proactive behavioural 

constructs since these refer to self-initiated modifications and changes (Van Woerkom et al., 

2016). These proactive behavioural constructs can involve the behaviour patterns of proactive 
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personality, personal initiative, strengths use behaviour (SUB) and deficit correction behaviour 

(DCB), as well as the redefining of jobs or tasks (Van Woerkom et al., 2016; Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). In particular, to examine the convergent validity in the present study, the study 

crafting construct was associated with the theoretically linked constructs of SUB and DCB 

(Mostert, Theron & De Beer, 2017; Van Woerkom et al., 2016). In this regard, SUB refers to 

the initiative of applying and exercising personal strengths and includes the seeking of 

complementary affiliations, for instance, with fellow students. In turn, DCB implies “the extent 

to which an organisation” or university effectively reinforces individuals or students to correct 

their deficits and shortfalls (Mostert et al., 2017; Van Woerkom et al., 2016, p. 961). 

Furthermore, the discriminant validity of the SCS was assessed statistically by considering 

whether all the correlations between the constructs were below 0.85 (Brown, 2015). 

Additionally, the method was used of constraining the latent variables to correlations of 1.00 

in one model, compared to another where this is not the case. In other words, if the chi-square 

difference test showed a significant value, the correlation would be different from 1.00 and 

discriminant validity acceptable.  

 

To examine the criterion validity of the newly-developed SCS, student engagement and study-

course fit were used as outcome variables of study crafting. Student engagement can be 

conceptualised as the devotion and high vigour levels that students display, characterised by 

the maintenance of “a positive, fulfilling frame of mind” toward their studies (Schaufeli, 

Salanova, González-Romá & Bakker, 2002, p. 74). Several research studies have indicated that 

crafting is in fact related to engagement (Bakker et al., 2012; Petrou et al., 2012; Tims et al., 

2012). A study by Ghitulescu (2006) also established the existence of a positive relationship 

between crafting and dedication.  

 

For the present study, the second outcome variable of study-course fit is viewed as being similar 

to person-job fit. Saks and Ashforth (1997) describe person-job fit as an individual’s general 

perception of whether their knowledge, skills and abilities fit the requirements of their job. In 

a similar vein, study-course fit denotes the perceived fit between a student’s characteristics, 

such as their personal skills, and the characteristics or requirements of their study course 

(Hancock & Betts, 2002; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman & Johnson, 2005). Person-job fit has 

been linked to crafting behaviour in the literature. Individuals can enhance their job fit “by 

crafting their job demands and job resources” and ultimately, the meaningfulness of their jobs 
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(Tims et al., 2016, p. 44). This implies that “employees can act upon their jobs to create a better 

fit” for themselves (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 118).  

 

In closing, the most prominent gap identified from previous research is that the concept of 

study crafting has not been explored to date. The present study, therefore, entailed a new 

research undertaking within the higher education context. The hypothesis was that research on 

crafting is important for organisations, in this case particularly HEIs, which are progressively 

viewed as business units (Habib, 2016). Such research is important mainly because proactive 

behaviour must be cultivated in these contexts over time. Accordingly, it was presumed that 

similar to job crafting, study crafting would imply that students shape and influence the design 

of their studies while being involved in their studies (Tims et al., 2016). Therefore, if students 

are exposed to the practice of actively “crafting” and take self-initiative within their studies, 

the more likely they may turn out to become successful graduates. Eventually such graduates 

will become employees capable of crafting in their future jobs. The working industry will thus 

find value in these students’ potential abilities to behave proactively. Proactive students may 

become action-orientated, goal-driven, persistent and challenge-seeking employees (Salanova 

& Schaufeli, 2008).  

 

In light of the discussion above, the problem statement can be condensed as follows: Crafting 

behaviours are important to not only organisations but also to HEIs and consequently, there is 

a need to investigate proactive crafting behaviours within the higher education context.  

 

In answer to the problem statement, the general objective of this study was to validate a newly-

developed scale on study crafting in the South African higher education context. This study 

could hence provide HEIs with a valuable tool to identify student crafting levels and areas of 

intervention.  

 

Research questions 

 

The following research questions were formulated based on the existing research problem: 

• How is crafting conceptualised according to the literature? 

• What is the factorial validity of the newly-developed study crafting scale? 

• What is the reliability (internal consistency) of the newly-developed study crafting scale? 
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• Is there convergent validity between the study crafting scale and strengths use behaviour, 

and with deficit correction behaviour?  

• What is the discriminant validity of the newly-developed study crafting scale?  

• Is there criterion validity between the study crafting scale and student engagement, and 

with study-course fit?  

• What recommendations can be made for future research and practice?  

 

1.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

 

The research objectives were divided into a general objective and specific objectives. 

 

1.2.1 General objective 

 

The general objective of the present study was to validate a newly-developed study crafting 

scale within the HEI context of South Africa. 

 

1.2.2 Specific objectives 

 

The specific objectives, derived from the main aim of this research study were formulated as 

follows: 

• Conceptualise crafting as according to the literature. 

• Determine the factorial validity of the newly-developed study crafting scale.  

• Determine the reliability (internal consistency) of the newly-developed study crafting scale. 

• Determine whether there is convergent validity between the study crafting scale and 

strengths use behaviour, and with deficit correction behaviour.  

• Determine the discriminant validity of the newly-developed study crafting scale.  

• Determine whether there is criterion validity between the study crafting scale and student 

engagement, and with study-course fit. 

• Make recommendations for future research and practice. 
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1.3 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

 

The following hypotheses were formulated to answer the posed research questions and to attain 

the objectives:  

H1: Study crafting comprises a four-factor structure, namely increasing structural study 

resources, increasing social study resources, decreasing hindering study demands, and 

increasing challenging study demands.  

H2: The newly-developed study crafting scale shows acceptable reliability coefficients (i.e. 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient > 0.70).  

H3: The study crafting scale shows acceptable convergent validity with strengths use behaviour 

and deficit correction behaviour.  

H4: The newly-developed crafting scale shows acceptable discriminant validity.  

H5: Study crafting explains a significant amount of variance in student engagement. 

H6: Study crafting explains a significant amount of variance in study-course fit. 

 

1.4 RESEARCH METHOD 

 

The research method followed two stages, namely a literature review followed by an empirical 

investigation. Based on these methods, the findings were reported in this research article.  

 

1.4.1 Literature review 

 

An in-depth and scientific literature review was done focusing on study crafting. Other 

appropriate keywords were used to explore the context and setting for the research. These 

keywords were: job crafting, validation, structural equation modelling, student engagement, 

study-course fit, strengths use and deficit correction behaviour, and higher education context. 

Numerous sources were assessed including the following search engines: ERIC, EbscoHost, 

SAePublications, ProQuest, Science Direct, Emerald, PsycArticles, Google Scholar, and 

Nexus.  

 

Furthermore, research articles were consulted dating from 2000 to 2019, however, older articles 

and journals related to the constructs provided limited information. Various books were also 

consulted by using the library catalogue and other functions. As part of the review, journals 
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relevant to the study field were used such as: South African Journal of Economic and 

Management Sciences, South African Journal of Industrial Psychology, South African Journal 

of Human Resources Management, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Management, 

Journal of Managerial Psychology, Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, Journal of 

College Admission, Research in Organizational Behavior, Review of Educational Research, 

Journal of Southern African Studies, Academy of Management Journal, Journal of Further and 

Higher Education, Personnel Psychology, Studies in Higher Education, Journal of Philosophy 

of Education, The International Journal of Human Resource Management, Journal of 

Organizational Behaviour, Journal of Counseling Psychology, Higher Education, Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, Journal of Psychology in Africa, Psychological Bulletin, Current 

Directions in Psychological Science, Journal of Higher Education, Journal in Educational 

Psychology.  

 

1.4.2 Research design 

 

For the present study, a quantitative research approach was followed. Quantitative research 

entails the systematic investigation of a phenomenon involving larger samples and in which 

certain hypotheses are tested on the relationships between variables (Struwig & Stead, 2013; 

Wu & Little, 2011). This approach was appropriate since it permitted the use of structured 

methods for data collection while also obtaining generalisable results (Struwig & Stead, 2001). 

More specifically, a cross-sectional research design was used to gather the data and to achieve 

the research objectives. This design allowed the researcher to study multiple groups of people 

within a single phase (De Vos, Strydom, Fouché & Delport, 2011; Olsen & St. George, 2004). 

Additionally, the researcher was able to obtain information on whether the specific 

phenomenon of study crafting was present within the population and to what degree it 

influenced this population (De Vos et al., 2011). Cross-sectional data was, thus, considered as 

an ideal method for this validation study.  

 

1.4.3 Research participants 

 

For the purpose of the present research study, the target population was selected as first-year 

students at a South African university. The researcher only included participants who registered 

for the first time as first-year students. Participants were included from diverse gender and 

ethnic backgrounds. As selection criterium for the study, participants had to be adequately 
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proficient in English. This was assumed since all the participants had a general high school 

education. In particular, a convenient sampling method was used, seeing that participation in 

the study was voluntary. Therefore, no undue pressure was placed on candidates to take part in 

the study. This method involved readily available participants, either due to geographical 

proximity, a willingness to partake, or due to the available time frame (Etikan, Musa & 

Alkassim, 2016; Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). Finally, a sample group was gathered that represents 

the various campuses of the university (N = 611).  

 

1.4.4 Measuring instruments 

 

The instruments described below were used to measure the latent variables and to gather 

biographical information. 

 

Biographical questionnaire: was included to acquire specific information on the participants’ 

characteristics. In terms of the reporting standards of the APA, it is deemed necessary to report 

on the basic demographic characteristics of any sample group (American Psychological 

Association, 2008). Therefore, it was important to provide the main layout of the student 

sample that was selected for this research study. This should also benefit future research 

attempts to generalise the findings (Gravetter & Forzano, 2012). In adherence to the mentioned 

reporting standards, the following characteristics were determined: participants’ age, gender, 

ethnicity, home language, faculty and school of study, marital status, work experience and 

academic average.  

 

Study crafting was assessed by utilising a newly-developed study crafting scale (SCS). The 

SCS contains 8 original items. These items were developed based on information gathered from 

student interviews conducted as part of the qualitative data collection from a previous 

qualitative phase. This qualitative phase forms part of the overarching StudyWell research 

project. An example of an original item reads, “I take the initiative to plan in advance to attain 

all of my academic goals”. In addition, 8 items from the original Job Crafting Scale (JCS) were 

adapted to the student context and included in the final SCS (Tims et al., 2012). An example 

of an adapted item is, “I take the initiative to make sure that I use my capabilities in my studies 

to the fullest”. In total, the SCS contains 16 items measured on a five-point frequency scale 

ranging from 1 (Almost never) to 5 (Almost always). Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for all 

crafting dimensions on the original JCS scale, applied within the organisational context, were 
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found to be above 0.70, ranging from 0.75 to 0.82 (Tims et al., 2012). Since above 0.70 is 

considered an acceptable alpha coefficient (Akkucuk, 2014; De Farias Júnior, Mendonҫa, 

Florindo & Barros, 2014), such scores indicated that the JCS is a reliable measuring instrument 

and suitable for use in the present study.  

 

Strengths use and deficit correction behaviour. The Strengths Use and Deficit Correction 

(SUDCQ) questionnaire was used to assess students’ perceptions of their strengths use and 

deficit correction behaviour (Van Woerkom et al., 2016). The two sub-scales of strengths use 

behaviour (SUB) and deficit correction behaviour (DCB) was used to investigate convergent 

validity for the present study (Van Woerkom et al., 2016). These sub-scales had been adapted 

to the higher education context in previous research and was validated in a further study by 

Mostert, Theron and De Beer (2017). The adapted version of the SUDCQ used in the present 

study consists of 10 items, 5 items per sub-scale. An example item of the SUB sub-scale reads, 

“In my studies, I use my strengths proactively” (Mostert et al., 2017). The DCB sub-scale also 

contains 5 items, with the following example item, “In my studies, I focus on developing the 

things I struggle with”. All the items were assessed on a five-point Likert-type scale varying 

from 1 (Almost never) to 5 (Almost always). The validity of the SUDCQ was established in 

previous studies where evidence of factorial, convergent, and criterion validity was found 

(Mostert et al., 2017).  

 

Student engagement: An adapted version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) 

was used to measure student engagement in HEIs (Schaufeli, Salanova et al., 2002). The 

original 17 items on the UWES were adapted for use within a student context. In particular, the 

following two dimensions of engagement were included in the present research study: vigour 

(6 items, e.g. “I can continue studying for a very long time”) and dedication (6 items, e.g. “I 

am excited about my studies”) (Schaufeli, Salanova et al., 2002). In total, the 12 items included 

in this study were assessed on a seven-point frequency scale, ranging from 0 (Never) to 6 

(Always) (Schaufeli, Salanova et al., 2002). The third engagement dimension of absorption, 

which is also measured by using the UWES, was not included in this study. Previously, the 

UWES had been employed within the student context by researchers (Schaufeli, Martínez, 

Pinto, Salanova, & Bakker, 2002). The respective Cronbach’s reliability coefficients for the 

two dimensions included were 0.78 (vigour) and 0.84 (dedication), which is deemed acceptable 

(Schaufeli, Salanova et al., 2002). Furthermore, the validity of the UWES was also found to be 

acceptable on an international scale.  
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Study-course fit: An adapted version of the Person-Job Fit Perceptions questionnaire 

developed by Saks and Ashforth (1997) was used to assess study-course fit. This scale was 

specially adapted to measure perceptions of study-course fit in the higher education context. In 

particular, this scale consisted of 5 items measured on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging 

from 1 (To a very little extent) to 5 (To a very large extent). An example of an adapted item 

reads, “To what extent does the study course enable you to do the kind of work you want to 

do?” Van Niekerk, Mostert and De Beer (2016) have already adapted the questionnaire to the 

higher education context in prior research and found acceptable reliability findings (i.e. 

