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ABSTRACT 

This study aimed to investigate the mediating role of psychological empowerment on 
the relationship between job crafting, idiosyncratic deals and work engagement among 
academicians of Pakistani public universities. This study also examined the moderating 
effects of internal locus of control on job crafting–psychological empowerment and 
idiosyncratic deals–psychological empowerment relationships. The motivational 
process of job demands-resources (JD-R) theory was used to underpinned the study 
framework. A cross-sectional survey using the simple random sampling technique was 
carried out to elicit responses from the participants. Using an online survey, 324 useable 
responses were obtained which is 53.33% response rate. The data analysis was 
conducted using the Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). 
The results indicated that both job crafting and idiosyncratic deals have a significant 
positive relationship with work engagement. Likewise, psychological empowerment 
partially mediated the relationship between job crafting, idiosyncratic deals, and work 
engagement. Interestingly, internal locus of control did not moderate the idiosyncratic 
deals–psychological empowerment relationship but did moderate the job crafting–
psychological empowerment relationship. Counterintuitively, the relationship between 
job crafting and psychological empowerment became stronger when internal locus of 
control was high. Further, internal locus of control enhanced the indirect effect of job 
crafting on work engagement through psychological empowerment. However, the 
indirect effect of internal locus of control on the relationship between idiosyncratic 
deals and work engagement through psychological empowerment did not meet the 
standard for significance. Further, job crafting had a stronger effect on psychological 
empowerment and work engagement for academicians with an internal locus of control. 
The results show that the top management of the public universities need to consider 
the impact of psychological empowerment and internal locus of control to usurp these 
to enhance academicians’ work engagement. 

Keywords:  job crafting, idiosyncratic deals, psychological empowerment, internal 
locus of control, work engagement 
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ABSTRAK 
 
Kajian ini bertujuan menyelidik peranan perantara pemerkasaan psikologikal terhadap 
hubungan antara kraf kerja, tawaran idiosinkratik, keterlibatan kerja dalam kalangan 
ahli akademik universiti-universiti awam Pakistan. Kajian ini juga meneliti kesan 
penyederhanaan lokus kawalan dalaman terhadap hubungan antara kraf kerja-
pemerkasaan psikologikal serta tawaran idiosinkratik-pemerkasaan psikologikal. Teori 
permintaan kerja-sumber sebagai sokongan digunakan untuk membangunkan kerangka 
kerja kajian. Tinjauan keratan rentas menggunakan teknik sampel rawak mudah 
dilaksanakan untuk mendapatkan maklum balas daripada responden. Dengan 
menggunakan tinjauan dalam talian, sebanyak 324 maklum balas yang boleh digunakan 
telah dikutip dengan 53.33% kadar respon. Analisis data dikendalikan menggunakan 
Pemodelan Persamaan Berstruktur Kuasa Dua Terkecil Separa (PLS-SEM). Keputusan 
menunjukkan bahawa kedua-dua kraf kerja dan tawaran idiosinkratik mempunyai 
hubungan positif yang signifikan dengan keterlibatan kerja. Begitu juga dengan 
pemerkasaan psikologikal menjadi perantara separa dalam hubungan antara kraf kerja, 
tawaran idiosinkratik, dan keterlibatan kerja. Yang menariknya, lokus kawalan dalaman 
tidak menjadi penyederhana dalam hubungan antara tawaran idiosinkratik dan 
pemerkasaan psikologikal sebaliknya menjadi penyederhana dalam hubungan kraf 
kerja dengan pemerkasaan psikologikal. Sementara, hubungan antara kraf kerja dan 
pemerkasaan psikologikal menjadi lebih kuat apabila lokus kawalan dalaman adalah 
tinggi. Selanjutnya, lokus kawalan dalaman meningkatkan kesan tidak langsung kraf 
kerja terhadap keterlibatan kerja menerusi pemerkasaan psikologikal. Sungguhpun 
demikian, kesan tidak langsung lokus kawalan dalaman dalam hubungan antara 
tawaran idiosinkratik dan keterlibatan kerja melalui pemerkasaan psikologkal tidak 
memenuhi piawaian signifikan. Selanjutnya, kraf kerja mempunyai kesan yang lebih 
besar terhadap pemerkasaan psikologikal dan keterlibatan kerja bagi ahli akademik 
dengan lokus kawalan dalaman. Keputusan menunjukkan pengurusan atasan universiti 
awam haruslah mempertimbangkan kesan pemerkasaan psikologikal dan lokus 
kawalan dalaman apabila merancang untuk mempertingkatkan keterlibatan kerja ahli 
akademik. 
 
 
 
Kata kunci:  kraf kerja, tawaran idiosinkratik , pemerkasaan psikologikal, lokus 
kawalan dalaman, keterlibatan kerja 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the Study  

Higher education institutions (HEIs) are viewed as playing a central role in 

transforming a developing economy into a Knowledge-Based Economy (KBE). HEIs 

serve a crucial role in strengthening the KBE by providing knowledge resources (Bano, 

2012). Moreover, HEIs have unique characteristics: they play dual-core functions, 

creating knowledge and transmitting knowledge via teaching and research activities 

(Pace, D’Urso, Zappulla, & Pace, 2019). Thus, in the higher education context, a focus 

on its academic staff is crucial. Academicians are viewed as playing a key role in 

enabling the HEIs to produce competent graduates and enhance the institutions’ 

position internationally (Ng, 2015; Raina & Khatri, 2015; Shams, Mei, & Adnan, 

2021). HEIs require academicians who feel positive and energetic (vigor), passionate 

and enthusiastic (dedication), and wholly engrossed (absorption) at work (Wasilowski, 

2018). Therefore, ability of HEIs to develop and maintain engaged academicians 

becomes even more essential. 

Authors have noted that HEIs depend mainly on the commitment and engagement of 

their academicians (Nazir & Islam, 2017; Aboramadan, Dahleez, & Hamad, 2020). This 

is because academicians with high work engagement (i.e., WE) tend to reflect higher 

levels of loyalty and psychological commitment (Lovakove, 2016), ensure students 

success by equipping them with skills necessary to meet corporate requirements and 

achieve educational objectives (Hajdarpasic et al., 2015; Raina & Khatri, 2015; 

Wasilowski, 2018; González-Rico et al., 2018), and boost the quality of academic 
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contributions, research publications, and success of the HEIs (Gloria & Steinhardt, 

2017; Christensen et al., 2020).  

Given the significance, numerous researchers have conducted various research studies 

in the higher education sector with an aim to find out individual and organisational 

factors that can positively influence WE among academicians. Individual factors 

include demographic factors (e.g., language groups, job categories, experience, age, 

and gender) (Coetzee & Rothmann, 2005; Hakeem & Gulzar, 2015; Gulzar & Telli, 

2018); job satisfaction (Umamheswari & Swarnalatha, 2015); and in-role and extra-

role performance (Shusha & Abdelkader, 2016). Organisational factors include a 

conducive work environment (Regy & Malini, 2017); organisation support and 

employee voice (Byrne & MacDonagh, 2017); organisational culture, transformational 

leadership, high-performance HR practices (Pham-Thai, McMurray, Muenjohn, & 

Muchiri, 2018; Tauhed, Rasdi, Samah, & Ibrahim, 2018); and organisational 

commitment (Ahuja & Gupta, 2018). 

Likewise, in the quest to enhance academicians’ WE, different studies have identified 

different factors in Pakistan’s higher education context. These factors included job 

resources like reward and recognition, organisational support, social support, self-

efficacy, work autonomy, opportunities for professional and career development 

(Muhammad et al., 2016; Khan & Yusoff, 2016), personal resources like self-efficacy 

and trait competitiveness (Shaikh et al., 2018), core self-evaluation, fairness and 

treatment of employees, service environment ( Danish, Ahmad, & Khan, 2014), 

organisational commitment and career satisfaction (Khalid et al., 2015), participative 

leadership style (Salman et al., 2016), corporate social responsibility (CSR) ( Ahmad, 

Islam, & Saleem, 2017), personal motivation and civility (Abid et al., 2018),  job 
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demands (Sheikh et al., 2019), demographic factors (education and experience) (Jabbar 

et al., 2018), organisational commitment and organisational citizenship behaviour 

(OCB) (Ullah, Jamal, & Naeem, 2018). Nevertheless, besides all these studies, the lack 

of WE among academicians is prevalent in Pakistan’s higher education sector, 

particularly in public universities (Khan, Wasaya, Ahmad, & Aziz, 2016; Shams & 

Niazi, 2018; Sheikh et al., 2019).  

Consequently, it has been noted in different writings that public universities 

academicians act indifferently towards the teaching-learning process of their students 

(Dubash, 2016; Khan, Khan, & Turi, 2017), and they rarely contribute towards the 

university performance (Saher, Bibi, Farmanullah, & Abbas, 2014; Khan, Shamsudin, 

& Syed Ismail, 2016; Masud & Daud, 2019). In addition, studies have shown that 

academicians in the public universities have either left their jobs for greener pastures in 

the private sector or settled abroad (Iqbal & Hashmi, 2015; Mahmood, 2016) or have 

developed intentions to quit their job (Bushra, 2012; Zahra et al., 2013; Ali et al., 2015; 

Saleem & Qamar, 2017). Various studies in Pakistan have reported an average of 9% 

faculty turnover rate in public universities (Akhtar et al., 2015; Masud & Daud, 2019). 

Hence, a lack of interest, a concomitant lack of involvement, and the turnover rate show 

that academicians in public universities are not wholly engrossed at work. They do not 

feel positive and energetic and lack passion and enthusiasm at work. All these issues 

indicate that public universities’ academicians are not adequately engaged. This lack of 

WE among academicians has resulted in several problems in terms of educational 

quality, standards, and the international rankings of public universities (National 

Education Policy, 2017; Nisar, 2019; Haider, Kerio, & Kazimi, 2020). 
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The reports that different organisations such as the World Bank (2016) has released 

indicated that the quality in the higher sector of Pakistan has been unsatisfactory and 

deteriorating over time. Likewise, in a World Economic Forum’s Global Human 

Capital Report, Pakistan was ranked 125th of the 130 countries listed on education and 

skills development criteria (Samans, Zahidi, & Leopold, 2017). Similarly, in a Global 

Competitiveness report of 138 nations, Pakistan stood 122nd on the 

innovation/sophistication factors and efficiency enhancers in higher education and 

training (Ali, 2017). The lower rankings clearly indicate the unsatisfactory performance 

of HEIs in Pakistan. 

Furthermore, several studies in Pakistan also endorsed the unsatisfactory performance 

of the higher education sector (Riaz, Jabeen, Salman, Ansari, & Moazzam, 2017; 

Haider, Kerio, & Kazimi, 2020; Tanveer, Mahmood, Haq, Rather, & Ali, 2021; 

Murtaza & Hui, 2021). The HEIs in Pakistan, especially public universities, have been 

frequently reported to lack quality (Malik, 2016; Khan, Khan, & Turi, 2019), efficiency 

and productivity (Irshad & Rashid, 2015) in different studies.  

Since the quality of education and university performance have been linked with 

academicians’ performance, their engagement at work, and the university ranking 

indexes in different studies (Bergseth, Petocz, & Abrandt Dahlgren, 2014; Olcay & 

Bulu, 2017; Gan, & Kee, 2020; Christensen et al., 2020). Consequently, in terms of 

rankings, the global ranking of premier public universities continues to worsen, and the 

achievements lag many other regional universities (Chaudhry & Butt, 2017; Haider, 

Kerio, & Kazimi, 2020). Table 1.1 lists HEIs of Pakistan and their international ranking 

based on Quacquarelli Symonds (QS), the Times Higher Education (THE) World 

Universities Rankings, and the Center for World University Rankings CWUR. Only a 
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few public universities appear in the ranking list. Further, except for the National 

University of Science & Technology, Islamabad (NUST), Pakistan Institute of 

Engineering and Applied Sciences (PIEAS), and Quaid-i-Azam university, none of 

these public universities makes it to the Top-500 list. Arguably, of 111 public 

universities (Pakistan Education Statistics Report, 2017-18), only a few public 

universities succeed in getting noticed; the numbers are a big concern (Awan, 2020). 

Table 1.1 
Pakistani Universities World Ranking 2021 
S/ 
No 

University Name Status QS- 
Ranking  

Times 
Higher 
Education 
Ranking 

CWUR 
Ranking 

1 COMSATS University Islamabad  Public 801-1000 601–800 871 
2 University of Agriculture, Faisalabad  Public 1000+ 801-1000 1327 
3 National University of Sciences and 

Technology  
Public 355 801-1000 1508 

4 Bahauddin Zakariya University  Public --- 1001+ 1853 
5 University of Engineering & Technology 

(UET) Lahore 
Public 801-1000 1001+ --- 

6 Government College University Lahore  Public --- 1001+ --- 
7 The University of Lahore  Private 1000+ 1001+ --- 
8 Pakistan Institute of Engineering and 

Applied Sciences (PIEAS)  
Public 373 --- --- 

9 Quaid-i- Azam University Public 454 501-600 753 
10 Lahore University of Management 

Sciences (LUMS)  
Private 651-700 801-1000 --- 

11 University of Punjab  Public 801-1000 --- 1261 
12 Aga Khan University  Private --- --- 1041 
13 University of Karachi Public  1000+  1787 
14 Abdul Wali Khan University Mardan Public --- 501-600  
15 Government College University Faisalabad Public --- 801-1000 1910 
16 University of Peshawar Public --- 801-1000 1832 
17 The Islamia University of Bahawalpur Public --- 1000+ --- 

Source: QS World University Rankings (2021), The Times Higher Education World University Rankings 
(2021), CWUR World University Rankings (2021) 

Above all, these rankings have witnessed a declining trend over the years (Academia 

News, 2019; Awan, 2020). As a matter of fact, in comparison with other developing 

countries like India, Singapore, Japan, China, Indonesia, and Malaysia, the ranking of 

Pakistani universities has been declined over the years (Khan, 2016; News Desk, 2016; 
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Chaudhry, 2018). The lower rankings clearly indicate that the performance and 

academic quality of Pakistani public universities is low and incompatible with 

international standards (National Education Policy, 2017; Nisar, 2019; Haider, Kerio, 

& Kazimi, 2020), thereby, indicating a lack of WE among academicians. The solution 

to the present state of affairs of the public universities lies in enhancing WE among 

their academicians, which is currently lacking (Sheik et al., 2019).  

The extant literature indicates that several factors might help organisations in enhancing 

their employees’ WE. However, the empirical and meta-analyses studies highlighted 

the quality of work design as a crucial factor in fostering WE (Hammond, Neff, Farr, 

Schwall, & Zhao, 2011; De Spiegelaere, Van Gyes, De Witte, & Van Hootegem, 2015). 

Quality of work designs influences the well-being and positive work attitudes (i.e., 

work engagement) (Parker, Van den Broeck, & Holman, 2017) and psychological 

empowerment (Miller, 2015).   

Despite knowing the fact that work design is a key to fostering WE; yet, the top 

management of Pakistani public universities appears to act indifferently in this regard. 

Public universities follow a strict bureaucratic culture and classical top-down approach 

for work design practices (Gillani, 2006; Usman, 2014). The use of such formal work 

design practices has resulted in numerous work-related issues for the public universities 

academicians. For  instance, job stress and burnout due to higher job demands (Mufti, 

2012; Khan, Rasli, Yusoff, & Ahmad, 2015; Haseeb & Sattar, 2018; Khan, Rasli, Yasir, 

& Khan, 2019; Faisal, Noor, & Khair, 2019), lack of academic freedom (Bushra, 2012; 

Akhtar & Kalsoom, 2012); the perception of meaningless job (Hameed, Ahmed-Baig, 

& Cacheiro-González, 2018); lack of empowerment (Shukr, Qamar, & Hassan, 2016); 

work overload that include long hours of teaching and administrative works (i.e., job 
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demands) (Farid et al., 2015; Ahmad & Ashraf, 2016; Qaisar et al., 2016; Qureshi & 

Lodhi, 2017); work-life imbalance (Abbas, Roger & Asadullah, 2012; Abbas & Roger, 

2013), lack of academics’ involvement in decision making (Riaz, Jabeen, Salman, 

Ansari, & Moazzam, 2017; Hameed, Ahmed-Baig, & Cacheiro-González, 2019), lack 

of professional development opportunities (Iqbal, 2004; Muhammad, 2005; Jadoon  & 

Jabeen, 2006; Khan, Shah, & Azam, 2011); ill HR policies related to career 

advancement and growth (Bhatti, Cheema, Shaikh, Syed, & Bashir, 2014), poor 

working environment and working conditions (Raza, 2012; Qureshi & Lodhi, 2017), 

and academicians' job dissatisfaction (Mir, 2012; Bhatti et al., 2014; Malik & Asma, 

2020). All these work-related issues indicate that the prevailing work design approach 

in the public universities lacks appropriateness. Consequently, a lack of WE exists 

among public universities academicians. Therefore, the result is not as per expectations.   

Concerning the work design, scholars such as Parker, Van den Broeck, and Holman 

(2017) argued that, in case if the top-down work design approach lacks its effectiveness 

in motivating employees, the bottom-up employee-driven work design such as job 

crafting and idiosyncratic deals (I-deals) offer a better solution through which 

employees could make their work design meaningful by creating favourable work 

conditions to work more effectively and feel more motivated and engaged (Anand et 

al., 2010; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012). Therefore, to 

enhance WE among public universities academicians, there is a need to instil job 

crafting and I-deals as a bottom-up design approach in the working environment. 

Further, while pursuing National Vision 2025 to develop a knowledge-based economy 

and strengthen university quality (Haider, Kerio, & Kazimi, 2020), Pakistan signed the 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 2015-2030. The implementation of SDG-4 
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(i.e., quality education) requires Pakistan to develop quality education from primary to 

tertiary levels. However, on the tertiary level, the goal of quality education could be 

achieved by enhancing the work engagement among academicians. 

In addition, following the concept of smart universities to promote cultural progress, 

distance education, and expanding the influence of education, Pakistan, under the 

China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC) project, signed the agreement to build 400 

smart classrooms in Pakistan's public sector universities (Awan, 2020). To reap the 

benefits of this project, public universities need to possess a team of engaged 

academicians who are enthusiastic, dedicated, and persistent in various aspects of their 

jobs, including both primary activities teaching and research activities and secondary 

activities like service or administration work (Rapanta, Botturi, Goodyear, Guàrdia, & 

Koole, 2020), which will contribute enormously to realising the vision of reforming the 

nation’s institutions of higher education. 

1.2 Problem Statement 

The last two decades have witnessed academicians’ WE as a crucial factor for improved 

performance of the HEIs (Raina & Khatri, 2015; Nazir & Islam, 2017, Aboramadan, 

Dahleez, & Hamad, 2020). However, based on the aforementioned background 

information, the lack of WE has been a critical challenge in higher education, 

particularly in public universities of Pakistan (Khan et al., 2016; Shams & Niazi, 2018; 

Sheikh et al., 2019). In this regard, prior studies have reported a significant role of 

quality of work design in fostering WE (Hammond, Neff, Farr, Schwall, & Zhao, 2011; 

De Spiegelaere, Van Gyes, De Witte, & Van Hootegem, 2015). Further, several authors 

have noted that bottom-up or employee-driven work design such as job crafting (JCr 

from here onward) and idiosyncratic deals or I-deals offer a better solution in improving 
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the quality of work design, especially when the top-down work design approach lacks 

its effectiveness (Rofcanin, Berber, Koch, and Sevinc, 2016; Parker, Van den Broeck, 

& Holman, 2017). 

Through the JCr process, employees optimize their job demands so that they are 

challenged, increase their social and structural job resources that, as a result, fosters 

their enthusiasm, absorption, and dedication at work and that is so characteristics of 

WE (Bakker, Tims, & Derk, 2012). Similarly, I-deals foster work engagement given I-

deals can be tailored to favorably meet the dynamic subjective individual appraisal of 

work factors. For instance, flexibility I-deals are likely to contribute toward 

psychological availability (Kahn, 1990; Bakker et al., 2008) by supporting employees 

to gain more work-life balance thus enabling them to bring more personal energies (i.e., 

vigor) to their role. likewise, developmental and task I-deals are likely to contribute to 

psychological meaningfulness (dedication) (Kahn, 1990; Bakker et al., 2008) via 

enhancing the work experience through meaning and purpose (i.e., absorption) (Bakker 

et al., 2008; Shuck & Rose, 2013).  

Concerning JCr and I-deals, Rofcanin et al., (2016) demonstrated that the bottom-up 

work design has predictive powers on key employee’s outcomes such as organisational 

affective commitment, intention to stay, citizenship behaviour directed towards co-

workers (OCBI), citizenship behaviours directed towards the organisation (OCBO), 

and in-role work performance. Moving a step forward, given WE as a key employee’s 

outcome, this study examined JCr and I-deals in relationship with WE among 

academicians in the higher education sector.  

Concerning WE, review of the extant literature reveals that JCr and I-deals have been 
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separately studied in relationship with WE in different environmental settings. For 

instance, there is ample empirical evidence available that demonstrate a significant and 

positive relationship between JCr and WE (Petrou, Demerouti & Schaufeli, 2018; 

Gordon et al., 2018; Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018; Villajos, García-Ael & Topa, 

2019; Kuijpers, Kooij, & van Woerkom, 2020). Similarly, though relatively scant, the 

existing literature also reveals a positive connection of I-deals with WE in different 

environmental contexts (Hornung et al., 2010; Liao, Wayne, & Rousseau 2016; Davis 

& Van der Heijden, 2018). Hence, given the relationship between JCr, I-deals, and WE, 

this study examines the influence of JCr and I-deals on WE among Pakistani public 

universities academicians.  

In addition to JCr and I-deals, much empirical research has demonstrated that 

psychological empowerment (PE) fosters employees’ dedication and energy (i.e., 

engagement) for their jobs (Sandhya & Sulphey, 2019; Monica & Krishnaveni, 2019; 

Aggarwal, Chand, Jhamb, & Mittal, 2020; Towsen, Stander, & van der Vaart, 2020). 

These results illustrate that PE is an essential motivational resource enabling workers 

to be extra engaged in the workplace (Ugwu et al., 2014).   

In other writings, numerous researchers have acknowledged the significant role of JCr 

in promoting PE (Miller, 2015; Harbridge, 2018; Kiliç, Tatar, & Erdîl, 2020). Similarly, 

several investigations have found a significant and positive relationship between I-deals 

and PE (Miller, 2015; Kwon, Seo, Moon-Kyo, 2017; Wang & Long, 2019; Shams et 

al., 2021). The principal implication drawn from these findings is that JCr and I-deals 

significantly enhance employees’ PE. 
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Therefore, given the centrality of PE in fostering WE and considering the essential role 

of JCr and I-deals in enhancing PE, PE could potentially mediate the relationship 

between JCr, I-deals, and WE. Further, limited studies have ascertained the mediating 

role of PE in the relationship of JCr and I-deals with WE in general and particularly in 

the higher education sector, thereby indicating a knowledge gap in the existing 

literature. This research is designed to investigate the mediating role of PE on the 

association of JCr and I-deals with WE among academicians, particularly in public 

universities, to fill the gap. 

According to the job demands-resources (JD-R) theory, job resources play a key role 

in in enhancing WE (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014, 2017). In this context, numerous 

studies have indicated that JCr (e.g., Van Den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 2015; 

Gordon et al., 2018) and I-deals (e.g., developmental, flexibility, and autonomy at 

work) (Rousseau, 2005) enable employees to increase their job resources, which makes 

their jobs meaningful and enhances their WE (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Hornung et al., 

2010; Hornung et al., 2014; Demerouti & Bakker, 2014; Liao, Wayne, & Rousseau 

2016; Hornung, Hoge, Seubert, Glaser, & Rousseau, 2019; Katou, Budhwar, & Chand, 

2020).  

Further, besides job resources, personal resources are strong predictors of WE 

(Halbesleben, 2010). Schaufeli and Taris (2014) argued that human behaviour is a 

product of the interaction between personal (personal resources) and environmental 

factors (job resources). Along similar lines, research has also shown that resources 

impact each other via mediation, besides the pattern from resources to WE (den Broeck, 

Van  Ruysseveldt, Vanbelle, & De Witte, 2013). Since, job resources serve an intrinsic 

motivational role and boost job autonomy and competence (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Bakker 
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& Demerouti, 2007; Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, & Lens, 2008). In this 

context, PE could be considered a personal resource because of its ability to be impacted 

by different interventions. Further, personal resources have been found as an 

established mediating mechanism between job resources and WE (Xanthopoulou et al., 

2007).  

Though, previous research has documented PE as a personal resource and a mediating 

mechanism between job resources (such as task autonomy, skill utilisation, social 

support from a supervisor, and social support from colleagues) and WE (Quiñones, Van 

den Broeck, & De Witte, 2013; Jose & Mampilly, 2015). However, despite its 

significance and implications, little research has explored the mediating role of PE (a 

personal resource) in the association of job resources (through JCr or I-deals) with WE 

in general and particularly in a higher education context. A lacuna exists in ascertaining 

such relationships. Thus, while filling the gap, this study examines PE as a personal 

resource and a mediating mechanism that relates JCr and I-deals (job resources) with 

WE.  

As studies mentioned above, although several previous studies have established a 

positive connection between JCr, I-deals, and PE; however, a few researches did not 

corroborate the direct association between; JCr and PE (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013) 

and between I-deals and PE (Jena, Bhattacharyyab, & Pradhanc, 2019). These 

contradicting findings illustrate the possibility of using a moderator (Memon, Cheah, 

Ramayah, Ting, Chuah, & Cham, 2019) in the relationships described above.  

Concerning the moderator, different studies have shown that employees who are 

resilient i.e., high on internal locus of control (a personal characteristic) either acquire 
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an occupational self-direction (e.g., I-deals); or they utilise independent judgment, 

initiatives, and thought in their work (i.e., JCr) (Strümpfer,1990). Along similar lines, 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) posited that employees with an internal locus of 

control (iLOC) would prefer to craft their job, making it meaningful. Similarly, Ng and 

Feldman (2011) argued that “employees with a high internal locus of control are 

significantly more likely to obtain idiosyncratic employment deals for themselves” (p. 

186). This line of reasoning means that the iLOC as a personality characteristic of an 

employee plays a crucial role in making them either opt for either of these work designs 

(JCr or I-deal) based on their personal or professional needs. On the one hand, these 

work designs (JCr and I-deals) could help them remain healthy and deal with stressors 

as challenges rather than high pressures (Tims & Bakker, 2010); and on the other hand, 

their PE is enhanced (Miller, 2015). 

Further, past studies have demonstrated that teachers with a high iLOC experience high 

PE (e.g., Wang, Zhang, & Jackson, 2013; Shirvan, 2019). Thus, there is a possibility 

that academicians with high iLOC would prefer either JCr or I-deals, which would 

enhance their PE. Given the significance of iLOC, the present study investigates its 

moderating effect on the association of JCr and I-deals with PE.  

Although iLOC has been hinted at in the conceptual work of Miller (2015), studies on 

iLOC as a moderator are still limited, especially in the higher education context. More 

specifically, the iLOC has not been tested as a moderator in an overall engagement 

model to the best available knowledge. Thus, this study intends to investigate the 

moderating role of iLOC in the relationship of JCr and I-deals with PE. Furthermore, if 

the moderation is significant, this study also investigates the moderated-mediating 

effect of iLOC on the indirect relationship between JCr, I-deals, and WE via the PE of 
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public universities academicians. 

Given the JD-R theory, the iLOC is one among the personal resources (Schaufeli & 

Taris, 2014). Also, past studies have supported the moderating role of personal 

resources in the association between adverse working conditions and well-being (Van 

Yperen & Snijders, 2000; Ma ̈kikangas & Kinnunen, 2003; Pierce & Gardner, 2004; 

Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Based on the available theoretical support of using personal 

resources as a moderator, this study examines the moderating effect of iLOC (as a 

personal resource) in the association of JCr and I-deals with PE of public universities 

academicians. 

In summary, severe quality and performance issues confront Pakistani public 

universities due to a lack of WE among academicians. There is a need to provide a 

solution to this critical issue. In an attempt to enhance WE, to the best of researcher’s 

knowledge, previous studies have paid a little attention to investigating the effect of JCr 

and I-deals through the mediating role of PE on WE and further the moderating role of 

iLOC on the indirect relationship of JCr, I-deals and WE through PE. This study, thus, 

ascertains these relationships in the higher education sector. 

1.3 Research Questions 

The present study seeks answers to these research questions:  

RQ1: Do job crafting and idiosyncratic deals influence work engagement among 

Pakistani public universities academicians? 
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RQ2: Does psychological empowerment impact work engagement among Pakistani 

public universities academicians? 

RQ 3: Do job crafting and idiosyncratic deals influence the psychological 

empowerment of Pakistani public universities academicians? 

RQ 4: Does psychological empowerment mediate the relationship between job 

crafting, idiosyncratic deals, and work engagement among Pakistani public 

universities academicians? 

RQ 5: Does internal locus of control moderate the relationship of job crafting and 

idiosyncratic deals with psychological empowerment of Pakistani public 

universities academicians? 

RQ 6: Does the indirect effect of job crafting and idiosyncratic deals on work 

engagement via psychological empowerment is conditional on the internal 

locus of control of Pakistani public universities academicians? 

1.4 Research Objectives 

Given the research questions mentioned above, this study’s objectives are as follows: 

1. To examine the impact of job crafting and idiosyncratic deals on work 

engagement among Pakistani public universities academicians; 

2. To assess the impact of psychological empowerment on work engagement 

among Pakistani public universities academicians; 

3. To investigate the effect of job crafting and idiosyncratic deals on psychological 

empowerment of Pakistani public universities academicians; 
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4. To test the mediating effect of psychological empowerment in the association 

between job crafting and work engagement among Pakistani public universities 

academicians; 

5. To test the mediating effect of psychological empowerment in the association 

between idiosyncratic deals and work engagement among Pakistani public 

universities academicians. 

6. To examine the moderating role of internal locus of control in the association 

between job crafting and psychological empowerment of Pakistani public 

universities academicians; 

7. To examine the moderating role of internal locus of control in the association 

between idiosyncratic deals and psychological empowerment of Pakistani 

public universities academicians; 

8. To investigate the moderating effect of internal locus of control on the indirect 

association between job crafting and work engagement through psychological 

empowerment of Pakistani public universities academicians; and 

9. To examine the moderating effect of locus of control on the indirect association 

between I-deals and work engagement through psychological empowerment 

Pakistani public universities academicians. 

1.5 Significance of the Study  
 
1.5.1 Theoretical Significance 

The study will immensely contribute to the growing volume of literatures on work 

engagement, work design, psychological empowerment, and the internal locus of 

control. Further, review of the extant literature reveals limited empirical studies on WE 

among academicians in the higher education sector (Dainels, 2016; Abdulrab et al., 
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2017; Abro, 2018), particularly HEIs in the public sector (Byrne & MacDonagh, 2017; 

Shams & Niazi, 2018; Sheikh et al., 2019).  

Relative to private sector, public universities are highly bureaucratic (Gillani, 2006; 

Usman, 2014), and therefore, despite bearing similar levels of responsibility by private 

sector managers, managers in the public sector often have little flexibility or scope to 

effect significant change around aspects of work design, which have been found to be 

important antecedents to stimulating high levels of work engagement in the private 

sector (Saks, 2006: Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011). Thus, this study focused on 

ascertaining the impact of work design (i.e., JCr and I-deals) on WE among 

academicians of HEIs in the public sector. 

Theoretically, the study provides empirical evidence on the mediating effect of PE on 

the relationship between JCr, I-deals and WE among public universities’ academicians 

which is yet to be explored in the literature. This study also outlines the moderation 

mechanism of iLOC in the association between JCr, I-deals, and PE. As a further step, 

this study also examines the moderated-mediation of iLOC on the indirect association 

of JCr and I-deals with WE through PE. By outlining this moderated-mediating 

mechanism, the scholars and practitioners can be better aware of “whom” JCr and I-

deals relate to while explaining WE via PE. 

Based on the motivational process of JD-R theory, ascertaining the relationships among 

the independent, mediating, moderating and dependent variable is another contribution 

to the existing body of knowledge. Similarly, the study offers understanding on how 

the motivational process of the JD-R theory explains the mediating role of PE and the 

moderating role of iLOC on the association among JCr, I-deals and WE. Similarly, the 
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study offers understanding on how the JD-R theory explains the mediating and 

moderating role of PE and iLOC (as personal resources) on the relationship between 

JCr, I-deals (as job resources) and WE. In addition, this study provides empirical 

evidence in understanding the predictive power of JCr and I-deals comprehensively on 

WE more specifically in the higher education context and indeed, it contributes to the 

existing body of knowledge.  

1.5.2 Practical Significance  

To achieve high quality, performance, and improve the images of Pakistan’s public 

universities on the national and international level, this study provides solution to the 

management of public universities to increase WE among academicians by shifting 

their focus from a traditional top-down work design approach to an employee-driven 

bottom-up work design approach (i.e., JCr and I-deals).  Furthermore, implications of 

the present study are discussed in Pakistan’s higher education context, whereby little or 

no study examined the effect of JCr and I-deals on WE through the mediation of PE. 

Given the significance of iLOC, this study examined its moderating role on the 

relationship between JCr, I-deals, and PE and further, the moderated mediating effect 

of iLOC on the indirect association between JCr, I-deals, and WE through PE.  

Pakistan's public universities face continuous pressure to survive and achieve 

excellence in the long run and remain competitive globally. Therefore, the management 

of public universities must enhance the WE among their academicians so that they 

could contribute significantly by focusing on their primary activities i.e., teaching and 

research, and secondary activities like service or administration work. This will 

subsequently lead to achieving the HEC’S vision 2025 of knowledge-based economy 
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and will also assist in promoting the performance and image of public universities of 

Pakistan on national and international level. 

The findings of the present study will provide deeper insights to the university 

leadership and human resource (HR) personnel at these public universities to enhance 

the PE of their academicians by instilling bottom-up work design approach (JCr and I-

deals) at the work environment, which subsequently results in fostering their 

engagement at work. Further, while inculcating the bottom-up work design approach to 

enhance WE through PE, management of the public universities must also consider the 

moderating role of iLOC on the indirect relationship of JCr and I-deals with WE 

through PE. 