Cronbach’s alpha of 0.82). The validity of the original scale was also found to be acceptable 

(Saks & Ashforth, 1997).  

 

1.4.5 Research procedure  

 

Leading up to the current study, the procedures followed in the initial survey development, 

completed under a previous qualitative phase of the overarching StudyWell research project, 

entailed a content validation process (Foxcroft, 2004). As part of this previous qualitative phase 

of the StudyWell research project, interviews were conducted with first-year university 

students from which a pool of new original study crafting items was constructed. Items from 

the JCS were adapted as well. Pertaining to the adapted JCS items, all 21 items on the original 

scale were adjusted to the higher education context. During this phase of item writing, a panel 

of subject experts reviewed and evaluated the pool of items (Foxcroft, 2004). The experimental 

item pool, consisting of 19 original items and 12 adapted JCS items, was also administered to 

a small group of participants for further refinement as part of the pre-testing. 

 

All recommendations from the experimental pre-testing were considered, the items were again 

reviewed by experts, some items were discarded, and item analyses were conducted (Foxcroft, 

2004). Based on the outcome of these phases, the final version of the SCS was decided upon. 

From the newly-constructed study crafting items, 8 items were included in the final item pool. 

It was further decided to include 8 adapted JCS items to complete the SCS. The final item pool 

thus consisted of 16 items as these items best fit the hypothesised study crafting dimensions of 

increasing structural study resources, increasing social study resources, decreasing hindering 

study demands, and increasing challenging study demands. All these procedures occurred 

during the previous qualitative research phase before the newly-developed SCS was to be 
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administered to a large sample of first-year students in the present study. This research study, 

therefore, aimed to establish the validity and reliability of the newly-developed SCS by 

evaluating a range of statistical techniques.  

 

To realise the various research objectives of this study, ethical clearance was first obtained 

from both the researcher’s HEI and the HEI concerned. This ethical permission was obtained 

before the research study commenced. Upon having received the necessary clearance, the 

researcher carefully constructed the web-based survey to be used for the data collection. The 

final web-based survey included the newly-developed SCS, developed during the earlier 

qualitative research phase, as well as the other measuring instruments. Once the web-based 

survey was finalised, a secure hyperlink to the survey was placed on the HEI’s online platform. 

This hyperlink was specifically posted onto the online platform on specific course modules, 

which students from certain faculties across all of the campuses were required to take.  

 

Though, the researcher found that online participation did not deliver the level of participation 

anticipated. Therefore, a printout version of the survey was compiled and handed out across 

the different campuses in the classes of the mentioned course modules and even in campus 

hostels. The researcher, along with a team of fieldworkers, assume the responsibility to 

distribute and collect these printed survey booklets. Before distributing the printed booklets, 

the researcher ensured that students were made aware of the study before inviting them to 

participate voluntarily. This was accomplished by having fieldworkers host brief awareness 

sessions in the associated classes and campus hostels throughout the campuses. In these 

sessions, relevant information was provided on the intent and objectives of the study, informed 

consent and the measuring instruments along with their aims. Nevertheless, a summary of the 

research objectives and intent was incorporated into the web-based survey as well as in the 

printed survey booklets; forming part of the informed consent process. An accompanying cover 

letter explained the necessary instructions for completing the survey, together with a note of 

appreciation.  

 

Since the present study was based on voluntary participation, the research participants had to 

fill in the attached informed consent letter before completing the survey. Participants were also 

informed that their recorded responses will be kept confidential, that the data used for the 

analysis would comply with requirements for anonymity, and that the results would be stored 

securely at the HEI. The time-frame for completion of the survey was approximated at 15 to 
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20 minutes. Finally, once a sufficient amount of data had been collected, the capturing and 

statistical analysis of the data took place; guided by the objectives set out for this study.  

 

1.4.6 Statistical analysis  

 

For the statistical analysis, the total data sample was divided randomly into two sub-samples; 

the first sample (sample 1) for exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and the second sample 

(sample 2) to confirm the EFA with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Thereafter the total 

sample was analysed again. Thus, an EFA was conducted to ascertain how the study crafting 

items clustered into different factors in sample 1. To conduct the EFA, the JASP 0.9.2.0 (JASP 

Team, 2018) programme was used. In particular, an oblique rotation was selected with parallel 

analysis (Hayton, Allen & Scarpello. 2004). The scree plot of the parallel analysis and the 

Eigenvalues for the current study above the 95th quantile of the simulated data were considered 

as the number of factors. In addition, the correlation between the factors as well as the 

respective loadings of these correlations on the given factors was also used to determine the 

total number of factors.  

 

For sample 2, CFA was used to identify a measuring model based on the EFA results. The aim 

was to replicate the factor structure that was found. In this regard, Mplus 8.1 was used to 

constitute the latent variables with specific items (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). Thereafter, a 

range of indices was consulted to ascertain whether the specified model fit the information. 

The researcher calculated the comparative fit index (CFI) with suitable values at 0.90 and 

above, the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) with suitable values at 0.90 and above, and finally the 

root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) with suitable values below 0.08 and 

considered these results in determining the fit (Van de Schoot, Lugtig & Hox, 2012).  

 

To determine reliability, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated. As an indicator of 

convergent validity, the composite reliability indicator was also calculated “by combining all 

of the true score variances and covariances in the composite of indicator variables related to 

the constructs, and by dividing this sum by the total variance in the composite” (Pauluzzo & 

Shen, 2018, p. 189). As explained previously, a value of 0.70 and above on this index is 

considered acceptable (Akkucuk, 2014; De Farias Júnior et al., 2014). In addition, the 

correlation between the study crafting factors and SUB and DCB were also considered. In this 

case, the value of the correlations had to be below 0.85 (Brown, 2015). Furthermore, a 
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correlation matrix was used to describe the strength of the relationship between the latent 

variables, where the effect sizes (medium = r ≥ 0.30; large = r ≥ 0.50) were examined as well 

(Cohen, 1977).  

 

Regarding discriminant validity, two approaches were taken: 1) the guideline of Brown (2015), 

which states that for discriminant validity, correlations between all the latent variables must be 

below 0.85; and 2) CFA was used to test models where the correlations between factors of 

interest were constrained to 1.00 and the correlation was unconstrained. Thereafter, the 

mentioned correlations were compared, where a non-significant difference would indicate the 

absence of discriminant validity. In addition, a structural model was specified by using the final 

measuring model and inserting regression paths. The structural model was used to investigate 

study crafting’s criterion validity. This was done by considering not only the significance of 

the regression paths but also the size and direction of the standardised beta coefficient values 

(β). Furthermore, the variance explained in the criterion variables (student engagement and 

study-course fit) was considered in terms of R2, while the level of statistical significance for all 

parameters in the model was set at p < 0.05.  

 

1.4.7 Ethical considerations  

 

Before commencing the study, the researcher obtained ethical clearance to ensure the research 

would be piloted fairly and ethically. In this regard, Struwig and Stead (2001) emphasise the 

need for research to be conducted by a competent researcher, who accepts responsibility and 

shows integrity. Thus, in all research attempts, the researcher first made sure to obtain the 

candidates’ voluntary informed consent to partake in the study (Struwig & Stead, 2013). 

Participants were also notified of their right to withdraw from the research without 

repercussions and that their responses would be kept confidential (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). 

Jackson (2011) adds that researchers should also protect participants’ privacy by keeping their 

participation confidential as well. Throughout the present study, this confidentiality code was 

strictly enforced and adhered to. Furthermore, Salkind (2009) emphasises the need for 

participants to be protected from harm at all times. Therefore, the researcher in no way deceived 

the participants or acted unethically; instead, their rights and dignity were upheld throughout 

the process (Struwig & Stead, 2013).  
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1.5 OVERVIEW OF CHAPTERS 

 

In this mini-dissertation, Chapter 2 presents the research results in the form of a research article, 

while Chapter 3 discusses the conclusions, points out limitations and makes recommendations 

regarding the present research study.  

 

1.6 CHAPTER SUMMARY 

 

In closing, Chapter 1 presented the problem statement, research objectives, and the research 

hypotheses. This chapter outlined the measuring instruments and the research method followed 

in the present study. Finally, the chapter provided a brief overview of the chapters to follow in 

the dissertation as a whole. 
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The validation of a study crafting scale within the South African higher 

education context 

 

Abstract 

 

Orientation: Proactive student behaviour holds consequences for both HEIs and students 

alike. In particular, this study applied the proactive behavioural concept of job crafting to the 

higher education environment, informed by the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model as the 

theoretical basis. The present study is, therefore, the first to evaluate the self-initiated proactive 

behaviour of “crafting” within the higher education context; labelled by the researcher as 

“study crafting”. In this study, the study crafting construct was evaluated in relation to the 

constructs of strengths use behaviour (SUB) and deficit correction behaviour (DCB), student 

engagement and study-course fit. Though, to date, there is no existing validated scale to 

measure the means by which students at South African HEIs utilise crafting behaviour in their 

studies.  

Research purpose: The purpose was to validate a newly-developed study crafting scale (SCS) 

for South African HEIs by investigating the factorial validity, reliability, convergent and 

discriminant validity, as well as the criterion validity of the newly-developed scale.  

Motivation for the study: Although this study aimed to evaluate the study crafting construct 

within the higher education context, no existing job crafting measure could be used for this 

evaluation. A need was, therefore, identified for a valid and reliable scale. This providing the 

primary motivation for validating the newly-developed SCS, developed during a previous 

qualitative phase of the StudyWell research project, for use within the higher education 

environment. This study can hence provide HEIs with a valuable tool to gain information on 

both students’ study crafting behaviours and potential areas of intervention.  

Research design, approach and method: A cross-sectional research design was followed, 

which allowed for the gathering of quantitative data. The present study also used a convenient 

sampling method, seeing that participation in the study was voluntary. Overall, a research 

sample (N = 611) of students in their first year of academic studies at an HEI was selected. The 

sample was made up of students from the different campuses of the HEI concerned. 

Specifically, this validation study employed a variety of statistical techniques such as factorial 

validity (exploratory and confirmatory), reliability, convergent validity, discriminant validity, 

as well as criterion validity, to answer the research questions.  
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Main findings: The results showed that three dimensions of study crafting can be distinguished 

between; indicating three independent study crafting factors. These factors were termed: 

applying internal resources (AIR), seeking lecturer support (SLS), and seeking peer support 

(SPS). Based on the findings, the newly-developed SCS showed acceptable levels of reliability 

(α ≥ 0.70) suggesting that the scale’s items consistently measure the extent to which students 

take the initiative to apply study crafting behaviours. It was further found that the relationship 

between study crafting and SUB and with DCB were both positive and significant; showing 

convergent validity. Moreover, all the inter-correlations between the constructs were found to 

be within acceptable constraints; providing evidence of discriminant validity. Finally, the 

criterion validity hypotheses for this study were partially supported. This seeing that only the 

study crafting factor of AIR positively predicted the outcome variables of student engagement 

and study-course fit. While the study crafting factors of SLS and SPS did not significantly 

predict student engagement or study-course fit.  

Practical implications: The findings made available important insights into an HEI by 

providing a validated SCS which can be applied to assess students’ proactive crafting behaviour 

patterns over the long-term. By measuring student crafting behaviours, the results can be used 

to determine how the study crafting dimensions contribute towards enforcing increased student 

engagement and greater study-course fit among first-year students. Specifically, interventions 

can be introduced to build the study crafting dimension of AIR seeing as it is a significant 

predictor of both student engagement and study-course fit. Increased student engagement and 

greater study-course fit may contribute towards higher levels of student success, higher 

graduation rates and may in effect lower dropout rates.  

Contribution/value-add: This study adds to the limited available research on the phenomenon 

of study crafting and the measurement of crafting behaviours of HEI students in South Africa 

by providing a valid and reliable scale. Such a scale could assist with the examination of study 

crafting behaviour patterns, specifically within the higher education sector.  

 

Keywords: Study crafting, job crafting, validation, structural equation modelling, student 

engagement, study-course fit, strengths use and deficit correction behaviour, higher education 

context  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

In the current era of globalisation and rapid technological advancement, higher education 

institutions (HEIs) face substantial challenges. These include, amongst others, higher demands 

for further education, increased academic competitiveness, a decrease in government education 

subsidies along with “the changing nature of knowledge” and the emergence of artificial 

intelligence (Burnett & Huisman, 2010; Rajasingham, 2011). Students at HEIs themselves also 

deal with challenges. Students may be challenged to transition into the higher education system, 

whilst dealing with lower study commitment and efficacy (Gu, 2011; Gu & Schweisfurth, 

2006; Murphy-Lejeune, 2003). HEI students can endure learning challenges as well, such as 

time management issues, as well as higher expectations and more output demands (Burnett & 

Huisman, 2010; Fook & Sidhu, 2015). While it is expected of HEIs to assist students during 

this transitioning phase (Kantanis, 2000), it is a shared responsibility, where students need to 

take initiative and accept responsibility for their academic success (Kahn, 2014). Students must 

learn to demonstrate resourcefulness and to manage their study challenges proactively (Fook 

& Sidhu, 2015; Zakarevičius & Župerka, 2010). Proactive behaviour is defined as “taking 

initiative in improving current circumstances” and entails defying the status quo (Crant, 2000, 

p. 436). Different types of proactive behaviour exist, such as active feedback-seeking and 

network building (Ashford & Black, 1996; Ashford, Blatt & Van de Walle, 2003); information 

gathering (Morrison, 1993); problem-solving and prevention (Frese & Fay, 2001; Parker & 

Collins, 2010), strengths use behaviour (Van Woerkom, Mostert, Els, Bakker, De Beer & 

Rothmann, 2016); as well as job crafting (Van den Heuvel, Demerouti & Peeters, 2015).  

 

The proactive behaviour of crafting has been extensively researched within the organisational 

context. The concept of crafting was introduced first by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), who 

defined it as “the physical and cognitive changes that individuals make to the task or relational 

boundaries of their work” (p. 179). According to Tims and Bakker (2010), job crafting can be 

described as the alterations and modifications that individuals make to the demands and 

resources in their jobs. It has also been described as changes made to a job’s characteristics on 

an individual employee’s own initiative to accommodate their capabilities and needs (Lu, 

Wang, Lu, Du & Bakker, 2014; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). The 

crafting phenomenon is thus explained as the proactive changes made by job crafters to mainly 

improve their work motivation and person-job fit (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014).  
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Crafting behavioural patterns are regarded as important for the current work context, infiltrated 

with change, uncertainty and cumulative job demands to which employees need to respond 

(Fletcher, Sindelar & Yamaguchi, 2011; Petrou, Demerouiti, Peeters, Schaufeli & Hetland, 

2012). The importance of job crafting is further emphasised in the light of employees’ need to 

deal with increasingly difficult tasks in the workplace where they are expected to meet 

changeable demands and various needs (Kanten, 2014). To meet these demands and needs, 

employees can employ crafting behaviours to redesign and adapt their work roles proactively 

(Kanten, 2014). Additionally, crafting is considered important since individuals assume more 

control and initiate changes prior to certain future work circumstances (Parker & Collins, 

2010). Research also established that job crafting can stimulate several outcomes, leading to 

increased job performance, enhanced employee well-being, stronger job identification, job 

satisfaction, engagement, resilience and overall work motivation and job-fit (Berg, Dutton & 

Wrzesniewski, 2008; Bindl & Parker, 2010; Tims, Bakker & Derks, 2012).   

 

Proactive and crafting behaviour patterns are not only important in the organisational context 

but should also be researched in the higher education setting, where students have their own 

study demands and resources to manage. Students can, for instance, learn proactive behaviour 

patterns to help them persevere in demanding study courses and for achieving academic goals 

(Kuh, Kinzie, Cruze, Shoup & Gonyea, 2006). Particularly, proactive behaviour may permit 

students to use their available resources more efficiently (Frederickson, 2001). Proactive 

crafting behaviour is thus important for students since it may help them deal with study-related 

challenges to endorse success (Engle & O’Brien, 2007). Moreover, students need to develop 

and practise proactive behaviour patterns as they will gain more insight into their study 

aspirations and take further actions to manage their learning (De Vos & Soens, 2008). Previous 

research showed that increased personal proactivity can be linked to enhanced self-efficacy 

(Speier & Frese,1997), as well as to the ability for dealing with more difficult, complex 

situations (Frese, Kring, Soose & Zempel, 1996). Students may, therefore, develop the 

capability to cope with higher levels of complexity in their studies, whilst strengthening the 

belief in their ability to succeed.  

 

To investigate crafting behaviour patterns in the student context, a valid and reliable measure 

is needed. Several job crafting measures have been developed (cf. Ghitulescu, 2006; Leana, 

Appelbaum & Shevuchuk, 2009; Nielsen & Abildgaar, 2012; Tims et al., 2012). These 

measures include scales such as the Job Crafting Scale (JCS) (Tims et al., 2012), a job crafting 
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measure for blue-collar workers (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012) and the Job Crafting 

Questionnaire (JCQ) (Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, (2014). However, the concept of crafting has 

not been researched previously within the higher education context and no valid study-related 

crafting instrument currently exists. It was also not possible to utilise one of the existing job 

crafting scales and apply this to the student context. This being that the items on these scales 

were specifically designed for the organisational and work context (Tims et al., 2012). Hence, 

the present study represents a new research undertaking and adds to the existing literature by 

validating a newly-developed crafting measure for the student context. 

 

This research article consists of four sections. The first section presents an overview of the 

literature on crafting, outlines the development of a measure for study crafting behaviour, and 

describes the psychometric properties of the JCS (Tims et al., 2012). This is followed by section 

two, a discussion of the research approach, method and of the measuring instruments employed 

in the present study. The research findings are also reported on and summarised in the 

discussion section. Finally, the article concludes by pointing out the limitations of the study, 

recognising the practical implications of the findings, and by making applicable 

recommendations for future research.  

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Given that the present study aimed to validate a newly-developed study crafting scale (SCS) 

for HEIs, where no such scale previously existed, it was necessary to first review the available 

literature on the crafting construct.  

 

Background and conceptualisation of crafting 

 

Crafting as a proactively initiated behaviour is a well-researched construct within the 

organisational context. The term ‘job crafting’ was introduced first by Wrzesniewski and 

Dutton (2001) and is described as “the changes made by individuals to the task and relational 

boundaries of their work” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 179). It was further explained that 

job crafting may entail three dimensions of changes to the boundaries of a job, namely in terms 

of the task, cognitive task, or the relational work environment (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).  
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A further research approach explains job crafting within the context of the Job Demands-

Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner & Schaufeli, 2001; Tims & Bakker, 

2010; Tims et al., 2012). One of the central suppositions of the JD-R model is that every job 

involves both job demands and resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bakker & Demerouti, 

2017). Job demands can be defined as aspects concerning the physical, psychological, social 

and organisational domains of a job, which requires continued mental or physical effort. This 

effort is said to be associated with mental or physiological costs (Demerouti et al., 2001; Tims 

et al., 2012). Job resources can be described as aspects of the physical, psychological, social 

and organisational domains of a job that help employees achieve work-related goals 

(Demerouti et al., 2001; Tims et al., 2012). Such resources allow for the reduction of job 

demands and related stresses, whilst ensuring personal growth, learning and development 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).  

 

The job crafting construct was recently introduced to form part of the processes outlined in the 

JD-R model (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012). The mentioned model explains that 

employees may craft their job demands and job resources in an attempt to create an equilibrium 

between the two (Tims & Bakker, 2010). Therefore, the crafting concept is defined as the “self-

initiated changes that employees make to their own job demands and job resources to attain 

and/or optimise their personal and work-related goals” (Tims et al., 2012, p. 173). 

 

Tims et al. (2012) further conceptualised job crafting as consisting of four dimensions:  

• Increasing structural job resources: refers to employees’ dynamic efforts to craft added 

work for themselves through the resources of autonomy, variety and having available 

growth opportunities (Nielsen, Antino, Sanz-Vergel & Rodríguez-Muñoz, 2017; Tims et 

al., 2012).  

• Increasing social job resources: focuses on individual crafting aimed at dealing with 

excessive job demands by making the most of the social resources of feedback, coaching 

and received social support (Nielsen et al., 2017; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012).  

• Decreasing hindering job demands: points to a situation where role conflict and ambiguity 

lead to demands which are perceived as overwhelming, and where individuals actively 

attempt to lower such unwarranted demands, thereby avoiding emotionally difficult 

circumstances (LePine, Podsakoff & LePine, 2005; Nielsen et al., 2017; Tims et al., 2012).  
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• Increasing challenging job demands: entails individuals increasing their demands by 

engaging in added job activities to reach an adequate level of challenge in their work 

(LePine et al., 2005; Nielsen et al., 2017; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012).  

 

Job crafting can thus be regarded as modifications made to job demands and resources that 

individuals initiate in order to create increased meaningfulness, engagement and satisfaction 

for themselves (Demerouti, 2014). In the present study, the construct of study crafting was 

adapted from the job crafting phenomenon, informed by the JD-R model as a theoretical basis.  

 

Developing a measure for student crafting behaviour 

 

Various scales exist that are used to measure job crafting in the organisational context (cf. 

Ghitulescu, 2006; Leana et al., 2009; Nielsen & Abildgaar, 2012; Tims et al., 2012). Amongst 

these existing scales is the Job Crafting Scale (JCS) developed by Tims et al. (2012). The main 

purpose of the present study was, however, to validate a newly-developed scale intended to 

measure crafting behaviour patterns in the higher education context. This study crafting scale 

(SCS), developed during a previous qualitative phase of the overarching StudyWell research 

project, was developed by following the procedures laid out by Foxcroft (2004). The scale 

construction thus began with a planning phase where the aim and content of the scale were 

clearly defined, providing the conceptual foundation (Foxcroft, 2004). This following by the 

development of an item pool; as a reservoir for the study crafting construct.  

 

In particular, original study crafting items were constructed based on qualitative interview data 

collected during the previous qualitative research phase. Additionally, items from the JCS 

(Tims et al., 2012) were adjusted to the higher education context. It was hypothesised that the 

SCS consists of dimensions similar to that measured by the JCS (Tims et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, it was assumed that certain items from the JCS would prove to be effective in 

measuring the crafting behaviour patterns of students. Therefore, it made sense to adapt the 

JCS for the student context. During this item writing phase, a panel of subject experts reviewed 

and evaluated the pool of items constructed. Subject matter experts were also involved to 

decide on the scaling format; a Likert-type response format was decided upon (DeVellis, 2003). 

The experimental item pool, consisting of 19 original items and 12 adapted JCS items, was also 

administered to a small group of participants for further refinement forming part of the pre-

testing.  
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Following the experimental pre-testing, the items were once again reviewed and refined by 

subject experts. Some items were even discarded. The next phase of item analysis (Foxcroft, 

2004) was performed as well to guide the final selection of items for the SCS. From the newly-

constructed study crafting items, 8 items were included in the final item pool. It was further 

decided to include 8 adapted JCS items to complete the scale. The final item pool thus consisted 

of 16 items as these items best fit the hypothesised study crafting dimensions of increasing 

structural study resources, increasing social study resources, decreasing hindering study 

demands, and increasing challenging study demands.  

 

The psychometric properties of the Job Crafting Scale  

 

Since the scales and conceptualisation of the JCS were used in the development of the newly-

developed SCS, the psychometric properties of this instrument are discussed as a foundation 

for the hypotheses of the SCS. This research focused on examining the following psychometric 

properties of the original JCS: the factorial validity, reliability, convergent validity, 

discriminant validity, as well as the criterion validity. These properties are expounded below. 

 

Factorial validity 

Factorial validity is essentially used to determine the primary factors measured by a scale as 

determined by factor analysis (Foxcroft & Roodt, 2013). Thus, factor validity examines “the 

extent to which items designed to measure a particular factor (i.e. a latent construct)” does 

measure that factor (Byrne, 2010, pp. 96). Specifically, the JCS was found to comprise a four-

factor model. These factors are the following: increasing structural job resources (five items), 

with example, “I try to develop my capabilities”; increasing social job resources (five items), 

with example, “I ask my supervisor to coach me”; decreasing hindering job demands (six 

items), with example, “I make sure that my work is mentally less intense”; and increasing 

challenging job demands (five items), with example, “I regularly take on extra tasks even 

though I do not receive extra salary for them” (Tims et al., 2012). As reported by Tims et al. 

(2012), the four-factor crafting model showed acceptable fit; the chi-square/df ratio was found 

to be smaller than 3, whilst other indices including the comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-

Lewis index (TLI), the incremental fit index (IFI), and the root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) were all within suitable ranges (Tims et al., 2012).  
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Other validation studies have also been conducted on the JCS. In particular, a four-factor job 

crafting model was also confirmed when the JCS was applied in the South African mining and 

manufacturing sector (De Beer, Tims & Bakker, 2016). In a study by Nielsen and Abildgaard 

(2012) though, a five-factor solution for crafting was found where the JCS was adapted to 

measure crafting among blue-collar workers. However, another study established that a Turkish 

version of the JCS supported the four-dimensional model (Akin, Sariçam, Kaya & Demir, 

2014), whilst that study also supported validity for the scale. Therefore, it was accepted that 

the four-factor crafting model of Tims et al. (2012) presents a better fit. Regarding the present 

study, it was thus proposed as Hypothesis 1 that the study crafting scale (SCS) will contain four 

dimensions, similar to that of the original JCS (Tims & Bakker, 2010). 

 

H1: Study crafting comprises a four-factor structure, namely increasing structural study 

resources, increasing social study resources, decreasing hindering study demands, and 

increasing challenging study demands.  

 

Reliability 

In addition, reliability concerns “the consistency with which an instrument measures what it is 

supposed to measure” (Foxcroft & Roodt, 2013, p. 48). Subsequently, to assess the internal 

consistency of a scale, Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients were investigated. On the 

original JCS, adequate reliability values of above the 0.70 guideline were found (Nunnally & 

Berstein, 1994; Tims et al., 2012). Previous studies on the JCS also brought to light acceptable 

reliability coefficients. Specifically, the internal consistency of the Turkish JCS was found to 

be acceptable, overall equating to a value of 0.84 for the entire scale (Akin et al., 2014). The 

longitudinal study by Nielsen and Abildgaard (2012) also indicated acceptable test-retest 

reliability findings (α > 0.70). Likewise, the South African study by De Beer et al. (2016) 

established acceptable reliability values of above 0.70, once again suggesting internal 

consistency. It was, therefore, postulated in Hypothesis 2 that the SCS will show acceptable 

reliability.  