1.6 Scope of the Study 

As there was a need to further investigate the effect of bottom-up work design on the 

WE. Therefore, the present study focuses on the effect of JCr and I-deals on WE 

through the mediating effect of PE in the large size public universities of Pakistan. This 

study also examines the moderating role of iLOC on the relationship between JCr, I-

deals, and PE, and further the moderated mediation of iLOC on the indirect association 

of JCr and I-deals with WE through PE in the same context.   

The unit of analysis in the present study was academicians, therefore, the population of 

this study comprised of 11654 permanent academicians working in the large size public 

universities of Pakistan located in all five provinces and two territories of Pakistan. 

Accordingly, 375 was deemed an adequate sample size for this study (Krejcie & 

Morgan, 1970). Further, based on the unit of analysis, only large size public universities 

were selected as each of these universities accommodate a minimum of 500 permanent 
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academicians (HEC Report, 2017-18; Skakil, 2019). Further, in alignment with the unit 

of analysis, all variables have been considered at the individual level in this study. 

This study adopted the available measurement scales for measuring the study’s 

variables. Furthermore, the motivation process of JD-R theory underpinned the 

conceptual framework of this study. In alignment with the research questions and 

objectives, this study employed a deductive approach and a cross-sectional research 

design.  

Given the total population, the data were gathered using an online survey (i.e., google 

form) from randomly selected academicians. Statistical analysis techniques; for 

example, descriptive, correlations, and hierarchical regression analyses using SPSS and 

PLS (SEM) were utilized in this research.  

1.7 Definition of Key Terms 

Work engagement (WE):  WE is defined as a “positive, fulfilling, work-related state 

of mind that is characterised by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, 

Gonzalellez-Roma & Bakker, 2002, p. 74). 

Work design: Work design is “the content and organisation of one’s work tasks, 

activities, relationships, and responsibilities” (Parker, 2014, p. 662). 

Job crafting (JCr): JCr is the process by which employees can alter their job design 

as well as their social environment by “increasing social job resources, increasing 

structural job resources, increasing challenging job demands, and decreasing hindering 

job demands” (Tims et al., 2012, p. 177). 
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Idiosyncratic deals (I-deals): I-deals represent non-standard work arrangements when 

an individual negotiates with his/her employer (e.g., managers or supervisors) to 

acquire personally desirable resources or conditions (e.g., developmental, flexibility, 

and task) (Rousseau et al., 2006; Rosen, Slater, Chang, & Johnson, 2011; Hornung, 

2017). 

Psychological empowerment (PE): Psychological empowerment is an employee’s 

psychological state as a result of empowerment practices at work (Spreitzer, 1995a; 

Spreitzer, 1995b; Mishra & Spreitzer, 1998; Mathieu, Gilson & Ruddy, 2006; Lee & 

Wei, 2011) or. in other words, how empowered an employee feels. 

Internal Locus of control (iLOC): The present study considers Levenson’s (1974) 

definition of internal LOC, who defined internal LOC as “the extent to which people 

believe that they have control over their own lives” (p. 335) 

1.8 The Organisation of the Chapters  

There are five chapters in this thesis as described below: 

Chapter One comprises the study’s background, problem statement, followed by the 

research questions, the research objectives, the study’s significance, the study’s scope, 

definitions of key terms, and finally, the study’s organisation. 

Chapter Two highlights the literature review, the relationship between variables, 

underpinning theories, followed by research framework while ending with the study’s 

hypotheses. 

Chapter Three describes the research design, including the study’s purpose, population, 
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the sampling framework, the sample size, the operational definitions, the measurement 

of variables, the questionnaire, instrumentation, the pilot study, and data analysis 

techniques. 

Chapter Four presents the data analysis, preliminary analysis, descriptive analysis, and 

hypotheses testing using Smart PLS. 

Chapter 5 summarises the research findings, the theoretical, practical, and 

methodological contributions, the study’s limitations, recommendations for the future, 

and conclusions.
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CHAPTER TWO  
LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter delineates issues about WE as provided and deliberated in the management 

literature. These issues are reviewed to offer the study’s theoretical foundation. The 

chapter begins by briefly articulating the higher education sector of Pakistan, followed 

by the concept of WE and the findings of past studies on WE in the higher education 

sector globally and Pakistan. The chapter then reviews how bottom-up employee-

initiated work designs, i.e., JCr and I-deals, are related to WE. Further, the chapter 

discusses the mediating role of PE on the association of JCr and I-deals with WE, as 

well as the discussions on the moderating role of iLOC on the relationship of JCr and 

I-deals with PE, followed by a discussion on the moderating role of iLOC on the 

indirect association between JCr, I-deals, and WE via PE. The chapter concludes by 

discussing the underpinning theory, the research framework, and hypotheses 

development. 

2.2 Higher Education Sector of Pakistan at a glance 

In Pakistan, tertiary education or higher education has three levels. The first level 

comprises degree colleges affiliated with universities for the conferring of degrees. The 

second level consists of institutes with degree-awarding status, also called degree 

awarding institutes (DAIs). These DAIs operate with a limited span of academic 

activities regarding the number of programs offered or discipline taught, and finally, 

the third level represents the number of universities in the private and public sectors 

(Khan, Siraj & Sultana, 2010; Shakil, 2018).  
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The higher education commission of Pakistan (HEC) is the governing organisation for 

the higher education sector in Pakistan. The HEC was established in 2002 based on a 

task force's recommendation on improving higher education (Taskforce on Higher 

Education Report, 2000). Before HEC, the university grant commission (UGC), 

established in 1973, was the regulatory authority (Government of Pakistan, 1973, 

1974). Due to much political interference, inadequate resources and sufficient funds, 

UGC was unable to meet the demands of the higher education sector. UGC remained 

ineffective since its inception (Jahangir, 2008), leading to the overall poor performance 

of the higher education sector.  

The HEC of Pakistan is an autonomous apex organisation responsible for developing 

policies for the higher education and quality standards for all universities, colleges and 

degree awarding institutions (DAIs) to meet the international standards, besides 

accrediting their degree programs and assisting in lifting the existing standards of 

Pakistan’s higher education institutions (Pakistan Task Force Report 2002; Shakil, 

2018), promoting a research culture in Pakistan’s universities and thereby establishing 

a knowledge-based economy from inland and international institutions (Shakil, 2018). 

HEC mainly provides funds (for development, expansion, research, capacity and 

building) to the public universities of Pakistan (HEC Report, 2002-2008; Pakistan 

Summary Report, 2014; Mahmood, 2016; Shakil, 2018). Among different 

responsibilities and roles to be performed by HEC, the primary roles of HEC were 

expanding and bringing educational reforms in the higher education sector so that it can 

meet the challenges of the socio-economic demands of the 21st century (Pakistan Task 

Force Report 2002; Hassan, 2016; Mahmood, 2016; Shakil, 2018). 
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Over the past one and half decades, HEC has shown significant progress on the 

expansion side by increasing the number of universities from 32 in 2002 to 186 

universities and degree-awarding institutions serving the needs of higher degree 

students in public and private educational sectors. Of these universities, 111 (60%) 

work under the public sector umbrella, while 75 (40%) work in the private sector. 

Public sector universities accommodate 80% (i.e., 1.266 million) students. Public sector 

universities employ 38,011 (67%) teachers, while those in the private sector have 

18,874 (33%) teachers (Pakistan Education Statistics Report, 2017-18). These statistics 

indicate that public universities in Pakistan are the primary source of higher education 

in Pakistan (Shakil, 2018). Further, because of major government support, Pakistan’s 

higher education sector is predominantly public, characterised by a highly bureaucracy 

culture (Usman, 2014). 

2.1.1 A Brief Explanation of Public University Governance in Pakistan 
 

The apex governing body at Pakistan’s public universities is the Senate. The main 

functions of the Senate are approving university laws, endorsing budgets and in some 

cases, selecting candidates to head the university. The Senate typically meets annually 

or bi-annually to carry out these limited functions. 

Besides the Senate, a university has a combined executive and governance body called 

a syndicate, comprising 12 to 25 members. The syndicate performs tasks, including 

managing university assets, creating budgets, and making staff appointments. In 

Pakistan, the head of the state appoints almost all members of a syndicate, even those 

selected from the academic community (Saint, 2009; Usman, 2014). In addition to 

syndicate, each university has a board of governors that comprise of 25-30 members 
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who are appointed by the high political authorities (i.e., head of state or governors) 

(World Bank Report, 2000). The board of governors is highly accountable to the 

government on administrative aspects with very low autonomy in terms of decision 

making (World Bank Report, 2000; Saint, 2009; Usman, 2014).  

The typical actors in the organisation and management of the public universities are the 

chancellor, the syndicate, faculties, departments and the students (Akhtar & Kalsoom, 

2012). In public universities, the president or the governor serves as the chancellor. As 

a chancellor and the head, he/she appoints the vice-chancellor and members of the other 

university governing bodies. He/she can direct an inquiry, inspection, or visitation into 

the university's research, teaching, general administration, and organisation (Akhtar & 

Kalsoom, 2012). Due to a fair share of government involvement, public universities in 

Pakistan are highly bureaucratic and follow a classical top-down management approach 

in making decisions (Gillani, 2006). 

To improve public sector universities' performance and achieve Vision 2025 for a 

knowledge-based economy, the HEC of Pakistan has developed several initiatives for 

reforming higher education (HEC Annual report 2015-16; Khan & Jabeen, 2019). Some 

initiatives have included local and foreign scholarship for M. Phil. and PhD programs, 

a foreign faculty hiring program, digital libraries to provide access to international 

journals and books to every public university, increased research project funding, 

faculty development programs, establishing research offices for research, innovation 

and commercialisation (ORIC) in public universities, creating quality enhancement 

cells (QEC) in public universities, creating business incubation centres, creating 

committees for Vice-Chancellor, and developing a tenure track system (TTS) as 

performance-based compensation for public university faculty members (Rasheed, 
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Humayon, & Awan, 2016). After allocating various resources to academicians’ 

development and spending billions of rupees on them, HEC demands loyalty, efforts 

and engagement at work from academicians in return so that the quality of education 

and performance of public sector universities improve on the national and international 

levels. 

Furthermore, globalisation, liberalisation, and internationalisation have not only 

increased the level of competition in the education sector but have brought enormous 

pressures on the HEIs worldwide to improve their productivity and performance 

(Blackmore & Kandiko, 2011; Akhtar & Kalsoom, 2012) and to achieve a competitive 

advantage for their long-term sustainability. In response to such pressures, HEIs in 

Pakistan, especially public universities, must maintain and develop a group of 

academicians who are satisfied, motivated and go the extra mile in the performance of 

their work role, thereby exhibiting WE. 

2.2 Work Engagement 

2.2.1 The Work Engagement Concept 

Engagement is a term in management studies that researchers, practitioners, and 

consulting groups have understood differently (Byrne & MacDonagh, 2017). The 

engagement concept has evolved from 1990 to 2017, and different streams of research 

on the engagement concept have emerged. For example, Bailey, Madden, Alfes, and 

Flecther (2017) divided research about engagement into six categories: 1) engagement 

as a management practice, 2) engagement as a composite attitudinal and behavioural 

construct, 3) multi-dimensional engagement, 4) personal engagement, 5) self-

engagement with performance, and 6) WE. 
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Personal engagement: In 1990, Kahn was the first to coin the concept of engagement; 

he defined it as "the harnessing of organisational members' selves to their work roles" 

(p. 694). Engagement refers to the degree that an individual feels absorbed and attentive 

while performing his or her work in an organisation. Kahn (1990) maintained that 

engaged employees were cognitively alert, emotionally connected to others in the 

workplace, and physically involved. Engagement is a motivational concept indicating 

an active distribution of personal resources for various work-related activities (Kanfer, 

1990; Rich, LePine, & Crawford, 2010).  

Kahn’s (1990) conceptualisation of engagement has two noteworthy characteristics. 

First, engagement represents employees’ experience while performing work-related 

tasks instead of their attitudes towards the work conditions. Second, engagement 

encompasses investing personal resources at work (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 

2011). His definition has been operationalised via quantitative personal engagement 

scales that May et al. (2004), Rich et al. (2010), Reio and Sanders-Reio (2011) and 

Soaneetal (2012) developed. 

Work engagement: The second and most dominant research stream envisions 

engagement as an activated positive state of mind directed to work tasks. This view was 

based on the concept of engagement instead of burnout (the “burnout-antithesis” 

approach; Shuck 2011). These two groups of researchers lead to two distinct views on 

the association between burnout and WE (Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2005). The 

“burnout/engagement” view mainly refers to Maslach and Leiter (1997), while the 

findings of Schaufeli and his colleagues dominate research falling under the WE 

category (e.g., Schaufeli et al., 2002). 



29 

Recently, burnout researchers have extended their interest in the WE concept because 

they realised the importance of examining positive psychology affecting employee 

performance. The first viewpoint was that of Maslach and Leiter (1997); they advocated 

that WE was the direct opposite of burnout. This line of research viewed burnout and 

WE as two opposing poles of a continuum (Leiter & Maslach, 2004). Opposing score 

patterns on the three burnout dimensions (i.e., cynicism, exhaustion, and inefficacy) 

could measure WE (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Bakker et al., 2008). The three dimensions 

reflect the psychological syndrome that individuals experience when facing severe on-

the-job interpersonal stressors (Leiter & Maslach, 2004). They argued that burnout 

would cause erosion of employees’ WE. High energy, strong involvement, and efficacy 

would eventually become exhaustion, cynicism, and ineffectiveness or lack of personal 

accomplishment (Maslach & Leiter, 1997; Leiter & Maslach, 2004). Thus, the Maslach 

Burnout Inventory-General Survey (MBI-GS) was used to measure burnout and WE. 

High scores on professional efficacy and low scores on cynicism and exhaustion) reflect 

high engagement (Maslach & Leiter, 1997). 

However, researchers, like Schaufeli et al. (2002), argued that, while WE was the 

positive antithesis of burnout, they were two distinct constructs to be measured 

separately. Like burnout, WE is multi-dimensional. WE's three central components are 

absorption, dedication, and vigor, representing a “positive, fulfilling, work-related state 

of mind” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p.74). WE “is not a momentary and specific state, but 

a more constant, pervasive, affective-cognitive state that is not focused on any 

particular object, event, individual, or behaviour” (Schaufeli et al., 2002).   

In the above definition of WE, vigor means that an employee shows high levels of 

energy and mental resilience in performing a job, uses enthusiasm and persistence to 
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perform a job even when faced with challenges, thereby indicating that an employee 

feels excited, eager, and motivated about his or her job and will continue to go on even 

faced with limitation, challenges, and setbacks (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Henn & 

Barkhuizen, 2009). Dedication refers to the deep involvement of an individual in work-

related activities while experiencing feelings of enthusiasm, significance, challenge, 

and inspiration. That is to say, an individual feels that his or her work is challenging, 

important and meaningful (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Henn & Barkhuizen, 2009). Lastly, 

absorption indicates a situation in which individuals feel fully engrossed with their 

work-related activities. With time, it is difficult for an individual to disengage 

themselves from his/her job (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Henn & Barkhuizen, 2009). 

According to Henn and Barkhuizen (2009), individuals, who experience high levels of 

dedication and vigor along with an elevated level of absorption, are considered to be 

engaged.  

These WE definitions reflect three major components: behavioural-energetic (vigor), 

cognitive (absorption), and emotional (dedication) (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010). In 

summary, engaged workers exhibit high enthusiasm and energy for their work (Bakker 

& Demerouti, 2008). Schaufeli et al. (2002) created the Utrecht WE Scale (UWES), 

comprising 17 items, to assess an individual’s WE/ The scale is a self-reporting 

instrument with three sub-scales: absorption, dedication and vigor (Schaufeli et al., 

2002; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).  

Multi-dimensional engagement: Saks (2006) defined employee engagement as “a 

distinct and unique construct consisting of cognitive, emotional, and behavioural 

components that are associated with individual role performance” (p. 602). This 

definition is quite like that of Kahn's (1990) because Sak’s definition also concentrates 
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on role performance at work. The innovative feature is that Saks (2006) distinguishes 

between “job engagement” (performing a work role) and “organisational engagement” 

(performing a role as an organisation member). Even though both are moderately 

related (r = .62), they appear to have different antecedents and consequences (Schaufeli, 

2013). Notwithstanding its intuitive appeal, the research community has hardly 

considered the multi-dimensional approach (i.e., the distinction between organisational 

engagement and job engagement). 

Engagement as a composite attitudinal and behavioural construct: The fourth approach 

regards engagement as a composite behavioural and attitudinal construct. Swanberg et 

al. (2011) embraced the Utrecht definition of engagement. However, they 

operationalised this through behavioural, cognitive, and emotional engagement 

measures, extending the engagement concept past the strict boundaries of the Utrecht 

Group's construct, including it under this heading.  

Following this stream of research, Macey and Schneider (2008a) divided engagement 

into three areas, i.e., trait engagement (e.g., conscientiousness, proactive personality, 

and trait positive affect), state engagement (e.g., involvement, empowerment, 

involvement, and satisfaction), and behavioural engagement (e.g., extra-role behaviour, 

role expansion, and proactivity) in their overview. They argued that trait engagement 

was an inclination to view the world from a particular vantage point reflected in an 

individual’s state engagement, leading to behavioural engagement, defined in terms of 

exerting discretionary effort. However, Newman and Harrison (2008) criticized this 

proposition. They argued that, when engagement was divided into the different aspects 

of behaviour, trait, and state, engagement was a redundant construct and described 

nothing more than an individual’s attitude towards his/her job, which, as they noted, 
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other constructs have previously addressed suitably. Instead, they argued that the 

defining features of employee engagement are the simultaneous presence of three 

behaviours in an employee: his/her job citizenship behaviour, involvement, and 

performance. However, this proposition does not define the psychological state of 

engagement, just describing its outcomes. Thus, Schaufeli and Bakker (2010) proposed 

a more restrictive model, which views WE as an experienced psychological state 

mediating the impact of job and personal resources on organisational outcomes. 

Engagement as a management practice:  Recently, scholars in human resource 

management (HRM) have considered engagement as a management practice, “doing 

engagement” contrasted to “being engaged” (Truss et al., 2014). This emergent field of 

research has to date comprised of qualitative case studies. For example, Jenkins and 

Delbridge (2013) argue that strategies for managing employee engagement can 

encompass hard performance or soft developmental-focused approaches. Contributions 

in this stream address longstanding debates within the HRM field concerning pluralist 

and unitarist perspectives on the employment association (Arrowsmith & Parker, 2013) 

or organisational communication theories (Reissner & Pagan, 2013). Although the three 

studies mentioned above adopted this perspective, no overarching conceptualisation or 

definition of engagement exists under this heading. 

Self-engagement with performance: Not many authors have considered the concept of 

“self-engagement.” However, Britt et al. (2005) defined self-engagement as an 

individual’s sense of responsibility for and commitment towards performance. 
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Other than the Bailey et al.’s (2017) categorisation of different streams of research on 

engagement, the last stream of research pertains to the notion of “employee 

engagement” (Simpson, 2009). 

Employee engagement: Gallup researchers coined the term “employee engagement” 

(Endres & Mancheno-Smoak, 2008). Their work contributed to developing another line 

of study (e.g., Harter et al., 2002; Harter, Schmidt, & Keyes, 2003). Gallup (2013) 

defined engaged employees as “those who are involved in, enthusiastic about, and 

committed to their work and contribute to their organisation in a positive manner” (p. 

12). Harter et al. (2002) defined employee engagement as “the individual’s involvement 

and satisfaction as well as enthusiasm for work” (p. 269). Harter et al. (2002) further 

explained that engagement happens when an individual is  “emotionally connected to 

others and cognitively vigilant” (p. 269). However, scholars criticised Gallup’s 

engagement definition for overlapping with other well-known concepts like job 

satisfaction (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010).  

After reviewing the above streams of research, the present study follows Schaufeli et 

al.’s (2002) definition of WE presented by the most dominant WE stream of research. 

This study chose Schaufeli et al.’s definition of WE for the following principal reasons. 

First, WE is a multi-dimensional construct, as described earlier. Though Kahn’s (1990) 

definition was more comprehensive (Bailey et al., 2017), he did not operationalise the 

term “engagement” the way in which Schaufeli et al. (2002) did. Second, Schaufeli’s 

WE definition provides the basis for the most widely utilised theory, the Job Demands-

Resources (JD-R) theory, also known as the JD-R theory that Bakker and Demeroutti 

(2008) initially presented. Because of its vital significance in WE, the present study 

uses the JD-R theory as the underpinning theory. Third, to measure WE, the Utrecht 



34 

WE Scale (UWES), which has been validated in several countries and has been 

frequently used scales in the extant literature, is also based on the above definition of 

WE (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008; Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008).  Lastly, 

researchers around the globe agree that teaching is one among the professions in which 

both positive and negative work-related outcomes can influence WE because of the 

existence of excessive job demands (Listau, Christensen, & Innstrand, 2017).  

Consistently, several studies in Pakistan, particularly in the higher education sector, 

view that the academicians, especially in the public sector, are confronted with higher 

job demands (Farid et al., 2015; Ahmad & Ashraf, 2016; Qaisar et al., 2016; Qureshi 

& Lodhi, 2017). Despite all these job demands, the higher education sector requires 

academicians who feel positive and energetic (vigor), passionate and enthusiastic 

(dedication), and wholly engrossed (absorption) at work to produce positive work-

related outcomes which is possible if they have sufficient job resources available at the 

work environment (referring to the motivational process of JD-R theory).  

Thus, the JD-R theory provides a strong foundation in explaining the concept of WE. 

In alignment with this, Byrne and MacDonagh (2017) posited that Schaufeli’s WE 

definition is widely used and preferred in academia.  Also, numerous studies conducted 

in the higher education context have adopted the same definition to measure the WE 

among academicians (e.g., Mandernach et al., 2015; Ahuja, 2016; Khan & Yusoff, 

2016; Shaikh et al., 2018; Tauhed et al., 2019). In addition, several studies validated 

the Utrecht WE Scale (UWES) in the academic context (Klassen, Aldhafri, Mansfield, 

Purwanto, Siu, Wong, & Woods-McConney, 2012; Yusoff, Ali, Khan, & Bakar, 2013; 

Musenze, & Mayende, 2020). Therefore, the operationalisation of WE based on its 

three dimensions mentioned above is well suited for academicians in higher education. 
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The section below provides a literature review about WE in the higher education sector 

in general and Pakistan. 

2.2.2 Studies on Work Engagement in The Higher Education Sector 

Much research has shown that WE results in positive work-related outcomes for 

individuals, teams and organisations. Given its significance, authors around the globe, 

especially in the higher education sector, have attempted to examine it in relationship 

with other constructs (such as individual factors, organisational factors, and job-related 

factors) as an antecedent, mediator, and a dependent variable in different studies. The 

paragraphs below provide a summary of these studies. 

Many studies have scrutinised the positive outcomes of WE when it is used as an 

independent variable. These studies concluded that WE results in job satisfaction (John 

& Pant, 2018; Majid, Ramli, Badyalina, Roslan, & Hashim, 2020), employee 

productivity and organisational commitment (Hanaysha, 2016; Hanaysha, 2016a; 

Gupta, Gupta, & Rawat, 2020), in-role and extra-role job performance (Shusha & 

Abdelkader, 2016), employee job/work performance (Anyalor, Nwali, & Agbionu, 

2018; Jabbar et al., 2019; Sittar, 2020; Satata, 2020; Beri  & Gulati, 2021), 

organisational citizenship behaviour and organisational commitment (Ullah, Jamal, & 

Naeem, 2018), and organisational performance (Ahmed, Shahid Khan, Thitivesa, 

Siraphatthada, & Phumdara, 2020). These findings indicate that WE is essential for 

achieving a positive work-related outcome for individuals and organisations in the 

higher education sector. However, these positive outcomes could only be achieved if 

WE is ensured in the higher education sector, thereby pointing to the need for further 
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studies to comprehend the phenomena of WE and ways to enhance it in higher 

education.  

In addition, authors have examined the WE construct as a mediator in higher education. 

Several studies have found WE as either partial or a strong mediating link between 

stressors (role ambiguity, role conflict and role overload) and job performance 

(organisational citizenship and in-role behaviours) (Curran & Prottas, 2017), perceived 

organisational support (POS) and affective commitment and employee performance 

(Nazir & Islam, 2017), job embeddedness and job performance (Supriadi, 2019), 

transformational leadership style and intention to quit (Lacap, 2019), participative 

leadership style employee performance (Salman, Khan, & Javaid, 2016), human 

resources practices and organisational commitment (Aboramadan et al., 2020).   

These studies concluded that academic staff in higher education institutions 

demonstrated higher WE if provided with job resources in the form of organisational 

support, appropriate leadership style, and suitable human resource practices. 

Consequently, academicians with higher WE tend to exhibit positive work-related 

attitudes and behaviours such as organisational commitment, lower intention to quit, 

and job performance. Conversely, the presence of stressors like role ambiguity, role 

conflict and role overload lower the engagement level of employees and subsequently 

lowers organisational citizenship behaviour and in-role behaviours. These findings 

imply that job resources and stress factors at work play a key role in affecting the work-

related attitude and behaviour (i.e., WE) in higher education. 
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Furthermore, in the pursuit of enhancing WE among academicians, numerous 

antecedents have been examined in different studies. The paragraphs below provide a 

summary of these antecedents. 

Past studies have examined the effect of different organisational factors on WE in the 

higher education sector. Studies have shown the positive influence of transformational 

leadership style, spiritual leadership, culture, professional development, high-

performance human resource (HR) practices, the innovation climate, and contextual 

performance WE (Salman, Khan, Javaid, & Din, 2016; Byrne & MacDonagh, 2017; 

Tauhed, Rasdi, Samah & Ibrahim, 2018; Pham-Thai, McMurray, Muenjohn & Muchiri, 

2018; Sheikh et al., 2019). These organisational factors serve as job resources, and 

academicians perceive them as support from their respective organisations, thereby 

enhancing their WE.   

In addition to the above, several correlations and predictors of WE have been studied 

in higher education. For instance, internal marketing (Yildiz, 2016), quality of work-

life (Alqarni, 2016), job satisfaction, trust, and job meaningfulness (Ludviga & Kalvina, 

2016), Mentoring (Whitten, 2017), policy factors, motivational factors, people factors, 

self-related factors, manager related factors, organisation-related factors (Regy & 

Malini, 2017), organisational commitment (Khalid et al., 2015; Ahuja & Gupta, 2019; 

Ullah, Jamal, & Naeem, 2018), job embeddedness (Supriadi & Muhyadi, 2019), core 

self-evaluation, fairness and treatment of employees and the service environment of an 

organisation (Danish, Ahmad, & Khan, 2014), prosocial motivation and civility (Abid 

et al., 2018), perceived corporate social responsibility (Ahmad, Islam, & Saleem, 2017), 

and the proactive personality (Zahoor, 2018), have been documented as predictors of 

WE in the higher education context.  
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Likewise, some empirical research on the job demands-resources theory (JD-R theory) 

has investigated the relationships among job resources, job demands, personal 

resources, and WE in higher education. For instance, some empirical studies have found 

a significant and positive association between job resources (such as autonomy, 

colleague support, core self-evaluations, immediate superior support, job prestige, 

perceived organisational support, perceived external prestige, recognition, self-efficacy 

and work-life enrichment, personal resources (e.g., self-efficacy and trait 

competitiveness), and WE (Peng, 2015; Alzyoud, 2016; Khan & Yusoff, 2016; Shaikh 

et al., 2018). Job demands (like academic workload and work pressure) were found to 

be negatively related to WE (Alzyoud, 2016). Further, empirical evidence has revealed 

that job resources (i.e., rewards and recognition, organisation support, social support) 

were significantly related to WE in the presence of job demands (time pressure) (Peng, 

2015; Muhammad et al., 2016). These results highlight the motivational role of job and 

personal resources in enhancing WE in the higher education sector. Further, based on 

the above findings and in alignment with JD-R theory, job resources are more effective 

in fostering WE in the presence of job demands.  

The literature above reveals numerous factors that may help enhance WE; however, 

meaningful work is more important for academicians (Amortegui, 2014).  Meaningful 

work has been considered a crucial factor in fostering WE (May, Gilson, & Harter 2004; 

Fairlie 2011; Rothmann & Welsh 2013; Soane et al. 2013; Demirtas et al., 2017; 

Johnson & Jiang, 2017; Mostafa & Abed El-Motalib, 2020; Han, Sung, & Suh, 2021; 

Albrecht, Green, & Marty, 2021) in general and particularly in the higher education 

sector (Ludviga & Kalvina, 2016). Meaningful work, which generally refers to 

personally significant and worthwhile work, has been a primary psychological 

mechanism associated with motivational work features (Humphrey et al., 2007; 
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Schnell, Höge, & Pollet, 2013; Allan, Duffy, & Collisson, 2018; Lysov, 2019), and a 

significant predictor of WE (Allan et al., 2019; Nel & Linde, 2019; Hulshof, Demerouti, 

& Le Blanc, 2020). 

According to Humphrey, Nahrgang, and Morgeson (2007), a solid knowledge base is 

available for managers to design jobs (refers to top-down approach) that workers are 

likely to experience as motivating and meaningful. Scholars call attention to how 

managers and employees influence job design (Staw & Boettger, 1990; Fuller, Marler, 

& Hester, 2006; Rofcanin, Berber, Koch, & Sevinc, 2016). The changing work 

environment globally and the way work is performed and structured call for a workforce 

who take actions (referring to bottom-up work design approach) in influencing their 

work characteristics (i.e., job resources) (Strauss & Parker, 2014) to make it meaningful 

for them.  

Along similar lines, Hornung (2019) argued that employees in today’s contemporary 

organisations are increasingly recognised as co-designers of their jobs, using self-

regulated actions to improve the alignment between a person and his/her job by 

changing their tasks and themselves (Hornung, 2019). Thus, a top-down work design 

approach or one-size-fits-all approach to meet all employee needs is no longer a feasible 

option for organisations (Demerouti, 2014; Le Blanc, Demerouti, & Bakker, 2017; 

Seppälä, Harju, & Hakanen, 2020) and investigating how bottom-up or employee-

initiated approach that might influence WE warrants examination. The bottom-up work 

design approach enables employees to make their work design meaningful while 

creating favourable work conditions to work more effectively, feel more motivated and 

be more engaged (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Anand et al., 2010; Bakker, Tims, & 

Derks, 2012).  
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In this context, two key constructs deserve attention to explain further and emphasise 

the rise of such bottom-up employee-initiated work design approach. These are JCr and 

I-deals or I-deals. JCr and I-deals as bottom-up work design approach could be more 

effective and offer an ultimate solution in improving the work design by making it more 

meaningful for employees, especially when a formal work design solution is lacking 

(Parker et al., 2017). 

Some available empirical evidence indicates that JCr and I-deals, being distinct 

constructs, are positively related to key employee outcomes (such as in-role work 

performance, citizenship behaviours directed at organisation and co-workers, affective 

commitment and intentions to stay) (Rofcanin et al., 2016). Furthermore, their study 

found that, relative to JCr, I-deals were more critical in improving employee outcomes 

among Turkish employees working in different sectors. Rofcanin et al.’s (2016) study 

did not focus on including WE (a key employee outcome) in their research model. 

However, based on the finding of the above study, it is most likely that JCr and I-deals 

may influence WE. The expectation is based on the available empirical evidence that 

demonstrates a significant and positive relationship between JCr and WE (Lichtenthaler 

& Fischbach, 2018; Villajos, García-Ael & Topa, 2019; Kuijpers, Kooij, & van 

Woerkom, 2020) and further between I-deals and WE (Hornung et al., 2010; Liao, 

Wayne, & Rousseau 2016; Davis & Van der Heijden, 2018) separately in different 

organizational settings.  

Limited empirical studies have examined bottom-up work design approach (i.e., JCr 

and I-deals) in relationship with WE in general and especially in higher education. 

However, given the relationships and the dire need to enhance WE among public 

universities academicians, this study investigated the association between bottom-up 
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work design approach (JCr and I-deals) and WE in Pakistan’s higher education sector. 

2.3 Work Design 

Work design refers to “the content and organization of one’s work tasks, activities, 

relationships, and responsibilities” (Parker, 2014, p. 662). As cited in Parker, Van den 

Broeck, and Holman (2017), the term “work design” has become utilised more than 

“job design” to indicate that work design encompasses assigned activities, 

responsibilities and tasks that an individual or group might have self-selected or 

“crafted” or have emerged through informal or social processes, like peer role 

expectations (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2008; Parker & Wall, 1998) or idiosyncratic 

work design experiments (e.g., Raveendran, Puranam, & Warglien, 2016).   

The present study considers employee-initiated work designs for the following main 

reasons. First, the highest quality work designs are achieved when the formal decision-

making processes of managers and informal employee-initiated processes align 

(Hornung, Rousseau, Glaser, Angerer, & Weigl, 2010; Parker, 2015; Parker et al., 

2017). In other words, this alignment means that enriched work design is structurally 

embedded into work practices and systems, maximizing employee opportunities to 

actively change their work designs to best suit their personal abilities and preferences, 

ultimately resulting in positive work-related outcomes (i.e., WE).  

Second, while benefits and pay are essential in attracting and retaining workers, a 

consensus exists in the literature that they are less important than non-monetary factors 

(such as meaningful work designs) in engaging employees and unleashing employee 

discretionary effort (Herzberg 1968; Kular et al., 2008; Besieux et al., 2015; Brunetto 

et al., 2017).  
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Third, realizing the benefits of non-monetary rewards, especially meaningful work 

designs in enhancing WE, there is a robust research call from different authors (see 

Rasheed et al., 2016; Wuttaphan, 2016; Sharafizad & Redmond, 2020) to conduct 

studies to ascertain the relationship meaning work designs and WE. Along a similar 

line, Rasheed et al. (2016) posited that meaningful work designs could be an optimal 

solution for public universities to motivate their academicians. It is not easy for the 

government to compete in compensation packages with the private sector. 

Fourth, in a synthesis of multi-level factors that impact the work design, Parker, Van 

den Broeck, and Holman (2017) argued that despite extensive evidence about the 

benefits of well-designed work, jobs are still poorly designed both in advanced and 

developing economies, hence, leading to lowering the WE. Notably, in Asian countries 

like Pakistan, poor work designs are relatively common (Dollard & Dai, 2014). Because 

of formal work design, academics in public universities of Pakistan face several work-

related issues mentioned in the previous chapter. In response to this, Van den Broeck 

& Holman (2017) posited that in the absence of a proper work design solution, 

employee-initiated JCr and I-deals might serve a critical role in boosting work design. 

Similarly, the jobs in which work demands are high (such as teaching), encouraging 

JCr and I-deals negotiation, on the one hand, help organizations in enhancing the quality 

of work, and, on the other hand, offer opportunities to motivate the most talented 

employees (academicians) (Parker et al., 2017), consequently, they would exhibit 

engagement at work. The following section provides a discussion about JCr and I-deals. 

2.3.1 Job Crafting 

2.3.1.1 The Job Crafting Concept 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton introduced the notion of job crafting in 2001. They described 
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JCr as the cognitive and physical alterations that an individual makes in the relational 

or task boundaries of his/her work. Initially, the authors maintained that employees 

could make relational, cognitive, or task adjustments to their work. Task-related 

adjustments refer to the addition or elimination of specific activities, changing the 

amount of effort and time spent on different work-related activities, or reshaping 

specific aspects of a job (for example, participating in a new project voluntarily). 

Relational adjustments mean developing, maintaining, altering, or eliminating 

relationships with co-workers (for instance, articulating appreciation to co-workers). 

Last, cognitive adjustments signify the reframing of the mindset of an employee 

regarding perceptions of his/her job, his/her interpretation of the meaning of a job, and 

his/her associations in the workplace (for example, the way that an individual 

experience the meaning of his/her job). 

Extending Wrzensniewski and Dutton’s (2001) work from the job demands-resources 

theory perspective, Tims et al. (2012) classified JCr as boosting job resources and 

challenging job demands and lowering hindering job demands. Job demands are job 

aspects that necessitate psychological or physical effort (e.g., emotionally demanding 

relationships or heavy workload with others (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job demands 

are further categorised into challenging or hindrance demands that depend on whether 

the job demands are engaging and motivating to employees or harmful to goal 

attainment, optimal functioning, or personal growth (Van den Broeck, De Cuyper, De 

Witte, & Vansteenkiste, 2010). Job resources are job aspects that decrease job demands 

and enhance personal development, growth, and learning (e.g., autonomy, performance 

feedback, skill variety, or social support) (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).  

JCr is a specific form of pro-active behaviour that provides sufficient control to 
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employees in altering their work environment and job, which, in turn, fits to their 

preferences and needs, i.e., person–job (P-O) fit or person-environment (P-E) fit (Parker 

& Collins, 2010) by “increasing social job resources (i.e., getting timely feedback and 

guidance/assistance from the supervisors and colleagues), increasing structural job 

resources (i.e., personal and professional growth and advancement of an employee), 

increasing challenging job demands (i.e., seeking challenges and opportunities at work 

in order to avoid work boredom), and decreasing hindering job demands (i.e., 

preventing psychological or emotional job demands)” (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012, 

p. 175).  

Likewise, some researchers have viewed JCr as a job/work redesign strategy intended 

to bring adjustments to job demands and resources that might enhance work meaning 

and engagement (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). In alignment with 

this, JCr in the present study is one of the work-design approach intended to foster WE 

among academicians in Pakistan’s higher education sector.  

A culture of high bureaucracy characterises public universities in Pakistan (Gillani, 

2006; Usman, 2014). Following the norms of bureaucracy, decisions occur in a top-

down hierarchical manner (Gillani, 2006). Also, austerity and red tape limit the extent 

to which jobs can provide motivational and positive resources for the well-being of 

employees (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). When jobs cannot be designed to include 

motivational aspects like job autonomy and task variety, the JCr relevance becomes 

particularly apparent (Audenaert et al., 2020). Although employees with lower degrees 

of discretion have less opportunity to craft, rigid job designs permit JCrs (Wrzesniewski 

& Dutton, 2001). In that instance, it is relevant to determine if the social aspects of a 

job can provide an employee with the resources to handle his/her demanding job 
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(Humphrey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007). Further, the present study takes a general 

approach to JCr, focusing on crafting the job characteristics (i.e., job demands and 

resources) instead of crafting the job contents (like task crafting, cognitive crafting, and 

relational crafting). More specifically, JCr is conceptualized using the job demands-

resources theory (Demerouti et al., 2001; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Tims et al., 

2015). 

2.3.2 Idiosyncratic Deals 

2.3.2.1 The Idiosyncratic Deals Concept 

A growing body of research concerning individualised HRM practices (e.g., Bos-

Nehles, 2010; McDermott et al., 2013) has begun to demonstrate that managers have 

the power to alter existing HR practices. Although the range of formal policies defining 

HR practices varies across organisations, managers often reshape existing HR policies 

by redefining HR practices, giving rise to I-deals (Khilji & Wang, 2006; Alfes et al., 

2013; Las Heras, Rofcanin, Matthijs Bal, & Stollberger, 2017). 

Over the last decade, human resource management (HRM) practices have transitioned 

more towards individualisation (i.e., non-standardised work arrangements) (Rousseau, 

Hornung, & Kim, 2009). According to Rousseau et al. (2009), the standard employment 

arrangement is “work done on a fixed schedule— usually full-time—at the employer’s 

place of business, under the employer’s control, and with the mutual expectation of 

continued employment” (p. 258). Any work arrangements that do not include one or 

more of the attributes mentioned above of the above definition are a non-standardised 

work arrangement (Broschak & Davis-Blake, 2006). Traditionally, HRM practices 

combined with standardisation in work arrangements provide the basis for fairness in 

the workplace (Greenberg, Roberge, Ho, & Rousseau, 2004). 
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Referring to a non-standardised work arrangement, idiosyncratic deals or I-deals are of 

the same nature. Recently, I-deals work design has been one of the hot topics in 

organisational research (e.g., Bal et al., 2012; Vidyarthi et al., 2014; Gajendran et al., 

2015; Liao et al., 2016; Hornung, 2018). The concept of I-deals was introduced more 

than a decade before by Rousseau (2005). She defined I-deals as “special conditions of 

employment negotiated between an individual worker and his or her employer” (p. 7), 

which, in turn, benefit an employee as well as the organisation. A year later, Rousseau 

et al. (2006) redefined the concept as “I-deals are voluntary, personalised agreements 

of a nonstandard nature negotiated between individual employees and their employers 

regarding terms that benefit each party” (p. 978).  

In other words, under these non-standardised work arrangements, individuals negotiate 

their employment terms with their employer (Hornung et al., 2010). Furthermore, I-

deals have four distinctive characteristics (Rousseau, 2005; Rousseau et al., 2006; Liao 

et al., 2016). These are: 

1) The negotiation of I-deals takes place individually between an employee and an 

employer. 

2) I-deals are heterogeneous compared to standard co-worker agreements. 

3) Both the employee and employer benefit from I-deals. 

4) The scope of I-deals can range from a single idiosyncratic work arrangement of 

an entire standardised employment package to an utterly idiosyncratic work 

arrangement. 

I-deals might look similar to employment-related constructs JCr, negotiation, and 

psychological contracts, but on technical grounds, all these constructs are distinct from 

one another (Liao et al., 2014). For instance, JCr refers to “physical and cognitive 
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changes individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of their work” 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 179). In specific terms, this “suggests the self-

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

and optimise their personal (work) goals” (Tims et al., 2012, p. 173). Although JCr and 

I-deals share some conceptual similarities because employees proactively make 

changes in their jobs under both arrangements, two main factors distinguish JCr from 

I-deals. First, in JCr, employees might bring cognitive/intellectual changes towards 

their job by understanding the meaning of their job differently and by redefining 

themselves at work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). However, I-deals only require 

objective changes in employment arrangements. Second, in the case of JCr, if an 

employee acts in a way that the employer has not approved, this might create problems 

(Hornung et al., 2010). I-deals, on the contrary, occur based on the negotiation between 

an employee and the employer that can avoid potential work-related problems 

(Rousseau, 2005; Hornung et al., 2010). 

Negotiation is another employment-related construct, which is “an interpersonal 

decision-making process by which two or more people agree on how to allocate scarce 

resources” (Thompson, 2000, p. 2). As I-deals arise through negotiation between an 

employee and his/her supervisor, the negotiation outcome dramatically impacts the 

relationship between the parties involved in the process (Gelfand, Major, Raver, Nishii, 

& O’Brien, 2006). Hence, negotiation can be seen as an integral part of the I-deal 

initiation process. 

A psychological contract, as an employment-related construct, is repeatedly equated 

with I-deals. A psychological contract refers to individual beliefs that an organisation 

shapes regarding an exchange agreement between an individual and his/her 
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organisation (Rousseau, 1995). According to Zhao, Wayne, Glibkwoski, and Bravo 

(2007), a psychological contract represents an employee's perception and subjective 

belief of what his/her employer has promised regarding the employment relationship. 

Conversely, I-deals are actual rather perceptual work arrangements that an employee 

negotiates, although an employee may develop a sense of a distinct psychological 

contract once an I-deal is initiated successfully (Rousseau, 1995; Rousseau et al., 2006). 

I-deals are seen as bringing flexibility in employee working conditions and are, thus, 

known as New Ways of Working (NWW) (Demerouti et al., 2014). Rousseau (2005) 

argued that I-deals offer individualised significant job resources to employees, for 

instance, developmental, flexibility, and autonomy at work (Rousseau, 2005; Huang & 

Chen, 2021). As a result of these job resources, an employee is expected to feel engaged 

with his/her job tasks (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Hornung et al., 2010; Hornung et al., 

2014; Katou, Budhwar, & Chand, 2020; Shams et al., 2021). Therefore, following the 

view of Rousseau (2005) and job demand-resources theory’s perspective, the present 

study considers I-deals as means for increasing job resources that enable employees to 

make their work meaningful and, in doing so, their WE is enhanced.  

The available literature on I-deals categorises three common types:  developmental I-

deals, flexibility I-deals, and task I-deals (e.g., Hornung et al., 2008; Rosen et al., 2013; 

Liao et al., 2016). According to Hornung et al. (2010), flexibility I-deals permit work 

schedule personalisation, developmental I-deals create unique opportunities for 

employees to utilise and expand their skills via training and pursue career advancement 

through mentoring and life coaching. The task I-deals are related to job customisation 

of content like job duties, responsibilities, and workload. The content and 

characteristics of task and development I-deals are intended to develop employees’ 



49 

skills, abilities and job competence (Rosen et al., 2013), the meaning of work (Hornung, 

Hoge, Seubert, Glaser, & Rousseau, 2019), and permitting the recipients to achieve a 

better person-job fit or person-environment (P-E) fit (Parker & Collins, 2010; Bal & 

Dorenbosch, 2015), contributing to recipients’ work performance and productivity 

(e.g., Ng & Lucianetti, 2016). Flexible I-deals primarily aim to enable the recipients to 

attain work-life balance (Hornung et al., 2009; Wang, Wang, Yao, Hsu,  & Lawler, 

2019) and contribute to their family domains (e.g., Las Vegas Heras et al., 2017a). The 

present study integrated all these three types to measure the I-deals construct. 

The developmental I-deals focus on the why of negotiating I-deals, and flexibility and 

task I-deals emphasise the what of what is being changed. According to Rousseau 

(2005), I-deals based flexibility, development, task and timing may assume different 

forms. Concerning the timing, I-deals could be negotiated ex-ante during the 

recruitment process or ex-post-facto or on the job during an ongoing employment 

relationship. Rousseau et al. (2006) argued that, in practice, ex-post-facto I-deals 

between employee and the employer happen more often than do ex-ante I-deals.  

Further, Rosen et al. (2013) validated a scale developed for ex-post I-deals and 

recommended the usage of the ex-post-facto I-deals because ex-post-facto I-deals 

convey information concerning the quality and the strength of the employee-employer 

exchange relationship in an organisation (Rousseau et al., 2006). Moreover, empirical 

studies have shown several positive work-related outcomes of ex-post-facto 

developmental I-deals. Positive work-related outcomes include affective commitment, 

job satisfaction, and WE (Katou, Budhwar, & Chand, 2020). Flexibility I-deals i.e., 

enhancing the flexibility of employees in scheduling their work, on the other hand, have 

been related to the reduction of work-family conflict (Hornung et al., 2008, 2009; 

Hornung et al., 2011; Wang et al., 2019).  
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Therefore, in the light of the discussion above, the current research will consider ex-

post-facto negotiated I-deals in which an employee negotiates the desired changes in 

his/her job by using his/her knowledge and information from being an insider 

(Rousseau et al., 2006; Rousseau, Hornung, & Kim, 2009). 

2.4 Relationship between Independent Variables and Work Engagement 

2.4.1 Relationship Between Job Crafting and Work Engagement 

Many prior studies have found JCr to be one of the strongest predictors of WE (e.g., 

Petrou et al., 2012; Bakker et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2012; Chen, Yen, & Tsai, 2014; 

Demerouti, 2014; Van Wingerden et al., 2017a). Like prior studies, similar results have 

been reported in a recently conducted study on 78 participants actively involved in 

labour union activities in Spain. This study revealed that all four dimensions of JCr 

(increasing social resources, increasing structural resources, reducing hindrance job 

demands, and increasing challenging job demands) significantly predicted job 

satisfaction and WE (Villajos, García-Ael & Topa , 2019). Working along the same 

lines, another study uncovered a positive connection between seeking resources and a 

negative relationship of reducing demands with WE when tested on a sample involving 

374 Dutch police force employees in a two-wave longitudinal study (Petrou, 

Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2018).  Relatedly, De Beer, Tims, and Bakker (2016) 

examined JCr behaviours related to job satisfaction and WE among South African 

employees of the mining and manufacturing sectors. Their study used a sample of 470 

employees from both sectors. It concluded that increasing social and structural job 

resources with challenging job demands was related significantly to WE and job 

satisfaction for employees in the above sector. However, the study also revealed that 

hindering job demands were negatively associated with employee job satisfaction.   
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In summary, applying either cross-sectional or longitudinal research design on a 

varying sample size from small to large in the context of different countries, the 

available evidence from the above empirical studies illustrate that the resources 

dimensions of JCr are positively and significantly associated with WE. In contrast, the 

demand dimensions of JCr are negatively associated with WE. 

Further, numerous studies have documented WE and job performance as significant 

outcomes of JCr (e.g., Tims et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2013; McClelland, Leach, Clegg, 

& McGowan, 2014; Demerouti, Bakker, & Gevers, 2015; Demerouti, Bakker, & 

Halbesleben, 2015). Correspondingly, a three-wave longitudinal study of Tims et al. 

(2016) on a sample including 288 employees from a Netherlands chemical plant 

revealed a positive and significant relationship between JCr behaviour and WE, leading 

to job performance. Similarly, Gordon et al. (2018) undertook two quasi-experimental 

studies on health care professionals, including a sample of 119 medical specialists for 

study one and 58 nurses for study two. Their study used JCr as an intervention. The 

study concluded that the JCr intervention successfully increased well-being (i.e., health, 

WE, and reduced exhaustion) and job performance for nurses and medical specialists 

compared to control groups.  Working on the same lines, Kuijpers, Kooij, and van 

Woerkom (2020) found a significant and positive relationship between JCr intervention 

and WE when tested on a sample of 119 employees working in the Dutch health care 

organisations. The study utilised a quasi-experimental design and concluded that the 

JCr intervention could effectively enhance WE for employees with a high workload. 

The consistency in findings of the above studies shows that JCr is an effective 

intervention for improving WE among employees working in organisations with an 

increased workload and demanding jobs.  
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In addition, quantitative meta-analysis-based studies are available on JCr in relationship 

to job characteristics, individual differences, work-related outcomes, and work-related 

well-being. For example, a meta-analytic review of several quantitative studies on JCr 

involving 122 independent samples including 35,670 employees found that JCr was 

strongly related to proactive personality, promotion regulatory focus, and WE (i.e., 

work well-being, individual differences, and job characteristics) (Rudolph, Katz, 

Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017). Positive work-related outcomes like increased WE, job 

performance, creativity and adaptivity and person-job (P-O) fit have been documented 

separately in several empirical studies (e.g., Bakker et al., 2012; Petrou et al., 2012; 

Tims et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2014; Demerouti et al., 2015a; Cheng et al., 2016; Gordon 

et al., 2018; Petrou et al., 2018), and in some qualitative studies (e.g., Demerouti & 

Bakker, 2014; Wang et al., 2017). In sum, a handful of evidence obtained from the 

meta-analytic studies confirms the significant relationship between JCr and WE. 

Additionally, a few studies concerning JCr categorised the dimension of JCr into two 

main groups such as promotion-focused (job resources, cognitive crafting, increasing 

challenging job demands, relational, and expansion-oriented task) and prevention-

focused (contraction-oriented task, relational, and reducing hindering job demands), 

and these categories of JCr were examined in relationship with WE. For instance, a 

meta-analysis of 132 studies involving 46,780 employees found that promotion-focused 

JCr was inversely related to employees’ job burnout and positively associated with WE. 

Nevertheless, prevention-focused JCr was positively correlated with the job burnout of 

employees and inversely related to the WE of employees. Moreover, the study further 

revealed that prevention-focused JCr was inversely related to performance through 

engagement, while the relationship was positive with promotion-focused JCr 

(Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018). Thus, promotion-focused (i.e., job resources) 
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enhances WE and minimises burnout among employees. Conversely, prevention-

focused (as job demands) maximises burnout and minimises WE among employees.  

Apart from studies in different sectors, a few studies are available on the relationship 

between JCr and WE in the education sector. For example, applying a quasi-experiment 

with a control group in the education sector using a sample of 102 primary teachers, 

Wingerden, Bakker, and Derks (2017a) concluded that JCr was related positively to 

WE among teachers in Netherland. In the same vein, a study conducted on 251 South 

African school teachers revealed a positive connection between the two elements of JCr 

(i.e., challenging job demands and increasing structural resources) and WE (Peral & 

Geldenhuys, 2016). Similarly, Ogbuanya and Chukwuedo (2017) found a positive and 

significant association between JC and WE when tested among 247 lecturers employed 

in different Nigerian universities. Various studies in the teaching profession have 

documented similar results (e.g., Jackson et al., 2006; Bakker & Bal, 2010). On the 

other hand, recent research among 383 physicians teaching at a teaching hospital in the 

Netherlands demonstrated that high engagement for teaching led to JCr (van den Berg, 

Verberg, Scherpbier, Jaarsma, Arah, & Lombarts, 2018). All these findings on the JCr-

WE relationship and WE-JCrs relationship imply that JCr and WE positively correlate. 

Although the studies mentioned above provide ample evidence to support the 

significant association between JCr and WE, a few studies found no significant 

influence of JCr on WE. For instance, Aldrin and Merdiaty (2019) and Nguyen, 

Nguyen, Ngo, and Nguyen (2019) found no significant influence of JCr on WE when 

tested on a sample of 93 Indonesian transport sector employees and 277 Vietnamese 

commercial bank employees, respectively. Some possible reasons for the insignificant 

relationship could be due to differences in local culture. In Indonesia and Vietnam, the 
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many cultures and cultural influences impact the way of thinking and working. 

Furthermore, this insignificant relationship creates room to study more in the JCr 

domain that how JCr can enhance WE. 

In Pakistani public universities, several authors noted that academicians are facing the 

issue of increasing job demands (work overload) (Farid et al., 2015; Ahmad & Ashraf, 

2016; Qaisar et al., 2016; Qureshi & Lodhi, 2017), which has resulted in increasing 

levels of stress and burnout (Mufti, 2012; Khan, Rasli, Yusoff & Ahmad, 2015; Haseeb 

& Sattar, 2018; Khan, Rasli, Yasir, & Khan, 2019; Faisal, Noor, & Khair, 2019). In 

dealing with increasing job demands that result in negative outcomes (stress and 

burnout), JCr is paramount in public universities because JCr can help mitigate negative 

job demand effects. Through JCr, employees increase their job resources (Van Den 

Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 2015; Gordon et al., 2018), which can help employees 

deal with high job demands to prevent health problems and burnout (Bakker, 2015); 

this, in turn, make theirs job meaningful and consequently their WE is enhanced (Tims 

& Bakker, 2010; Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). Further, authors have noted that JCr is 

intrinsically motivating by enabling the adjustment of the work environment (Rastogi 

& Chaudhary, 2018), in turn, enhancing employee WE (Putra, Cho, & Liu, 2017). 

Despite its argued importance (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) and the specific 

relevance of JCr in public sector organisations like public universities (Audenaert et al., 

2020), little is understood about the influence of JCr on WE among public university 

academicians. Therefore, this study investigates the effect of JCr on WE. 
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2.4.2 Relationship Between Idiosyncratic Deals and Work Engagement  

In comparison with studies on the association of JCr with WE, fewer empirical studies 

are available that have attempted to ascertain the association between I-deals and WE. 

Further, the focus of most of these studies has been on linking I-deals (such as task, 

developmental, and flexibility I-deals) with positive attitudinal and behavioural 

outcomes like job satisfaction, organisational citizenship behaviours, organisational 

commitment, task performance, OCB, and WE (e.g., Hornung et al., 2009; Anand, 

Vidyarthi, Liden, & Rousseau, 2010; Hornung et al., 2011; Ho & Tekleab, 2013; Liu, 

Lee, Hui, Kwan, & Wu, 2013; Hornung, et al., 2014; Huo, Luo, & Tam, 2014; Liao, 

Wayne, & Rousseau, 2016). All these findings point to the fact that I-deals result in 

positive work-related outcomes. 

In other writings, for instance, Kimwolo and Cheruiyot (2018), involving a sample of 

498 employees and 48 managers of eight life insurance companies in Kenya, found a 

significant and positive association between I-deals (flexibility, task, and 

responsibilities ideals) and employees innovative work behaviours (IWBs). Another 

study reported similar results involving 263 full-time employees working in various 

industries in Istanbul, Turkey. The study found that I-deals (work and task, 

responsibility, flexibility, and compensation) influence employee outcomes such as 

innovative work behaviour (Rofcanin, Berber, Koch, & Sevinc, 2016). These results 

show that I-deals are intrinsically motivating as such I-deals prepare employees to 

exhibit innovative work behaviours, which is desirable work-related behaviour. 

Correspondingly, the intrinsically motivating nature of I-deals plays a crucial role in 

enhancing employees WE (Putra, Cho, & Liu, 2017) 



56 

In a similar vein, Rosen et al.’s (2013) research scrutinised the association between I-

deals (such as financial incentives, location and schedule flexibility, and task and work 

responsibilities) and worker attitudes. A total of 257 respondents from the United States 

(including full-time university workers, employed students, full-time workers, and 

students) participated in a survey. The study concluded that these different I-deals 

impacted work attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction and organisational commitment). In the 

same country context, Liao, Wayne, Liden, and Meuser (2017) used a sample of 961 

participants involving both managers and their employees in 71 US-based restaurants 

and found that I-deals were positively related to employees helping behaviour, in-role 

performance, and job satisfaction. The results of the above studies indicate that I-deals 

play a key role in realising employees work-related positive results.  

In addition to the above, some studies have been undertaken in the education sector to 

ascertain the relationship between I-deals and work-related positive attitudinal 

outcomes. For instance, Ho and Tekleab (2016), using 244 alumni of a Midwestern 

public university as a sample, found that an I-deal recipient showed greater affective 

commitment and job satisfaction and had lower turnover intention. Singh and Vidyarthi 

(2018) revealed almost similar results, using 338 faculty members as a sample working 

in 49 different departments of an Indian private university. They found that I-deals 

resulted in positive work-related outcomes like improved employee job satisfaction, 

superior job performance, enhanced OCB, and reduced employee turnover in the 

presence of a quality leader-member exchange (LMX), employees perceived 

organisational support (POS), and a quality association with a supervisor as a mediator.  

Though the focus of the studies, as mentioned earlier, was not on WE specifically, the 

available findings from the above studies indicate that I-deals result in positive work-
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related outcomes. Because WE is a desirable work-related outcome, a reasonable 

argument is that I-deals will likely enhance WE. Further, Hornung et al. (2008) 

maintained that the broad application of I-deals for work-life balance and workforce 

motivation and development makes them suitable for workers in competitive markets, 

non-bureaucratic firms, and bureaucratic organisations like public universities. Along 

similar lines, Berry (2017) argued that structural constraints (such as bureaucracy) in 

public organisations might limit the ability of managers in such organisations to allow 

I-deals. That is why I-deals tend to be rare in such organisations, but, on the other hand, 

this rareness increases the value of I-deals.  

Thus, organisations in the public sector (such as public universities) can benefit from 

applying I-deals to foster their employees’ (academicians) WE. In alignment with this, 

Davis and Van der Heijden (2018), while investigating I-deals through the perspective 

of social exchange theory in their qualitative study, demonstrated that the successful 

negotiation of I-deals among employees of public sector organisations results in the 

acceptance of new psychological contract that leads to fostering their engagement at 

work. However, the present study explains I-deals from a broader perspective (i.e., JD-

R theory) in the higher education context. This explanation deals with how I-deals 

negotiation could help academicians in increasing their job resources such as 

developmental, flexibility, and autonomy at work (Rousseau, 2005), which makes their 

work meaningful (Hornung et al., 2019) and is likely to foster their engagement at work 

(Hornung et al., 2010). 

Further, the current study empirically examines the association between I-deals and WE 

among Pakistani public universities academicians as the literature volume in this 

context is relatively thin. Additionally, this study considers I-deals a combination of 
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developmental I-deals, flexibility I-deals, and task I-deals described in the extant 

literature (e.g., Hornung et al., 2008; Rosen et al., 2013; Liao et al., 2016). Different 

studies have used financial or compensations I-deals (Rosen et al., 2013; Liao et al., 

2016). However, the negotiation of finance-related I-deals may be impossible for the 

top management of public universities because of their budgetary constraints (Rasheed 

et al., 2016). Therefore, this research concentrates on I-deals (i.e., task, developmental, 

and flexibility) to determine their relationship with WE. 

2.5 Need for a Mediator 

As mentioned earlier, the literature suggests JCr and I-deals have a positive and 

significant association with WE.  Research has shown that employees (Tims & Bakker, 

2010; Demerouti & Bakker, 2014) maximise their job resources through JCr to deal 

with job demands, making their work meaningful and subsequently enhancing their 

engagement at work. An intrinsic or extrinsic motivational process explains the 

association between job resources and WE (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Leiter and 

Maslach (2010) argued that organisations could offer opportunities such as JCr and I-

deals for employees to experience engagement activities positively, but they cannot 

force them to engage. This argument implies that offering opportunities to employees 

to either craft their job or negotiate I-deals (enhancing job resources) may not 

necessarily foster their engagement at work directly. Such lack of engagement may be 

attributed to their traits (personal resources), shaping how they understand their work 

environment and react to it accordingly (Bandura, 1997; Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). 

Further, these personal traits (personal resources) can be developed and managed 

(Xanthopoulou et al., 2007) by boosting job resources per the conservation of resources 

theory (COR) (Hobfoll, 2011). 
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Schaufeli and Taris (2014) argued that human behaviour results from an interaction 

between personal (personal resources) and environmental factors (job resources). 

Personal resources are defined in terms of control and location, and resiliency; they 

may reduce burnout and boost engagement. Personal resources affect job resources on 

WE (Quiñones, Van den Broeck, & De Witte, 2013). Therefore, besides providing 

opportunities to maximise job resources, personal resources are also required to 

enhance employees’ WE (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Further, the presence of personal 

resources in the relationship between job resources (through JCr and I-deals) explains 

the JD-R theory’s motivational process (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Thus, personal and 

job resources are required to enhance WE (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Quiñones et al., 

2013).  

Past studies have shown that several personal resources like efficacy, hope, optimism, 

efficacy, hope, resilience (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007), and trait competitiveness 

(Karatepe & Olugbade, 2009) are significant predictors of WE. Because job resources 

play an intrinsic motivational role that enhances competence and job autonomy (Deci 

& Ryan, 2000; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, 

& Lens, 2008), therefore, PE could be considered as a personal resource because of the 

ability of different interventions to influence it. Past research has shown that PE, which 

is the personal evaluation of the experience of empowerment (Spreitzer, 2007), has 

been related to well-being indicators like job satisfaction and work commitment 

(Seibert et al., 2011).  In alignment with this, some authors have proposed that PE is an 

essential element that fosters WE among employees (Stander & Rothmann, 2010; 

Kimura, 2011; Bhatnagar, 2012; Quiñones et al., 2013; Jose & Mampilly, 2015). 

Moreover, some empirical evidence demonstrates that psychologically empowered 

employees show superior WE in the presence of job resources like task autonomy, skill 
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utilisation, and colleagues and supervisors’ social support (Quiñones et al., 2013; Jose 

& Mampilly, 2015). Thus, PE (as a personal resource) is needed to enhance WE. 

Further, job resources (i.e., JCr and I-deals) and personal resources (i.e., PE) are 

essential for enhancing WE. 

 

In Pakistan, researchers have suggested that enhancing WE among academicians of 

higher education institutions requires improving their PE (Siddiqui, Raza, & Imran, 

2017). Therefore, the present study examined the mediating role of PE in the 

relationship between JCr, I-deals, and WE.  

2.6 The Psychological Empowerment Concept 

Empowerment is crucial for organisational effectiveness and success (Ergeneli, Ari & 

Metin, 2007; Jose & Mampilly, 2014). Empowering others to make decisions is also 

called empowerment (Randolph, 1995; Menon, 2001). Several different approaches 

exist concerning empowerment, including psychological approaches, process 

approaches and structural approaches (Spreitzer 1995b; Menon, 2001; Leach, Wall & 

Jackson, 2003; Mathieu, Gilson, & Ruddy, 2006; Uner & Turan, 2010; Quiñones et al., 

2013). In the structural approach, empowerment is viewed as a set of behaviours and 

practices of managers that involve delegating authority and responsibilities to 

employees (Özaralli, 2003; Mathieu, Gilson & Ruddy, 2006; Lee & Wei, 2011). 

Concerning the process approach, empowerment is the relationship between structural 

antecedents that result in some mental/psychological states (Mathieu et al., 2006; Lee 

& Wei, 2011). In the case of the psychological approach, empowerment is a 

subordinate’s psychological state as a result of empowerment practices at work 

(Spreitzer, 1995a; Spreitzer, 1995b; Mishra & Spreitzer, 1998; Mathieu et al., 2006; 
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Lee & Wei, 2011) or in other words how empowered an employee feels. The present 

study considers PE in the analysis. 

The psychological approach of empowerment is an emerging concept that has gained 

much attention over the last few years (Edalatian Shahriari, Maleki, Koolivand, & 

Meyvand, 2013). In the education field, studies on teacher empowerment came into 

fashion in the late 1980s (Edwards, Green, & Lyons, 2002; Bogler & Somech, 2004; 

Shirvan, 2019). These studies have shown that teachers with PE are more successful 

than those without such empowerment. Indeed, teacher empowerment is a critical factor 

for educational quality and effectiveness (Shirvan, 2019). Furthermore, academicians 

with a higher level of PE tend to have higher job performance, be more motivated in 

their teaching and research, be more likely to actively explore effective teaching 

methods, and be more willing to discuss problems encountered in their teaching and 

research with leaders (McBride & Skau, 1995; Meng & Sun, 2019). 

Spreitzer derived the concept of psychological empowerment from empowerment 

theories in 1995 (Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). He described 

PE as the psychological states of the employees (subordinates) resulting from 

empowering practices in the workplace, including the four dimensions of employee 

perceptions: competence, impact, meaning, and self-determination. The construct of PE 

comprises all four of these essential dimensions. The absence of any one of the four 

dimensions may reduce the overall degree of observed empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995). 

Furthermore, these four dimensions altogether boost an employee’s feeling of being 

empowered (Mubarak & Noor, 2018).  
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In the PE construct, meaning is the significance assigned to a job by an employee based 

on his/her perceptions and personal values while considering the requirements of the 

organisation or work goal (Spreitzer, 1995b; Quinn & Spreitzer, 1997). In the teaching 

context, the meaning of work entails respecting and learning from other colleagues 

(academics) and professional relationships (Shapira-Lishchinsky & Tsemach, 2014). 

Although every teacher has three primary responsibilities to perform: teaching, helping 

students, and research (Lawrence, Ott, & Bell, 2012; Kelli, Mets, Jonsson, Pisuke, & 

Adamsoo, 2013; Kimmons & Veletsianos, 2015), these responsibilities are fulfilled 

differently by different teachers (Hirsto, Lampinen, & Syrjäkari, 2013).  

Competence signifies the belief of an employee of his/her capabilities to accomplish a 

task (Spreitzer, 1995a; Quiñones et al., 2013). In teaching, competence means the 

abilities of an academician to prepare an appropriate teaching/lesson plan to benefit 

students (Shapira-Lishchinsky & Tsemach, 2014). A perception of self-efficacy among 

teachers is critical for accomplishing academic goals (El-Zeiny & Adeyemo, 2014).  

Self-determination is about the sense of autonomy an employee has in making his/her 

own decisions regarding a task without being supervised constantly (Spreitzer, 1995b). 

From the teaching perspective, self-determination indicates a sense of autonomy at 

work (for example, the selection of study materials and teaching plans) along with 

participation in decision making related to jobs (Shapira-Lishchinsky & Tsemach, 

2014).  

The impact is an employee's influence over the organisation’s outcomes (Spreitzer, 

1995b). From the viewpoint of teaching, impact is about an employee’s ability to sense 

and anticipate the influencing events at the workplace (Shapira-Lishchinsky & 
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Tsemach, 2014). Taylor (2013) opined that employees with little impact are less 

determined to realise the set goals. According to Greco, Laschinger, and Wong (2006), 

employees tend to be more engaged at work if they experience settings that empower 

them to make a balance between their expectations and working conditions. 

Moreover, past studies have demonstrated that psychological empowerment (PE), or a 

psychological state based on four cognitions (impact, competence, meaning, and self-

determination (Spreitzer, 1995), positively impacts work outcomes like behavioural 

involvement (Boudrias, Morin, & Lajoie, 2014), customer-oriented citizenship 

behaviours (Kang & Bartlett, 2013), engagement in creative processes (Zhang & Bartol, 

2010), organisational commitment (Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000), and 

performance (Maynard, Luciano, D’Innocenzo, Mathieu, & Dean, 2014). Therefore, 

based on the findings presented above, the present research empirically investigates the 

effect of PE (including all four dimensions) on WE. 

2.6.1 Relationship Between Psychological Empowerment and Work 

Engagement 

Numerous past studies have demonstrated a positive association between PE and WE. 