 

H2: The newly-developed study crafting scale shows acceptable reliability coefficients (i.e. 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient > 0.70). 
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Convergent validity 

Convergent validity is determined when research finds a specific construct to be associated 

strongly with related variables, indicating that it is a measure of the proposed construct (Furr 

& Bacharach, 2014). Crafting is thus expected to be theoretically related to certain proactive 

behavioural constructs since these refer to self-initiated modifications and changes (Van 

Woerkom et al., 2016). Prior research has evaluated job crafting with similar types of proactive 

behaviour patterns, including that of proactive personality, personal initiative, strengths use 

behaviour (SUB) and deficit correction behaviour (DCB) (Van Woerkom et al., 2016; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). A study by Slemp and Vella-Brodrick (2013) indicated 

significant positive correlations between the JCQ and the “similar behaviourally-based index 

of strengths use” (p. 138), which provided evidence of convergence. Moreover, SUB and DCB 

have also been validated in the student context previously (Stander, Diedericks, Mostert & De 

Beer, 2015). This finding further motivated the inclusion of the proactive behaviour of 

strengths use in the present study. Therefore, this study examined study crafting in relation to 

the constructs of SUB and DCB (Van Woerkom et al., 2016, p. 2). SUB and DCB were both 

included as recognised types of proactive behaviour, although these patterns still differ to an 

extent from the crafting concept (Van Woerkom et al., 2016). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was 

formulated as below.  

 

H3: The study crafting scale shows acceptable convergent validity with strengths use behaviour 

and deficit correction behaviour.  

 

Discriminant validity 

Discriminant validity is determined by examining whether the specific construct being studied 

“correlates weakly with all other constructs except for the one to which it is theoretically 

associated” (Gefen & Straub, 2005, p. 92). Existing research findings showed that the JCS 

exhibited acceptable discriminant validity (Tims et al., 2012). Particularly, a replication study 

provided evidence that the scale displayed adequate discriminant validity, seeing that the inter-

correlations between the crafting dimensions were found to be reasonable (Nielsen & 

Abildgaard, 2012). The inter-correlational values ranged from 0.41 to 0.78, falling below 

Brown’s (2015) 0.85 guideline. However, another study had certain “concerns with 

discriminant validity”, where the correlational value between two of the job crafting 

dimensions exceed the 0.85 guideline (De Beer et al., 2016, p. 405). For the present study, the 

researcher also adhered to the set cut-off that the correlational values between the study crafting 
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constructs and the other latent variables needed to be less than 0.85 (Brown, 2015). It was, 

therefore, proposed as Hypothesis 4 that the SCS would show acceptable discriminant validity.  

 

H4: The newly-developed crafting scale shows acceptable discriminant validity. 

 

Criterion validity  

Criterion validity is used to measure the ability of a scale to explain variance in another 

variable, thus providing evidence that can predict future outcomes (Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun, 

1993). Regarding criterion validity, several constructs relate to job crafting. Previous research 

showed that job crafting positively to a large extent affects constructs, including work 

engagement, strengths use behaviour, person-job fit, job satisfaction, as well as meaningfulness 

(Bakker, 2011; Bakker, Rodríguez-Muñoz & Vergel, 2016; Bakker, Tims & Derks, 2012; De 

Beers et al., 2016; Lu et al., 2014; Vogt, Hakanen, Brauchli, Jenny & Bauer, 2016). However, 

existing research studies do not describe how crafting behaviour patterns impact students’ 

engagement, their study-course fit, or study satisfaction. In essence, challenges remain evident 

at HEIs where students may not have sufficient resources to meet their increasing study 

demands (Salanova, Schaufeli, Martinez, & Breso, 2010). Consequently, the proactively 

initiated behaviour of study crafting could help address these challenges, resulting in improved 

student perceptions about their studies coupled with higher levels of study engagement. For the 

present study, crafting is thus considered to predict the positive outcome variables of student 

engagement and study-course fit. This is distinctly postulated in Hypothesis 5 and Hypothesis 

6 which is discussed below. 

 

Student engagement 

Student engagement is explained as “both the time and energy that students invest in 

educationally purposeful activities” (Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, Kinzie & Gonyea, 2008, p. 542). Such 

engagement is based on HEIs providing valuable educational services. Student engagement 

typically leads to academic achievement, dedication as well as quality learning (Zepke, 2017). 

Furthermore, student engagement in terms of contributions of time and resources is also 

associated with higher levels of vigour and dedication (Quaye & Harper, 2009; Krause & 

Coates, 2008; Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá & Bakker, 2002). Vigour is portrayed as 

“high levels of energy and mental resilience while working, a willingness to invest effort in 

one’s work”, and characterised by a persevering nature (Schaufeli et al, 2002, p. 74). 

Dedication, as distinct from vigour, refers to a high degree of significant involvement in one’s 



 43 

work, leading with pride, enthusiasm and inspiration (Kanungo, 1982; Lawler & Hall, 1970; 

Schaufeli et al., 2002).  

 

As mentioned previously, job crafting indicates a direct positive association with enhanced 

work engagement (Bakker et al., 2012). A study by Petrou et al. (2012) confirmed this positive 

relationship present in the proactive behaviour of a challenge-seeking employee during work 

engagement. It is, therefore, argued that study crafting may also have a positive association 

with the construct of engagement. Consequently, students may craft their study resources and 

available time as a means to enhance their engagement and meet their academic goals. This 

postulate is expressed in Hypothesis 5 below. 

 

H5: Study crafting explains a significant amount of variance in student engagement. 

 

Study-course fit 

For the present study, study-course fit is viewed as similar to the construct of person-job fit in 

the organisational context. Consistent with the literature, person-job fit refers to individual 

employees focusing on matching, on the one hand, their knowledge, capabilities and skills, 

with the job-specific requirements of a particular position on the other hand (Kristof, 1996; 

Saks & Ashford, 1997). Accordingly, study-course fit occurs when students experience an 

alignment between their own education, competence and abilities, and the requirements of their 

chosen study course (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman & Johnson, 2005). The literature repeatedly 

affirms that a product of crafting behaviour is improved person-job fit (Berg, Dutton & 

Wrzesniewski, 2013; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).  

 

Additionally, the proactive behaviour patterns of SUB and DCB showed a practically 

significant positive association with perceptions of study-course fit (Van Niekerk, Mostert & 

De Beer, 2016). In cases where students proactively engaged in and accomplished their study-

related goals, they could even further their competence and reach study satisfaction, indirectly, 

thus affecting their perceptions of a good study-course fit (Bandura, 1997; Brunstein, 1993; 

Van Niekerk et al., 2016). Moreover, it is argued that students capable of crafting can implicitly 

enhance their engagement through their perceived study-course fit (Van Niekerk et al., 2016). 

Nevertheless, similar to crafting in the organisational context, it is argued that students may 

craft their study demands and resources in an attempt to optimise their study-course fit, which 
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can consequently create more meaningful outcomes (Tims, Derks & Bakker, 2016). The 

aforementioned assumption is tested through Hypothesis 6 below. 

 

H6: Study crafting explains a significant amount of variance in study-course fit. 

 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

Research approach 

 

A quantitative research approach was chosen for the present study. In quantitative research, a 

phenomenon, involving larger samples, is systematically investigated and certain hypotheses, 

relating to the relationships between variables, are tested (Struwig & Stead, 2013; Wu & Little, 

2011). Furthermore, in the present study, a cross-sectional design was utilised to collect the 

research data and eventually attain the research objectives. This cross-sectional design allowed 

for multiple groups of people to be studied at a single point in time (De Vos, Strydom, Fouché 

& Delport, 2011; Olsen & St. George, 2004). By using the mentioned design, the researcher 

could identify whether, as well as the degree to which, the phenomenon of study crafting was 

present within the population (De Vos et al., 2011). Therefore, the gathering of cross-sectional 

research data was exemplary for this validation study.  

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

 

Research participants 

 

The target population selected for the present study was first-year students at a South African 

HEI, consisting of distinctive campuses. The researcher only included students registered for 

their first year of study. In particular, a convenience sampling method was utilised. One large 

sample group was obtained (N = 611) and divided randomly into two smaller groups based on 

gender, ethnicity and campus. These two groups were used to conduct the various validation 

implementations of exploratory factor analysis (n = 308) and confirmatory factor analysis (n = 

303). The total sample group varied in terms of age, gender, ethnicity, home language, campus 

site and faculty of study, as well as in terms of on-campus or off-campus living.  

A breakdown of the research participants’ characteristics is presented in Table 1 below.  
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Table 1 

Characteristics of the total sample group’s participants (N=611) 

Item Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age (in years) 17 – 19 425 69.60 

 20 – 22 156 25.50 

 23 – 25 20 3.30 

 26 – 29 2 0.30 

 30 + 2 0.30 

 Missing values 6 1.00 

Gender Male 217 35.50 

 Female 394 64.50 

Ethnicity Asian 1 0.20 

 Black 338 55.30 

 Coloured 28 4.60 

 Indian 6 1.00 

 White 236 38.60 

 Other 2 0.30 

Home Language Afrikaans 239 39.10 

 English 38 6.20 

 Sepedi 29 4.70 

 Sesotho 111 18.20 

 Setswana 64 10.50 

 siSwati 14 2.30 

 Tshivenda 9 1.50 

 isiNdebele 5 0.80 

 isiXhosa 27 4.40 

 isiZulu 66 10.80 

 isiTsonga 5 0.80 

 Other 3 0.50 

 Missing values 1 0.20 

Site Site 1 24 3.90 

 Site 2 306 50.10 

 Site 3 281 46.00 

Faculty Economic and Management  

Sciences 

218 35.70 

 Education 65 10.60 

 Engineering 24 3.90 

 Humanities 103 16.90 

 Law 54 8.80 

Note. The Sites referred to in this table indicate the distinctive campuses of the HEI.  
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Table 1 continues 

Characteristics of the total sample group’s participants (N=611) 

Item Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

 Theology 4 0.70 

 Natural and Agricultural Sciences 43 7.00 

 Health Sciences 97 15.90 

 Missing values 3 0.50 

Stay On/Off Campus Stay on-campus 289 47.30 

 Stay off-campus 317 51.90 

 Missing values 5 0.80 

Note. The Sites referred to in this table indicate the distinctive campuses of the HEI.  

 

As observed in Table 1 above, the sample comprised 611 research participants of whom 394 

(64.50%) were female and 217 (35.50%) male. The largest part of the sample group was 

between 17 to 19 years of age (69.60%). In terms of ethnic origin, 338 (55.30%) participants 

were Black, 236 (38.60%) were White, 28 (4.60%) were Coloured, six (1.00%) were Indian, 

and one (0.20%) participant was Asian, whilst the remaining two (0.30%) participants did not 

specify their ethnic groups. From the 611 research participants, 239 (39.10%) indicated that 

they spoke Afrikaans, whilst 111 (18.20%) listed Sesotho as their home language. Setswana, 

isiZulu and English, as well as other languages, accounted for the remaining 42.60% of the 

sample group. Most of the participants were either studying at site 2 (n = 306; 50.10%) or site 

3 (n = 281; 46.00%). Most of the students were enrolled in either their first year of Economic 

and Management Sciences (n = 218; 35.70%), in Humanity Studies (n = 103; 16.90%), or in 

Health Sciences (n = 97; 15.90%). Finally, 317 (51.90%) participants mentioned that they lived 

off-campus, while 289 (47.30%) participants stayed on-site on one of the campuses.  

 

Measuring instruments 

 

The measuring instruments and the measured variables from the research study are expounded 

below. 

 

Biographical questionnaire: administered to obtain specific information on the participants’ 

biographical characteristics. The reason for obtaining and reporting on the participants’ 

characteristics was to conform to the reporting standards of the APA (American Psychological 

Association, 2008). In accordance with the APA requirements, the main layout of this study’s 
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sample group was provided. Consequently, such a layout would be purposeful, should future 

researchers attempt to generalise the findings (Gravetter & Forzano, 2012). In particular, the 

characteristics that were measured include the participants’ age, gender, ethnicity, home 

language, faculty and school of study, marital status, work experience and academic average. 

 

Study crafting: was assessed by utilising a newly-developed study crafting scale (SCS). The 

SCS contains 8 original items. These items were developed based on information gathered from 

student interviews conducted as part of the qualitative data collection from a previous 

qualitative phase. An example of an original item reads, “I take the initiative to plan in advance 

to attain all of my academic goals”. In addition, 8 items from the original Job Crafting Scale 

(JCS) were adapted to the student context and included in the final SCS (Tims et al., 2012). An 

example of an adapted item is, “I take the initiative to make sure that I use my capabilities in 

my studies to the fullest”. In total, the SCS contains 16 items measured on a five-point 

frequency scale ranging from 1 (Almost never) to 5 (Almost always). Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients for all crafting dimensions on the original JCS scale, applied within the 

organisational context, were found to be above 0.70, ranging from 0.75 to 0.82 (Tims et al., 

2012). Since above 0.70 is considered an acceptable alpha coefficient (Akkucuk, 2014; De 

Farias Júnior, Mendonҫa, Florindo & Barros, 2014), such scores indicated that the JCS is a 

reliable measuring instrument and suitable for use in the present study. 

 

Strengths use and deficit correction behaviour: The two sub-scales of the Strengths Use and 

Deficit Correction (SUDCQ) questionnaire were employed to measure students’ perceptions 

about their strengths use and deficit correction behaviour (Van Woerkom et al., 2016). The 

SUDCQ had already been applied by Mostert, Theron and De Beer (2017) within the higher 

education context. The adapted version of the SUDCQ used in the present study consists of 10 

items, 5 items per sub-scale. An example item of the SUB sub-scale reads, “In my studies, I 

use my strengths proactively” (Mostert et al., 2017). The DCB sub-scale also contains 5 items, 

with the following example item, “In my studies, I focus on developing the things I struggle 

with”. All the items were assessed on a five-point Likert-type scale varying from 1 (Almost 

never) to 5 (Almost always). The validity of the SUDCQ was established in previous studies 

where evidence of factorial, convergent, and criterion validity was found (Mostert et al., 2017). 

 

Student engagement: An adapted version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) 

was used to measure student engagement in HEIs (Schaufeli, Salanova et al., 2002). The 
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original 17 items on the UWES were adapted for use within a student context. In particular, the 

following two dimensions of engagement were included in the present research study: vigour 

(6 items, e.g. “I can continue studying for a very long time”) and dedication (6 items, e.g. “I 

am excited about my studies”) (Schaufeli, Salanova et al., 2002). In total, the 12 items included 

in this study were assessed on a seven-point frequency scale, ranging from 0 (Never) to 6 

(Always) (Schaufeli, Salanova et al., 2002). The third engagement dimension of absorption, 

which is also measured by using the UWES, was not included in this study. The respective 

Cronbach’s reliability coefficients for the two dimensions included were 0.78 (vigour) and 0.84 

(dedication), which is deemed acceptable (Schaufeli, Salanova et al., 2002). Moreover, the 

UWES has also been validated across various countries, including for the South African 

context (Carmona-Halty, Schaufeli & Salanova, 2019; Storm & Rothmann, 2003).  

 

Study-course fit: An adapted version of the Person-Job Fit Perceptions questionnaire 

developed by Saks and Ashforth (1997) was used to assess study-course fit. This scale was 

specially adapted to measure perceptions of study-course fit in the higher education context. In 

particular, this scale consisted of 5 items measured on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging 

from 1 (To a very little extent) to 5 (To a very large extent). An example of an adapted item 

reads, “To what extent does the study course enable you to do the kind of work you want to 

do?” Van Niekerk, Mostert and De Beer (2016) have already adapted the questionnaire to the 

higher education context in prior research and found acceptable reliability findings (i.e. 

Cronbach’s alpha of 0.82). 

 

Research procedure 

 

The procedures followed in the initial survey development, completed under a previous 

qualitative phase of the overarching StudyWell research project, entailed a content validation 

process (Foxcroft, 2004). As part of this previous qualitative phase, interviews were conducted 

with first-year university students from which a pool of original study crafting items was 

constructed. Items from the JCS were adapted to the higher education context as well. During 

the item writing phase, a panel of subject experts reviewed and evaluated the experimental pool 

of items which was also administered to a small group of participants for further refinement. 

All recommendations from the experimental pre-testing were considered, the items were again 

reviewed by experts, some items were discarded, and item analyses were conducted (Foxcroft, 

2004). Based on the outcome of these phases, the final version of the SCS was decided upon. 
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The final item pool of 16 items included 8 newly-constructed study crafting items together with 

8 adapted JCS items. All these procedures occurred during the previous qualitative research 

phase before the newly-developed SCS was to be administered to a large sample of first-year 

students in the present study.  

  

Beforehand, adequate permission and ethical clearance were acquired from both the 

researcher’s HEI and the HEI involved in the research project. Upon having received the 

necessary clearance, the researcher carefully constructed the web-based survey to be used for 

the data collection. After the web-based study crafting survey was finalised, a hyperlink and 

relevant information were placed on the HEI’s online platform. This hyperlink was therefore 

issued on the platforms of specific course modules. A few course modules were selected, which 

allowed the researcher to make the survey hyperlink available to students from various faculties 

across campuses of the HEI. The researcher also had a printout version of the survey compiled, 

which were distributed in the classes of the course’s modules, as well as on the different 

campuses and in campus hostels. This was done when the online student participation in the 

survey proved unsuccessful. The distribution and collection of these paper-and-pencil surveys 

were done by the researcher, assisted by a team of fieldworkers. Before inviting the students to 

participate in this voluntary study, the researcher also had to create awareness about the study. 

This was achieved by having the fieldworkers host brief information sessions in the relevant 

classes and campus hostels across the campuses.  

 

During these sessions, the necessary information was explained. This covered the aim and 

objectives of the study, the measuring instruments that were included, as well as informed 

consent. A brief outline of the mentioned information was also included in the survey booklets. 

Both the paper-and-pencil and web-based surveys were accompanied by a cover letter, 

providing instructions to complete the survey. A note of appreciation was also included. For 

participants to take part in the survey, they first needed to complete the informed-consent 

section, as this study was based solely on voluntary participation. This informed-consent 

process made it possible to inform the participants that confidentiality and anonymity would 

be ensured. It took the participants approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete the survey. As 

soon as a sufficient amount of data had been collected, the capturing and statistical analysis of 

the results commenced.  
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Statistical analysis  

 

For the statistical analysis of the present study, the total research sample was divided randomly 

into two smaller sub-samples. In the first sample (n = 308) an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 

was conducted. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) replication-study was done involving 

sample 2 (n = 303). Finally, the total sample was used again for further analytical 

investigations.  

 

The EFA was done for sample 1, to determine the number of factors that should be retained 

(Hurley, Scandura, Schriesheim, Brannick, Seers, Vandenberg et al., 1997). In particular, the 

JASP 0.9.2.0 programme (JASP Team, 2018) was used to ascertain how the items clustered 

into different study crafting factors. To determine the clustering, an oblique rotation was 

employed with parallel analysis (PA) (Hayton, Allen & Scarpello, 2004). In PA “the 

eigenvalues from the random correlation matrices were compared to the eigenvalues from the 

real data correlation matrix” (Hayton et al., 2004, p. 194). Therefore, the scree plot of the PA 

and the eigenvalues for the current study above the 95th quantile of the random data were 

considered as the number of factors. In the EFA, the items’ loadings onto the given factors, as 

well as the correlations between the factors, were considered.  

 

Furthermore, with sample 2, Mplus 8.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017) was used to replicate the 

EFA results through CFA when identifying the measuring model. During the CFA, the aim 

was to determine the fit of the specified model to the information where various fit indices 

were consulted. This included the comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), 

and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). Additionally, the reliability of the 

data was also investigated by calculating Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.  

 

For convergent validity, the correlation matrix was examined to identify how the study crafting 

factors correlate with the other proactive behaviour patterns of SUB and DCB. This correlation 

matrix also helped the researcher describe the relationships between the latent variables and 

their strength (i.e. medium = r ≥ 0.30; large = r ≥ 0.50) (Cohen, 1977). Regarding discriminant 

validity, the correlations between all the latent variables needed to be below Brown’s (2015) 

0.85 guideline. In addition, CFA was used to compare measuring models where the correlations 

between the factors of interest were constrained to 1.00 and the correlation was unconstrained 

– a non-significant difference would indicate that discriminant validity does not exist.  
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In the last phase, the total sample was used to investigate the study crafting model’s criterion 

validity. At this point, the researcher inserted regression paths using the final measuring model. 

In this investigation, the size and direction of the standardised beta coefficient values (β) were 

considered as well as the significance of the regression paths (statistical significance level for 

all parameters in the model was set at p < 0.05). The researcher also took account of the 

variance explained in the criterion variables (in terms of R2). These calculations were done to 

specify the structural model, which is depicted in Figure 2 below.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The structural model for the investigation of criterion validity 

 

RESULTS 

 

This section reports on the results for the factorial validity, reliability, convergent validity and 

discriminant validity, as well as the criterion validity of the SCS. The results are displayed in 

table format, together with descriptions. Furthermore, the gathered data were divided randomly 

into two smaller datasets in line with gender, ethnicity and campus – as sample 1 and sample 

2. In sample 1 (n = 308), the average age of the respondents was found to be 19.47 years (SD 

= 1.67), whilst in sample 2 (n = 303) the average age was 19.34 (SD = 1.27).  

 

The EFA for sample 1 is first reported on, thereafter the CFA replication study based on sample 

2, and lastly the final measuring model for the combined (total) sample.  

 

EFA of the study crafting scale: Sample 1 

 

In sample 1 (n = 308), EFA was conducted with the oblique method and direct oblimin rotation 

with PA (Hayton et al., 2004). Consequently, depicted in Figure 3 below, is the scree plot that 
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shows the eigenvalues for the SCS as well as the eigenvalues for the random set of data 

generated with PA.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Plot of the actual versus randomly generated eigenvalues. 

 

By examining the scree plot of the PA, as is evident from Figure 3 above, the first three actual 

eigenvalues are greater than the PA randomly-generated eigenvalues (for the 95th percentile 

criteria) (Hayton et al., 2004). Therefore, the factors corresponding with these three actual 

eigenvalues were retained. These results showed that three dimensions of study crafting could 

be differentiated. This factor structure does not correspond with the hypothesised four-factor 

structure. As a result, Hypothesis 1 (H1) was not accepted.  

 

Table 2 below presents the items of the three retained factors and their factor loadings (see 

Appendix A for a description of the item text).  

 

Table 2 

Correlations between the factors and the standardised factor loadings of the items 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Uniqueness 

AIR1 0.580 - - 0.575 

AIR2 0.625 - - 0.509 

AIR3 0.603 - - 0.585 

AIR4 0.510 - - 0.707 

AIR5 0.641 - - 0.626 
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Table 2 continues 

Correlations between the factors and the standardised factor loadings of the items 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Uniqueness 

AIR6 0.594 - - 0.555 

AIR7 0.715 - - 0.539 

AIR8 0.682 - - 0.476 

SLS1 - 0.670 - 0.609 

SLS2 - 0.647 - 0.467 

SLS3 - 0.772 - 0.359 

SLS4 - 0.682 - 0.482 

SLS5 - 0.726 - 0.489 

SPS1 - - 0.785 0.358 

SPS2 - - 0.462 0.717 

SPS3 - - 0.691 0.509 

 

The first retained factor was termed “applying internal resources” (AIR) and consisted of eight 

items, whereas the second factor, consisting of five items, was labelled “seeking lecturer 

support” (SLS). Finally, the third factor was labelled “seeking peer support” (SPS), which 

included three items. Additionally, all of the items for all three factors indicated loadings above 

the 0.30 communality cut-off value (Field, 2009). Therefore, all of the factor loadings can be 

viewed as significantly estimated loadings (Nunnally, 1978).  

 

CFA of the study crafting scale: Sample 2 

 

To establish the factorial validity of the SCS further, CFA was done with sample 2 (n = 303) 

in order to replicate the findings of the EFA. The fit of the measuring model to the data was 

examined in this case. Based on the results, the fit of the data to the three-factor CFA measuring 

model was found to be acceptable; the chi-square (234.37) divided by the degrees of freedom 

(101) ratio was less than 3, indicating acceptable fit (Kline, 1998; Ivan, Herteliu & Nosca, 

2008). The fit of the replicated three-factor model was assessed further based on the following 

fit indices: The comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the root mean 

square error of approximation (RMSEA). The values of these indices were as follows: CFI = 

0.92; TLI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.07. Both the CFI and TLI indices were found to indicate 

acceptable fit, considering that values of equal to, and above, 0.90 were obtained (Byrne, 2016; 

Hoyle, 1995). The RMSEA index also exhibited acceptable model fit, seeing that a value of 

below 0.08 was found (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Van de Schoot et al., 2012). Given these 
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results, it is apparent that the three-factor structure obtained from the EFA and specified in this 

CFA model fitted the data. Therefore, the results above provide further evidence to reject H1.  

Table 3 below presents the standardised factor loadings for the items of the three-factor study 

crafting model.  

 

Table 3 

Standardised loadings for the study crafting factors 

Factor Item Loading S.E. p 

Applying internal resources AIR1 0.68 0.04 0.001 

 AIR2 0.67 0.04 0.001 

 AIR3 0.62 0.04 0.001 

 AIR4 0.50 0.05 0.001 

 AIR5 0.54 0.05 0.001 

 AIR6 0.62 0.04 0.001 

 AIR7 0.60 0.04 0.001 

 AIR8 0.74 0.03 0.001 

Seeking lecturer support SLS1 0.67 0.04 0.001 

 SLS2 0.70 0.04 0.001 

 SLS3 0.79 0.03 0.001 

 SLS4 0.75 0.03 0.001 

 SLS5 0.72 0.03 0.001 

Seeking peer support SPS1 0.78 0.05 0.001 

 SPS2 0.52 0.05 0.001 

 SPS3 0.71 0.05 0.001 

Notes: no cross-loadings of items between the different items; S.E. = standard error; All p-values < 0.001 

 

The results of the three-factor model showed that all of the items forming part of the study 

crafting factors – applying internal resources (AIR), seeking lecturer support (SLS), and 

seeking peer support (SPS) – had statistically significant and acceptable factor loadings (λ) 

ranging between 0.50 and 0.79 on the respective factors. In particular, factor loadings are 

considered high if it is equal to or above 0.70; medium if it is equal to or above 0.50; and as 

small if it is equal to or below 0.30 (Shevlin & Miles, 1998). Based on the results provided in 

Table 3 above, it is apparent that the factor loadings for the study crafting items ranged from 

medium to high. Additionally, accurate estimates are assumed since the standard errors for all 

the items of the three factors were small (Payton, Miller & Raun, 2000).  
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More specifically, for AIR the highest factor loading proved to be item 8 (AIR8: “I take the 

initiative to develop myself academically”; λ = 0.74, SE = 0.03). Likewise, SLS item 3 and 

SPS item 1 (respectively obtained the highest factor loadings (SLS3: “I take the initiative to 

proactively ask my lecturers for feedback”; λ = 0.79, SE = 0.03 and SPS1: “I take the initiative 

to ask fellow students for help when I need it”; λ = 0.78, SE = 0.05).  