For instance, Sandhya and Sulphey (2019) recently found a positive connection 

between psychological contract (relational and transactional contract), PE and WE 

using a sample of 384 IT professionals in the Indian IT industry. The study further 

showed that engagement levels reduce the turnover intention among employees.  In a 

similar country context, Sharma and Garg (2017) examined the relationship between 

employee psychological contract, PE and WE among 126 employees working in three 

major Indian-based IT organizations. The study reported a strong relationship between 
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psychological contract, PE and WE. Along the same lines, Sharma and Singh’s (2018) 

study among 233 Indian IT sector employees found that both PE and constructive 

deviance positively affected employees’ WE while constructive deviance acted as a 

significant mediator between them. Likewise, Monica and Krishnaveni’s (2019) study, 

including 340 business analysts from the Indian IT sector, examined the impact of PE 

and social support on WE and innovative work behaviour. Both PE and social support 

were found to be significant predictors of WE and innovative work behaviour.  The 

review of the above empirical studies indicates that other variables have also been 

examined the relationship of PE with WE; notably, all studies mentioned above found 

a significant and positive association between PE and WE.   

In addition to the above empirical studies, several other studies also examined the 

relationship between PE and WE. For instance, Aggarwal, Chand, Jhamb, & Mittal 

(2020) found a significant effect of PE on the WE of 454 Research and Development 

(R&D) employees in information technology (IT) and pharmaceutical sectors 

companies operating in India. Similarly, Rayan, Sebaie, and Nagwa (2018) used a 

sample of 360 employees from the Egyptian cement industry and reported that PE was 

significantly related to WE. Working along the same lines,  recent research found that 

PE was significantly related to WE when tested among 236 employees of a coal-mining 

organization based in South Africa (Towsen, Stander, & van der Vaart, 2020). 

Likewise, Hashishú, All, and Mousa’s (2018) study among 400 nurses working in an 

Egyptian hospital found a significant and positive association between nurses' 

perceptions of PE and WE. Along similar lines, Joo, Bozer, and Ready’s (2019) study 

found a significant impact of PE (with all four dimensions) on WE when tested on 329 

employees in nine South Korean for-profit companies. 
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Similarly, in their study among 224 employees working in the Indian hotel industry, 

Tripathi, Srivastava, Singh, Kapoor, and Solanki (2021) concluded that all four 

dimensions of PE, i.e., competence, impact, meaningfulness, and self-determination, 

were significantly related to WE. The consistency of results in different sectors and 

countries illustrates that PE contributes enormously towards WE. Further, these 

consistent results suggest that PE serves as a key factor in fostering WE.  

Given the significance of the PE construct in enhancing WE, a few studies attempted 

to examine the association between PE and WE among academicians in the higher 

education sector. For instance, Meng and Sun (2019) examined the impact of PE on 

WE among 162 faculty members working at a Chinese university. The results 

confirmed that PE was positively correlated with all the dimensions of WE. Their 

findings further revealed that the meaning and competence dimensions of PE 

contributed a lot to fostering WE among faculty members.   

Previous studies in the public sector organizations have shown that PE helps employees 

manage stress, workload, and other job demands (e.g., Abbasi, Shabbir, Abbas, & 

Tahir, 2020). Similarly, Abulrab et al. (2017) proposed PE as a solution to enhancing 

WE among Malaysian public universities academicians. Their conceptual model is yet 

to be empirically tested. Therefore, given the significance, this study empirically 

investigates the influence of PE on WE among public universities academicians. 

2.6.2 The Mediating Role of Psychological Empowerment  

In the extant literature, empirical evidence has confirmed a significant and direct 

relationship between JCr and PE (Miller, 2015; Harbridge, 2018; Kiliç, Tatar, & Erdîl, 

2020), and further between I-deals and PE (Hornung et al., 2010; Hornung et al., 2014; 
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Miller, 2015; Kwon, Seo, Moon-Kyo, 2017; Wang & Long, 2019; Shams et al., 2021) 

in different country contexts. These empirical results imply that encouraging JCr and 

granting I-deals as employee-led bottom-up work design approach provides sufficient 

control to employees concerning their job, leading to their PE. The finding of the above 

studies also aligns the previous research that indicated that work design is an essential 

factor leading to PE of employees (Spreitzer, 1995; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Kraimer 

et al., 1999; Liden et al., 2000; Kark et al., 2003; Steger et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, empirical evidence demonstrates that PE fosters employees’ dedication 

and energy towards their job (Macsinga et al., 2015). As a result, psychologically 

empowered employees are more engaged (Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011; Jose & 

Mampilly, 2015; Nel, Stander & Latif, 2015; Sandhya & Sulphey, 2019; Monica & 

Krishnaveni, 2019; Aggarwal et al., 2020; Towsen et al., 2020). Along similar lines, 

past studies have found that employees (followers) who are psychologically 

empowered reciprocate with their leaders by demonstrating engagement with their 

work (Saks, 2006; Markos & Sridevi, 2010; Ahmad & Gao, 2018). In fact, PE has been 

viewed as an essential motivational resource enabling employees to be additionally 

engaged in their work (Ugwu et al., 2014).  

On the other hand, concerning WE, Reissner and Pagan’s (2013) qualitative study and 

Aboramadan, Dahleez, and Hamad’s (2020) empirical study revealed that engendering 

WE is far from a straightforward process; an underlying mechanism (i.e., mediator) 

requires exploration. Furthermore, Shaufelli (2017) opined that malleable, personal 

characteristics (e.g., self-efficacy and PE) could mediate between job characteristics 

and well-being. Thus, given the call for further research to explore the mediating 

mechanism, and in light of the above association among JCr, I-deals, PE, and WE, a 
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possibility exists that PE may mediate the association between JCr, I-deals, and WE. 

Consistent with this, Jena, Bhattacharyya, and Pradhan (2019) maintained that 

autonomy, flexibility and independence (which is possible through JCr and I-deals) 

given to employees create a sense of PE that further leads to performance beyond 

expectation (i.e. WE). Likewise, prior research has affirmed the mediating effect of PE 

between ethical leadership (Rantika, 2017) and WE; and between empowering 

leadership behaviour and WE (Rayan, Sebaie, & Nagwa, 2018).    

According to the JD-R view, through JCr and I-deals negotiations, employees try to 

maximize their job resources, leading to WE. Similarly, previous studies have found 

that positive personal resources influence desirable outcomes like WE (Lyubomirsky 

et al., 2005; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Thus, job and personal resources are 

significant predictors of WE (Halbesleben, 2010). Besides the pattern of resources to 

WE, studies have found that resources impact each other via mediation (den  Broeck et 

al., 2013).  

Researchers view PE as a mechanism through which contextual factors like 

organizational policies, practices, and structures impact individual attitudes and 

behaviours (Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990; Spreitzer, 1995). 

Further, Spritzer (1995) recommended using PE as a mediator to understand better WE 

in the presence of job demands and job resources. Even though previous studies have 

confirmed PE as a personal resource a mediating mechanism between job resources and 

WE (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Quiñones et al., 2013; Jose & Mampilly, 2015), a 

limited number of studies have considered PE as a mediating link in the association 

between job resources, other than mentioned earlier, i.e., JCr and I-deals, with WE in 

general and the higher education context specifically. Thus, the present study considers 
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PE a personal resource (similar to the studies mentioned above) and empirically 

investigates its mediating effect on the associations among JCr, I-deals, and WE. 

2.7 Need for a Moderator 

The review of the existing literature reveals that a positive association exists between 

JCr and PE. For instance, in a two-wave longitudinal survey of 320 employees in the 

United States, Matsuo (2019) reported a positive and significant association between 

the dimensions of JCr (increasing structural job resources and increasing challenging 

job demands) and PE. However, increasing social job resources (another dimension of 

JCr) did not show a significant relationship. Along the same lines, Tims et al.'s (2016) 

conducted a three-wave week book study among 114 employees from several 

companies in the Netherlands. They demonstrated that a person who crafted his/her job 

by increasing job resources (e.g., autonomy and support) and challenging job demands 

(e.g., participating in new projects), and by lowering their hindering job demands (e.g., 

less emotional job demands) reported higher levels of person-job fit. 

As a consequence, they find their work to be meaningful (a dimension of PE). 

Hornung’s (2019) study among 1196 employees of Chinese telecommunications 

companies investigated the association between the dimensions of JCr with the 

dimensions of PE. The study found that the task crafting dimension predicted the 

empowerment dimensions of self-determination and impact, whereas the cognitive 

crafting dimensions of JCr affected the meaning and competence dimensions of PE. 

These empirical results of the studies mentioned above imply that JCr initiatives lead 

to enhancing employees’ PE. On the other hand, several other empirical studies have 

found a positive association between PE and JCr (Harbridge, 2018; Kiliç et al., 2020). 
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This reciprocal relationship between JCr and PE implies that both JCr and PE are 

positively correlated.  

Even though many studies mentioned above have confirmed the relationship between 

JCr and PE, Tims et al. (2013) found that the relationship between JCr and PE was 

insignificant. Theis contradicting finding concerning the relationship between JCr and 

PE leaves a gap that requires further investigation. Furthermore, this contradicting 

finding illustrates the possibility of using a moderator (Memon et al., 2019) in the 

relationship between JCr and PE.  

The number of studies on the relationship described above is relatively limited. A few 

studies, however, outlined the positive relationship between the variables mentioned 

above. For example, Wang and Long (2018) found a significant and positive 

relationship between I-deals (i.e., flexible scheduling, development opportunities, 

financial incentives, skills training, and job security) and PE when examined among 

237 employees working in development centres in Chinese high-technology 

enterprises. Their study further revealed that I-deals prompted recipients' PE by 

enhancing their autonomy at work. This finding implies that the provision of I-deals 

creates work autonomy for employees, eventually enhancing their PE. Similarly, in the 

same country context, another study that used a sample of 277 Chinese employees 

revealed a positive influence of I-deals (task, developmental and flexibility) on 

employees’ PE (Kwon et al., 2017).  

Along similar lines, Shams et al. (2021) found a significant and positive relationship 

among I-deals, PE, and WE in their study of 310 academicians employed in Pakistan's 

public higher education institutions. These findings imply that the process of 
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negotiating I-deals in organizations conveys that the organisation’s management 

permits employees to participate in decision-making and employees is willing to adopt 

their suggestions, thereby instilling a sense of organizational favour and trust, likely 

enhancing employees' perceptions of the meaning of their work (Wang & Long, 2019).  

Though the above-mentioned empirical studies demonstrated a significant and positive 

association between I-deals and PE, some empirical evidence shows no association 

between I-deals and PE. For instance, Jena et al. (2019) found no significant 

relationship between meaningful work design, measured on a three-dimensional scale 

(i.e., greater good motivations, meaning-making through work, and positive meaning 

(similar to I-deals) and PE. However, results were significant in the presence of 

perceived flexibility (personality characteristics) as a moderator. This finding suggests 

that the existence and strength of the association between I-deals and PE depend on 

employees’ personal characteristics. Furthermore, according to Memon et al. (2019), 

the inconsistencies in findings highlight the need to use a moderator variable in the 

association between I-deals and PE. 

Concerning the association among JCr, I-deals, and PE, Chhabra (2013) said, 

“organizations must be aware of the moderating effect of individual characteristics on 

the relationships between job attributes and employees’ behavioural attitudes” (p. 38). 

Heeding this recommendation, the personal characteristic of an employee may 

moderate the relationships between job attributes (such as JCr and I-deals in the present 

study) and employees’ psychological attitudes (i.e., PE). 

Therefore, the current study investigates personal characteristics as a potential 

moderator in the associations among JCr, I-deals, and PE. Further, limited studies 
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investigated the role of personal traits or individual characteristics in enhancing PE 

(e.g., Bartram et al., 2014; Matsuo, 2019). Moreover, do JCr and I-deals result in PE 

for all individuals with different personality traits, or is it only applicable to a specific 

cohort with specific personality traits? In other words,  individuals’ personality traits 

might strengthen or weaken (moderate) the associations among JCr, I-deals, and PE, 

thereby indicating a need to use personal characteristics as a moderator in the 

relationship between JCr, I-deals, and PE. In congruence with this, Wrzesniewski and 

Dutton (2001) posited that employees as part of their characteristics could be 

psychologically empowered by engaging in self-initiated changes at work even when 

there is no support from their organizations or supervisors to do so. Thus, research on 

the personal characteristics related to a self-initiated change (either through JCr or I-

deals) processes contributing to PE is required to bridge this knowledge gap in the 

existing literature.  

Further, in the JD-R theory’s perspective, several past studies have supported the 

moderator role of personal resources (personality characteristics) in the association 

between well-being adverse working conditions (Van Yperen & Snijders, 2000; 

Ma ̈kikangas & Kinnunen, 2003; Pierce & Gardner, 2004).  

With regards to personality traits, theoretical support available illustrates that the locus 

of control (a personality trait) increases the likelihood that an individual will take the 

initiative to improve their (work-related) circumstances whether they experience PE 

(Rotter, 1966; Thomas & Velthouse, 1996; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Thus, a possibility 

exists that JCr and I-deals would result in higher PE for employees with a locus of 

control as their personality characteristic. Consequently, locus of control may be used 

as a moderator in the association among JCr, I-deals, and PE. Hence, based on the 
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theoretical support, the present study examined the potential moderating effect of locus 

of control, as a personal characteristic, in the association between JCr, I-deals (as work 

designs) and employees’ psychological attributes, i.e., PE, which, in turn, leads to 

employees’ behavioural attitudes, i.e., WE. 

2.8 The Locus of Control Concept 

As one of the personality traits, psychological research has widely concentrated on the 

locus of control (LOC) over several decades (Shaik & Buitendach, 2015). Rotter 

(1966), an expert on social learning theory, initially introduced this concept. He defined 

LOC as the degree to which people perceive or believe that they can control events that 

can impact them. Based on Rotter’s (1966) classification, LOC is internal or external. 

People with an internal locus of control (i.e., internals) believe that they are responsible 

for everything (good or bad) happening in their lives (Levenson,1974; Akca et al., 2018; 

Yuwono, Eliyana, & Buchdadi, 2020). Conversely, people with an external locus of 

control (i.e., externals) believe that luck, external forces, or chances are responsible for 

events in their lives (Dağal et al., 2017; Yuwono et al., 2020). 

Furthermore, Rotter (1966) and Gregory (1978) posited that internals prefer self-

control, whereas externals may perform better under external control. In alignment with 

this, Kren (1992) maintained that when the managers use the participative management 

style, internals tend to perform better, while the externals show higher performance 

under the supervisory management style. Similarly, several studies have demonstrated 

that employees with an internal locus of control (iLOC) are more proactive in taking 

actions to better their situation by actively searching for knowledge or information, 

attempting to positively influence co-workers, noting actions and outcomes for 
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realizing better future results, and striving for overall achievement (Hale, 2012; Sharma 

& Sharma, 2015; Gangai et al., 2016). Conversely, employees with an external LOC 

are less apt to expend effort and tend to give up more easily, which may also mean 

staying in a job where they are dissatisfied rather than working to alter their 

environment or the variables within it (Hale, 2012; Sharma & Sharma, 2015; Gangai et 

al., 2016). They are also often labelled as easy-going or laid back, preferring to be given 

directions instead of seeking information or acting as self-starters (Gangai et al., 2016). 

Consequently, their environment often influences them and those around them instead 

of being the influencer and impacting others (Hale, 2012).  

In addition, rather than taking control and striving for achievement, they often feel that 

success results from chance, fate, luck and, therefore, feel victimized by external factors 

and others when they fail (Gangai et al., 2016).  Consequently, based on the work-

related positive outcomes, employees with an iLOC are preferred over those who 

possess external LOC (Rivas, Didona, & Tello-Hernandez, 2018; Khushk, 2019).  

Given the characteristics of employees with an iLOC and the significant relationship 

between iLOC and subjective well-being (Dave, Tripathi, Singh, & Udainiya, 2011), 

the possibility is that an employee with an iLOC prefers either JCr or I-deals based on 

his/her personal and professional needs. Along similar lines, Wrzesniewski and Dutton 

(2001) posited that employees with an iLOC would prefer to craft their job, making it 

meaningful. Similarly, Ng and Feldman (2011) argued “that employees with a high 

internal locus of control are significantly more likely to obtain idiosyncratic 

employment deals for themselves” (p. 186), enabling them to make their work 

meaningful (Hornung et al., 2019) which led to enhancing their PE at work (Miller, 

2015). 



74 

Related to LOC, Thomas et al. (2006) highlighted that the increased attention given to 

the role of personality at work is often limited to the Big Five personality traits of 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, extraversion, neuroticism, and openness to 

experience. Personality traits outside of the Big Five taxonomy, like the work-related 

LOC, often receive less research attention (Thomas et al., 2006). Thomas et al. (2006) 

emphasized further research on LOC as a personality trait related to work-related 

positive outcomes such as WE. Empirical studies have demonstrated that employees 

with proactive personalities are more inclined towards JCr (Vermooten, Boonzaier, & 

Kidd, 2019) and I-deals (Srikanth, Jomon, & Thakur, 2020). Thus, the expectation is 

that employees with an iLOC as a stable personality trait will be more inclined towards 

JCr and I-deals, leading to their PE. Moreover, in their literature review-based study, 

Galvin, Randel, Collins, and Johnson (2018) suggested using LOC as a distinct 

construct in future research, which results in both motivational (such as PE) as well as 

attitudinal and behavioural outcomes (such as WE). 

In the light of the above discussion, the current study incorporated iLOC as a moderator 

in the association among JCr, I-deals, and PE and further iLOC is expected to impact 

WE by strengthening the indirect effect of PE (i.e. moderated-mediation) in the 

association among JCr, I-deals, and WE.  

2.8.1 The Moderating Role of Internal Locus of Control 

Previous studies have shown that employees with an iLOC recognize that they can 

regulate/manage their abilities, efforts, skills, and consequences of their actions 

(Sharma & Sharma, 2015). Employees possessing increased iLOC are extra sensitive 

and assume accountability for controlling their surroundings (Kang et al., 2015). Such 
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people are self-driven; thus, they complete their tasks (Dag ăl & Bayındır, 2017). 

Consistent with these views, Schultz and Schultz (2011) posited that employees 

possessing high iLOC are psychologically and physically fit, possess lower stress and 

anxiety levels, and have high self-esteem.  The assumption is that individuals with a 

high level of iLOC think, feel, and behave positively and favourably for an organization 

(Qurrahtulain et al., 2020). 

On the other hand, several studies have produced evidence suggesting a positive 

correlation between iLOC and PE. For instance, Nasiri, Molla Hosseini, Salajegheh, 

and Sheikh (2018) found a positive and significant association between iLOC and PE 

when tested on 224 employees working in an Iranian telecommunications research 

centre. Also, past studies have reported a positive and significant association between 

iLOC and PE (e.g., Luo &Tang, 2003; Simoni et al., 2004). Luo and Tang (2003) also 

found that individuals with an iLOC were higher in PE than individuals with an external 

LOC. These findings imply that employees with an iLOC have a high propensity to feel 

empowered at the workplace. Consistent with these findings, Spreitzer (1995), and Li, 

Wei, Ren, and Di (2015), argued that in an environment where the job was meaningful, 

competence was recognized, more freedom was given to make decisions and respond 

to problems in their way immediately, and colleagues support them, employees with 

iLOC felt more psychologically empowered, resulting in higher performance (Li et al., 

2015). ILOC can be viewed as a source of PE, predisposing individuals to exert more 

significant effort on work tasks (Spretizer, 1995; Koberg et al., 1999). Further studies 

have shown that employees who are resilient (high on iLOC) develop occupational self-

direction (e.g., I-deals); that is, they use initiative, thought and independent judgement 

in their work (i.e., JCr) (Strümpfer, 1990). These may help them remain healthy and 

deal with stressors as challenges instead of high pressures (Strümpfer,1990). 
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In the academic context, encouraging JCr or granting I-deals to academicians high on 

iLOC will likely enhance their PE at work. Thus, the argument is that the association 

between JCr, I-deals, and PE will be stronger for academicians with high iLOC. In 

alignment with this, Miller’s (2015) study provides empirical evidence. She 

investigated the role of LOC as a moderator between JCr, I-deals, and PE among 150 

adults working in various industries in the United States. Her study found that for 

employees with high iLOC, self-initiated JCr and I-deals had strong and positive 

associations with PE. While these relationships were found to be insignificant for 

employees with low iLOC (i.e., externals), thereby indicating that employees with an 

iLOC prefer to opt for bottom-up work design approach, i.e., JCr and I-deals based on 

their personal and professional needs, which in turn lead to enhancing their PE at work. 

She also recommended undertaking similar studies in the future to validate and expand 

this knowledge. 

Further, Triplett and Loh (2018) said extending the term LOC into the workplace would 

mean individuals’ beliefs of empowerment within the work domain (Christian et al., 

2009). This empowerment would help the individual reshape/redesign (i.e., JCr) their 

work environment to best suit their personality leading to a better person-job fit. 

Further, Ng and Feldman (2011) opined that “employees with a high internal locus of 

control are significantly more likely to obtain idiosyncratic employment deals for 

themselves” (p. 186). Hence, following the research call, recommendations and existing 

empirical findings, iLOC can be a potential moderator in the association among JCr, I-

deals, and PE in the higher education context of Pakistan.  

In the light of the above discussion, considering the association among JCr, I-deals and 

PE and the role of iLOC in creating PE, the expectation is that iLOC is likely to have a 
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moderating effect on the association among JCr, I-deals, and PE.  More specifically, 

employees with an iLOC will either opt or engage themselves in JCr or opt for obtaining 

I-deals, whatever suits best with their current working needs. In doing so, employees 

will feel more psychologically empowered. Thus, the association between JCr, I-deals, 

and PE will be strengthened in higher education if employees (academicians) possess 

an internal LOC. Consequently, the current study examined the moderating role of 

iLOC in the relationship between JCr, I-deals and PE.  

2.9 The Moderated-Mediation Role of Internal Locus of Control 

A moderated mediation model determines whether a mediation model or part of the 

mediation model is contingent upon a moderator variable. A moderated mediation 

model attempts to better explain the paths of a mediation analysis by explaining how 

the paths of a mediation model may differ for specific individuals (Hayes, 2013; Hair 

et al., 2016). Hypothetically moderator(s) could affect the relationship between X 

(independent variable) and M (mediator), M (mediator) and Y (dependent variable), or 

both X and M and M and Y (Hayes, 2013). Some researchers argue that although they 

are not always measured, almost every relationship between two variables has a 

moderator (MacCallum, 2003; Hayes, 2013). Figure 2.1 shows the moderated-

mediation model. 

The theory of LOC suggests two kinds of control perceptions (Ng, Sorensen, & Eby, 

2006; Shane, Locke, & Collins, 2003; Zigarmi, Galloway, & Roberts, 2018; Asante & 

Affum-Osei, 2019). An individual can have either an internal or external LOC (Rotter, 

1966). Furthermore, the locus is viewed as a personality trait that can continue to a 

stable employee characteristic, while empowerment strategies are situational factors 
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that can be handled via organizational policies and structures (Salazar, Pfaffenberg, & 

Salazar, 2006). Thus, developing policies that encourage the active participation of 

employees, especially in their work design, may result in their PE (Spreitzer, 2007). In 

other words, employees may impact their empowerment by actively participating in 

work design (Spreitzer, 2007). Furthermore, empirical evidence demonstrates that 

employees with high iLOC feel more psychologically empowered when actively 

engaged in designing their work (Miller, 2015). In doing so, employees make their job 

meaningful (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) and achieve subjective well-being (Dave 

et al., 2011).  

Furthermore, the available literature also provides empirical support in ascertaining the 

positive relationship between the iLOC and the WE (Sharma & Sharm, 2015; Singh, 

Kumar, & Srivastava, 2020). These studies have demonstrated that individuals with 

high iLOC often try taking charge of the situation themselves and engage themselves 

in work and thereby derive satisfaction. Singh et al. (2020) explained that iLOC is a 

personality attribute affecting an individual’s actions and behaviour. They further 

argued that because of iLOC, individuals feel able to modify their behaviour to control 

achieving the desired outcome. That is why iLOC has been studied as a moderating 

variable in different behavioural studies in the past (Chen et al., 2016; Fresson et al., 

2017; Li et al., 2019; Xiao et al., 2018; Singh et al., 2020) causing an interaction 

between various behavioural constructs such as WE. 

Hence, employees with an iLOC are more likely to obtain either I-deals (Ng & 

Feldman, 2011) or craft their job (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) that results in 

enhancing their PE (Miller, 2015), leading to exhibiting a high engagement level and 

attaining job satisfaction at work (Judge et al., 1998). Correspondingly, empirical 
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evidence demonstrates how employees' PE is a primary factor in fostering WE (Joo, 

Bozer, & Ready, 2019; Aggarwal et al., 2020; Shams et al., 2021). 

Thus, based on the discussion of the relationships among this study’s variables, the 

argument is that the indirect association of JCr and I-deals with WE through PE will be 

stronger for employees with an iLOC. Specifically, the expectation is that employees 

(academicians) with an iLOC are more likely to opt for either JCr or I-deals, which as 

a result, will enhance their PE at work. Further, psychologically empowered 

academicians are expected to demonstrate their engagement at work. In a net shell, the 

effects of personal factors like PE and iLOC and work design characteristics (i.e., JCr, 

I-deals), the WE can differ significantly among individuals.  

The above discussion notes that the involvement of employees in their work design 

results in enhancing PE and fostering their WE provided that employees possess higher 

iLOC as their personality characteristic. This means that iLOC as a personal 

characteristic magnifies the WE enhancing benefits of PE.  Although PE provides a 

basis for improving employee WE, such a benefit cannot be effectively realized unless 

personality characteristics (iLOC) positively interact with it. That is to say, the indirect 

effect of JCr and I-deals on WE through PE is contingent upon iLOC, thereby leading 

to a moderation-mediation or a conditional indirect effect (Hair et al., 2016; Hayes & 

Rockwood, 2019). Thus, the present study examined if the mechanism linking JCr, I-

deals to WE through PE is a function of iLOC. If so, then it can be said to be moderated 

by iLOC.  

Furthermore, the interplay of iLOC with employee’s PE and the mediating mechanisms 

through which it improves employee WE has received little attention in past research. 
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This lack of attention is because authors, except for Miller (2015), mainly concentrated 

on the effect of JCr and I-deals on employee’s PE, which has been examined in isolation 

from employee’s personality characteristics (iLOC). Thus, the current study bridges the 

existing literature gap by examining the indirect effect of JCr and I-deals on WE 

through PE, which is contingent upon the iLOC of academicians in the public higher 

education sector. 

In summary, the current study proposes that iLOC plays a moderating role in the 

mediating effect of PE on the association between JCr, I-deals, and WE. The iLOC as 

a personality attribute of academicians is apt to amplify the indirect effect of JCr and I-

deals on WE through PE, which means that the indirect effect of JCr and I-deals on WE 

through PE is contingent upon iLOC, thereby leading to a moderated-mediation or a 

conditional indirect effect (Hair et al., 2016; Hayes & Rockwood, 2019). Thus, the 

present study examined if the mechanism linking JCr, I-deals to WE through PE is a 

function of iLOC. If so, then it can be said to be moderated by iLOC. 

 

2.10  Theoretical Background 

2.10.1 Underpinning Theory- Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory 

The current study employs the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2014, 2017) as an underpinning theory to explain how an increase in job 

resources (through JCr and I-deals) and personal resources (such as PE and iLOC) lead 

to WE. 

 

Bakker and Demerouti (2014, 2017) presented the JD-R theory, which is an extended 

version of the job demands-resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti et al., 2001; Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007). Bakker and Demerouti (2014, 2017) argued that the main reason for 
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declaring the JD-R model as a JD-R theory is the use of the JD-R model in numerous 

studies, several meta-analyses, and new propositions (Halbesleben, 2010; Crawford, 

LePine, & Rich, 2010; Nahrgang, Morgeson, & Hofmann, 2011). The extensive use has 

matured the JD-R model into a theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014, 2017). Although 

the authors of the JD-R model have declared it a JD-R theory, the term model is still 

used frequently in recent studies (e.g., Gordon et al., 2018). This is because the JD-R 

model is open to new constructs and flexible enough to meet an organisation's needs. 

Thus, the model’s heuristic nature makes researchers call it a model rather than a theory 

(Schaufelli, 2017). Therefore, the current study uses the term JD-R theory rather JD-R 

model. Further, Bakker and Demerouti (2014, 2017) claimed that the JD-R theory was 

the most suitable theory to comprehend, describe, and make predictions about the job 

performance and the well-being of employees (e.g., WE, health, burnout, motivation) 

in an organization. Hence, the current study utilises the JD-R theory as the underpinning 

theory. 

The JD-R theory combines the two psychological processes of stress process and 

motivational process. The stress process refers to a state of affairs in which high levels 

of job demands (bad things) are not counterweighed by the job resources (a good thing), 

which progressively drains employee energy. As a result, employees feel mentally 

exhausted (burnout), consequently leading to negative outcomes for the employees 

such as exhaustion, impaired health, disengagement, low job satisfaction and for the 

organization, for example, poor performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Maslach & 

Leiter, 2008).   

The motivational process indicates a situation in which the job resources (good things) 

are abundantly available against the job demands, resulting in positive outcomes for the 
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employees like intention to stay, organizational commitment, employee safety, extra-

role behaviours, employee engagement, job satisfaction, job-related learning and 

improved job performance (Demerouti & Bakker, 2011). Job resources have a 

motivational quality that serves as a stimulus, making employees feel engaged and 

energetic, leading to positive outcomes. Because the present study focuses on the WE 

construct, which is the positive work-related outcomes, the study considers the 

motivational process of JD-R theory to investigate how job resources and personal 

resources lead to WE. Job resources can play either an extrinsic or intrinsic motivational 

role. The extrinsic motivational potential of jobs promotes employees’ willingness for 

goal accomplishment while job resources, as an intrinsic motivator, foster personal 

development, growth, and learning (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Bakker & Demerouti, 

2007). 

Some empirical evidence demonstrates the use of the motivational process of JD-R 

theory to examine the relationship between different job resources and WE in the 

education sector. Further, these empirical studies have illustrated that how different job 

resources resulted in fostering WE in the presence of higher job demands (Hakanen, 

Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006; Koyuncu, Burke, & Fiksenba 2006; Bakker et al., 2007; 

Llorens et al., Bakker, 2007; Khan & Yusoff, 2016; Shaikh et al., 2018). Hence, job 

resources play a significant motivational role (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009) that lead to 

WE (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Given higher job 

demands (i.e. workload) in the public universities, the current study also concentrates 

on the motivational process of JD-R theory. 

According to Dubbelt, Demerouti, and Rispens (2019), demographic and motivational 

need diversity among the workforce encourages managers to use bottom-up or 
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employee-initiated work design approach impacting employee work motivation. A top-

down approach to meeting all employee needs is no longer feasible for an organization 

(Demerouti, 2014). JCr and I-deals are employee-initiated work design approach that 

enables employees to shape their work environment by adjusting the prevailing job 

demands and resources to fit their individual needs (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Hornung et 

al., 2014). JCr and I-deal negotiations provide workers with ways to make their jobs 

more intrinsically motivating and satisfying by increasing job resources to effectively 

deal with job demands, resulting in higher job performance (e.g., Grant & Parker, 2009; 

Tims et al., 2012). Several meta-analyses, longitudinal, and empirical studies have 

shown that employees working in a resourceful job are most likely to be engaged with 

their work (Crawford et al., 2010; Halbesleben, 2010; Tims et al., 2015; Petrou, 

Demerouti & Schaufeli, 2018; Villajos, García-Ael, & Topa, 2019). 

JCr allows employees to shape their work environment to “fit” their preferences and 

needs, i.e., person–job (P-J), by altering the job characteristics, i.e., increasing job 

resources to effectively deal with the job demands (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Petrou et al., 

2012; Hornung et al., 2014; Alonso et al., 2019), while bringing no change in the core 

of a job (Bruning & Campion, 2018). 

I-deals offer individualized significant job resources to employees, for instance, 

developmental, flexibility, and autonomy at work (Rousseau, 2005). As a result of these 

job resources, employees are expected to feel engaged with their job tasks (Tims & 

Bakker, 2010; Hornung et al., 2010; Hornung et al., 2014; Katou, Budhwar, & Chand, 

2020; Shams et al., 2021). This expectation is based on the notion that job resources are 

instrumental in attaining work objectives (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) and enable 

employees to develop themselves, learn new things, and personally grow (Bakker et al., 
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2014). In alignment with this, there is empirical evidence that task I-deals improve 

employees' intrinsic motivation for work, developmental I-deals enhance the prospects 

for professional growth, and flexibility I-deals help balance schedule-based stressors 

(Hornung et al., 2014). For this very reason, past studies have indicated that employees 

have shown greater engagement at work after receiving I-deals from their respective 

organizations (Hornung et al., 2010; Hornung et al., 2014; Katou et al., 2020; Shams et 

al., 2021). 

Besides job resources, Xanthopoulou et al. (2007) argued that personal resources have 

a substantial role in JD-R theory because they contribute to explaining the variance in 

exhaustion and WE together with the job demands and job resources. Further, personal 

resources in the association between job resources and WE contribute meaningfully to 

explaining the underlying psychological mechanisms of the JD-R theory’s motivational 

process (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). According to Xanthopoulou et al. (2009), personal 

resources are “positive self-evaluations that are linked to resiliency and refer to 

individuals’ sense of their ability to control and impact upon their environment 

successfully” (p. 236). With increasing research on WE, job and personal resources 

have become their primary predictors (Halbesleben, 2010). Personal resources include 

optimism, organization-based self-esteem, and self-efficacy (Luthans et al., 2007; 

Shaufeli & Taris, 2014; Shaufeli, 2017), PE (Quiñones et al., 2013; Jose & Mampilly, 

2015), and the locus of control (Shaufeli & Taris, 2014). 

Several empirical studies have shown that WE is higher for the employees who feel 

psychologically empowered (Sharma & Singh, 2018; Sandhya & Sulphey, 2019; 

Monica & Krishnaveni, 2019; Aggarwal et al., 2020; Towsen, Stander, & van der Vaart, 

2020; Tripathi et al., 2021). These findings provide evidence that personal resources 
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(i.e., PE) lead to higher WE from the JD-R theory’s perspective. Moreover, past studies 

have revealed that PE as a personal resource mediates between job resources (like 

perceived supervisor support, task autonomy, skill utilization) and WE (Quiñones et 

al., 2013; Jose & Mampilly, 2015). A few studies suggest JCr can boost adaptive 

performance, job and personal resources, and well-being (Van Den Heuvel, Demerouti, 

& Peeters, 2015; Gordon et al., 2018). Similarly, granting I-deals to employees 

enhances their PE at work (Kwon et al., 2017; Wang & Long, 2018).  

In the present study, JCr and I-deals as job resources are expected to enhance the PE of 

employees which, then would enhance the WE. In relationship with JCr and I-deals, PE 

is expected to explain the underlying psychological mechanisms of the JD-R theory’s 

motivational process. Thus, using PE (a personal resource) as a mediating variable in 

the association between JCr, I-deals (job resources), and WE in the perspective of JD-

R theory is one theoretical contribution of this study. 

Previous studies have shown that employees engaging in self-initiated changes at work 

can psychologically empower them even when their organizations or supervisors offer 

no support to do so, thereby indicating the potential role of personal characteristics 

(such as iLOC) that is related to the self-initiated/ self-change process (Wrzesniewski 

& Dutton, 2001). Along somewhat similar lines, Judge, Bono, and Locke (2000) argued 

that an employee’s core self-evaluation (a combination of self-esteem, generalized self-

efficacy, LOC, and low neuroticism) determines how he/she perceive their job 

characteristics would impact job performance and satisfaction. This means that besides 

other components of core self-evaluation, iLOC as a personality characteristic and a 

personal resource (Shaufeli & Taris, 2014), could act as a potential moderator between 

job characteristics, job satisfaction and performance. Consistent with this, several past 
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studies have supported the moderator role of personal resources (personality 

characteristics) in the relationship between adverse working conditions and well-being 

(Van Yperen & Snijders, 2000; Ma ̈kikangas & Kinnunen, 2003; Pierce & Gardner, 

2004). 

Further, Shaufeli (2017) pointed out that, depending on personal resource understudy, 

stable personality traits (e.g., iLOC) are more apt to serve as antecedents of job demands 

and job resources. In contrast, malleable, personal characteristics (e.g., PE) could 

mediate between job characteristics and well-being. Thus, iLOC as a personality 

characteristic and a personal resource is expected to moderate the association between 

JCr, I-deals and PE and further moderate the indirect association of JCr, I-deals, and 

WE though PE. The iLOC as a moderator and personal resource has been studied less 

in the JD-R theoretical perspective. Hence, explaining the relationship between JCr, I-

deals (as job resources) and PE (personal resource) by using iLOC (personal resource) 

as a moderator in the context of JD-R theory is the present study’s second theoretical 

contribution.  

In the overall WE model of this study, if the hypothesis of moderation is supported, 

then the strength of indirect value (mediation) is apt to rely on the value of moderation 

(i.e., iLOC) which is a conditional indirect effect or moderated-mediation (Hayes & 

Rockwood, 2020). This proposition means that academicians with an iLOC upon being 

given opportunities to maximize job resources either through JCr or negotiate I-deals 

based on their personal and professional should be associated with an enhanced PE 

(personal resources), which in turn leads to increased WE. 

In the teaching context, authors from around the globe have agreed that teaching is 
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among the most stressful occupations (e.g., Kyriacou, 2001; Johnson et al., 2005; 

Chaplain, 2008; Winefield et al., 2008; Moya-Albiol et al., 2010). A large number of 

researchers have acknowledged the existence of burnout and stress in the higher 

education sector globally due to inadequate salaries, higher workloads, the 

misbehaviour of students, emotional demands, large class sizes, and the perceived low 

status of the profession (Catherine, 2017; Tan, 2017; Zábrodská et al., 2018; Harmsen 

et al., 2018; Chatterjee, 2018; Poalses & Bezuidenhout, 2018; Vasavi & Sudhir, 2018; 

Mohamed, 2018; Hamid et al., 2018). Among many factors causing stress and burnout 

among academicians in the higher education sector, “work overload” has been 

frequently cited as a significant and common reason in the higher education sector of 

Pakistan (Ahmad & Ashraf, 2016; Khan, Khan & Naz, 2016; Qureshi & Lodhi, 2017).  

Teaching jobs are highly complex by nature, and high job demands exist as teachers 

must manage multiple responsibilities simultaneously, which cause stress and burnout 

(Fernet et al., 2012; Lim & Eo, 2014). In dealing with their multiple job demands, the 

use of bottom-up work design approach (i.e., JCr and I-deals) may help academician 

increase their personal and job resources (like PE). As part of the motivation process of 

JD-R theory, these job and personal resources are expected to offset against increasing 

job demands of academicians in higher education, and they are expected to remain 

engaged with their work. Empirical studies have shown that, in the presence of higher 

job demands, job and personal resources results in higher engagement and satisfaction 

of employees while low burnout at work (e.g., exhaustion and disengagement; Petrou 

et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2013; Petrou et al., 2015).  

Although there is strong theoretical support (i.e., JD-R theory: Bakker & Demerouti, 

2014, 2017) and the availability of empirical evidence as mentioned above, studies that 



88 

used PE (a personal resource) as a mediating link between JCr, I-deals, and WE are still 

limited, thereby indicating a gap in the existing literature. Furthermore, only two studies 

in the past used PE as a personal resource and a mediating variable between job 

resources and WE (i.e., Quiñones et al., 2013; Jose & Mampilly, 2015), the present 

study is an extension to these two studies in the JD-R theory’s context.  

Further, with regards to iLOC, the systematic literature review of Rashid and Campus 

(2016) shows that iLOC has been chiefly studied under Rotter’s social learning theory 

(Rotter, 1954) or attribution theory by Bernard Weiner (1972). However, the number 

of studies that considered iLOC a personal resource in the JD-R theory perspective is 

limited. Thus, the current study examined the moderating role of iLOC (personal 

characteristics and a personal resource) in the indirect association between JCr, I-deals, 

and WE via PE, which is lacking in the current literature, thereby contributing to the 

existing literature and adding a new perspective to the JD-R theory. 

Last, because of its comprehensive nature (i.e., combining positive and negative that 

focuses on WE and burnout respectively), flexibility, broader in scope that includes all 

work-related activities, and its validity in different countries like Australia, Belgium, 

China, Finland, Germany, Greece, Italy, Norway, South Africa, Spain, and Sweden 

(Shaufeli, 2017; Bakker, 2019), the present study has used JD-R theory as an 

underpinning theory. 

2.11 Research Framework 

The framework for this study was built on the job demands-resources theory (JD-R: 

Bakker & Demerouti, 2014, 2017) and the previous extensive literature review. Figure 

2.1 shows the linkages that the literature supports. The research framework shows the 
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relationship between JCr, I-deals, iLOC, PE, and WE. JCr and I-deals are the 

independent variables in this study, and WE is the dependent variable. This research 

framework also examined the mediating effect of PE in the association between JCr, I-

deals and WE. Further, iLOC was investigated as a moderating variable in the indirect 

relationship between JCr, I-deals, and WE through PE. 

JCr is an employee-initiated (employee-led) motivation and behavioural work design 

approach that enables an employee to shape a work environment to fit his/her individual 

needs by adjusting the prevailing job demands and resources (Tims & Bakker, 2010). 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) posited that JCr should bring positive outcomes (such 

as WE) as it can boost gains. Having a sense of the ability to act could help employees 

to attain work goals (Parker et al., 2010),  assume control, find meaning in the 

workplace, fulfil a need for connection (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), and increase 

the person-job fit (Tims & Bakker, 2010). Because of its significance, many research 

studies have been undertaken to find JCr impact and relationship with WE. There is 

ample empirical evidence available that demonstrates that JCr is a significant predictor 

of WE (e.g., Van Wingerden et al., 2017a; Rudolph et al., 2017; Petrou, Demerouti & 

Schaufeli, 2018; Villajos, García-Ael & Topa, 2019; Kuijpers, Kooij, & van Woerkom, 

2020).  

From the JD-R perspective, the JCr is based on the concept that an employee can boost 

his/her person-job fit by adapting job characteristics like job demands and resources to 

personal needs and ability (Tims & Bakker, 2010). JCr in the form of seeking 

challenges and resources is found to be positively related, whereas reducing demands 

is negatively related to employee WE (Tims et al., 2015; Petrou et al., 2018). JCr, on 

the one hand, has a positive motivational effect on employees as they create an 
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environment that is beneficial to them (Dubbelt, Demerouti, & Rispens, 2019), and on 

the other hand, they feel authorized (Siddiqi, 2015). Consequently, job crafters are 

expected to ensure their engagement at work.  

Similarly, I-deals is an employee-employer driven negotiated work design approach 

(Hornung et al., 2010; Miller, 2015; Rofcanin et al., 2016).  In I-deals, employees using 

their private efforts and negotiation skills, craft their jobs to have the best person-

organization (P-O) fit (Hornung et al., 2010b). Just like JCr, though I-deals, employees 

try to gain more job resources to balance job demands and job resources to perform a 

job effectively. Unlike JCr, I-deals require two-way communication between an 

employee and a manager. Few empirical studies have found a significant and positive 

relationship between I-deals and WE (Hornung et al., 2010; Hornung et al., 2011; Liao 

et al., 2016; Kimwolo & Cheruiyot, 2018).  

Based on the JD-R theory, I-deals offer individualized significant job resources to 

employees, for instance, developmental, flexibility, and autonomy at work (Rousseau, 

2005). As a result of these job resources, employees are expected to feel engaged with 

their job tasks (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Hornung et al., 2010; Hornung et al., 2014; Katou 

et al., 2020).  

Within the increasing research on WE, job and personal resources have emerged as 

their main predictors (Halbesleben, 2010). Following the JD-R theory, Xanthopoulou 

et al. (2007) argued that personal resources have a significant role in explaining the 

variance in WE. Among other personal resources, PE has been found to play a 

significant role in enhancing WE (Quiñones et al., 2013; Jose & Mampilly, 2015; 

Aggarwal et al., 2020; Towsen et al., 2020; Tripathi et al., 2021). Further, some research 
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suggests JCr can increase adaptive performance, job and personal resources, and well-

being (Van Den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 2015; Gordon et al., 2018). Similarly, 

granting I-deals to employees enhances their PE (a personal resource) at work (Kwon 

et al., 2017; Wang & Long, 2018).  

While using the bottom-up employee-initiated work design approach, studies have 

emphasized considering employees' personal characteristics (such as iLOC) (Judge, 

Bono, & Locke, 2000; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Further, studies have shown 

that employees with an iLOC prefer a participative management style (Kren,1992), in 

which involvement is encouraged in their work design. Thus, given the JD-R theory, 

the research argues that academicians with an iLOC are more likely to enhance their 

job resources (either through JCr or I-deals), which is expected to enhance their 

resources (PE), leading to fostering their engagement at work.  

In the present study, following JD-R theory, PE was chosen as the mediating variable 

in the association between JCr, I-deals, and WE, while iLOC was considered a 

moderator in the indirect association between JCr, I-deals, and WE through PE. 

Applying the JD-R theory offers a new perspective to explain how iLOC affects PE 

and, subsequently, the influence of PE on engendering employees’ WE. PE reflects the 

personal evaluation of the experience of empowerment that would be created either 

through allowing JCr or granting I-deals (as work designs) to employees. However, 

iLOC refers to the degree to which people perceive or believe that they can control 

events that can affect them. Like PE, work designs (JCr or I-deals) offer appropriate 

choices for people with an iLOC. 
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Towards this end, the researcher argues that universities academicians may be expected 

to exhibit engagement with their work if an environment is created where academicians 

are encouraged to do either JCr or obtain I-deals based on their personal and 

professional needs to have a better person-job fit. In doing so, academicians with an 

iLOC will feel valued, but they would also see value in their job while being 

psychologically empowered. As a result, they are apt to exhibit engagement at work.  

In instances where the above participative work design environment is not created, 

academicians will not achieve their work goals. Consequently, they will have low levels 

of commitment and motivation leading to withdrawal and disengagement behaviour in 

the long run.  

The present study has selected PE as mediating while iLOC as a moderating variable 

using JD-R theory as an underpinning theory. The iLOC as personal characteristics of 

academicians will explain what specific work designs should be used to create PE 

among them so that they would perform better and ensure their engagement at work. 

Based on the literature discussed earlier and theories in Figure 2.1, the following 

research framework was proposed for the present study. 
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Figure 2.1. Proposed Research Framework 
 

2.12 Development of Hypotheses 

The review and discussion in the above literature suggest that allowing JCr provides 

sufficient control to employees in altering their work environment and job, which, in 

turn, fits their preferences and needs, i.e., person–job (P-J) fit (Tims et al., 2016) by 

seeking (challenging) job demands, seeking job resources, and reducing (hindering) job 

demands (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Petrou et al., 2012) while bringing no change in the 

core of a job (Bruning & Campion, 2018). Some researchers view JCr as a job redesign 

strategy intended to alter job demands and job resources that enhance work meaning 

and engagement (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). Either way, JCr 

results in superior performance and WE (Tims et al., 2012). Given the significance of 

JCr in relationship with WE, numerous empirical, meta-analysis, and longitudinal 

studies demonstrated a significant and positive association between JCr and WE in 

different environmental settings (De Beer, Tims, & Bakker, 2016; Tims et al., 2016; 

Cheng et al., 2016; Van Wingerden et al., 2017a; Gordon et al., 2017; Van Wingerden 
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et al., 2017; Rudolph et al., 2017;  Gordon et al., 2018; Petrou et al., 2018; Lichtenthaler 

& Fischbach, 2018; Villajos, García-Ael & Topa, 2019; Kuijpers et al., 2020).  

Thus, in light of the findings of the past studies, allowing JCr at the workplace is 

expected to motivate the academicians of public universities to stay engaged at work. 

This is because JCr will enable academicians to align their working conditions to their 

own needs and abilities. They will use JCr as a means to realize congruence between 

the person and their work environment. In JCr, they will mobilize their job resources 

such as social and structural job resources and create a challenging work environment 

that fosters their enthusiasm, absorption, and the dedication (dimensions of WE) at 

work. This aligns with the JD-R theory. Hence, the following hypothesis is posited: 

H1: Job crafting positively effects work engagement. 

I-deals are special employment conditions negotiated between an individual worker and 

his or her employer, which, in turn, benefit the employee and the organization. Similar 

to JCr, I-deals also result in engendering WE. Past studies have established the 

association between I-deals and WE (e.g., Johnson et al., 2005; Hornung et al., 2010; 

Rosen et al., 2013; Kimwolo & Cheruiyot, 2018; Shams et al., 2021). Additionally, in 

different work settings, empirical studies have concluded that I-deals lead to positive 

attitudinal and behavioural outcomes of employees such as OCB, organizational 

commitment, task performance and job satisfaction (e.g., Hornung et al., 2009; Anand 

et al., 2010; Ho & Tekleab, 2013; Liu et al., 2013; Hornung et al., 2014; Huo, Luo, & 

Tam, 2014; Liao et al., 2016; Meuser, 2017). Similarly, a few studies have reported the 

same results in an educational context (Ho & Tekleab, 2016; Singh & Vidyarthi, 2018). 
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Although compared with JCr, the literature on the association between I-deals and WE 

is scarce in general and especially in higher education, the extant literature reveals that 

I-deals result in positive work outcomes like WE. According to the JD-R theory, in an 

environmental setting, where academicians seek I-deals to best suit their personal, 

work, and professional needs, they are likely to perform better and remain engaged at 

work. This expectation is based on the fact that I-deals will offer individualized 

significant job resources to the academicians, for instance, developmental, flexibility, 

and autonomy at work. The provision of these job resources will make the job 

intrinsically motivating for academicians. Further, working in a resourceful 

environment is more likely to enhance their engagement at work.   Therefore, the 

present study proposes the following hypothesis: 

H2: I-deals positively influence work engagement. 

The literature discussed earlier stated that, like JCr and I-deals, employees’ PE has been 

found to influence WE. The extant literature also suggests that psychologically 

empowered employees tend to perform better and exhibit WE in organizations. 

Numerous studies have found a significant and positive association between PE and 

WE in different work settings (Al Sahi et al., 2016; Nawrin, 2016; Abdulrab et al., 

2017; Sharma & Garg, 2017; Rayan et al., 2018; Hashishú, All, & Mousa, 2018; 

Sandhya & Sulphey, 2019).  

PE falls in the personal resource category. Per JD-R theory, similar to job resources, 

personal resources are essential to enhance WE, meaning that the higher the personal 

resources (PE), the better the performance and the higher the levels of WE. In the higher 

education context, the PE will enhance the academicians’ dedication and energy (vigor) 
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for their job. Psychologically empowered academicians will feel more immersed in 

their work and find it difficult to detach themselves from work (absorption). Therefore, 

in the light of discussion and based on the empirical finding of the available studies, the 

argument can be made that PE is likely to generate and enhance WE among university 

academicians. Therefore, the present study proposes the following hypothesis: 

H3: Psychological empowerment positively impacts work engagement. 

The following discussion is related to hypothesis development concerning the 

relationship between JCr and PE as discussed in the literature. The extant literature has 

demonstrated that the PE of employees increases when they are encouraged to craft 

their job. This is because individuals through JCr initiatives alter the demands and 

resources of his/her job (e.g., Bakker et al., 2012; Berg et al., 2013; Berdicchia, 2015; 

Petrou et al., 2015; Niessen et al., 2016; Rudolph et al., 2017; Kooij, Woerkom, 

Wilkenloh, Dorenbosch, & Denissen, 2017), and in doing so, employees feel more 

psychologically empowered (Matsuo, 2019).  There is a consensus among authors who 

argue that individuals engage in JCr to make their jobs more personally meaningful, 

motivating, and satisfactory, generating a sense of empowerment (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001; Leana, Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009; Demerouti, 2014; Kim & Lee, 

2016; Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016; Harbridge, 2018; Matsuo, 2019; Kiliç, Tatar, & 

Erdîl, 2020). This is also in alignment with JD-R theory which posits that an increase 

in job resources to deal with job demands effectively induces positive emotions in 

employees that associate with their personal resources (i.e., PE) (Xanthopoulou et al., 

2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2012).  
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In the higher education context, JCr will enable academicians to make their jobs more 

personally motivating, meaningful, and satisfactory by initiating changes in their job to 

realise the congruence between the person and work environment. These self-initiated 

changes will generate a sense of PE by promoting their sense of autonomy, self-

efficacy, meaning of work, and influencing organizational outcomes. Therefore, in the 

light of the above discussion, a possibility exists that the PE of academicians is most 

likely to be enhanced if they are encouraged to craft their job by their respective 

supervisors in the university. Thus, JCr is more like to enhance the PE of public 

universities academicians. Given the discussion above, the present study proposes the 

following hypothesis:  

H4: Job crafting positively effects psychological empowerment. 

Like JCr, the available literature on I-deals suggests that employees feel more focused 

and psychologically empowered when they obtain I-deals based on their personal and 

professional requirements. I-deals are intrinsically motivating (Kimwolo & Cheruiyot, 

2018). For instance, development and task I-deals are aimed at developing employees 

abilities, job competence, and skills (Rosen et al., 2013), enabling the recipients to gain 

a better person-job fit (Bal & Dorenbosch, 2015), thus contributing to recipients 

productivity and work performance (e.g., Ng & Lucianetti, 2016).  

In general, I-deals (i.e., task, flexibility, developmental) could potentially improve a job 

in terms of autonomy, skill acquisitions, and complexity and reduce job strain and work 

overload, that, as a result, create a feeling of PE (e.g., Hornung et al., 2010; Hornung et 

al., 2014; Miller, 2015; Kwon et al., 2017; Wang & Long, 2018). Consistent with these 

findings, Wang and Long (2019) posited that the process of negotiating I-deals conveys 
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to employees that the organisation’s management is permitting them to take part in 

decision making and is willing to adopt their suggestions, thereby instilling a sense of 

organizational favour and trust in them. This is likely to boost employee perceptions of 

the meaning of their work. Thus, employees with greater PE are apt to cultivate 

behaviours that convey their authority and benefit the organization (Spreitzer, 1995).  

Building upon JD-R theory, the intrinsically motivational nature of I-deals enables 

employees to increase their job resources through tasks, development, and flexibility, 

resulting in enhancing their PE (a personal resource).  There is strong theoretical 

support that job resources create personal resources (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; 

Xanthopoulou et al., 2012). Similarly, granting I-deals to academicians based on their 

personal and professional needs in the higher education context will promote their sense 

of autonomy, self-efficacy, meaning of work, and the impact they have on the 

organizational outcomes (i.e., dimension of PE).   Consequently, it is more likely that 

I-deals will promote the PE of academicians. Thus, given the discussion above, the 

following hypothesis is posited: 

H5:  I-deals positively effect psychological empowerment. 

The hypotheses stated above described the relationship of JCr and I-deals with WE and 

PE. Further, it explained the relationship between PE and WE. Despite these above 

stated direct relationships, a few researchers (e.g., Reissner & Pagan, 2013; 

Aboramadan et al., 2020) discovered that generating employees’ WE is not a 

straightforward process; an underlying mechanism exists that generates WE. These 

authors further suggested exploring those underlying mechanisms responsible for 

engendering employee WE, thereby stressing the need to use a mediator.  
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Correspondingly, PE has significant links between work motivation (contextual factors) 

and outcome (Seibert et al., 2011). Thus, PE is most likely to mediate the relationship 

between JCr, I-deal (as contextual factors) and WE (as a positive outcome). Further,  

the expectation is that encouraging JCr initiatives and granting I-deals academicians in 

the public universities will make them feel more psychologically empowered and in 

turn, they would exhibit WE. This is because, the bottom-up work design (JCr and I-

deals) offers sufficient autonomy to academicians to align their jobs with their own 

preferences, motivations, and passions, this autonomy generates a sense of PE among 

them; consequently, PE will trigger their positive energy, enthusiasm, and dedication 

(i.e., WE) at work.   

Given the JD-R theory, the extant literature indicates that job and personal resources 

strongly predict WE (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2012). Some 

empirical evidence reveals that PE (as a personal resource) is a mediating link between 

job resources and WE (Quiñones et al., 2013; Jose & Mampilly, 2015). Hence, in the 

light of above discussion and using the JD-R theory, the argument may be made that 

PE (as a personal resource) is likely to mediate the relationship between JCr and I-deals 

(as job resources) and WE among academicians in public universities.  

Hence, the following two hypotheses are posited:  

H6: Psychological empowerment mediates the relationship between job crafting and 

work engagement. 

H7: Psychological empowerment mediates the relationship between I-deals and 

work engagement. 
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The available literature and hypotheses mentioned above described the relationship of 

JCr and I-deals with PE, meaning that academicians feel more psychologically 

empowered if they are encouraged to craft their job or granted I-deals in the work 

environment. However, a few studies have reported an insignificant relationship 

between JCr and PE (Tims et al., 2013) and between I-deals and PE (Jena et al., 2019). 

These authors further suggested investigating the moderating role of personal 

characteristics in the association among JCr, I-deals, and PE. These inconsistent 

empirical findings prompted many scholars to examine why JCr and I-deals are 

effective in a particular context but have a passive effect in another context. Thus, it is 

essential to examine the role of a moderator. In alignment with the above discussion on 

the moderating and mediating variables, Colquitt & Zapata-Phelan (2007) argued that 

examining their role is essential in theory building as it enables scholars to understand 

why and under what situations a development occurs in theory. 

Similarly, authors such as Chhabr (2013), Thomas et al. (2006), and Miller (2015) 

underscored the use of personal characteristics as a potential moderator in the 

association between JCr, I-deals and PE. Furthermore, whether individuals’ personality 

traits will strengthen or weaken (moderate) the association among JCr, I-deals, and PE 

is yet to be answered. 

Concerning personality traits, theoretical support is available that appears to suggest 

that iLOC (a personality trait) increases the likelihood that an individual will take 

initiatives to improve their (work-related) circumstances whether they experience PE 

(Rotter, 1966; Thomas & Velthouse, 1996; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). This implies that 

JCr and I-deals would result in higher PE for employees with an iLOC as their 

personality characteristic. In addition, numerous authors emphasized the role of 
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personal factors in enhancing PE (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, Bartram et al., 2014; 

Miller, 2015; Li et al., 2015; Matsuo, 2019). Consequently, one possibility is that iLOC 

may be used as a moderator in the association between JCr, I-deals, and PE. 

The available literature on iLOC (as a personal characteristic) indicates that employees 

with an iLOC prefer to craft their job to make it more meaningful (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). Similarly, employees with an iLOC prefer I-deals (Ng & Feldman, 

2011). In alignment with this, some empirical evidence demonstrates that the 

association between JCr and I-deals was significantly positive for employees with an 

iLOC (Miller, 2015). Hence, the relationship of JCr and I-deals with PE might be more 

substantial for employees with an internal LOC. Based on the discussion, the 

expectation is that the effect of JCr and I-deals on PE will be higher for the 

academicians who are high on iLOC. Thus, iLOC serves as a boundary condition for 

academicians to experience more or less PE given the bottom-up work design (either 

JCr or I-deals). 

In the light of JD-R theory, encouraging JCr and permitting I-deals to increase job 

resources at work are expected to enhance the PE (a personal resource) of employees 

(academicians) given iLOC (a personal resource) as their personality characteristic, 

which means that the effect of job resources (through JCr and I-deals) on the personal 

resource (i.e., PE) will be more for employees who are high on iLOC. The available 

literature related to WE indicates that personal resources have been examined as 

moderators and mediators in different research contexts (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014; 

Shaufelli, 2017).  Thus, the expectation is that the association between job resources 

(JCr and I-deals) with personal resources (PE) will be stronger for the academicians 
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with an iLOC. Thus, the above discussion leads to proposing the following two 

hypotheses are posited: 

H8:  Internal locus of control moderates the relationship between job crafting and 

psychological empowerment such that the relationship is stronger when the 

internal locus of control is high. 

H9:  Internal locus of control moderates the relationship between I-deals and 

psychological empowerment such that the relationship is stronger when the 

internal locus of control is high. 

As mentioned earlier, both JCr and I-deals are linked positively with the PE of 

employees (Miller, 2015). It is also argued that individuals with an iLOC prefer to opt 

for JCr or I-deals to make their job meaningful (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Ng & 

Feldman, 2011); thus, they experience more PE. Numerous studies have revealed that 

individuals with iLOC are more proactive in taking measures to better their situation 

by actively seeking knowledge or information, trying to positively influence coworkers, 

noting actions and outcomes for realizing better future results, and striving for overall 

achievement (Hale, 2012; Sharma & Sharma, 2015; Gangai et al., 2016) while assuring 

their engagement at work (Sharma & Sharma, 2015; Singh et al., 2020).  

As mentioned earlier, iLOC, as a personality attribute, impacts the actions and 

behaviour of an individual at the workplace. The iLOC has been examined as a 

moderating variable in past behavioural studies (Chen et al., 2016; Fresson et al., 2017; 

Li et al., 2019; Xiao et al., 2018), causing an interaction effect between various 

behavioural constructs (Singh et al., 2020). In their study, Singh et al. (2020) posited 

that individuals feel the strength to modify their behaviour to control the achievement 
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of the desired outcome due to iLOC. Along similar lines, Shaufelli and Taris (2014) 

posited that because personal resources (such as iLOC) may affect both perceptions of 

job characteristics (i.e., JCr and I-deals) and employee well-being (i.e., WE), they may 

act as “third variables” and can be integrated as moderators. 

In the view of the discussion above, the expectation is that creating an environment, 

that enables academicians with an iLOC to craft their job and obtain I-deals based on 

their personal and professional needs, is most likely to serve as an opportunity for 

academicians to perform better to achieve their personal and organizational goals by 

ensuring their engagement at work. Therefore, the argument is that bottom-up work 

design approach (i.e., JCr and I-deals) is likely to significantly influence academicians’ 

PE if it interacts with their personal characteristics, i.e., iLOC, which subsequently 

fosters WE.  

 According to the JD-R theory perspective, academicians with an iLOC, when given 

opportunities to maximize job resources through JCr or negotiate I-deals based on their 

personal and professional needs, should be associated with an enhanced PE (personal 

resources), leading to increased WE. The strength of indirect value (mediation) is likely 

to rely on the value of moderation (i.e., iLOC), known as conditional in-direct effects 

or moderated mediation (Hayes & Rockwood, 2020). Hence, the following moderated-

mediation hypotheses are posited: 

H10:   The indirect effect of job crafting on work engagement via psychological

 empowerment is conditional on the internal locus of control.  

H11:   The indirect effect of I-deals on work engagement via psychological

 empowerment is conditional on the internal locus of control. 
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2.13 Chapter Summary 

This chapter discussed the past and current empirical work related to WE JCr and I-

deals and the underpinning theory for the present study. Moreover, empirical studies 

focusing on the mediating effect of PE and the moderating role of iLOC were also 

presented.  This chapter also included the research framework and the study’s 

hypotheses. Chapter three discusses the research method of the study.
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CHAPTER THREE 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter discusses the comprehensive details of the research methodology on how 

this study was conducted and the steps followed. This chapter begins with the research 

design, which includes research purpose, study approach, and the unit of analysis as its 

components. After that, the discussion describes the research instrument, including 

questionnaire design, measurement scales, and the layout of the questionnaire. 

Following that, a description of variables of the present study, along with their 

operational definitions and measurements scales, is provided. Next, the chapter 

explains the study’s population, sampling technique, and pilot study’s reliability and 

validity. Towards the end, data collection and data analysis techniques are described. 

3.2 Research Design 

Research design can simply explain as the major plan or frame work that describes the 

methods and procedures to collect and analyze the necessary information/data in 

conducting the research project (Zikmund, Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 2013). This present 

study used quantitative research design. According to Sekaran and Bougie (2013), 

quantitative research describes phenomena using numerical data that are analyzed 

based on statistical methods.  

In line with the objectives of the present study, which is to examine the mediating role 

of PE on the relationship between JCr, I-deals, and WE; the moderating role of iLOC 

on the relationship between JCr, I-deals, and PE; and further the moderated mediating 

role of iLOC on the indirect association of JCr and I-deals with WE through PE, using 

quantitative design is the most appropriate. Quantitative survey method also allows the 
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researcher to generalize findings through statistical methods by examining a specific 

sample on the population as a whole (Hair et al., 2010), and it is important for this study 

which is to examine the relationship among the study variables. Thus, the nature of this 

study is correlational, wherein it examined the relationships among the study variables. 

Similarly, unit of analysis of the study is at individual level i.e., academicians in the 

higher education sector in Pakistan, and the data are collected through online (i.e., 

google form) method.  

From the perspective of time, studies could be longitudinal or cross-sectional research. 

In longitudinal studies, data are collected at least twice and over a longer period (Cooper 

& Schindler, 2008). In a cross-sectional study, data are collected once in a specific 

period (Bryman & Bell, 2003). Most studies conducted in the higher education context 

have used a cross-sectional approach. For example, Akhtar et al. (2015) considered 

cross-sectional data while studying the relationship between total rewards and faculty 

retention in Pakistan’s higher education sector. Similarly, Pham-Thai, McMurray, 

Muenjohn, and Muchiri (2018) used cross-sectional data in the higher education sector. 

The present research is cross-sectional, in which the data were gathered at one point in 

time. 

Furthermore, the present study was undertaken in the natural environment of the 

university, where the researcher’s interference was as minimum as possible. Studies 

conducted in the natural environment create high external validity, and the findings of 

such studies are more robust, relevant, and comprehensive (Zikmund, 2003; Hair, Jr et 

al., 2007). 
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3.3 Unit of Analysis 

If the study problem is associated with individuals, the unit of analysis would be 

individual (Neuman, 1997). Likewise, if the study problem is associated with a group 

or organization, the unit of analysis would be a group or an organisation. Thus, 

individuals, groups, or organizations can be a unit of analysis for a study (McDougall 

& Oviatt, 2000). 

As the nature of the study and problem provide the basis for selecting the appropriate 

“unit of analysis”.  In this study, the respondents’ perceptions about the bottom-up work 

design approach (i.e., JCr and I-deals) becomes the basis for understanding their 

influence on WE. Therefore, it is suitable to use individual as a unit of analysis to test 

all the variables shown in the research framework.  

According to a report by Pakistan Education Statistics (2017-18), there are total 111 

public universities in all the five provinces of Pakistan and these public universities 

accommodate 32,363 full-time academicians representing 68.67% of the total 

academicians in the higher education sector of Pakistan (Pakistan Education Statistics 

Report, 2017-18). Full-time faculty members are the individuals, who are expected to 

build long term relationships with the organization, not like the visiting ones. Therefore, 

the unit of analysis for the present study was full-time academicians of the large size 

public universities of Pakistan. 

3.4 Population and Sampling Techniques   

3.4.1 Population 
A population refers to anything (e.g., group of events, people, or things). According to 

Sekaran and Bougie (2016), the aggregate of all targeted individuals or organizations 
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that are part of a researcher’s interest is called the population. As the present study 

intended to investigate the academicians’ WE, this study’s population was the total 

number of academicians permanently working in the public universities of Pakistan. 

Table 3.1 shows the number and percentages of public universities in all the five 

provinces of Pakistan, Punjab, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KPK), Sindh, Baluchistan, and 

Gilgit Baltistan, along with Islamabad as the capital territory and the territory of Azad 

Jammu and Kashmir. 

Table 3.1 
Number of Public Universities By Province and Territory 
Name Province/Territory Number of 

universities 
Percentage 

Punjab  Province 35 31.53 
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KPK)  Province 25 22.53 
Sindh  Province 23 20.72 
Baluchistan  Province 07 06.31 
Gilgit Baltistan Province 02 01.80 
Islamabad  Territory 14 12.61 
Azad Jammu and Kashmir  Territory 05 04.50 

Total  111 100% 
Source: HEC Report, 2017-18. 

Because the number of universities and academicians was large, it would have been 

impractical to survey the academicians in all the 111 public universities, an appropriate 

number of universities were selected first. As the unit of analysis for the current 

research was academicians, only those public universities were selected as target 

organizations that accommodated a large number of full-time academicians. For this 

very purpose, the present study included only large-sized public universities. 