 

Conversely, for AIR, the smallest factor loading proved to be item 4 (AIR4: “I take the initiative 

to make sure that my studies are mentally not so intense”; λ = 0.50, SE = 0.05). Moreover, for 

SLS, the smallest factor loading was item 1, whilst item 2 proved to be the smallest for SPS 

(SLS1: “I take the initiative to ask if my lecturers are satisfied with my academic work”; λ = 

0.67, SE = 0.04, and SPS2: “I take the initiative to ask fellow students to collaborate on our 

studies”, λ = 0.52, SE = 0.05). However, these loadings were still considered to be acceptable, 

according to the guidelines mentioned previously.  

 

In terms of reliability and as a means of internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients 

were calculated for the three-factor model (Cronbach, 1951). The standard cut-off value of 0.70 

was considered acceptable (Nunnally & Berstein, 1994; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). It was 

evident that all the reliability coefficients were acceptable (α ≥ 0.70), of which the values may 

be observed on the sloping of the correlation matrix in Table 4 below. These results, therefore, 

support and provide evidence for H2. In addition, the correlation matrix was also only 

investigated once acceptable fit and reliability were established. Subsequently, the correlation 

matrix for the three-factor study crafting model is presented below.  

 

Table 4 

Reliabilities and correlation matrix for the study crafting factors 

Variables α 1 2 3 

1. Applying internal resources 0.83 (1.00) - - 

2. Seeking lecturer support 0.85 0.56*** (1.00) - 

3. Seeking peer support 0.71 0.43** 0.32** (1.00) 

Notes: α = Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient; All correlations are statistically significant p < 0.001; *, Small practical 

effect; **, Medium practical effect; ***, Large practical effect.  

 

The correlation matrix above was also used to determine the relationships between the study 

crafting factors, where the effect sizes were regarded as small for r < 0.30, medium for r ≥ 

0.30, and large for r ≥ 0.50 (Cohen, 1988). As is clear from Table 4 above, the study crafting 
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factors of AIR, SLS and SPS all correlated with one another, where the effect sizes ranged 

from medium to large. In particular, AIR proved to have a positive relationship with SLS (r = 

0.56, large effect) and with SPS (r = 0.43, medium effect). SLS also correlated positively with 

SPS (r = 0.32, medium effect). These results thereby provide evidence for the strength of the 

relationships between the study crafting variables and supporting convergent validity as stated 

in H3. Positive and significant relationships were therefore found.  

 

Final measuring model: Total sample 

 

Lastly, the final measuring model was examined by utilising the total sample’s (N = 611) 

results. The results indicate that the final three-factor measuring model was also found to be 

acceptable for the total sample as would be expected. Once again, the chi-square (2443.44) 

divided by the degrees of freedom (839) ratio was less than 3 (Kline, 1998; Ivan et al., 2008). 

The following fit indices were once again determined: The comparative fit index (CFI), the 

Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). The 

results of these indices were: CFI = 0.94; TLI = 0.93; RMSEA = 0.06. More specifically, the 

CFI and TLI indices indicated an acceptable fit, given that values of above 0.90 were obtained 

(Byrne, 2016; Hoyle, 1995). The RMSEA index similarly exhibited an acceptable model fit (a 

value below 0.08 was obtained) (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Van de Schoot et al., 2012). Based 

on the former results, it can be accepted that this final three-factor model fit the data the best, 

thereby presenting additional evidence to reject H1.  

 

In addition, Table 5 below provides the standardised factor loadings for all of the latent 

variables. 

 

Table 5 

Standardised loadings for the latent variables 

Notes: S.E. =standard error; All p-values < 0.001 

 

Factor Item Loading S.E. P 

Applying internal resources AIR1 0.71 0.03 0.001 

 AIR2 0.70 0.03 0.001 

 AIR3 0.67 0.03 0.001 

 AIR4 0.54 0.03 0.001 

 AIR5 0.60 0.03 0.001 

 AIR6 0.70 0.03 0.001 
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Table 5 continues 

Standardised loadings for the latent variables 

Notes: S.E. =standard error; All p-values < 0.001 

Factor Item Loading S.E. P 

 AIR7 0.68 0.03 0.001 

 AIR8 0.80 0.02 0.001 

Seeking lecturer support SLS1 0.64 0.03 0.001 

 SLS2 0.78 0.03 0.001 

 SLS3 0.83 0.02 0.001 

 SLS4 0.84 0.03 0.001 

 SLS5 0.73 0.03 0.001 

Seeking peer support SPS1 0.77 0.04 0.001 

 SPS2 0.71 0.05 0.001 

 SPS3 0.68 0.04 0.001 

Student engagement VI1A_N 0.67 0.02 0.001 

 DE1_R 0.74 0.02 0.001 

 VI2_R 0.68 0.02 0.001 

 DE3_R 0.81 0.02 0.001 

 VI2A_N 0.65 0.02 0.001 

 DE41_R 0.83 0.02 0.001 

 VI3C_N 0.85 0.01 0.001 

 DE5B_R 0.81 0.02 0.001 

 VI4_R 0.72 0.02 0.001 

 DE6_N 0.65 0.03 0.001 

 VI5B_R 0.65 0.02 0.001 

 DE7_N 0.76 0.02 0.001 

Strengths use behaviour SUB1 0.87 0.02 0.001 

 SUB2 0.83 0.02 0.001 

 SUB3 0.73 0.03 0.001 

 SUB4 0.84 0.02 0.001 

 SUB5 0.81 0.02 0.001 

Study-course fit SCFT1 0.71 0.03 0.001 

 SCFT2 0.89 0.02 0.001 

 SCFT3 0.83 0.02 0.001 

 SCFT4 0.86 0.02 0.001 

 SCFT5 0.84 0.02 0.001 

Deficit correction behaviour DCB1 0.85 0.02 0.001 

 DCB2 0.86 0.02 0.001 

 DCB3 0.82 0.02 0.001 

 DCB4 0.80 0.02 0.001 

 DCB5 0.74 0.03 0.001 



 58 

From Table 5 above, it is clear that all of the items loaded significantly on the corresponding 

latent variables (λ > 0.50), whilst the standard errors were found to be small (Payton et al., 

2000), which indicate valid and accurate estimates. More specifically, for AIR the highest 

factor loading was found for item 8 (AIR8: λ = 0.80, SE = 0.02), whereas the smallest was for 

item 4 (AIR4: λ = 0.54, SE = 0.03). Regarding SLS, item 4 had the highest loading (SLS4: λ = 

0.84, SE = 0.03), whilst the smallest loading was evidently for item 1 (SLS1: λ = 0.64, SE = 

0.03). Similarly, for SPS, item 1 had the highest factor loading (SPS1 λ = 0.77, SE = 0.04) and 

item 3 the smallest (SPS3 λ = 0.68, SE = 0.04).  

 

In addition, the items of the other remaining latent variables were analysed, namely strengths 

use behaviour (SUB) and deficit correction behaviour (DCB), student engagement, and study-

course fit. For these items the following item factor loadings were established: regarding SUB, 

all of the items loaded positively on this factor (λ ≥ 0.73), implying that these items measured 

a construct very similar to that of the intended measurement construct. Furthermore, 

considering DCB, the majority of the items displayed sufficiently high loadings (λ ≥ 0.74). All 

of the items on the student engagement factor indicated high loadings (λ ≥ 0.65) as well, and 

this latent variable explained sufficient variance in the related items. Finally, the item factor 

loadings for the study-course fit factor were found to be high as well (λ ≥ 0.77).  

 

This study further investigated the remaining hypotheses related to the latent variables. In this 

regard, Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients were calculated as a measure of internal 

consistency, with the results provided in Table 6 below. Acceptable reliability coefficients (α 

≥ 0.70) were found for all latent variables, thus providing evidence to support H2. Table 6 

below also presents the correlation matrix for the mentioned variables.  

 

Table 6 

Reliabilities and correlation matrix for the latent variables 

Variables Α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Applying internal resources 0.83 1.00 - - - - - - 

2. Seeking lecturer support 0.85 0.58c 1.00 - - - - - 

3. Seeking peer support 0.71 0.45b 0.37b 1.00 - - - - 

4. Student engagement 0.92 0.73c 0.47b 0.39b 1.00 - - - 

5. Strengths use behaviour 0.87 0.68c 0.35b 0.35b 0.65c 1.00 - - 

6. Study-course fit 0.88 0.48a 0.28a 0.28a 0.71c 0.50c 1.00 - 

7. Deficit correction behaviour 0.86 0.69c 0.45b 0.43b 0.61c 0.69c 0.44b 1.00 

Notes: All correlations p < .001; α = Cronbach’s alpha reliability; a, Small effect; b, Medium effect; c, Large effect.  
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Table 6 above, indicates that the study crafting factors were all reliable (α’s > 0.70) and all 

factors correlated positively with one another with either a medium or a large effect. 

Specifically, the correlation matrix showed that AIR does have a positive relationship with SLS 

(r = 0.58; large effect) and with SPS (r = 0.45; medium effect). Furthermore, SLS also 

correlated positively with SPS (r = 0.37; medium effect). Likewise, a significant relationship 

was found between the three respective study-crafting factors and SUB. This means that SUB 

was found to be correlated positively with AIR (r = 0.68, large effect), with SLS (r = 0.35, 

medium effect), and with SPS (r = 0. 35; medium effect). All three study-crafting factors also 

correlated positively with the outcome of DCB, as was expected. In particular, AIR correlated 

positively with DCB (r = 0.69; large effect), SLS also correlated positively with DCB (r = 0.45, 

medium effect), and finally SPS correlated positively with DCB (r = 0.43; medium effect). The 

results, therefore, support H3, implying that the SCS did show sufficient convergent validity.  

 

In terms of discriminant validity, the correlations were also considered and found to be below 

the 0.85 guideline (r’s ≤ 0.85; Brown, 2015). Thus, all the correlations were found to be within 

acceptable constraints, providing evidence and support for H4. However, a series of models 

were also tested where the correlations between the factors were determined as constrained to 

1.00, and then compared to the unconstrained models. For all of these models, it was found that 

the constrained model did not perform better than the unconstrained one (p’s < 0.05), providing 

further support for H4. Therefore, the SCS factors showed discriminant validity.  

 

Structural regressions: Total sample 

 

Finally, the structural model was specified by using the final three-factor measuring model and 

inserting structural paths. This allowed for the investigation of the criterion validity of the SCS. 

This assessment was done by taking into account not only the statistical significance of the 

structural paths, but also the size and direction of the standardised beta coefficient values (β). 

The statistical significance level for all parameters was set at p < 0.05. Consequently, the 

structural paths were inserted in line with the study’s hypotheses. The following result was 

evident: the study crafting model presents an acceptable fit.  

 

Table 7 below displays the results of the regressions for the structural model.  
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Table 7 

Regression results for the structural model 

Structural path β S.E. p Result 

Applying internal resources → Student engagement 0.78 0.03 0.001* Significant 

Applying internal resources → Study-course fit 0.56 0.04 0.001* Significant 

Seeking lecturer support → Student engagement -0.01 0.03 0.880 Not significant 

Seeking lecturer support → Study-course fit -0.07 0.05 0.126 Not significant 

Seeking peer support → Student engagement 0.05 0.30 0.098 Not significant 

Seeking peer support → Study-course fit 0.08 0.04 0.055 Not significant 

Notes: β = beta coefficient; S.E. = Standard error; p = Two-tailed statistical significance; * = p < 0.001 

 

Regrading AIR, this factor positively predicted student engagement (β = 0.78, SE = 0.03, p = 

0.001). AIR also positively predicted study-course fit (β = 0.56, SE = 0.04, p = 0.001). 

Furthermore, SLS did not significantly predict student engagement (β = -0.01, SE = 0.03, p = 

0.880) or study-course fit (β = -0.07, SE = 0.05, p = 0.126). Finally, SPS did not positively 

predict student engagement (β = 0.05, SE = 0.30, p = 0.098). Moreover, SPS also did not impact 

study-course fit significantly. However, the cut-off for significance was close to the threshold 

of 0.05, and the relationship was interpreted as being not too rigid in considering the 

significance (β = 0.08, SE = 0.04, p =0.055). These results in Table 7 above, therefore, provide 

partial evidence to support H5 and H6.  

 

DISCUSSION 

 

The present study aimed to validate a newly-developed study crafting scale (SCS) within the 

South African higher education context. To achieve this aim, the factorial validity, reliability, 

as well as convergent, discriminant, and criterion validity of the SCS were examined. Although 

crafting has been researched within the organisational context, to date crafting among students 

and within HEIs has not been researched previously. The present study thus contributes to the 

field of Industrial Psychology by making information available on the crafting topic by 

examining the validity of a new SCS in the context of higher education.  

 

Summary of the findings 

 

To investigate the first hypothesis, this study intended to demonstrate that the SCS contains a 

four-factor structure similar to that of job crafting (Tims et al., 2012). However, the findings 
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from the EFA provided evidence of a three-factor structure rather than a four-factor solution. 

This three-factor model proved to fit the data more suitably in light of better-fit indices and 

further evidence obtained with the CFA. Consequently, Hypothesis 1 (H1), stating that study 

crafting will comprise a four-factor structure, was rejected. This result is in contrast with certain 

existing literature on job crafting within the organisational context where a four-factor crafting 

structure was pointed out (Akin et al., 2014; Tims et al., 2012). However, Tims et al. (2012) 

originally proposed that job crafting consists of three dimensions instead of four. Additionally, 

in a South African study on job crafting within the mining and manufacturing industry, a three-

factor structure was applied. The reason was the concern about the discriminant validity of two 

of the original dimensions (De Beer, Tims & Bakker, 2016). Therefore, deviation from the 

four-factor structure is not unique to the current study.  