The study categorized universities as small, medium, or large in Pakistan based on the 

number of students. A university with more than 7000 students fell in the category of 

large, while 3000 to 7000 and less than 3000 students in a university were categorized 
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as medium and small universities, respectively (Rashid, 2015). In the present study, 

only large size public universities were chosen for the following main reasons. First, on 

the efficiency comparison in development of human capital through higher education, 

the study of Rashid (2015) found that the performance of small and medium sized HEIs 

was higher relative to large sized public sector universities. His study further stressed 

on improving the quality of large universities of Pakistan. Second, while selecting the 

large university, the implication was that a university with more students might have a 

greater number of academicians. Third, in their study, Khan and Yusoff (2016) 

underlined that academicians within large universities that have many departments and 

programs suffer from a broad range of work stressors that eventually result in lower 

WE. Thus, given centrality to the issue of lack of WE among academicians and 

considering the academicians as a unit of analysis, large-sized universities were 

selected for this study. Hence, in the light of above discussion, large public sector 

universities provided an ideal setting for this study.  

The universities in Table 3.2 are all large size public universities of Pakistan per data 

obtained from the HEC website (2017-2018). In addition to being large size 

universities, most of these universities have a long history of establishment. Further, 

these large public universities accommodate a sufficient number of full-time faculty 

members, i.e., 500 and above (HEC, 2017-18). Hence, this makes the following 

universities suitable for drawing an appropriate sample size. Table 3.2 shows the 

selected large public universities in all the provinces and territories of Pakistan along 

with the year of establishment, student enrolment, and distribution of full-time faculty 

PhD and non-PhD faculty members.  
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Table 3.2 
Province/Territory of The Selected Universities and The Distribution of Academicians 
S/No Name Province/ 

Territory 
University  Year of 

establishment 
No. of 

students 
Full time 
faculty 

members 
(PhD/non 

PhD) 
1 Punjab Province University of the 

Punjab  
1882 43810 1010 

2   University of 
engineering and 
technology, 
Lahore  

1921 13106 848 

3   University of 
Sargodha, 
Sargodha 

2002 25128 716 

4   University of 
agriculture, 
Faisalabad  

1906 26391 762 

5   University of 
Gujrat  

2004 17086 641 

6   Islamia 
University  

1975 15535 587 

7   Lahore College 
for Women 
University  

1922 11551 552 

8   Government 
college 
university, 
Faisalabad  

2002 35593 695 

9   Bahauddin 
Zakariya 
University  

1975 28216 601 

10 Khyber 
Pakhtun- 
khwa(KPK) 

Province University of 
Peshawar  

1950 10664 528 

11 Balochistan Province Balochistan 
University of 
Information 
Technology, 
Engineering and 
Management 
Sciences, Quetta  

2002 10486 628 

12 Sindh  University of 
Sindh  

1947 37901 667 

13   University of 
Karachi  

1951 41305 668 

14   Dow University 
of Health 
Sciences, Karachi  

1945 7688 928 

15 Islamabad Territory National 
University of 
Modern 

1969 15034 811 
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Table 3.2 
Province/Territory of The Selected Universities and The Distribution of Academicians 
S/No Name Province/ 

Territory 
University  Year of 

establishment 
No. of 

students 
Full time 
faculty 

members 
(PhD/non 

PhD) 
Languages 
(NUML) 

16  Territory National 
University of 
Sciences & 
Technology 
(NUST), 

1991 16070 1012 

 Total     11,654 
Source: HEC Report, 2017-18 

3.4.2 Sample Size 

The appropriate sample size was drawn from the population mentioned above. Zikmund 

(2003) stated that gathering data from the whole population was challenging and 

expensive if large. Thus, in such a situation, the need to use the sampling process arises. 

The sampling process generally consists of these three steps; identifying the population, 

identifying sample size, and selecting the appropriate sample. As a first step, the 

population was identified (i.e., academicians); however, to proceed with the second 

step, two methods, such as Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970) sample size selection and 

G*Power, were employed to make sure that appropriate sample size was selected in 

this study. Krejcie and Morgan (1970) sample size selection was applied here as a first 

method. Using this method suggested 375 as an appropriate sample size provided that 

if the total population were 11,654. Further, this sample size was in alignment with the 

rule of thumb that Roscoe (1975) suggested. The rule states that if a sample was more 

than 30 and less than 500, the sample is considered appropriate for most research. 



112 

As a second method to ensure that the sample size was sufficient, the present study 

employed the G*Power program version. Using the G*Power program, sample 

selection requires s statistical parameters (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). 

Using three predictors, the study decided upon a medium effect size convention of 0.15 

and a significance level of 5%. Based on these parameters, a sample size of 119 at the 

statistical power of 0.95 was determined shown in Figure 3.3.  

To receive sufficient responses, the researcher distributed 650 questionnaires, as 

different studies conducted in the higher education sector among faculty members show 

an average of 60% response rate in the higher education sector (Abid et al., 2018; Ullah, 

Jamal, & Naeem, 2018; Shaikh et al., 2018; Jabbar et al., 2019; Sheikh et al., 2019). 

Khan and Yusoff (2016) documented a similar response rate percentage using an online 

survey method.  
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Because the sample includes academicians from the universities geographically far 

from one another, the present study used Google Forms (internet Web-Based survey) 

for the data collection. Google Forms are a fast way to develop and use an online survey 

through a personal G-mail account, with responses gathered in an online spreadsheet. 

Previous studies have indicated that internet surveys are more effective in 

completeness, lowering the risk of item non-response (Truell, Bartlett & Alexander 

2002). Further, a large sample size helps generalise the results over the whole 

population (Hair et al., 2006). Further, Truell, Bartlett and Alexander (2002) suggested 

that the time frame for internet surveys data collection may need to be left open, 

spanning from 10 days to a few months to achieve an acceptable response rate. 

Figure 3.3 
The power analysis of G*Power 
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Therefore, it was hoped that the criteria for gathering an optimum number of 

participants could be met for the present study. Following Truell, Bartlett and 

Alexander (2002) suggestion, the present study’s online survey was available to the 

participants for ten months spanning from December 2019 to September 2020. 

3.4.3 Sampling Techniques 

According to Sekaran and Bougie (2016), if elements in the population have a known 

opportunity to be selected as subjects, this situation permits probability sampling. 

Probability sampling can be unrestricted (simple random sampling) or restricted 

(complex probability sampling). 

In unrestricted probability sampling, commonly known as simple random sampling, 

each population element has a known and equal opportunity to be selected as a subject. 

According to Sekaran and Bougie (2016), simple random sampling offers a few main 

advantages. First, simple random sampling has the least bias and affords the most 

generalizability. Second, the simplicity it has in producing the simple random sample 

which is much less complicated than other methods such as stratified random sampling. 

Third, the accuracy can be assessed with the help of the magnitude of sampling errors. 

Fourth, as the size of a random sample increases, it becomes more and more 

representative of the population. Unfortunately, this sampling has limitations. First, 

simple random sampling and become expensive and cumbersome. Second, an entirely 

updated population listing may not always be available. Because of these limitations, 

other probability sampling designs like restricted or complex probability sampling are 

often chosen (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016).  
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Since, the present study intended to collect data from the respondents by employing the 

web-based survey, simple random sampling in this situation was much significant and 

straightforward to implement and requiresd nothing more than contact information 

(generally an e-mail address for an Internet-based survey) on each unit in the sampling 

frame (Fricker, 2008). Therefore, the simple random sampling method was chosen for 

the present study. 

An online search strategy, focusing on online databases and the faculty profiles on the 

websites, was employed to obtain the updated list of the population (academicians) 

from the selected public universities.  To proceed with the data collection, as a first 

step, the staff directory of each of the afore-mentioned universities was obtained and 

thoroughly checked. The staff directory was available on the university’s website and 

contained the information about academicians’ email address, office contact number 

and the positions. A complete list of permanent academicians of the selected public 

universities was prepared. In the second step, using an excel sheet, all the available 

names were placed in the alphabetical order. Next to it, the available data were 

transferred into SPSS (v. 24) to randomly select a total of 650 academicians. Using the 

SPSS (v. 24), a list of randomly selected academicians was generated finally for the 

data collection process.       

3.5 Research Instrument 

3.5.1 Questionnaire Design 

A web-based or e-survey questionnaire was developed to measure the variables in the 

present research. According to Brace-Govan (2004), a questionnaire is a 
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communication tool that manages the dialogues between the researcher and the 

respondent. In this case, if the questionnaire is developed inefficiently, it would be 

difficult to achieve the purpose for which it was developed.  

While developing a web-based survey, this study used the guidelines that Dillman 

(2014) proposed. According to Dillman (2014), the following guidelines could help 

increase survey participation and improve the accuracy of responses. 

The first guideline is to write a brief introduction, including the study goals and the 

investigator involved. The second guideline is to create a concise, easy-to-understand, 

and “eye-pleasing” screen that allows questions to be easily visible and read in their 

entirety. The third guideline is to make sure the font size and spacing are adequate for 

easy readability. The fourth guideline is being consistent with wording and style. The 

fifth guideline is to avoid horizontal scrolling and visually distracting backgrounds. The 

sixth guideline is to avoid open-ended questions. The seventh guideline is to pilot test 

the questionnaire to evaluate feasibility, validity, and reliability. The last guideline is to 

pre-test the web survey before going live.   

3.5.2 Measurement Scale 

In survey design, developing an instrument is one of the most challenging stages (Beins, 

2004). Careful consideration is required while developing the contents and their 

presentation. The contents of the questionnaire must be consistent with the research 

question and objectives. In addition, a questionnaire's content should be developed to 

explain what is going to be measured. Also, wordings used in the questionnaire, the 

choices for each response, and their appropriate sequence should be designed in a 

simple, readable, understandable way so that a respondent's interest would not fade. 
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Clear and precise instructions should be provided to avoid any potential ambiguity in 

the questionnaire. 

The present study used a closed-ended questionnaire format followed by responses for 

each of the items provided in the questionnaire.  A question with several options makes 

the respondent's job easier in selecting one of the given options. Also, a close-ended 

questionnaire makes the researcher's job easier too, as the respondents' information 

could be recorded and used for the data analysis subsequently (Hayes, 2000; 

Oppenheim, 2000; Sekaran, 2003; Beins, 2004). The measurement scale must be 

carefully selected as this scale affects the reliability of the measures significantly. In 

alignment with this, a Likert-type scale is reliable, highly adaptable, applicable, and 

easy to develop; therefore, a Likert-type scale is recommended for use (Babbie, 1990). 

Moreover, this scale is commonly used in most organizational behaviour studies to 

measure responses on the work outcomes such as WE. 

3.5.3 The Layout of the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire of the present study had seven sections. The first section described 

the purpose and objectives of this research. The second section included questions to 

measure WE. The subsequent sections three, four, five and six were related to the 

study’s independent variables, i.e., JCr, I-deals, the measures of PE, and iLOC, 

respectively. The last section provided the required information about demographics. 

Below is a discussion about the study variables’ measurement and their 

operationalization. 
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3.6 Study Variables 

The present study examined the association between the independent variables (IVs) 

(i.e., JCr and I-deals) with the dependent variable (DV) (i.e., WE). Moreover, this 

research assessed the intervening role of PE in the association among JCr, I-deals, and 

WE. The study also investigated the moderating role of iLOC in the association of JCr 

and I-deals with PE and further investigated the moderated-mediated indirect effect of 

iLOC on the association among JCr, I-deals, and WE through PE. Further, given the 

research objectives, all aforementioned constructs in the present are taken as 

unidimensional.  

3.6.1 Work Engagement   

The operational definition of WE in the present study was adopted from Schaufeli et al. 

(2002), who defined WE as a “positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is 

characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (p. 74). The WE scales have shown 

reliability in different studies (e.g., Schaufeli et al., 2002a, 2002b). 

As shown in Table 3.3, Schaufeli and Bakker’s (2004) 17-items, a three-dimensional 

scale including vigor (V), dedication (D), and Absorption (A), was used to measure 

WE. All seventeen items of WE construct are distributed among three dimensions as 

follows. The subscale vigor consists of six items (1, 4, 8, 12, 15, and 17), the subscale 

dedication contains five items (2, 5,7,10, and 13), and the subscale absorption was 

formulated using the six items (3, 6, 9, 11, 14, and 16) (Refer to Table 3.3). On the WE 

scale; responses were collected from the respondents using a 7-point Likert-type scale 

that ranged from 1 = Never to 7 = Always. All items were drawn verbatim from the 

previous studies in which they were used. Accordingly, the respondents rated their 
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frequency of exhibiting WE at their respective universities. Participants who score high 

on vigor usually have much energy, zest and stamina when working, but a low score on 

vigor is associated with low energy, zest and stamina concerning work. Respondents’ 

high score on dedication indicates they strongly identify with their work by 

experiencing it as meaningful, inspiring, and challenging. Likewise, a high score on 

absorption indicates that participants are usually happily engrossed in their work, feel 

immersed in their work, and have difficulties detaching from it (Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). In a net shell, higher overall scores reflect higher 

WE. None of the items on the scale were reverse scored.  

The reliability coefficient of WE scale was = .944 for the sample in the present study, 

indicating high internal consistency, which is consistent with the reliability reported by 

the authors of the instrument, .93 (Schaufeli & Baker, 2003). Many studies have 

reported this WE instrument (17-item) as reliable and valid to measure WE (Christy, 

2020; Duraisingam, Roche, Kostadinov, Hodge, & Chapman, 2020; Dimitriadou, 

Lavidas, Karalis, & Ravanis, 2021; López, Villalobos, Bastidas, Schulz-Bañares, & 

Pino-Zúñiga, 2021; Lymberakaki, Sarafis, & Malliarou, 2021).  

Table 3.3 
Work Engagement Items Adapted from Schaufeli and Baker (2004) 
No. Items 
1 At my work, I feel that I am bursting with energy. (V) 
2 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous. (D) 
3 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work. (A) 
4 I can continue working for very long periods at a time. (V) 
5 At my job, I am very resilient mentally. (D) 
6 At my work, I always preserve, even when things do not go well. (A) 
7 I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose. (D) 
8 I am enthusiastic about my job. (V) 
9 My job inspires me. (A) 
10 I am proud of the work that I do. (D) 
11 To me, my job is challenging. (A) 
12 Time flies when I am not working. (V) 
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Table 3.3 
Work Engagement Items Adapted from Schaufeli and Baker (2004) 
No. Items 
13 When I am working, I forget everything else around me. (D) 
14 I feel happy when I am working intensely. (A) 
15 I am immersed in my work. (V) 
16 I get carried away when I am working. (A) 
17 It is difficult to detach myself from my job. (V) 

 

3.6.2 Job crafting 

JCr is the process by which employees can alter their work design as well as their social 

environment by “increasing social job resources, increasing structural job resources, 

increasing challenging job demands, and decreasing hindering job demands” (Tims et 

al., 2012, p. 177). A 21-item JCr scale that Tims et al. (2012) developed was adopted 

to measure JCr, where responses were generated using a 5-point frequency scale with 

1= never to 5= often for the items mentioned in Table 3.5. All twenty-one items on the 

JCr construct represent four dimensions such as increasing structural job resources 

(ISJR) (5 items), decreasing hindering job demands (DHJD) (6 items), increasing social 

job resources (ISoJR) (5 items), and increasing challenging job demands (ICJD) (5 

items) as mentioned in Table 3.5. The scale’s four dimensions essentially point towards 

potential interventions that employees could make to influence their work environment 

through JCr. In particular, this refers to every behavior and action aimed at increasing: 

their skills, learning and professional development (increasing structural job resources); 

their interaction with and inspiration drawn from supervisors and colleagues (increasing 

social job resources); and their proactivity in terms of developing new and interesting 

job demands (increasing challenging job demands); and avoiding tasks and people that 

cause emotional job demands (hindering job demands) (Refer to Table 3.4).  None of 
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the items on the scale were reverse scored. The overall reliability of the JCr scale in the 

present study was = 0.959. 

The JCr scale has been validated in other countries in different studies, including 

Turkey (Akin et al., 2014), Spain (Ficapal-Cusi ́et al., 2014), Iran (Golparvar & Rezaie, 

2014), Egypt (Shusha, 2014), and India (Siddiqi, 2015). Also, some other studies have 

used the same JCr scale (Ogbuanya & Chukwuedo, 2017; Singh & Singh, 2018). 

 
Table 3.4 
Job Crafting Items Adapted from Tims et al. (2012) 
No. Items 
1 I try to develop my capabilities. (ISJD) 
2 I try to develop myself professionally. (ISJD) 
3 I try to learn new things at work. (ISJD) 
4 I make sure that I use my capacities to the fullest. (ISJD) 
5 I decide on my own how I do a thing. (ISJD) 
6 I make sure that my work is mentally less intense. (DHJD) 
7 I try to ensure that my work is emotionally less intense. (DHJD) 
8 I manage my work so that I try to minimize contact with people 

whose problems affect me emotionally. (DHJD) 
9 I organize my work to minimize contact with people whose 

expectations are unrealistic. (DHJD) 
10 I try to ensure that I do not have to make many difficult decisions at 

work. (DHJD) 
11 I organize my work in such a way as to make sure that I do not have 

to concentrate for too long a period at once. (DHJD) 
12 I ask my supervisor/HOD to coach me. (ISoJR) 
13 I ask whether my supervisor/HOD is satisfied with my work. 

(ISoJR) 
14 I look to my supervisor/ HOD for inspiration. (ISoJR) 
15 I ask others for feedback on my job performance. (ISoJR) 
16 I ask colleagues for advice. (ISoJR) 
17 When an interesting project comes along, I offer myself proactively 

as a project co-worker. (ICJD) 
18 If there are new developments, I am one of the first to learn about 

them and try them out. (ICJD) 
19 When there is not much to do at work, I see it as a chance to start 

new projects. (ICJD) 
20 I regularly take on extra tasks even though I do not receive extra 

salary for them. (ICJD) 
21 I try to make my work more challenging by examining the underlying 

relationships between aspects of my job. (ICJD) 
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3.6.3 Idiosyncratic Deals 

I-deals represent non-standard work arrangements when an individual negotiates with 

his/her employer (e.g., managers or supervisors) to acquire personally desirable 

conditions or resources (e.g., developmental, flexibility, and task) (Rousseau et al., 

2006; Rosen, Slater, Chang, & Johnson, 2011; Hornung, 2017).  In the current research, 

a 15-item I-deals construct was measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1= 

strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree.  I-deals are typically negotiated across three 

dimensions (Rosen et al., 2013). The developmental I-deals focus on the “why” of 

negotiating I-deals, and flexibility and task I-deals emphasise the “what” of what is 

being changed (Rousseau, 2005). The distribution of 15 items among three dimensions 

is as follows.  The first five items (1 to 5) in the following table represent flexibility (F) 

I-deals. Task (T) I-deals are represented by item 6 to 10. While developmental (D) I-

deals are represented by the item from 11 to 15 (refer to Table 3.5). The highest score 

on all the items indicate the agreement of respondents with constructs’ items.  None of 

the items on the scale were reverse scored. The reliability of the scale in the present 

study was = 0.947. The use of this scale is evident in the different research studies 

(Miller, 2015; Bal & Dorenbosch, 2015; Ho & Tekleab, 2016; Kimwolo & Cheruiyot, 

2018). 

Table 3.5 
I-deals Items Adapted from Rosen et al. (2013) and Hornung et al. (2008)  
No. Items 
1 My supervisor/HOD considers my personal needs when making my work 

schedule. (F) 
2 At my request, my supervisor/HOD has accommodated my off-the-job 

demands when assigning my work hours. (F) 
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Table 3.5 
I-deals Items Adapted from Rosen et al. (2013) and Hornung et al. (2008)  
No. Items 
3 Outside of formal leave and sick time, my supervisor//HOD has allowed 

me to take time off to attend to non-work-related issues. (F) 
4 Because of my individual needs, I have negotiated a unique arrangement 

with my supervisor/HOD that allows me to complete a portion of my work 
outside of the office. (F) 

5 Because of my particular circumstances, my supervisor/HOD allows me to 
do work from somewhere other than the main office. (F) 

6 I have successfully asked for extra responsibilities that take advantage of 
the skills that I bring to the job. (T) 

7 At my request, my supervisor/HOD has assigned me tasks that better 
develop my skills. (T) 

8 I have negotiated with my supervisor/HOD for tasks that better fit my 
personality, skills, and abilities. (T) 

9 My supervisor/HOD has offered me opportunities to take on desired 
responsibilities outside of my formal job requirements. (T) 

10 In response to my distinctive contributions, my supervisor/HOD has 
granted me more flexibility in how I complete my job. (T) 

11 Following my initial appointment, my supervisor/HOD assigned me to a 
desirable position that makes use of my unique abilities. (D) 

12 My supervisor/HOD and I have successfully negotiated a unique 
arrangement that allows me training opportunities. (D) 

13 My supervisor/HOD and I have successfully negotiated a unique 
arrangement that allows me on-the-job training activities. (D) 

14 My supervisor/HOD and I have successfully negotiated a unique 
arrangement that allows me special opportunities for skill development. 
(D) 

15 My supervisor/HOD and I have successfully negotiated a unique 
arrangement that allows me career development opportunities. (D) 

 

3.6.4 Psychological Empowerment 

PE in the present study refers to an employee’s psychological state as a result of 

empowerment practices at work (Spreitzer, 1995a; Spreitzer, 1995b; Mishra & 

Spreitzer, 1998; Mathieu, Gilson & Ruddy, 2006; Lee & Wei, 2011) or in other words 

how empowered an employee feels. A three-dimensional (i.e., meaning, competence, 

self-determination, and impact) 12-item scale called psychological empowerment 

instrument (PEI) was utilised to measure PE. Each item on PEI was scored at a 5-point 
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Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. Out of 12 

items, the first three items indicate the competence (C) dimension. Meaning (M) 

dimension is represented by the items from 4 to 6. Whereas, the self-determination (S) 

and impact (I) dimensions are indicated by the items from 7 to 9 and from 10 to 12 

respectively (refer to Table 3.6). This variable was calculated by averaging the 

responses to all items. The questions were positively worded and a higher score 

indicated a higher perception of empowerment. None of the items on the scale were 

reverse scored. The scale reliability of the PE construct in the present study was = 

0.908. PEI has been utilised in many studies using a 5-point scale (Nel, Stander, & 

Latif, 2015; Moura, Orgambídez-Ramos, & de Jesus, 2015; Nawrin, 2016; Rantika, 

2017; Siddiqui et al., 2017; Aydogmus et al., 2018; Mubarak & Noor, 2018). 

Table 3.6 
Psychological Empowerment Items Adapted from Spreitzer (1995). 
No. Items 
1 I am confident about my ability to do my job. (C) 
2 I have mastered the skills necessary for my job. (C) 
3 I am self-assured about my capabilities to perform my work activities. (C) 
4 The work that I do is important to me. (M) 
5 My job activities are personally meaningful to me. (M) 
6 The work I do is meaningful to me. (M) 
7 I have significant autonomy in determining how I do my job. (S) 
8 I can decide on my own how to go about doing my own work. (S) 
9 I have considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I do 

my job. (S) 
10 My impact on what happens in my department is large. (I) 
11 I have a great deal of control over what happens in my department. (I) 
12 I have significant influence over what happens in my department. (I) 

 

3.6.5 Internal Locus of control  

The iLOC in this research was defined as “the extent to which people believe that they 

have control over their own lives” (Levenson, 1974, p. 335).  An 8-item internality scale 
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was utilised to measure the iLOC construct. Items were measured on a 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree.  On the iLOC scale, Lower 

scores indicate lower internality and higher scores indicate high internality. The iLOC 

scale measures the extent to which a person believes he/she has control over his/her 

own life. None of the items on the scale were reverse scored. The Cronbach’s alpha 

value for this scale was = 0.928 which is similar to internal consistency of the same 

(i.e., 0.87) scale used in previous studies (e.g., Kim & Lee, 2018). Several studies have 

used the iLOC scale (e.g., Fresson et al., 2017; Kim & Lee, 2018; Kirmizi & Sariçoban, 

2018; Reknes et al., 2019; Reknes et al., 2019).  

Table 3.7 
Internal Locus of Control Items Adapted from Levenson (1981). 
No. Items 
1 Whether or not I get to be a leader depends mostly on my ability. 
2 Whether or not I get into a car accident depends mostly on how good a 

driver I am. 
3 When I make plans, I am almost certain to make them work. 
4 How many friends I have depends on how nice a person I am. 
5 I can pretty much determine what will happen in my life. 
6 1 am usually able to protect my personal interests. 
7 When I get what I want, it is usually because I worked hard for it. 
8 My life is determined by my own actions. 

 
 
3.7 Pilot Study 

A pilot test using data gathered from the same targeted population of a study should be 

conducted to verify the reliability and validity of an instrument and assure that the 

instrument is understandable and has no lapses (Bryman & Bell, 2011). A pilot study 

was conducted to test the reliability and validity of the instrument. Expert opinions and 

comments were requested to ascertain the language and structure of the instrument. 

Changes were made based on the feedback and the pilot study. 
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3.7.1 Validity 

In the present study, the goodness of measures was ensured through content and face 

validity. Content validity ensures that the measure includes an adequate and 

representative set of items that tap the concept. While, face validity indicates that the 

items that are intended to measure a concept, do, on the face of it, look like they measure 

the concept. In order to assess validity, a panel of experts judged the appropriateness of 

the items selected for this research. Experts included three senior lecturers, three 

associate professors, and three professors from the School of Business, Universiti Utara 

Malaysia, International Islamic University, Malaysia, and the University of Peshawar, 

Pakistan. As per the experts, no changes were required to the questionnaire. Within two 

weeks in October 2019, this process was completed. After taking into account the 

experts’ opinions, the research instrument was administered for the pilot study. Usually, 

a pilot study uses a small sample (Cooper & Schindler, 2003). The number of 

respondents in a pilot study can range from 25- 100 subjects (Cooper & Schindler, 

2003). Hence, among academicians of the University of Peshawar (one of the public 

universities), 50 questionnaires were randomly distributed and personally administered. 

Of the distributed questionnaires, 40 were collected, and ten were incorrectly 

completed. 

3.7.2 Reliability 

Reliability checks the internal consistency and stability of the instrument utilized. The 

inter-item consistency of all factors was examined. This study used Cronbach’s alpha 

to assess the scale’s consistency. According to Hair et al. (1998), the Cronbach’s alpha 

value should be a minimum of .60 for an exploratory study, but .70 is better. However, 
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Fleming (1985) suggested that .50 was still acceptable, but a value of less than .50 was 

unacceptable. The instrument yielded satisfactory internal consistency for all the 

independent variables, mediating variables, the dependent variable, and the moderator 

variable. Table 3.8 below summarises the reliability results of the pilot study. 

Table 3.8 
Constructs’ Cronbach’s Alpha Values (n=40) 

Variables No. of Items Cronbach's Alpha 
Work engagement 17 0.847 
Job crafting 21 0.830 
I-deals 15 0.929 
Psychological empowerment 12 0.862 
Internal locus of control 08 0.747 

 

3.8 Questionnaire Administration and Data Collection 

This study used Google Forms, a web-based survey, to collect data. Web-based surveys 

reside on a network server and are accessed only through a Web browser (Tse & Fan 

2008; Borkan 2010). According to Mesch (2012), e-mail in a web-based survey is 

essential when recruiting potential respondents. Webmail surveys commonly send an 

e-mail invitation message to prospective participants accompanied by an explanation 

of the study goals. A respondent is referred to a web link and asked to self-complete 

the survey (Mesch, 2012). Sekaran and Bougie (2016) noted that such electronic 

questionnaires are popular at the moment while cautioning that electronic nonresponse 

rates may not be lower than those for mailed questionnaires.  

Web-based survey techniques are an important option. Among the potential benefits 

related to Web-based surveys are convenience in accessing samples, decreased costs 

(e.g., Cobanoglu, Warde, & Moreo, 2001), quicker responses (e.g., Yun & Trumbo, 

2000; Bates, 2001), more interactive or tailored formats, fast troubleshooting, 
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automated data collection, scoring, and reporting, and access to more extensive samples 

(e.g., see Birnbaum, 2004). Because of the advantages across so many dimensions, 

researchers are increasingly utilising Web-based techniques (e.g., Bierer et al., 2004; 

Kiernan et al., 2005; Bowling et al., 2006; Karras & Tufano, 2006). Further, more 

reliable data are likely to result through online surveys because respondents can easily 

change responses (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). 

However, several potential limitations exist for Web-based survey implementation 

(e.g., see Couper, 2000; Dillman, 2007). Recent research has indicated that a major 

drawback to such surveys is a lower response rate than more traditional approaches like 

mailed surveys (e.g., Fricker & Schonlau, 2002). As the lower response rate might 

result in biased findings, which may be difficult to generalize (Wiersma, 1985), it is 

essential to receive a good response rate. The response rate means the number of 

respondents who return the questionnaire, while the quality of responses depends on 

the completeness and usefulness of the data. The guidelines that Dillman (2014) 

provided, as mentioned earlier, were followed in the present study to increase the 

response rate. 

After having the list of selected academicians, as per the suggestion of Solomon (2001), 

respondents were notified through an email in advance about the forthcoming survey. 

In the email, respondents were requested to participate and extend their valuable 

assistance in collecting the data.  Homans (1961) and Blau (1964) noted that people 

often feel good when others ask them for advice or assistance that they can only provide. 

This is because an unwanted email is often considered an invasion of privacy, and an 

invitation to participate may be deleted, or the researcher may receive an email from 

participants complaining (Wright, 2005). Solomon (2001) and Dillman (2011) 
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recommended using personalized email cover letters, follow-up reminders, and pre-

notification of the intent to survey to increase the response rates. 

Based on Dillman’s (2011) recommendation, a personalized email that addressed the 

respondents by their name and title, the questionnaire's embedded weblink was later 

sent to all the participants in December. Respondents were given one month to fill the 

questionnaire, and in January, subsequent reminders were sent to those who could not 

return the questionnaire within the prescribed time frame. 

Follow up was done in case of non-response after the expiry of the given time. Email 

reminders and phone calls were made as this technique to increase the rate of response 

(Solomon, 2001). Within ten months, 329 of the 650 potential respondents returned the 

web-based survey.   

3.9 Data Analysis Techniques 

The present study applied multiple data analysis techniques for hypothesis testing. Both 

SPSS and PSL SEM were used for analysis. Data cleaning and screening was conducted 

through SPSS version 24, and outliers were removed to normalize the data. Also, a 

descriptive analysis was conducted for all the variables. Furthermore, a multi-

collinearity test was performed to check the collinearity statistics. 

3.9.1 Descriptive Analysis 

Per Sekaran and Bougie (2016), descriptive analysis helps explain and summarize the 

demographic characteristics of the respondents like age, education level, experience, 

and gender, among others. SPSS 24 was utilised to analyze the descriptive information 
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calculating percentages, frequencies, standard deviations, and means of all the study 

variables. 

3.9.2 Smart PLS-SEM  

After descriptive analysis, Smart PLS-SEM was used for further analysis of the data. 

Smart PLS-SEM is a well-known statistical approach to test statistical models (Hair et 

al., 2010). The literature also supports the robustness of SEM-based data analysis. 

Further, Preacher and Hayes (2004) argued that SEM (structural equation model) is 

superior in performing estimations relative to regression for assessing mediation and 

moderation. PLS-SEM is an advanced second-generation tool that works well on the 

structural equations model with a series of cause- and effect relationships. Further, PLS-

SEM is an integral part of the regression design to assess the association between the 

measurement model and the structural model (Gustafsson & Johnson, 2004; Ringle et 

al., 2005). 

Researchers in social sciences and management disciplines have started to sort out the 

weaknesses in the first-generation technique (Hair Jr et al., 2014), and several 

researchers in management disciplines and social sciences have recently started to 

underline the significance of second-generation tools like Smart PLS-SEM for data 

analysis. This second-generation tool allows researchers to include measures of the 

variables indirectly by the indicators. Many variables can be treated easily with Smart 

PLS-SEM, and Smart PLS-SEM imposes fewer restrictions on the measurement scales, 

residual distribution, and sample size. Smart PLS-SEM offers several advantages over 

the other covariance-based SEM, such as AMOSE and LISREL. PLS-SEM is a 

component-based approach relative to CB SEM that decreases the variance of all 
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dependent variables as a substitute to explain the covariation (Urbach & Ahlemann, 

2010). 

Many reasons justify using PLS-SEM (Hair et al., 2011), the applicability for small and 

large datasets, predicting the key target construct, and testing complex models. Further, 

several authors have recommended using PLS-SEM rather than CB SEM in situations 

where the sample size is less than 250 (Reinartz, Haenlein, & Henseler, 2009; Reverte, 

Gomez-Melero & Cegarra-Navarro, 2016). In addition, normality in data is not required 

in PLS path modelling. Non-normal data can be treated relatively well in PLS-SEM 

(Hair et al., 2017). 

Another reason to use PLE-SEM in the present study is that it predicts IVs' influence 

on the study mediator and DV. Further, the current model of the study is complex as it 

assesses the direct and indirect impacts of variables under study. In addition, a plethora 

of recently conducted studies in the management science areas has successfully used 

PLS-SEM path modelling. Thus, in light of the above discussion, the application of 

PLS-SEM for the present study is warranted. Biven the advantages of PLS-SEM use, 

the present study used Smart PLS-SEM to test the statistical model while evaluating 

the measurement and structural models. 

3.9.3 Measurement Model 

Smart PLS-SEM was used to assess the measurement model. Per Hair et al. (2016), the 

measurement model is also termed the outer model. A measurement model explains the 

relationship between a construct and its indicators. All constructs in the present study 

used a reflective measurement model. The reflective measurement model was evaluated 

based on reliability and validity (Ramayah, Lee, & In, 2011; Hair et al., 2014). Validity 
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is what an instrument actually measures, and an instrument is deemed valid if it 

measures what it is supposed to measure. 

Because all constructs in the present study were reflective, establishing the constructs' 

convergent validity and discriminant validity was essential. For establishing convergent 

validity, the average variance explained (AVE) is evaluated. The value of AVE should 

be at least 0.50 or more as it explains 50% or more variance that the indicator causes 

for its latent construct (Hair et al., 2014). Similarly, discriminant validity is achieved 

by looking into the loading value of each variable and the cross-loadings of other 

variables in the model. Each variable's loading values and cross-loadings must be 

higher (Hair et al., 2014). 

Likewise, establishing reliability is also essential for a reflective measurement model. 

Reliability means the similarities in results and the finding for repetitive studies. 

Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability assess reliability. The recommendation is 

that the threshold value for the composite reliability is more than 0.7 (Hair et al., 2014). 

3.9.4 Structural Model 

This study used a structural model to find the association between variables and test the 

study hypotheses. The structural model considers the two major issues: the sequence of 

the construct and the association between them.  Logic or theory are the basis for the 

sequence of the construct (Hair et al., 2011). The model and sequence of constructs in 

the current research are based on a theory. Thus, the structural model was utilised to 

test the study’s model, which describes the relationship between the study constructs. 
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The structural model requires four essential assessments. These are path coefficient 

assessment, evaluating the value of R2, evaluating the effect size of independent 

variables with the study's dependent variable, and the assessment of predictive 

relevance. 

The assessment of the path coefficient was done through a bootstrapping procedure. 

Generally, bootstrapping is conducted using a 5,000 sample. The suggested path 

coefficients critical t-values for a two-tailed test with a significance level of 1%, 5%, 

and 10% are 2.58, 1.96, and 1.65, respectively (Hair et al., 2011). The present study 

used 1% and 5% significance values while 2.58 and 1.96 as t-values. In addition, to test 

the moderating effect and further the moderated mediating effect, a two-stage approach 

is applied. According to Hair et al., (2017), the two-stage approach is preferred over the 

product indicator approach and the orthogonalizing approach. 

Similarly, the effect size (f2 ) describes the extent to which a study’s independent 

variables explain changes in the dependent variable. The value of f2 denotes the effect 

size. Generally, the values of f2 of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 represent small, medium, and 

large effect sizes, respectively (Cohen, 1988). 

Predictive relevance is the next and the last significant assessment in the structural 

model. Predictive relevance shows the capacity of a model to predict. Geisser’s Q2 is 

used to assess the model predictive relevance (Hair et al., 2011). Any value of Q2 that 

is more than zero indicates that the exogenous variables show the predictive relevance 

of the study’s endogenous variable. 
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3.10 Summary 

Chapter Three describes the methodology used to conduct this research. The nature of 

the present study is correlational and uses a web-based survey to collect data—the 

population for the present study comprised academicians working in selected public 

universities of Pakistan. The proposed sample size for the present study was 375, 

following the formula of Krejcie and Morgan (1970). Moreover, SPSS and the Smart 

PLS-SEM method were used for data analysis. Chapter Four reports analysis results. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides empirical results using the SPSS (v.24) and Smart PLS-SEM 

(v.3.2.8) path modelling.  Initially, preliminary data analysis, which includes data 

coding, data screening, and descriptive statistics by using SPSS (v.24), is presented. 

Subsequently, the measurement model and structural model analysis were conducted 

utilising Smart PLS-SEM. The measurement model determines the instruments' 

validity and reliability and prepares the latent variable score for all variables. The 

structural model determines the significance of t-statistics, which helps to answer 

research hypotheses. Finally, the summary of this chapter is presented.  

4.2 Response Rate 

An online platform was utilised to collect data, so a survey link was sent to 650 

academicians of the selected large public sector universities of Pakistan. Of the 650 

questionnaires, 329 questionnaires were received; thus, the response rate was 50.6 %. 

Sekaran (2003) suggested that a response rate of 30% was adequate for the surveys. 

Thus, the response rate was suitable for further data analysis. 

Table 4.1 
Response Rate  
Questionnaire Frequency Rate % 
Distributed Questionnaires   650 100 
Unreturned/Not responded 321 49.4 
Returned Questionnaires   329 50.6 
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4.3 Preliminary Analysis  

Some preliminary analyses were needed to adequately address the research questions 

and objectives (Pallant, 2013). In conducting preliminary analyses, the data should be 

coded and keyed into a data file, depending on the study’s requirements. This research 

used SPSS (v.24) for coding the data and screening the data. 

4.3.1 Data Coding 

The returned questionnaires were keyed into SPSS (v.24) for data coding and data 

screening. Following Churchill and Iacobucci (2006), each construct was assigned a 

unique code. An Eight-item internal locus of control (iLOC) construct was coded as 

iLOC1, iLOC 2, iLOC 3, iLOC 4, iLOC, iLOC6, LOC7, and iLOC 8. Similarly, the 

21-Item job crafting (JCr) construct was coded as JCr1, JCr2, JCr3,…….., JCr21, while 

the I-deals, which included 15 items, were coded as IDL1, IDL2, IDL3,….., IDL15. 

Likewise, the 12-item psychological empowerment (PE) construct was coded as PE1, 

PE2, PE3, …., PE12. Following the same procedure, the 17-item WE (WE) construct 

was coded as WE1, WE2, WE3, ……., WE17. Table 4.2 below shows the coding of 

variables used in this study. 

Table 4.2 
Variable Coding 
Variable  Code 
Job crafting IV JCr 
I-deals IV IDL 
Psychological empowerment Med.V PE 
Internal locus of control Mod.V iLOC 
Work engagement DV WE 

Note: Coding of the study’s variables 
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4.3.2 Data Screening 

The significance of data screening in any data analysis process, particularly quantitative 

surveys, cannot be underestimated because data screening lays substantial groundwork 

for achieving significant results. Per Hair et al. (2010), ignoring data screening can 

adversely affect the quality of findings as data screening warrants the quality of output 

and results. The primary purpose of data screening is to identify the missing values and 

outliers (Verma, 2012). The present study had no missing values because answering all 

the questions provided in the survey was mandatory for the participants. Outliers, 

however, were checked and removed. Furthermore, in compliance with the Hair et al.’s 

(2010) recommendation, other preliminary analyses such as normality and 

multicollinearity test were also performed in the present study. 

4.3.3 Assessment of Outliers 

Peer Barnett and Lewis (1994), outliers are observations that are inconsistent with the 

rest of the data. Outliers possess values that significantly resemble one another 

(Rousseeuw & Hubert, 2011). Usually, outliers occur in random distribution; however, 

they are frequently symbolic either by a hardtail distribution of population or any 

measurement error. Identifying outliers and their treatment is essential as outliers can 

change the statistical results (Hair et al., 2010a; Johnson & Wichern, 2014). Therefore, 

outliers must be identified and removed before applying statistical analysis. 

Following the recommendation of previous literature, this research utilised SPSS (v.24) 

to check for potential outliers. Initially, a frequency table examining minimum and 

maximum statistics was created for all study variables to check any observation outside 

the SPSS (v.24) label due to wrong data entry. Based on this frequency table, no value 
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was found that exceeded the expected range. Data were then examined for univariate 

outliers via a standardized threshold value of +/- 4 (Hair et al., 2010). Using this rule of 

thumb, no potential univariate outlier was detected in the present study. 

In addition to univariate outlier’s assessment, data were examined for multivariate 

outliers utilising a Mahalanobis distance test (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Chambers 

(1986) and Gerrit et al. (2010) suggested that Mahalanobi‘s distance (D2) can detect 

observations that are positioned away from the centre of data. Following Hair et al.’s 

(2010) rule of thumb, multivariate outlier detection was calculated by dividing D2 with 

the degree of freedom, i.e., D2/df. As Hair et al. (2010) described, the threshold value 

for a multivariate outlier is 4. Therefore, following this rule of thumb for multivariate 

outliers in this study, of the 329 questionnaires, only 5 cases were detected whose value 

exceeded 4. Therefore, these outliers were deleted before proceeding with further data 

analysis. 

4.4 Fundamental Statistical Assumptions 

Hair et al. (2010) stated that considering multivariate analysis's statistical assumptions 

is essential. These basic statistical assumptions include normality and a 

multicollinearity test. Therefore, both normality and multicollinearity tests were 

performed on the useable sample of this study, i.e., 324. The following subsections 

delineate the results of the normality and multicollinearity test. 

4.4.1 Normality test 

Per Hair et al. (2006), data normality refers to the nature of the data distribution for 

individual metric variables and its association with normal data. In social sciences 
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research, the problem of data non-normality is always linked to most of the data 

(Osborne, 2010). However, numerous previous studies mentioned that PLS-SEM is 

expected to give accurate model estimation even with the non-normal data (Wetzels, 

Odekerken-Schröder & Van Oppen, 2009; Reinartz, Haenlein & Henseler, 2009). 

Furthermore, according to Hair et al. (2017), non-normal data are not an issue in PLS-

SEM, and fulfiling the assumption of normality is not necessary; nevertheless, 

researchers can perform the normality test. To check the normality, as Hair et al. (2017) 

and Cain et al. (2016) suggested, multivariate skewness and kurtosis were assessed by 

using the WebPower; online statistical power analysis software available at 

https://webpower.psychstat.org/ models/kurtosis/ 

results.php?url=5eaddc41057f5030e5f3f802e0ac08eb  

Table 4.3 shows that the data collected for the present study was not multivariate 

normal, Mardia’s multivariate skewness (β = 4.9026, p< 0.01) and Mardia’s 

multivariate kurtosis (β = 37.450, p< 0.01), thus it is reasonable to proceed to use Smart 

PLS-SEM which is a non-parametric analysis software. The threshold value for the 

skewness and kurtosis are +3 and +20, respectively. Appendix A provides the details 

of the results. 

Table 4.3 
Multivariate Skewness and Kurtosis 
 Beta (β) value Z-value P-value 
Skewness 4.9026 264.742829 0.000 
Kurtosis 37.4506 2.636161 0.0008 

Note: Mardia’s multivariate skewness and kurtosis analysis 

Besides, the normality was also assessed using the Kolmogorov-Smirnova and Shapiro-

Wilk tests (Sarstedt & Mooi, 2014). Table 4.4 shows the Kolmogorov-Smirnova and 
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Shapiro-Wilk statistics (see appendix B), which indicate that all the variables have 

significant values at p<.001; therefore, it violates the assumption of normality.  

Table 4.4 
Kolmogorov-Smironova and Shapiro-Wilk Statistics 
Constructs Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
 Statistic Df Sig. Statistic Df Sig. 
WE .120 324 .000 .929 324 .000 
JCr .110 324 .000 .944 324 .000 
I-deals .156 324 .000 .932 324 .000 
PE .120 324 .000 .928 324 .000 
iLOC .139 324 .000 .912 324 .000 

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; PE = Psychological Empowerment; iLOC = 
Internal Locus of Control 

According to Hair et al. (2006), the non-normality of data is severe when the sample 

size is small (n <50), however, large data exceeding 200 cases can mitigate the effect 

of non-normality. Because the sample size in the present research was 324, non-normal 

distribution is not considered an issue, and its effects are insignificant. The non-

normality of data adds further justification for using Smart PLS-SEM as described in 

Chapter Three. 

4.4.2 Multicollinearity Test 

Multicollinearity is the correlation between the independent variables and is a situation 

where exogenous latent variables become highly correlated (Hair et al., 2007). 

Following the recommendations of Peng and Lai (2012), multicollinearity between the 

variables can be detected through two techniques, i.e., correlation matrix and VIF. 

Therefore, this study also adopted the same techniques to detect multicollinearity in the 

independent variables. Initially, the correlation matrix for independent variables was 

calculated. Hair et al. (2010) suggest that the values exceeding 0.90 and above of 
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correlation coefficient signify multicollinearity. Following Table 4.5 shows the 

correlation coefficient of all independent variables. 

Table 4.5 
Multicollinearity Test: Correlation Matrix (N=324) 
Variables 1 2 3 4 
JCr 1    
I-deals 0.654** 1   
PE 0.444** 0.525** 1  
iLOC -0.636** -0.540** -0.211** 1 

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; iLOC = Internal Locus of Control; PE 
= Psychological Empowerment 
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

The results mentioned in Table 4.5 indicate that the correlation of all independent 

variables with each other is far below the cut-off point of 0.90. Thus, it shows that all 

exogenous latent variables are not highly correlated (Refer to Appendix C). 

The second method for evaluating multicollinearity is variance inflated factor (VIF). 

As Hair et al. (2011) suggested, the value of VIF must be lower than 5. The value of 

VIF exceeding five and tolerance lower than 0.20 depicts that multicollinearity exists. 

Below mentioned Table 4.6 shows the values of VIF and tolerance for exogenous latent 

variables. VIF values for all independent variables ranged from 1.470 to 2.294, and 

tolerance values ranged from 0.436 to 0.680, which are considered acceptable.  
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Table 4.6 
Multicollinearity Test: Tolerance and VIF (N=324) 
Variables Tolerance VIF 
JCr 0.436 2.294 
I-deals 0.468 2.163 
PE 0.680 1.470 
iLOC 0.547 1.827 

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; iLOC = Internal Locus of Control; PE = 
Psychological Empowerment; VIF= Variance Inflation Factor 
 
In both multicollinearity tests, i.e., correlation matrix and collinearity statistics using 

tolerance and VIF, the obtained values were in the acceptable range, indicating that 

multicollinearity did not exist; hence was not an issue. (Refer to appendix D). 

4.5 Non-Response Bias Test  

Non-response bias is a mistake expected to be made in estimating a population 

characteristic based on a sample in which certain types of survey respondents are under-

represented because of non-response (Berg, 2005). A time-trend extrapolation approach 

is used to evaluate the non-response bias; in this approach, early and late responses are 

compared (Studer et al., 2013). This study followed this procedure by classifying 

respondents into two categories: the early respondents’ group and the late respondents’ 

group. Those who responded in 30 days or less were categorized as early respondents, 

while those who responded after more than 30 days were late respondents (Vink & 

Boomsma, 2008). 

This study conducted an independent sample t-test to determine possible non-response 

bias. The independent-samples t-test results showed that the values of every latent 

construct of this study were not lower than the threshold of 0.05 of Levene's equality 

test of variances, as shown in Table 4.7. Thus, the results indicated that non-response 
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bias was not an issue. Most questionnaires incorporated in the final data analysis were 

from late respondents. (Refer to Appendix E). 

Table 4. 7 
Results of Independent-Samples T-test for Non-Response Bias 
Constructs Group N Mean SD Levene's Test 

   Sig. T-value 
JCr 
 

1 Early Response 148 4.0184 .592 0.547 0.620 
2 Late Response 176 3.9795 .536   

I-deals 
 

1 Early Response 148 3.7423 .756 0.510 1.472 
2 Late Response 176 3.6163 .777   

PE 
 

1 Early Response 148 4.2562 .552 0.067 1.771 
2 Late Response 176 4.1364 .648   

iLOC 
 

1 Early Response 148 2.7694 .506 0.240 -1.820 
2 Late Response 176 2.8793 .568   

WE 
 

1 Early Response 148 4.6648 1.025 0.327 1.750 
2 Late Response 176 4.4554 1.112   

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; PE = Psychological Empowerment; iLOC = 
Internal Locus of Control; WE= Work Engagement 
 
4.6 Common Method Bias (CMB) 

CMB is the variance attributable to the measurement method rather than the constructs 

intended to represent (Campbell & Fiske, 1998; Podsakoff et al., 2003; Hsiao, Wu, & 

Yao, 2014). CMB is a forced correlation among variables initiated by utilising a similar 

method to measure each variable in a given study (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Malhotra, 

Kim, & Patil, 2006) and hence, may lead to invalid conclusions about associations 

among variables by expanding or degrading results (Conway & Lance, 2010; Podsakoff 

et al., 2012; Hall & Caton, 2014). As the study used a self-reported online survey and 

the data were gathered using a single source in a specific timeline, this may lead to 

common method bias; hence it is necessary to test CMB (Spector, 2006; Tehseen et al., 

2017). To control and investigate common method bias, the study used two 

fundamental approaches, i.e., procedural and statistical remedies that several 

researchers suggested (Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2010; Podsakoff et al., 2012). 

Procedural remedies are numerous measures considered during the creation and 
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administering of questionnaires to avoid or correct the adverse effects of incorrect 

responses (Chang et al., 2010; Podsakoff et al., 2012). 

This study avoided complex wordings, grammar, and complicated questions in the 

questionnaire design to minimize the effect of common method bias using procedural 

remedies. Moreover, the scale items were clearly and understandably, and respondents 

received precise instructions on filling in the questionnaire. In addition, the researcher 

clearly stated on the front page of the questionnaire that the questionnaire was designed 

only for academic purposes and responses would be treated with a high level of 

confidentiality.        

Although procedural remedies minimize CMB's damaging effect, a statistical remedy 

should also be considered while reducing common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012). 

Unlike procedural remedies that are appropriate before data collection, statistical 

remedies for regulating common method bias can only be used after collecting the data. 

The present study applied Harman’s (1968) single-factor test and the full collinearity 

test to address common method bias, as Kock (2015) suggests. First, Harman's single-

factor test was conducted, the most widely and often utilised statistical research 

technique (Podsakoff et al., 2003). All items of the principal constructs were placed 

into a principal component factor analysis to perform Harman's (1968) single-factor 

test for common method bias. When a single factor indicates the most significant 

covariance between the measures, this represents common method bias (Podsakoff et 

al., 2003). Based on the results, the first being the sole factor shows 33.818% of the 

total variance, which is below the cut-off value of 50% as per Podsakoff et al.'s (2003) 

recommendation. Hence, based on Harman’s single factor test results, no common 
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method bias exists among the variables of the present study. Appendix F presents the 

results of the Herman single factor method.  

The study further investigated the full collinearity approach, as Kock (2015) suggested.  

According to this method, all the variables are regressed against a common variable (a 

variable with random values from 0 to 5) to generate variance inflation factor (VIF) for 

all variables in the model, and if the value of VIF is ≤ 3.3, no bias from the single-

source data is present. This study employed SPSS (v.24) to perform full collinearity 

statistics. See Table 4.8. 

Table 4.8 
Full Collinearity Testing (VIF Values) 

JCr I-deals PE iLOC WE 
2.456 2.183 1.527 1.827 1.506 

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic deals; iLOC = Internal Locus of Control; PE = 
Psychological Empowerment; WE = Work engagement 

The analysis yielded a VIF of less than 3.3, as evident from Table 4.8. These figures 

indicate no collinearity among the latent variables, and CMB did not contaminate the 

study model. Thus single-source bias was not a severe issue. (Refer to Appendix G). 

4.7 Demographic Profile of Respondents 

This section presents the respondent’s demographic profiles. This included gender, age, 

qualification, designation, years of working experience, years of teaching experience, 

and years of work experience in the current position as demographic characteristics. 

Table 4.9 displays the frequency and percentage of demographic characteristics of 

respondents. (Refer to Appendix I). 
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Table 4.9 
Demographic Profile of The Respondents 
Demographics 
characteristics 

Frequency Percentage Cumulative Frequency 

Gender    
Male 279 86.1 86.1 
Female 45 13.9 100 
Age    
31-40 year 66 20.4 20.4 
41-50 years 160 49.4 69.8 
51 years and above 98 30.2 100 
Highest qualification    
Ph.D. 116 35.8 35.8 
MS/MPhil 208 64.2 100 
Designation    
Professor 88 27.2 27.2 
Associate Professor 28 8.6 37.4 
Assistant Professor 165 50.9 86.7 
Lecturer 43 13.3 100 
Years of working 
experience in the 
current organization  

   

4-6 years 10 3.1 3.1 
7-9 year 36 11.1 14.2 
10-12 years 126 38.9 53.1 
More than 12 years 152 46.9 100 
Years of working 
experience in 
teaching 

   

4-6 years 21 6.5 6.5 
7-9 year 38 11.7 18.2 
10-12 years 133 41.0 59.2 
More than 12 years 132 40.8 100 
Years of working 
experience in the 
current position 

   

4-6 years 46 14.2 14.2 
7-9 year 107 33.0 47.2 
10-12 years 72 22.2 69.4 
More than 12 years 99 30.6 100 

Note: N= 324 

As evident from Table 4.9, the sample had more males (279 or 86.1%) than 45 females 

(45 or 13.9 %). Most respondents were middle-aged, as the largest group of respondents 

was in the age range from 41-50 (49.4%) and 51 and above (30.2%), followed by those 
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from 31 to 40 (2.4%). Regarding the qualification of academics, most respondents 

(64.2%) had masters/M.Phil. Degree, while 35.8% of respondents had a PhD 

qualification. Most respondents were assistant professors (50.9%) and professors 

(27.2%), which were followed by lecturers (13.3%) and associate professors (8.6%). 

The analyses of respondents’ tenure in their present university showed that the majority 

of them (46.9%) served more than 12 years with their current institution. Rank second 

were those serving the university between 10 to 12 years, which comprised 38.9% of 

the total respondents. This was followed by 11.1% of respondents who had served with 

their respective universities for 7 to 9 years. Those servicing their present university 

between 4 to 6 years were the smallest group in the study, constituting only 3.1%.  

Concerning respondents’ years of experience in teaching, 40.8 % of the participants 

had more than 12 years of experience in teaching. There were 41.0% of them with 10 

to 12 years of experience, followed by 7 to 9 years (11.7%), and 4 to 6 years (6.5%) of 

experience in teaching. 

In terms of working in their current position, most respondents (33.0%) had worked in 

their current position from 7 to 9 years, followed by 30.6% of the respondent with more 

than 12 years of experience in their current position. Those working on the current 

position between 10 to 12 years and 4 to 6 years constituted a total of 22.2 % and 14.2% 

respectively of the total respondents.  

In summary, based on substantial variations in the respondents’ profiles, the 

information obtained and used in this study was diverse and can be considered for the 

generalizability of the results. 
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4.8 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 4.10 show the key variables' means (M) and standard deviations (SD). The 

composite scores for every construct were obtained by averaging respective item scores 

representing each particular construct. Different scales measure the variables. For 

instance, the I-deals and PE constructs were measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree. The JCr construct was also measured on 

the 5-point Likert scale but with different anchors such as 1= Never and 5= Often. 

Similarly, a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1= disagree very much to 5= agree very 

much was utilised for measuring internal iLOC. However, the WE construct as the 

study's dependent variable was measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from never 

as 1 to always as 7. Table 4.10 shows the descriptive statistics of variables.  (Refer to 

appendix H). 

Table 4.10 
Descriptive Statistics: Means and Standard Deviation (N=324) 
Constructs No. of Items Mean (M) Standard deviation (SD) 
WE 17 5.442 1.063 
JCr 21 3.914 0.812 
I-deals 15 3.703 0.844 
PE 12 3.812 0.779 
iLOC 8 3.068 0.982 

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; iLOC = Internal Locus of Control; PE = 
Psychological Empowerment; WE = Work engagement 

Table 4.10 shows the mean score and standard deviation of the variables under study. 

The mean score and standard deviation values of JCr were 3.914 and 0.812, which 

indicate that the frequency of exhibiting academicians’ JCr behaviour was high. While 

for the I-deals construct, the mean score and the SD value were 3.703 and 0.844. These 

results indicate that academicians’ agreement on the items of I-deals construct was 

moderately high. 
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Also, the mean score and standard deviation value for iLOC were 3.068 and 0.982, 

while 3.812 and 0.779 were for PE, respectively. These scores indicate that relative to 

items of the iLOC construct, academicians showed relatively high agreement on the 

statements of the PE construct. Among all the constructs, iLOC received the lowest 

mean score.  

Likewise, for the dependent variable (i.e., WE), this construct’s mean score and 

standard deviation value were 5.443 and 1.063, which signifies that the academicians’ 

frequency of exhibiting WE was much higher. As a whole, academics in public 

universities somewhat agreed that they were often engaged in their work.  

In summary, respondents exhibited above-average scores for the majority of constructs, 

which signifies that data points were close to the mean except for the WE construct for 

which the mean score was relatively higher with a standard deviation of more than 1, 

thereby indicating that the data points were above the mean value. 

4.9 PLS-SEM Path Modeling 

Theis study used Partial Least Squares (PLS) to analyze the research model utilising 

Smart PLS 3.2.8 (Ringle, Wende & Becker, 2015). Following the recommendation of 

Anderson and Gerbing (1988), to use a two-stage analytical procedure, the study tested 

the measurement model (reliability and validity of the measures) followed by 

examining the structural model (testing the hypothesized association) (see Rahman et 

al., 2016; Hair et al., 2017). The bootstrapping method with 5000 resamples was used 

(Hair et al., 2017) to test the significance of the path coefficients and the loadings. 
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4.9.1 Assessment of The Measurement Model  

The Partial Least Square (PLS) analysis technique requires examining the measurement 

model's validity and reliability. The purpose is to determine how well the indicators 

define the constructs, ensuring that items measure the constructs they are supposed to 

measure. Hair et al. (2014) suggested that the loadings of individual items should be 

more than 0.5. In this study, all items had a loading above 0.5, and the cross-loadings 

were lower than the loadings (Refer to Table 4.11). Differentiating between formative 

and reflective measurement to find the extent to which their indicators appropriately 

measured constructs is essential before assessing the measurement model. No outer 

model assessment was required because constructs were reflective in the current 

research framework. 

The measurement model was examined to determine the reliability and validity of the 

measurement items. Two validity subtypes are typically investigated in PLS; 

convergent validity and discriminant validity (Henseler et al., 2009; Hair et al., 2011). 

The following section discusses each validity analysis.  

4.9.1.1 Convergent Validity   

Convergent validity assesses the degree to which an indicator that measures a construct 

converges with another. Convergent validity is the level that multiple items measuring 

the same construct share a high proportion of variance in common (Hair et al., 2014). 

Convergent validity was investigated using average variance extracted (AVE), 

composite reliability, and factor loadings. Hair et al. (2014) and Hair et al., 2017 

recommended a significant cut-off value of 0.5 for facto loading. Measurement items 

with loadings less than 0.5 were dropped. As shown in Table 4.11, most indicators 
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loading for all items exceeded the cut-off value of 0.5. However, WE6, JCr2, and PE10 

were dropped due to low factor loadings (refer to appendix J). 

Composite reliability examines the reliability of a construct with more than one 

indicator. Developed by Fornell and Larcker (1981), composite reliability argues that, 

unlike Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability does not assume that all indicators are 

equally reliable, making composite reliability more suitable for PLS-SEM, which 

prioritizes indicators by their reliability during model estimation (Hair et al., 2017). 

Composite reliability values above 0.7 indicate the internal consistency reliability of a 

construct (Hair et al., 2017; Henseler et al., 2017). The composite reliability for all 

constructs in the current research ranged from 0.923 to 0.962, exceeding the 

recommended value of 0.7 (Hair et al., 2017; Henseler et al., 2017). then, composite 

reliability was examined based on a cut-off value of 0.7 (Hair et al., 2017; Henseler et 

al., 2017). Accordingly, the data fulfilled the recommended criteria for composite 

reliability (Refer to Table 4.11).  

Finally, as a part of assessing convergent validity, the AVE values were observed. AVE 

criterion is the grand mean value of the squared loadings of the indicators related to the 

construct. An AVE, which is 0.5 or more, indicates that a latent variable or construct 

can explain at least half of its indicator’s variance (Hair et al., 2017; Henseler et al., 

2017). An AVE value of at least 0.5 and higher indicates that a latent variable explains 

more than half of the variance of its indicators on average; if so, it is considered 

sufficient (Hair et al., 2017; Henseler et al. 2017). The present study’s AVE values for 

all constructs were more than 0.5, which is considered acceptable. The AVE values of 

the present study ranged from 0.524 to 0.663. Table 4.11 shows the AVE values of all 

constructs. Hence, based on the above results, convergent validity was confirmed. 
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Table 4.11 
Measurement Model: Convergent Reliability and Validity 
Variables Items Factor 

Loadings (FL) 
Number of 

items deleted 
CR AVE 

JCr JCr1 0.649 1 0.962 0.564 
 JCr3 0.814    
 JCr4 0.826    
 JCr5 0.601    
 JCr6 0.682    
 JCr7 0.700    
 JCr8 0.793    
 JCr9 0.727    
 JCr10 0.718    
 JCr11 0.811    
 JCr12 0.810    
 JCr13 0.832    
 JCr14 0.790    
 JCr15 0.818    
 JCr16 0.759    
 JCr17 0.659    
 JCr18 0.733    
 JCr19 0.784    
 JCr20 0.728    
 JCr21 0.726    
I-deals IDL1 0.715 None 0.953 0.578 
 IDL2 0.694    
 IDL3 0.729    
 IDL4 0.702    
 IDL5 0.811    
 IDL6 0.850    
 IDL7 0.757    
 IDL8 0.789    
 IDL9 0.797    
 IDL10 0.813    
 IDL11 0.688    
 IDL12 0.821    
 IDL13 0.764    
 IDL14 0.738    
 IDL15 0.710    
PE PE1 0.587 1 0.923 0.524 
 PE2 0.807    
 PE3 0.704    
 PE4 0.761    
 PE5 0.721    
 PE6 0.754    
 PE7 0.823    
 PE8 0.793    
 PE9 0.706    
 PE11 0.662    
 PE12 0.627    
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Table 4.11 
Measurement Model: Convergent Reliability and Validity 
Variables Items Factor 

Loadings (FL) 
Number of 

items deleted 
CR AVE 

iLOC iLOC1 0.860 None 0.940 0.663 
 iLOC2 0.892    
 iLOC3 0.803    
 iLOC4 0.873    
 iLOC5 0.740    
 iLOC6 0.865    
 iLOC7 0.771    
 iLOC8 0.688    
WE WE1 0.628 1 0.951 0.555 
 WE2 0.679    
 WE3 0.558    
 WE4 0.669    
 WE5 0.577    
 WE7 0.632    
 WE8 0.860    
 WE9 0.811    
 WE10 0.795    
 WE11 0.780    
 WE12 0.650    
 WE13 0.831    
 WE14 0.753    
 WE15 0.838    
 WE16 0.849    
 WE17 0.886    

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; iLOC = Internal Locus of Control; PE = 
Psychological Empowerment; WE = Work Engagement: AVE = Average Variance Extracted; CR = 
Composite Reliability Cut of values: FL> 0.5; CR>0.7; AVE > 0.5 
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Figure 4.1 
Measurement Model Framework 
Note: Note: JCr= Job Crafting; I-deals= Idiosyncratic Deals; iLOC= Internal Locus of Control; PE= Psychological Empowerment, 
WE= Work Engagement 
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4.9.1.2 Discriminant Validity 

After assessing convergent validity, the correlations between the measures of potentially 

overlapping constructs were examined to assess discriminate validity. A low correlation 

between measures shows that a construct is unique and that other constructs in a model do 

not represent it (Cheung & Lee, 2010). Satisfactory discriminant validity is present in a 

latent construct when the item loadings utilised to measure this construct are more than 

their loadings with all remaining constructs (cross-loadings) (Chin, 1998). This result 

indicates that the items do not correlate too highly with items they are supposed to differ from. 

When discriminate validity is not established, constructs could impact the variance of more 

than just the observed variables that they are theoretically related to. 

As a consequence, researchers cannot determine if the hypothesized structural paths results are 

accurate or exist because of statistical discrepancies (Chin, 1998). Chin (1998) decided upon 

discriminant validity via cross-loadings, while Fornell and Larcker (1981) used AVE. They 

suggested that the AVE for every construct should be more than the squares of the correlations 

between the constructs, and the correlations between the constructs should be less than the 

AVE’s square root. Correspondingly, Hair et al. (2012) identified two criteria that could be 

utilized to evaluate discriminant validity; Fornell-Larcker’s and cross-loadings criteria 

(Chin & Newsted, 1999). According to the Chin (1988) item loading of all the indicators 

should be greater than the cross loading. The results obtained for the cross-loading show 

that all the items’ loadings are higher than cross loading (refer to Appendix K).  
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Table 4.12 provides the outcomes of discriminant validity using Fornell and Larker (1981), 

showing that all the squared AVEs were higher than the off-diagonal coefficients or 

elements, thus, achieving discriminant validity. 

Table 4.12 
Discriminant Validity (Fornell and Larker, 1981) Method 

Constructs I-deals JCr PE WE iLOC 
I-deals 0.760     
JCr 0.688 0.751    
PE 0.517 0.443 0.724   
WE 0.524 0.583 0.441 0.745  
iLOC -0.545 -0.655 -0.195 -0.364 0.814 

Note: Diagonals (in bold) represent the squared root of average variance extracted (AVE), while the other 
entries represent the Latent Variable correlations. JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; iLOC = 
Internal Locus of Control; PE = Psychological Empowerment; WE = Work engagement 
 
Fornell-Larcker’s criterion has been routinely utilised in examining discriminant validity. 

However, recent arguments have suggested that Fornell-Larcker's criterion and the 

assessment of cross-loadings could not identify the absence of discriminant validity in 

common research (Henseler et al., 2015). In establishing discriminant validity, the 

heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio has recently been established as superior to more 

traditional assessment methods like the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Henseler et al., 2015; 

Voorhees et al., 2016; Hair, Sarstedt, & Ringle, 2019). Besides, Henseler et al. (2015) 

suggested utilising the HTMT of correlations to examine discriminant validity. Hence, the 

current research employed the HTMT criterion to assess discriminant validity. 

HTMT offers two methods to examine discriminant validity: as a criterion or as a statistical 

test. As a criterion test, a problem exists with discriminant validity if the HTMT value is 

more than 0.85 (Kline, 2011) or an HTMT value of 0.90 (Gold et al., 2011). The second 

method tests the null hypothesis (H0: HTMT⩾1) against the alternate hypothesis (H0: 
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HTMT<1). If the confidence interval has a value of 1 (i.e., H0 holds), this indicates a lack 

of discriminant validity (Henseler et al., 2015). As Table 4.13 shows, all values are less 

than the threshold level, HTMT.90 (Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001). Also, the HTMT 

Inference shows that the confidence interval did not have a value of 1 on any constructs, 

indicating that discriminant validity was achieved. Therefore, discriminant validity was 

achieved.  

Table 4.13 
Discriminant Validity (HTMT Ratio) 
Constructs I-deals JCr iLOC PE WE 
I-deals      
JCr 0.698 [0.621;0.761]     
iLOC 0.576[0.492;0.653] 0.682[0.616;0.745]    
PE 0.541[0.404;0.650] 0.434[0.303;0.552] 0.182[0.110;0.284]   
WE 0.533[0.418;0.625] 0.573[0.474;0.656] 0.364[0.259;0.466] 0.458[0.327;0.572]  
Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; iLOC = Internal Locus of Control; PE = 
Psychological Empowerment; WE = Work engagement. N=324. Elements within parenthesis are the 
confidence intervals of .90 criterion of HTMT. 
 
Thus, the measurement model confirmed adequate convergent and discriminant validity, 

which shows that the measurement for each construct was valid as no collinearity occurred. 

Hence, the data achieved the primary requirement for analysis based on measurement 

results. 

4.9.2 Assessment of Structural Model 

After assessing the measurement model, the following step is assessing the structure model. 

Because PLS-SEM path modelling does not show direct inference statistical tests of the model 

fit and model parameters, bootstrapping is required to estimate the standard errors of the model 

parameters (Efron & Tibshirani, 1993; Chin, 2010). The standard bootstrapping procedure 

was conducted with 5000 resamples using smart PLS to attain standard path coefficients, 
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standard errors, and t-values to assess each hypothesis’s significance (Hair et al., 2017). 