 

Regarding the reliability of the SCS, the findings showed Cronbach’s alpha reliability 

coefficients (α ≥ 0.70) to be acceptable (Nunnally & Berstein, 1994; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2001). Specifically, acceptable reliability was found for all three factors: for applying internal 

resources (AIR) (α = 0.83); seeking lecturer support (SLS) (α = 0.85); and seeking peer support 

(SPS) (α = 0.71). This finding provided evidence to accept Hypothesis 2 (H2), explaining that 

the scale would show acceptable reliability. The research of De Beer et al. (2016) and Akin et 

al. (2014) also found acceptable reliability results pertaining to the JCS, (α ≥ 0.70) and (α = 

0.84) respectively. 

 

The convergent validity of the SCS was also investigated by correlating study crafting with 

theoretically similar proactive behaviour constructs of strengths use behaviour (SUB) and 

deficit correction behaviour (DCB) (Van Woerkom et al., 2016), as well as by investigating the 

strength of the relationships between the latent variables. All three study crafting factors of 

AIR, SLS and SPS correlated with one another, where the relationship effect sizes ranged from 

medium to large (refer to Table 6 above). In addition, all three study crafting factors correlated 

positively with one another. These results provide sufficient evidence to accept Hypothesis 3 

(H3). This is in line with previous research on job crafting which showed that the JCS has 

acceptable convergent validity with theoretically similar constructs. In particular, the study by 

Tims et al. (2012) found evidence that the original four job crafting dimensions are related 

positively to the proactive behavioural constructs of proactive personality and personal 

initiative (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). A further study confirmed that job crafting is correlated 
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negatively with the theoretically different and “inactive construct of cynicism” (Demerouti & 

Bakker, 2014, p. 422).  

 

In terms of discriminant validity, the present study’s results were examined further to provide 

evidence for Hypothesis 4 (H4). The results demonstrated that the SCS do show acceptable and 

sufficient discriminant validity, seeing that the correlations between the latent variables are 

within Brown’s guideline of below 0.85 (Brown, 2015). The correlations between the latent 

variables of AIR, SLS, SPS, SUB and DCB, student engagement, as well as study-course fit, 

scored all well below the guideline, ranging from 0.37 to 0.65. Additionally, the tests of 

constrained versus unconstrained models also showed acceptable discriminant validity when 

correlations between variables were forced to unify and became free again. Therefore, these 

tests provided evidence to accept H4. Similarly, previous research in the South African context 

showed that the JCS did show acceptable discriminant validity since the inter-correlations 

between the tested scales were reasonable (Nielsen & Abildgaard, 2012).  

 

In a separate analysis in this study, the researcher investigated the criterion validity of the SCS 

to determine whether study crafting was a significant predictor of other outcome variables. The 

present study expanded by including the variables of student engagement and study-course fit. 

In establishing the criterion validity, a final structural model was created and regression paths 

inserted. The results of the regression analysis showed that the study crafting dimension of AIR 

was a significant predictor of student engagement and study-course fit. This finding suggested 

that AIR predicts student engagement positively. Existing literature supports this finding: It 

was established that the crafting of resources and challenges did result in higher engagement 

levels (Bakker et al., 2012), whilst daily job crafting also related to engagement on a daily basis 

(Petrou et al., 2012). However, the study crafting dimensions of SLS and SPS both were non-

significant predictors of student engagement, providing partial evidence to support Hypothesis 

5 (H5).  

 

AIR also were found to predict study-course fit positively, for which there are supporting 

research findings. These literature findings reported repeatedly that better person-job fit is a 

product of job crafting (Berg et al., 2013; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Chen, Yen and Tsai 

(2014) stated further that job crafting is related positively to person-job fit. Thus, research 

provides evidence that crafting behaviour patterns are related to enhanced fit, be it between 

demands and abilities or needs and supplies (Lu et al., 2014). The regression results 
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demonstrated that the study crafting behaviour of SLS did not relate significantly to study-

course fit. SPS was also not viewed as a significant predictor of study-course fit, although the 

result bordered on being statistically significant (p = 0.055). Consequently, Hypothesis 6 (H6) 

was supported only partially.  

 

In summary, the results indicated that the SCS is a valid and reliable scale. Specifically, a three-

factor model is accepted, which suggests that study crafting consists of three independent 

factors, namely applying internal resources (AIR), seeking lecturer support (SLS) and seeking 

peer support (SPS). Additionally, positive results were found for the reliability and internal 

consistency of the SCS. For convergent and discriminant validity, acceptable and sufficient 

results were obtained when study crafting was correlated with the proactive behaviour types of 

SUB and DCB. Finally, regarding criterion validity, it was found that certain study crafting 

dimensions predict engagement as well as study-course fit.  

 

Practical implications 

 

The validated SCS from the present study provides higher education institutions (HEIs) with a 

measure to examine their students’ crafting behaviour patterns. In this way, HEIs will gain 

much-needed insight into whether students are provided with adequate resources to meet their 

study needs. Where institutions notice that their students have insufficient study resources, the 

institutions could develop and implement supporting interventions. For instance, offering 

training in interventions on crafting could enhance the proactive behaviour patterns of students 

with the goal of increasing their study resources. Likewise, it is expected that engagement will 

increase when students are able to meet their study demands with their increased study 

resources. Based on the findings, it can be assumed that the more engaged students become, 

the more they will relate to their studies.  

 

The present study’s results can also help HEIs and their staff members improve their 

understanding of study crafting and its connection to student engagement and study-course fit. 

In terms of success, the gathered information may help institutions deliver more graduates 

while reducing dropout rates. Students who commit them proactively to their studies can 

achieve academic excellence. In this regard, HEIs will be able to fulfil their role as knowledge 

distributors (Teferra & Altbach, 2004). The present study’s findings and resultant interventions 

could help HEIs deliver more work-ready graduates who are appropriately educated, skilled 
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and trained to meet the expectations of a competitive marketplace. Such outcomes can have a 

positive influence on the South African higher education context as well as on the country’s 

future workforce.  

 

Finally, the results of this research study provided information about the possible use of a 

validated SCS in the higher education context. HEIs may use this scale to assist their students, 

particularly since students often have to cope with excessive demands despite having 

insufficient resources available to deal with their studies (Salanova et al., 2010). This scale can, 

therefore, be used to help students gain improved insight and awareness about the types of 

study crafting behaviour patterns that they can adopt.  

 

Limitations and recommendations for future research 

 

Even though this study has provided evidence to support its aim, certain limitations must be 

pointed out.  

 

Firstly, only first-year students were included in the sample. Therefore, the study crafting and 

relevant findings may not be applied as readily to other student population groups. Future 

researchers should consider expanding the norm sample group used, incorporating students 

from other academic year groups as well. Such groups could comprise pre-graduate and post-

graduate students. By including a more diversified sample group, the study will present a more 

comprehensive view of the study crafting phenomenon.  

 

Secondly, the study was conducted at one specific HEI, and not across different institutions, 

nationally or internationally, which further limits the applicability of the findings. It is 

recommended that this study is replicated across different HEIs in South Africa, and even 

internationally. The SCS could thus be applied within other HEIs across South Africa and 

globally in similar higher-educational settings. Such replications of the present study will add 

to the existing literature by generalising the findings, when other HEIs are included, thus, 

providing richer information.  

 

Thirdly, the research approach was a cross-sectional design, where data were gathered only at 

a single point in time (De Vos et al., 2011). Furthermore, a cross-sectional design makes it 

difficult to draw causal inferences, seeing that it provides “only a snapshot” of the phenomenon 
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(Levin, 2006, p. 25). Thus, the results may differ when study crafting is investigated at another 

point in time. To address this limitation, researchers can adopt a longitudinal approach when 

researching study crafting in the higher education context.  

 

Finally, seeing that the SCS is a self-reporting measure, response bias may be a concern 

(Rosenman, Tennekoon & Hill, 2011). Response bias refers to a participant’s “tendency to 

respond in a certain way”, irrespective of the actual questions posed (Demetriou, Özer & Essau, 

2015, p. 1). Respondents may, for instance, respond to the survey’s questions in a socially 

desirable manner (Wetzel, Böhnke & Brown, 2016). Therefore, with the self-report SCS used 

in the present study, certain students may possibly have provided invalid responses (Demetriou 

et al., 2015). Even though self-reporting measures may lead to participant response bias, the 

measures still enable researchers to gather large volumes of quantifiable data and allow for the 

generalisation of research results (Demetriou et al., 2015). For future research, close attention 

should be paid to implementing well-designed research procedures, which outline the points of 

data collection and analysis (Smith & Noble, 2017). A further recommendation is to utilise 

mixed research methods. For example, utilising a quantitative self-report survey along with 

qualitative interviews or focus groups may help reduce the potential of measurement error as 

well as that of non-measurement error (Dillman, Smyth & Christian, 2014; Tourangeau & 

Plewes, 2013).  

 

Conclusion 

 

Based on the findings for both research articles, evidence was found for a valid and reliable 

scale to measure crafting behaviour patterns in HEIs. This research study is topical and 

applicable, as necessary insight was gained which could, in due course, help improve the 

management of HEIs and their student base. In addition, HEIs are viewed increasingly as 

business units, with their core dealings centring on students (Habib, 2016). On the whole, 

Industrial Psychology focuses on people’s behaviour in business enterprises and as aspects 

such as social, economic, industrial and political factors, impinge on this behaviour (Bisen & 

Priya, 2010). Therefore, it has also become part of the industrial psychologist’s role to 

understand these HEIs’ work environments, along with understanding their stakeholders 

comprising students and academic staff. The SCS, proposed in the present study, provides a 

scale that will assist with this function.  
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CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

This chapter presents the conclusions, limitations and recommendations of the present study. 

Particularly the conclusions were drawn based on the results of the study in accordance with 

the general and specific research objectives. The limitations and shortcomings of this study are 

pointed out, and finally, recommendations are made for practice and future research on study 

crafting.  

 

3.1 CONCLUSIONS 

 

Existing research on crafting is limited to the organisational and work context. As a result, the 

crafting construct to date has previously not been examined within the higher education setting. 

Thus currently, to the researcher’s knowledge, no scale exists through which to measure 

crafting behaviour patterns within the higher education context. This represents a predominant 

gap in the literature, seeing that crafting behaviour is important for students and higher 

education institutions (HEIs) alike.  

 

Crafting is important for the higher education context since it can help students alter the design 

of their studies to achieve positive results (Tims, Derks & Bakker, 2016). Proactive crafting 

behaviour can help students foster positive study outcomes such as intentional behaviour, 

increased motivation, enhanced engagement, greater study satisfaction, improved study-fit and 

suitability, stronger persistence despite study difficulties, and greater social relatedness 

(Association of American Colleges and Universities, 2002; Berg, Dutton & Wrzesniewski, 

2013; Crant, 2000; Lu, Wang, Lu, Du & Bakker, 2014; Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008; Slemp & 

Vella-Brodrick, 2014; Tims, Bakker & Derks, 2012; Tims, Bakker & Derks, 2013). Students 

can also utilise proactive crafting strategies to deal more efficiently with study-related stress 

(Clark, 2005; Terenzini, Rendon, Upcraft, Millar, Allison …, Jalomo, 1994).  

 

Objective 1 

 

The first objective of the present study was to conceptualise crafting according to the literature. 

This objective was achieved by completing an in-depth literature study and review. In 

summary, crafting can be described as the ability to shape and influence the design of one’s 

work (Tims et al., 2016). The construct of crafting refers to individuals changing aspects of 
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their job demands and job resources to succeed, whilst being involved actively in their work 

(Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012). More specifically, crafting is conceptualised as self-

initiated changes made to a job with the intent to attain “personal and work-related goals” (Tims 

et al., 2012, p. 173). These changes could entail the following: increasing structural job 

resources, decreasing hindering job demands, increasing social job resources, and increasing 

challenging job demands (Tims et al., 2012). On the other hand, crafting within the higher 

education context provides students with the opportunity to alter their studies actively by 

showing self-initiative to achieve success. Thus, study crafting in this sense can be explained 

as the concept of crafting applied by students in the higher education context.  

 

Objective 2 

 

The second objective was to determine the factorial validity of the newly-developed study 

crafting scale (SCS). The aim was, therefore, to determine the factor structure of the scale. The 

first hypothesis (H1) postulated that study crafting comprises a four-factor structure, namely 

increasing structural study resources, increasing social study resources, decreasing hindering 

study demands, and increasing challenging study demands. However, H1 was rejected. Instead, 

a three-factor measuring model fitted the data the best. Both the results from the exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) provided evidence that the SCS 

consists of three factors instead of the hypothesised four factors. The three factors found by 

investigating the research results, are: applying internal resources (AIR), seeking lecturer 

support (SLS) and seeking peer support (SPS). Specifically, a range of fit indices was 

investigated, verifying that the three-factor measuring model showed acceptable fit to the data 

(CFI = 0.94; TLI = 0.93; RMSEA = 0.06).  

 

Objective 3 

 

Furthermore, the reliability, or internal consistency, of the three-factor SCS was determined by 

calculating Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients. This was done to achieve research 

objective three. The second hypothesis (H2) stated that the new SCS shows acceptable 

reliability coefficients. This study’s reliability results did provide evidence indicating that the 

scale’s internal consistency is acceptable. All of the reliability coefficients of the three factors 

were found to be above the standard guideline of 0.70 (α ≥ 0.70) (Panayides, 2013). Therefore, 

H2 was accepted.  



 79 

Objective 4 

 

In the fourth objective, the aim was to establish whether there is convergent validity between 

the SCS and the theoretically-similar constructs of proactive strengths use behaviour (SUB) 

and proactive deficit correction behaviour (DCB). The third hypothesis (H3), relating to this 

objective, stated that the new SCS shows acceptable convergent validity with SUB and with 

DCB. Furthermore, the present study’s results indicated that the three study crafting factors of 

AIR, SLS and SPS intercorrelate positively, demonstrating acceptable convergent validity. 

More evidence of convergent validity was found as the three study crafting factors indicate a 

positive relationship with SUB and independently with DCB, where the correlation effect sizes 

ranged from medium to large. Therefore, suitable evidence of convergent validity was found 

to accept H3.  

 

Objective 5 

 

The fifth objective was to investigate the discriminant validity of the SCS. The hypothesis (H4) 

formulated in accordance with the fifth objective was that the new crafting scale shows 

acceptable discriminant validity. The present study’s results indicated that the three study 

crafting factors correlated with one another, where inter-correlational values of below 0.85 

were found. Additionally, the inter-correlations between the study crafting factors and the other 

latent variables in this study, namely SUB and DCB, student engagement and study-course fit, 

were all found to be below the 0.85 guideline for discriminant validity (Brown, 2015). The new 

SCS thus shows acceptable discriminant validity. In addition, the present study tested 

constrained versus unconstrained models where the correlations between the variables were 

constrained to unity (1.00) and then compared to the unconstrained. The results again showed 

evidence of discriminant validity. Consequently, H4 was accepted.  

 

Objective 6 

 

The sixth objective was to investigate the criterion validity of the newly-developed SCS. 

Criterion validity refers to whether a scale explains variance in other latent variables, providing 

evidence of its ability to predict future behaviours (Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun, 1993). The 

literature links the crafting construct theoretically to various positive outcome variables, 

including meaning, engagement and person-job fit (Lu et al., 2014; Tims et al., 2013; Tims et 
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al., 2016). Regarding meaning, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) explain that when individuals 

deliberately alter their work tasks and relationships, changes take place in their surroundings. 

It is argued that such alterations can sequentially lead to changes in work-identity and meaning. 

Consequently, crafting can be used as a means to revise the meaning that students attach to 

their studies. For purposes of the present study, the variables of student engagement and study-

course fit were included to investigate criterion validity. The applicable hypotheses for this 

research objective were two-fold. The first part, hypothesis five (H5), stated that study crafting 

explains a significant amount of variance in student engagement, whilst the second part, the 

sixth hypothesis (H6), stated that study crafting explains a significant amount of variance in 

study-course fit.  

 

The criterion validity was determined by inserting structural regression paths, added to the final 

measuring model. In this calculation, the significance of each path was considered as well as 

the size and direction of the standardised beta coefficient values (β). Based on the study’s 

results, the study crafting factor of AIR positively predicts both student engagement and study-

course fit. However, the two remaining study crafting factors of SLS and SPS did not 

significantly predict student engagement nor study-course fit. Thus, only partial evidence of 

criterion validity was found. As a consequence, H5 and H6 were accepted partially. Similar 

results have been found in studies organisational where the crafting of job resources positively 

related to engagement (Tims et al., 2013) and “higher levels of person-job fit” (Tims et al., 

2016, p. 44) 

 

According to the literature, proactive crafting has a strong link with engagement. Job crafting 

has been found to predict work engagement positively (Bakker, Tims & Derks, 2012). 

Therefore, when employees alter their work environments proactively to be more challenging 

and resourceful, they show stronger engagement levels (Bakker et al., 2012). This finding 

provides evidence of the positive relationship between crafting and engagement. Researchers 

also confirmed the positive relationship between crafting and increased person-job fit (Berg et 

al., 2013; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Crafting behaviour patterns and interventions were 

found to be effective when used as a tool to increase person-job fit (Kooij, Van Woerkom, 

Wilkenloh, Dorenbosch & Denissen, 2017). Several correlational studies confirmed that 

crafting behaviour leads to greater person-job fit (Chen, Yen & Tsai, 2014; Lu et al., 2014; 

Tims et al., 2016).  
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Objective 7 

 

Finally, the remaining objective of this research study was to make recommendations for future 

research and practice. When determining recommendations for future research, certain 

limitations and shortcomings of the present study were identified. These limitations and the 

subsequent recommendations are outlined in the sections below.  

 

3.2 LIMITATIONS OF THE RESEARCH 

 

This present study did show limitations, which should be acknowledged.  

 

Firstly, the research sample was limited since only certain student groups were included as 

participants. In particular, the sample comprised first-year students, registered for the first time 

at an HEI. All other student groups were thus excluded from participating due to the inclusion 

criteria. Thus, it is suggested that the applicability of the research findings may be limited to 

first-year student population groups. As a result, it is necessary to seek a more complete view 

of the study crafting phenomenon within the higher education context. 

 

Secondly, the applicability of the research findings and conclusions seemed to be limited 

further to a single, specific HEI. Data were collected at the campuses of this particular South 

African HEI and not across multiple institutions nationally or even internationally. Specifically, 

the decision to include research participants in this study was based on their availability and 

willingness to partake, their geographical proximity (on the campus) as well as the available 

time frame.  

 

Thirdly, the cross-sectional research approach followed in this study only permitted data to be 

collected at a single point in time (De Vos, Strydom, Fouché & Delport, 2011). The researcher 

was therefore only able to capture a “snapshot” of the study crafting phenomenon at a single 

stage, making it difficult to infer causality (Levin, 2006). It is explained that “only an 

association, and not causation, can be inferred from a cross-sectional study” such as used in 

the present research (Sedgwick, 2014, p. 2).  

 

Finally, a self-report questionnaire was used to gather the responses to the research. Since the 

SCS is a self-reporting measure, the possibility of response bias must be given due 
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consideration and be controlled (Rosenman, Tennekoon & Hill, 2011). The reason is that 

participants may distort their responses to self-report questions in an attempt to provide socially 

appropriate answers (Wetzel & Brown, 2016). Thus, a possible limitation of utilising self-

reporting instruments is that respondents can provide invalid responses (Demetriou, Özer & 

Essau, 2015). Although “bias in self-rating is a concern” in research, self-report measures have 

the benefit of requiring less effort and allow for large volumes of quantitative data to be 

collected from respondents (Demetriou et al., 2015; Rosenman et al., 2011, p. 8). Certain 

researchers also argue that since respondents are closest to the subject in question, they can 

essentially provide more accurate responses through self-report measures (Demetriou et al., 

2015). Nevertheless, these identified limitations need to be controlled in future research 

endeavours.  

 

3.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Despite the identified limitations, this study also presented valuable findings on the 

measurement of study crafting behaviour patterns at an HEI. Furthermore, recommendations 

are provided for the practical use and application of the SCS by HEIs and for purposes of future 

research in this field.  

 

3.3.1 Recommendations for practice 

 

The present study aimed to validate a SCS for use within the South African higher education 

context. By employing this scale, student crafting behaviours can be investigated empirically. 

The SCS shows promising potential to be used by institutions to assist their students. The 

reason is clear: students often need to deal with excessive study demands and insufficient 

resources. HEIs can thus employ this newly-developed and validated scale to determine the 

degree to which first-year students proactively initiate changes in their studies. Such 

information will allow institutions an improved understanding of study crafting behaviour and 

help these institutions determine whether they provide their students with sufficient resources 

to balance the study-related demands that students face. Moreover, the results obtained from 

applying the SCS could be used to foster recurrent proactive crafting behaviour among first-

year students.  

 



 83 

Research findings could even, in due course, be applied and used to improve the management 

of HEIs. In addition, as HEIs are viewed increasingly as business units, with their core dealings 

centring on students (Habib, 2016), Industrial Psychologists have accepted the responsibility 

to understand these institutions’ work environments. This includes gaining an understanding 

of and supporting the HEI’s primary stakeholder, namely the students. These institutions can, 

for instance, offer support and assistance to their student stakeholders by introducing 

intervention programmes. Assistance may include interventions such as workshops on how to 

‘craft’ to encourage proactive crafting behaviour patterns. A study crafting workshop can, for 

instance, focus on encouraging students to view their studies in a different way, whilst helping 

them apply and change aspects of their studies resourcefully, in order to make it more 

meaningful and engaging (Berg et al., 2013). In return, these interventions could result in 

improved insight and awareness among students. Insight into the types of behaviour that drive 

study crafting as well as about their choice to initiate changes in their studies. This insight could 

help first-year students take the first step towards adopting proactive crafting behaviour 

patterns in their studies to achieve academic success.  

 

Consequently, through the above-mentioned intervention programmes, students can identify 

probable study resources of which they previously might have been unaware. They can use 

these study resources to help them adapt more readily to their studies and related tasks. By 

adapting in this way, students may become more engaged and involved in their studies. 

Ultimately, increased involvement can lead to students enjoying stronger study-course fit. 

Based on such involvement, students may actively begin to achieve their academic study goals. 

Positive after-effects could be higher graduation rates and lower dropout rates among first-year 

students. Finally, by fostering study crafting behaviours, students can grow throughout the 

process into individuals adept at dealing with challenging study circumstances since they will 

have internalised the necessary insight on crafting. 

 

3.3.2 Recommendations for future research 

 

As mentioned, to date previous research has not focused on crafting among students at HEIs. 

Thus, the present study contributes to the field of Industrial Psychology by making available 

information on the crafting topic within the higher education context. Since this research 

validated a scale on study crafting, it may help researchers to analyse the phenomenon of study 

crafting empirically. Furthermore, the results help increase knowledge about the precursors and 
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outcomes of study crafting in similar and dissimilar contexts. The present study offers further 

insight as to why study crafting is a relevant research area. This study’s focus is significant, 

seeing that crafting can be an important strategy for higher education contexts. The significance 

can further be found in examining the potential effect that study crafting has on both students 

and HEIs as institutions.  

 

In addition, certain recommendations are made based on aspects of the previously discussed 

limitations.  

 

Firstly, for future research practices, it is recommended that researchers collect data across 

varied student groups to include those from diverse academic year groups, such as 

undergraduate and postgraduate students. Researchers can also replicate the present study at 

different HEIs, colleges, universities and Technikons across South Africa and even 

internationally. These suggestions will help deliver more generalised research findings. 

Eventually, such research outcomes would provide a comprehensive picture of the study 

crafting phenomenon across various student population groups and HEIs.  

 

Secondly, future researchers should consider using a longitudinal approach rather than a cross-

sectional design when determining the outcomes of motivation. In longitudinal studies, 

researchers employ continuous measures to collect data on the same variables over a 

“prolonged period of time” from particular research participants (Badmus, Okonkwo & Okoh, 

2012; Caruana, Roman, Hernández-Sánchez & Solli, 2015, p. E537). This repeated 

measurement is recommended since it can provide a thorough investigation of study crafting 

behaviour, allowing for a more in-depth understanding of changes taking place over time 

(Caruana et al., 2015).  

 

Finally, researchers should use mixed research methods to counter the potential bias and 

measurement error of the self-reporting SCS (Dillman, Smyth & Christian, 2014). Mixed 

methods refer to researchers combining “elements of qualitative and quantitative research 

approaches” (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie & Turner, 2007, p. 123). The suggestion would thus be 

to combine quantitative and qualitative approaches, permitting data to be collected using a 

multi-perspective method (Brenner, 2015; Petros, 2012). 

 

 



 85 

3.4 CONCLUSION 

 

This present study validated a newly-developed scale to assess study crafting behaviours within 

the South African higher education context. As no such scale existed before, the resultant SCS 

could be useful for assessing the proactive crafting behaviour patterns of students at HEIs 

nationally and internationally. The findings derived from these assessments can be used by the 

educational institutions to come up with interventions to better assist their students, driving 

academic success. Study crafting is thus a topical and relevant research study topic for the field 

of Industrial Psychology.  
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APPENDIX A: THE ADAPTED STUDY CRAFTING SCALE 

 

The study crafting scale (SCS) 

Component Code Item text 

Applying internal 

resources 
AIR1 I take the initiative to manage my time effectively if things get too hectic 

 AIR2 I take the initiative to plan in advance to attain all of my academic goals 

 AIR3 
I take the initiative to proactively structure my study load to manage everything 

in time 

 AIR4 I take the initiative to make sure that my studies are mentally not so intense 

 AIR5 
I take the initiative to use my study resources optimally (e.g. time, books, 

contact sessions, etc.) 

 AIR6 I take the initiative to develop my capabilities 

 AIR7 
I take the initiative to make sure that I use my capabilities in my studies to the 

fullest 

 AIR8 I take the initiative to develop myself academically 

Seeking lecturer 

support 
SLS1 I take the initiative to ask if my lecturers are satisfied with my academic work 

 SLS2 
I take the initiative to ask lecturers for feedback on assessments in order to 

perform better 

 SLS3 I take the initiative to proactively ask my lecturers for feedback  

 SLS4 
I take the initiative to approach my lecturers when I do not understand 

something  

 SLS5 I take the initiative to ask my lecturer(s) to tutor/assist me 

Seeking peer support SPS1 I take the initiative to ask fellow students for help when I need it 

 SPS2 I take the initiative to ask fellow students to collaborate on our studies 

 SPS3 I take the initiative to ask fellow students for advice 

 