For the reflective constructs, the primary criteria for evaluation of the structural model in PLS-

SEM are the significance of path coefficient, effect size (f2), coefficient determination (R2), 

and predictive relevance (Q2) (Hair et al., 2017). Further, PLS bootstrapping technique was 

carried out to compute the mediating and moderated-mediating effect in the proposed 

hypothesized framework. Figure 4.2 presents the estimates of the structural model. 
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Note: JCr= Job crafting; I-deals= Idiosyncratic deals; iLOC= Internal Locus of Control; PE= Psychological empowerment, WE= Work engagement 
Figure 4. 2 
PLS (bootstrapped)Structural Model Path Coefficient and p-Value   
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4.9.2.1 Path Coefficients and Hypotheses Testing (Direct relationship)  

The association between the independent variables (IVs) (JCr and I-deals) and the dependent 

variable (DV) (WE) was assessed. Two hypotheses are being tested in the study. Table 4.14 

and Figure 4.2 shows the results of direct path coefficients. Both JCr and I-deals constructs 

show a positive and significant association with WE.  Results show that in the case of H1, there 

was a significant and positive association between JCr and WE (β= 0.447, t=8.407, p<.01). 

Similarly, concerning H2, results reveal that the I-deals construct has a significant and positive 

association with WE (β= 0.241, t=4.458, p<.01). Thus, results supported both the study 

hypotheses H1 and H2. Table 4.14 below shows the standard beta (β), standard error, T, and 

P-values of the direct relationship between IVs and DV. 

Table 4.14 
Relationship Between IVs and DV 
Hyp. Structural Path β S.E Bootstrapped 

Confidence 
Interval 

T-
Value 

P-
Value 

Decision 

      2.50%  97.50%    
H1 JCr → WE 0.447 0.053 0.147 0.379 8.407 0.000**  Supported 
H2 I-deals → WE 0.241 0.054 0.070 0.319 4.458 0.000** Supported 

Notes: **P<0.01, *P<0.05(based on a two-tailed test with 5000 subsamples bootstrapping). JCr = Job 
Crafting; WE = Work Engagement; I-deals= Idiosyncratic Deals  
 

Table 4.14 shows that both hypotheses H1 and H2 were supported. Further, the JCr construct 

has a strong significant and positive relationship (i.e., β= 0.447) with WE relative to the I-deals 

construct. 
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4.9.2.2 Effect Size for The Relationship of IVs with DV 

The study estimated the effect size of all the variables. Sullivan and Feinn (2012) said that a 

study’s results should report statistical significance (p-value) and substantive significance. Hair 

Jr et al. (2014) suggested that a change in R2 should be investigated when an exogenous variable 

is omitted from a model to calculate the effect size (f2), which explains the substantive impact 

of the omitted variable on the endogenous variables. Cohen (1988) provided guidelines for 

effect size, with 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 representing small, medium, and large effects, 

respectively. Researchers have concluded that a small effect size does not mean that a variable 

is unimportant. They also noted that researchers should carefully estimate the effect size based 

on their knowledge and the method utilised rather than merely comparing the effect size with 

standard values (Green, 1991; Chin et al., 2003; Preacher & Kelley, 2011). This study also 

examined the effect size value of respective predictors on endogenous variables.  

Table 4.15 shows that JCr had a small to medium effect (f2 = 0.131) while I-deals had a small 

effect (f2 =0.019) on WE.  

Table 4.15 
Effect Size f2 
Structural Path f2 Effect size 
JCr → WE 0.131 Small to medium 
I-deals → WE 0.019 Small 

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; WE = Work Engagement; I-deals= Idiosyncratic Deals 

4.9.2.3 Relationship between Med. V and DV 

Hypothesis H3 assessed the association between PE and WE. The results from the analysis 

show a significant and positive association between PE and WE (β= 0.041, t=2.027, p 
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<.01). Thus, the result supports hypothesis H3. Table 4.16 below shows the standard beta, 

standard deviation, t-value, and p-values, respectively. 

Table 4.16 
Relationship Between Med. V and DV 
Hyp. Structural Path β S.E Bootstrapped 

Confidence 
Interval 

T-
Value 

P-
Value 

Decision 

      2.50%  97.50%    
H3 PE → WE 0.186 0.043 0.100 0.270 4.280 0.000**  Supported 

Notes: **P<0.01, *P<0.05(based on a two-tailed test with 5000 subsamples bootstrapping).  PE = 
Psychological Empowerment; WE = Work Engagement  
 

Similarly, Table 4.17 shows the value of effect size f2 of PE on WE. Table 4.17 shows a 

significant and positive association between PE and WE. Moreover, Table 4.17 show that 

the effect size of PE on WE was 0.041, which is considered small (Cohen, 1988). 

Table 4.17 
Effect Size f2 
Structural Path f2 Effect size 
PE → WE 0.041 Small 

Note: PE = Psychological Empowerment; WE = Work Engagement  

 

4.9.2.4 Relationship Between Independent Variables and Mediating Variable 

The association between IVs (JCr and I-deals) and Med.V (PE) was examined to test H4 

and H5. The results given in Table 4.18 show that both JCr (with β= 0.295, t=3.643, p<.01) 

and I-deals (with β= 0.446, t=6.911, p <.01) had a positive and significant relationship with 

PE. Thus, hypotheses H4 and H5 are supported. Below mentioned Table 4.18 presents the 

results of the relationship between IVs and Med. V.  
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Table 4.18 

Relationship Between IVs and DV 
Hyp. Structural Path β S.E Bootstrapped 

Confidence 
Interval 

T-
Value 

P-
Value 

Decision 

      2.50%  97.50%    
H4 JCr → PE 0.295 0.081 0.129 0.438 3.643 0.000**  Supported 
H5 I-deals → PE 0.446 0.065 0.313 0.566 6.911 0.000** Supported 

Notes: **P<0.01, *P<0.05(based on a two-tailed test with 5000 subsamples bootstrapping). JCr = Job 
Crafting; I-deals = I-deals; PE= Psychological Empowerment  
 
These results also indicate that, relative to the JCr construct, the I-deals construct has a strong 

significant and positive relationship (i.e., β= 0.446) with PE. 

4.9.2.5 Coefficient of Determination and Effect Size for the Relationship of 
Independent Variables with Mediating Variable 

R2 was used to determine the significance of the structural model for the association 

between the IVs and the Med.V coefficient of determination. The R2 value describes the 

collective effect of the independent variable on the dependent variables (Hair et al., 

2014,17). A value of R2 equalling 0.10 is considered acceptable; values 0.25, 0.50, and 

0.75 are considered low, moderate, and high, respectively (Falk & Miller, 1992; Hair et al., 

2011). Table 4.19 shows 0.314 as the value of R2 for the relationship between IVs and 

Med.V. This value is considered low to moderate. Similarly, the coefficient of 

determination is the criterion to evaluate effect size. Table 4.19 indicates that the effect 

size of JCr and I-deals was small and small to medium, respectively, on the PE. 

Table 4.19 
Coefficient of Determination R2 and Effect Size f2 
Structural Path f2 Effect size R2 
JCr → PE 0.053 Small 0.314 
I-deals → PE 0.148 Small to medium  

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; PE= Psychological Empowerment  
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4.9.2.6 Mediation of psychological empowerment between IVs and DV 

Hypotheses H6 and H7 were created and tested to examine the mediating role of PE 

between IVs (JCr and I-deals) and DV (WE). After empirically investigating the mediating 

role, the results show that PE mediated the association between IVs (JCr and I-deals) and 

DV (WE). Table 4.20 shows the results of mediating analysis. The results show that the 

association between JCr and WE was positively and significantly mediated through PE (β= 

0.054, t=2.450, p<.05). Similarly, PE positively and significantly mediates the association 

between I-deals and WE (β=0.083, t=3.567, p <.05). Thus, both hypotheses H6 and H7 are 

supported. 

Table 4.20 show that PE positively and significantly mediated the association between JCr, 

I-deals, and WE. Table 4.20 also shows the value of the coefficient of determination (R2). 

The R2 shows that all three exogenous variables (JCr, I-deals, and PE) explained 39.4% of 

the variance in the endogenous variable (WE). Therefore, based on set criteria that Falk 

and Miller (1992) and Hair et al. (2011) set for evaluating R2 of endogenous variable, the 

model has substantial predictive validity. 

Table 4.20 
Mediation of Psychological Empowerment Between IVs and DV 
Hyp. Structural Path Β S.E Bootstrapped 

Confidence 
Interval 

T-
Value 

P-
Value 

Decision R2 

        2.50%  97.50%     
H6 JCr → PE → WE 0.055 0.022 0.019 0.109 2.450 0.011** Supported 0.394 
H7 I-deals → PE → WE 0.083 0.023 0.043 0.133 3.567 0.000** Supported  
Notes: **P<0.01, *P<0.05(based on a two-tailed test with 5000 subsamples bootstrapping). JCr = Job 
Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; PE= Psychological Empowerment; WE= Work Engagement 
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4.8.2.7  Assessment of Effect Size (f2)  

Besides evaluating the coefficient of determination (R2) of the endogenous latent variables 

(PE and WE), Hair et al. (2014) also suggested assessing the effect size (f2). The f2 is the 

change in R2 between the main effects when an exogenous latent variable is in a model and 

when it is removed from a model. This is done to assess whether the removed exogenous 

latent construct substantially affects the endogenous construct (Hair et al., 2014). The effect 

size for exogenous latent variables is calculated utilising the following formula (Cohen, 

1988; Selya et al., 2012). 

f2 = (R2included – R2 excluded) ÷ (1- R2 included) 

Cohen (1988) describes f2 values of 0.35, 0.15, and 0.02 as having large, moderate, and 

small effects, respectively. However, Chin et al. (2003) emphasized that even the most 

minor f2 strength should be considered as it affects endogenous latent variables. In this 

study, the effect size for the exogenous latent variables found to be statistically significant 

to influence the endogenous latent variables are evaluated and reported. The result in Table 

4.21 indicates the effect sizes of the exogenous latent variables on the respective 

endogenous latent variable of the structural model. 

As presented in Table 4.21, the effect sizes for the JCr, I-deal, and PE on WE, were 0.128, 

0.023, and 0.036, respectively. Thus, following Cohen's (1988) recommendation, the 

effects sizes of these three exogenous variables on JCr can be regarded as small. Likewise, 

Table 4.21 also shows that the effect sizes for the JCr and I-deals on PE were 0.022 and 
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0.103, respectively, thereby indicating small effect sizes (Cohen, 1988). Thus, the effect 

size of these two exogenous latent constructs on PE can be viewed as small. 

Table 4.21 
The Effect Size (f2) for Mediating Relationships (N=324) 
Constructs R2 Included R2 Excluded f2 Effect size 
JCr - WE 0.394 0.316 0.128 Small 
I-deal  - WE 0.394 0.380 0.023 Small 
PE - WE 0.394 0.372 0.036 Small 
JCr - PE 0.284 0.268 0.022 Small 
I-deals - PE 0.284 0.210 0.103 Small 

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; PE = Psychological Empowerment 

4.10 Type of Mediation  

Following Hair et al. (2017) and Nitzl, Rolden, and Cepeda (2016) recommendations, more 

information on the mediation effect was extracted via looking into the types of mediation 

(i.e., full mediation and partial mediation of complementary and competitive type). 

Furthermore, a mediating effect must first exist when the indirect effect, a*b, is significant, 

according to Nitzl, Rolden, and Cepeda (2016).  

Table 4.22 
Significance Analysis of The Direct and Indirect Effects 
Structural Path Direct 

Effect 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval of the 
Direct Effect 

T-
Value 

P-Value Indirect 
Effect 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Indirect Effect 

T-
Value 

P-Value Mediation 
type 

    2.50%  97.50%    2.50%  97.50%    
JCr → WE 0.447 0.342 0.549 8.475 0.000** 0.054 0.019 0.109 2.450 0.011** Partial 

mediation 
(Complementary) 

I-deals → WE 0.241 0.137 0.347 4.458 0.000** 0.083 0.043 0.133 3.567 0.000** 

Note: JCr= Job Crafting; I-deals= Idiosyncratic Deals; WE= Work Engagement 

Table 4.22 shows that the indirect effect from JCr (with β= 0.054, t=2.450, p<.05) and I-

deals (with β= 0.083, t=3.567, p<.05) to WE was significant. Moreover, both direct and 
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indirect effects were significant and in the same direction; therefore, the result can be 

considered complementary type partial mediation (Zhao et al., 2010; Nitzl et al., 2016; Hair 

et al., 2017). The present research shows the partial mediation of PE between IVs (JCr and 

I-deals) and DV (WE). 

4.11 Predictive Relevance (Q2 )  

Hair et al. (2017) suggested that in addition to reporting R2, the Q2 value should also be 

included in explaining predictive relevance. While applying blindfolding, Q2 assesses a 

model’s predictive validity via using PLS. According to researchers, a blindfolding 

procedure is only applied to endogenous variables with reflective measurement and single 

item endogenous variables.  If the Q2value is greater than zero, this result indicates that a 

model has predictive relevance (Hair et al., 2011).  Hair et al. (2017) suggested that Q2 

values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 reflect small, medium, and large predictive relevance, 

respectively, on endogenous variables. 

Table 4.23 illustrates that cross-validated redundancy for PE is 0.147, which indicates a 

small to medium predictive relevance. While for WE, the Q2   value is 0.189, thereby 

indicating medium to large predictive relevance. Because Q2 values were more than 0, 

substantial evidence of robust predictive relevance exists. 

Table 4.23 
Predictive Relevance Q2 
Constructs SSO SSE Q2=1-SSE/SSO 
PE 3564.000 3040.936 0.147  
WE 5184.000 4203.921 0.189 

Note: PE=Psychological Empowerment; WE= Work Engagement 
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Figure 4.3  
Blindfolding analysis 
Note: JCr= Job crafting; I-deals= Idiosyncratic Deals; iLOC= Internal Locus of Control; PE= Psychological empowerment, WE= Work 
engagement 
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4.12 Moderation analysis 

While performing moderated mediation analysis, the moderation analysis has to be 

performed first to see if the moderation exists between the constructs, i.e., between IVs 

(JCr and I-deals) and the mediating variable (PE) (Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005; 

Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes (2007). The present study developed two additional 

hypotheses, H8 and H9, to examine the moderating effect. Following the recommendation 

of Muller, Judd, and Yzerbyt (2005) and Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007), evidence of 

a significant moderation of the path linking independent variables (JCr and I-deals) to the 

mediator (PE) needs to exist. A bootstrapping procedure was performed with 5000 re-

sampling (one-tailed test) to determine the significance of the interaction effect. The direct 

relationships of the exogenous and the moderator variable and the relationships of the 

interaction term with the endogenous variable were investigated to determine any 

moderating effect. Following Hair et al.’s (2017) recommendation, the moderating effect 

of iLOC was examined via a two-stage approach. This approach is justified by its ability 

to exhibit a higher statistical power than the orthogonalizing and product indicator 

approaches (Henseler & Fassott, 2010; Becker et al., 2018). Table 4.24 provides the 

moderating effect results.  

Table 4.24 
Relationship Between IVs and Mod.V 
Hyp. Structural Path β S.E Bootstrapped 

Confidence Interval 
T-

Value 
P-Value Decision 

      5% 95%    
-- iLOC → PE 0.192 0.057 0.120 0.304 3.344 0.000** --- 
H8 JCr*iLOC → PE 0.264 0.091 0.121 0.407 2.901 0.002** Supported 
H9 I-deals*iLOC → PE -0.043 0.068 -0.156 0.07 0.0638 0.262 Not 

supported 
Notes: **P<0.01(2.327), *P<0.05 (1.645) (based on one- tailed test with 5000 subsamples bootstrapping).  
iLOC= Internal Locus of Control; JCr= Job Crafting; I-deals= Idiosyncratic Deals. 
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Figure 4.4 shows the structural model with the moderating effect of iLOC with PE. The 

results in Table 4.24 show that the interaction between iLOC and JCr was significant and 

positive (β = 0.264, t = 2.901, p < 0.01). This indicates that the positive association between 

JCr and PE will be stronger when the iLOC is higher. Thus, the H8 hypothesis of this study 

is accepted. Moreover, results in Table 4.24 also shows that the interaction between iLOC* 

I-deals was negative and insignificant (β = -0.043, t = 2.227, p > 0.05), thereby indicating 

that, on the contrary to this study’s hypothesis, the presence of the iLOC weakens the 

association between I-deals and PE. Thus, the H9 hypothesis is not supported. Notably, the 

magnitude of the negative effect of iLOC was very small (i.e., β = -0.043). 

Figure 4.4 represents JCr – iLOC interaction plot; the line tagged high iLOC, indicating a 

high level of iLOC, has a steeper gradient as against low iLOC. This result signifies that 

the positive association between JCr was more pronounced when iLOC was high than when 

it was low. 
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Figure 4.4 
Structural Model   
Note: JCr= Job crafting; I-Deals= Idiosyncratic Deals; PE= Psychological empowerment; iLOC= Internal Locus of control; WE= Work 
engagement. 
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Furthermore, according to Dawnson (2014), the size and precise nature of the effect of the 

interaction term is not easily defined from an examination of the coefficients alone and 

becomes more complicated when one or more coefficients are negative. Therefore, Dawson 

(2014) suggested drawing an interaction plot to follow up in examining significant 

interactions. Figure 4.5 show the interaction plot. 

 

 
Figure 4.5 
Interaction Plot 
Note: JCr= Job Crafting; iLOC= Internal Locus of Control   
 
Furthermore, according to Hair et al. (2017), in the context of moderation, special attention 

should be given to the effect size (f 2) of the interaction effect. In the case of the effect of 

the interaction, the effect size (f2) indicates how much moderation contributes to explaining 

the endogenous latent variable. The following formula calculates f2; 

f2 = (R2
included – R2 excluded) ÷ (1- R2 included) 
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Where R2included and R2 excluded are the R2 values of an endogenous latent excluded variable 

when the interaction term of the moderator model is included in or excluded from the 

PLS path model. According to Kenny’s (2016) guidelines, the values of f2 0.005, 0.01, 

and 0.025 represent small, medium, and large effect sizes, respectively.  

Table 4.25 shows that the effect size f2 for the first interaction term (JCr*iLOC) is large 

(f2=0.065) while it is medium (f2=0.023) for the second interaction term (I-deals*iLOC) as 

per the guidelines (Kenny, 2016). 

Table 4.25 
Calculating The Effect Size of The Interaction Term 
 Included Excluded f-Squared Effect size 
R-Squared (JCr*iLOC) 0.356 0.314 0.065 Large effect 
R-Squared (I-deals*iLOC) 0.329 0.314 0.023 Medium  
 

4.13 Moderated-Mediation Analysis   

The present study used Smart PLS software for the moderated-mediation effect analysis. 

According to Hair et al. (2017), moderated-mediation happens when a moderator variable 

(iLOC) interacts with a mediator variable (PE) such that the value of the indirect effect 

changes depends on the value of the moderator variable. This situation is also called a 

conditional indirect effect because the indirect effect’s value is conditional on the 

moderator variable’s value. In other words, if the mechanism linking an exogenous 

construct to an endogenous construct through a mediator is a function of another variable, 

it can be said to be moderated by that variable. Two hypotheses, i.e., H10 and H11, were 

developed to examine the moderated mediation analysis. After assessing the significance 
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of the interaction term, as suggested by Hayes and Rockwood (2020), the moderated-

mediation analysis was performed by applying bootstrapping procedure with 5000 

resamples (one-tailed test). Table 4.26 provides the results of the moderated-mediation 

analysis of specific indirect effects. 

As evident in Table 4.26, the moderated-mediation effect on the path linking JCr to WE 

through PE was positive and significant (β = 0.049, t = 2.225, p < 0.05). This result 

confirms that the indirect effect of JCr on WE through PE was conditional on iLOC. This 

means iLOC moderated the indirect relationship between JCr and WE through PE such 

that this association was strong in the presence of high iLOC. Thus, hypothesis H10 was 

supported.  

Table 4.26 
Analysis of Moderated-Mediation (Indirect Effect) 
Hyp. Structural Path β S.E Bootstrapped 

Confidence 
Interval 

T-
Value 

P-Value Decision 

        5% 95%    
H10 JCr*iLOC → PE → WE 0.049 0.022 0.019 0.109 0.089 0.013* Supported 
H11 I-deals*iLOC → PE → WE - 0.08 - 0.08 0.271 0.133 0.107 0.271 Not Supported 
Notes: **P<0.01(2.327), *P<0.05 (1.645) (based on one- tailed test with 5000 subsamples bootstrapping)’ 
JCr= Job Crafting; I-deals= Idiosyncratic Deals; PE= Psychological Empowerment; WE= Work Engagement 
 

Further, regarding hypothesis H11 that tested the moderated-mediating role of PE on the 

indirect relationship between I-deals and WE, the study did not support the moderation 

hypothesis, i.e., the interaction term I-deals*iLOC was not supported. Therefore, following 

the suggestion of Hayes and Rockwood (2020), the moderated-mediation was not 

necessary to be performed for H11. Thus, hypothesis H11 of moderated-mediation was not 

supported. 
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4.14 Results of Hypotheses 

After testing the hypotheses, the results indicated that, except for two hypotheses (i.e., H9 

and H11), all other hypotheses were supported, as Table 4.27 shows. 

Table 4.27 
Results of Hypotheses 
Hypotheses Statements Decision 

H1 Job crafting positively effects work engagement. Supported 
H2 I-deals positively influence work engagement. Supported 
H3 Psychological empowerment positively impacts work 

engagement. 
Supported 

H4 Job crafting positively effects psychological 
empowerment. 

Supported 

H5 I-deals positively effects psychological empowerment. Supported 
H6 Psychological empowerment mediates the relationship 

between job crafting and work engagement. 
Supported 

H7 Psychological empowerment mediates the relationship 
between I-deals and work engagement. 

Supported 

H8 Internal locus of control moderates the relationship 
between job crafting and psychological empowerment 
such that the relationship is stronger when the internal 
locus of control is high.  

Supported 

H9 Internal locus of control moderates the relationship 
between I-deals and psychological empowerment such that 
the relationship is stronger when the internal locus of 
control is high. 

Not 
supported 

H10 The indirect effect of job crafting on work engagement via 
psychological empowerment is conditional on the internal 
locus of control. 

Supported 

H11 The indirect effect of I-deals on work engagement via 
psychological empowerment is conditional on the internal 
locus of control.  
 

Not 
supported 
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4.15 Summary  

This chapter provided the results of the data analysis. The analysis included the descriptive 

profile of the respondents, testing non-response bias, evaluation of the measurement and 

structural models, and hypotheses testing. Five hypotheses indicating direct relationships 

and three indirect relationships for mediation and moderated-mediation were supported. 

The next chapter provides a detailed explanation. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter discusses the findings in Chapter Four. This chapter also underlines the 

contribution of this research to the existing body of knowledge while pinpointing the future 

directions that can help the policymakers of higher education that how they can enhance 

WE among academicians of the public universities of Pakistan.  This chapter is structured 

as follows. First, the chapter summarises this study’s findings in the light of underpinning 

theory and previous literature. Second, the study's methodological, practical, and 

theoretical implications and the body of knowledge and study context are discussed. Third, 

study limitations are discussed and based on these limitations. The next part suggests future 

recommendations. Finally, the last part presents the conclusion of the study. 

5.2 Summary of research findings 

This study investigated the effect of JCr and I-deals on WE among academicians of the 

public universities of Pakistan. Moreover, the study also investigated the relationship of 

PE with the WE and its mediating role between JCr, I-deals, and WE. Also, this study 

examined the moderating role of iLOC in the association between JCr, I-deals, and PE. A 

step further, this study also investigated the conditional indirect effect of JCr, I-deals on 

WE through PE. To achieve this purpose, data were collected from the academicians of the 

largest public universities of Pakistan as the respondents. Of the 650 web-based online 

questionnaires, only 329 (indicating 50.6%) were filled and submitted by the respondents 

for the final analysis. After assessing the outliers, 324 were included in the data analysis 
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process. This study utilized SPSS (v.24) for preliminary data analysis. Preliminary data 

analysis included data coding, screening, filtering, outlier assessment, and descriptive 

statistics. 

Frequency distributions and percentages were examined to analyze the respondents’ 

profiles. Respondent’s demographic characteristics included age, gender, educational 

status, position, years of experience in the organization, and years of experience in the 

current position in the organization. Furthermore, descriptive analysis of variables, 

including independent, moderating, mediating, and dependent variables, was also 

performed in which mean and standard deviation were included. 

This study used PLS-SEM (v.3.2.8) for further data analysis in which measurement model 

assessment was conducted to filter the model through algorithms by evaluating the loadings 

of indicators, composite reliability, convergent and discriminant validity. Moreover, the 

structural model assessment was also conducted in which the relationship between study 

variables (path coefficients), assessment of R-square, predictive relevance, and the effect 

size was examined. 

The study's first objective was investigating the effect of JCr and I-deals on WE among 

Pakistani public universities academicians. Two hypotheses were tested to investigate 

these relationships. The results indicated a significant and positive effect of JCr and I-deals 

on WE. 

Similarly, the study's second objective was investigating the effect of PE on WE among 

Pakistani public universities academicians. This study found that the influence of PE on 
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WE was significant and positive. The third objective of the study was examining the effect 

of JCr and I-deals on the PE of Pakistani public universities academicians. Similar to the 

first objective, two hypotheses were tested to ascertain these relationships; this study 

confirmed the significant and positive impact of JCr and I-deals on PE of Pakistani public 

universities academicians.  

The fourth and fifth objectives were to examine the mediating role of PE between JCr, I-

deals, and WE among Pakistani public universities academicians. For this purpose, two 

mediating hypotheses were tested. The results showed that PE significantly mediated the 

relationship of JCr and I-deals with WE. 

The study's sixth and seventh objectives were to examine the moderating effect of iLOC 

on the association of JCr and I-deals with PE of Pakistani public universities academicians. 

Two hypotheses were tested to examine these relationships. The results indicated that iLOC 

significantly moderated the relationship between JCr and PE. However, this study did not 

find a moderating effect of iLOC on the relationship between I-deals and PE. 

Objectives eight and nine investigated the moderating effect of iLOC on the indirect 

relationship of JCr and I-deals with WE through PE of Pakistani public universities 

academicians. Two hypotheses were tested to assess these relationships. This study 

maintained that the indirect effect of JCr on WE via PE was conditional on the iLOC of 

Pakistani public universities academicians. However, this study did not support the 

hypothesis stating that the indirect effect of I-deals on WE via PE was conditional on iLOC 

of Pakistani public universities academicians. 
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5.3 Discussion on findings regarding the effect of job crafting and I-deals on work 
engagement 

The study's first objective was to investigate the effect of JCr and I-deals on WE among 

Pakistani public universities academicians. For this purpose, two hypotheses were tested. 

Discussion on the effect of independent variables on the dependent variable is provided 

below. 

5.3.1 The effect of job crafting and I-deals on work engagement 

The first hypothesis was to assess the effect of JCr on WE. Table 4.14 in Chapter Four 

shows a positive and significant effect of JCr on WE among Pakistani public universities 

academicians. Therefore, the result supported the hypothesis H1 (β= 0.447, t=8.407, 

p<.01). This finding aligns with many previous studies that empirically investigated and 

found a significant and positive association between JCr and WE in different organizational 

settings (De Beer et al., 2016; Rudolph et al., 2017; Wingerden et al., 2017a; Petrou et al., 

2018; Gordon et al., 2018; Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018; Villajos et al., 2019).  

JCr is a work design approach that enables employees to alter their job design as well as 

their social environment by “increasing social job resources, increasing structural job 

resources, increasing challenging job demands, and decreasing hindering job demands” 

(Tims et al., 2012, p. 177). In alignment with the definition of JCr, the finding of the first 

hypothesis implies that the process of JCr enables academicians to improve their work 

environment by looking into ways to professionally develop themselves (i.e., structural 

resources), asking colleagues and supervisors/HoD for their work-related feedback and 

advice (i.e., social job resources), looking for challenges by adding new tasks and 
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opportunities to enhance their learning (i.e., challenging job demands), while avoiding 

those tasks and people which result in emotional and mental fatigue at work (i.e., hindrance 

job demands). In other words, through JCr, academicians try to achieve a fit between their 

abilities, knowledge, and skills on the one hand and preferences and needs on the other 

hand (Tim & Bakker, 2010). Consequently, their work meaning and WE are enhanced 

(Tims & Bakker, 2010; Demerouti & Bakker, 2014).  

The result of hypothesis H1 contradicts those scholars who found that JCr does not 

significantly affect WE (Fazriati & Budiono, 2017; Aldrin & Merdiaty, 2019; Nguyen et 

al., 2019). Thus, this study provides empirical evidence from the higher education sector 

that the impact of JCr on WE among Pakistani public universities academicians is 

significantly positive.  

In the context of Pakistani public universities, where the work environment is highly 

bureaucratic (Hameed et al., 2018), the management rigidly defines academicians’ jobs in 

a top-down hierarchal manner. Consequently, low-discretion and demanding tasks 

characterise academicians’ jobs in the public universities (Qaisar et al., 2016; Qureshi & 

Lodhi, 2017), which has resulted in stress and burnout (Haseeb & Sattar, 2018; Khan et al., 

2019; Faisal, Noor, & Khair, 2019). In order to deal with increasing job demands that result 

in negative outcomes (stress and burnout), JCr, it is of paramount importance to offer an 

ultimate work design solution for academicians in public universities because it can aid 

them to mitigate the negative effects of job demands, which lead to fostering their WE 

(Kuijpers et al., 2020). 



182 

The process of JCr increases job autonomy as it empowers individuals to alter their work 

environment based on their needs and preference. Public sector organizations such as 

universities limit the extent of job autonomy. Although work design may leave little room 

for fostering employee autonomy in public organizations with elevated management 

control (Audenaert et al., 2020), academicians can also actively design their job following 

their preferences and motivations. In doing so, they can deal with the stressors (job 

demands) linked with expected job contributions. Utilizing JCr, academicians can instead 

pursue a job’s goals, which may entail following standard operating procedures to fit 

personal needs by increasing challenging job demands and job resources and reducing 

hindering job demands. Such proactive behaviour will feed their positive work motivation 

(Tims & Bakker, 2010), enhancing their WE (Putra, Cho, & Liu, 2017).  

From the perspective of JD-R theory, the JCr process allows public universities’ 

academicians to restore the balance between job demands and job resources using their 

personal capabilities, needs and preferences (Tims & Bakker, 2010). They use JCr as a 

means to realize congruence between the person and their work environment. In fact, JCr 

enables them to mobilize their job resources such as social and structural job resources and 

create a challenging work environment that fosters their enthusiasm, absorption, and the 

dedication (dimensions of WE) at work (e.g., Petrou et al., 2012; Harju et al., 2016).  

The study's second hypothesis was to investigate the influence of I-deals on WE among 

Pakistan public universities academicians. Table 4.14 shows that the influence of I-deals 

We were significant and positive. Thus, the result supports the hypothesis H2 (β= 0.241, 

t=4.458, p <0.01). The result of H2 aligns with previous studies that highlighted a 
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significant and positive relationship of I-deals with WE (Liao et al., 2016; Kimwolo & 

Cheruiyot, 2018; Singh & Vidyarthi, 2018; Shams et al., 2021).  

I-deals represent a non-standard work arrangement when an individual negotiates with 

his/her superior (e.g., managers or supervisors) to acquire personally desirable conditions 

or resources (e.g., developmental, flexibility, and task) (Rousseau et al., 2006; Rosen et al., 

2013; Hornung, 2017). Because of its association with several positive attitudinal and 

behavioural work-related outcomes (Rosen et al., 2013; Liao et al., 2016; Bal & Boehm, 

2017), I-deal are intrinsically motivating (Kimwolo & Cheruiyot, 2019), resulting in 

enhancing employees’ WE (Putra, Cho, & Liu, 2017). 

In the Pakistani public universities where academicians are facing several work-related 

issues as mentioned in chapter one. Some of these issues include work overload (i.e., job 

demands), work-life imbalance, lack of resources and research facilities, lack of 

professional development opportunities, ill HR policies related to career advancement and 

growth, stress and burnout, and meaningless job. In this context, granting I-deals to 

academicians could help them cope with the above issues while ensuring their engagement 

at work. 

For instance, I-deals permit academicians to design work schedules on the basis of their 

personal needs and off-the-job demands (i.e., work flexibility). Similarly, I-deals permit 

academicians to perform some of their work outside the office (location flexibility). The 

purpose of flexibility I-deals is to reduce work strain (Hornung et al., 2014) and enable the 

recipients(academicians) to achieve work-life balance (Hornung et al., 2009) so that they 

can contribute to their family domains (e.g., Las Heras et al., 2017a). Similarly, I-deals can 
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help academicians make their work more intrinsically motivating, enjoyable, and 

rewarding by customizing the job contents (i.e., task I-deals) (Hornung et al., 2014). While 

customizing job contents by obtaining individualized I-deals (such as task, developmental, 

flexibility I-deals), academicians can boost job control and alter the job complexity which, 

in turn, decrease job stress, promote employees’ initiatives and WE (Hornung, Rousseau, 

et al., 2010). Likewise, I-deals can help academicians avail special opportunities to utilise 

and expand their knowledge and skills and pursue career advancement (i.e., developmental 

I-deals) (Hornung et al., 2014). Developing I-deals increases job satisfaction (Ho & 

Tekleab, 2013) and WE (Hornung et al., 2011). In summary, I-deals enable academicians 

to make their job meaningful (Hornung et al., 2019), which lead to fostering their 

engagement at work (Liao et al., 2016; Katou et al., 2020; Shams et al., 2021). Thus, in 

line with the argument of previous researchers, this study provides empirical evidence that 

the influence of I-deals on WE among Pakistani public universities academicians is 

significant and positive. 

In addition, based on the finding, the mean value for the I-deals construct (i.e., 3.703) Refer 

to Table 4.10 of Chapter Four) was moderately high, indicating that academicians of large 

public universities of Pakistan, despite bureaucratic constraints, could manage to obtain 

various types of I-deals based on their personal and professional needs. Structural 

constraints (such as bureaucracy) in public universities might limit the ability of 

deans/department heads/supervisors to allow I-deals. That is why I-deals tend to be rare in 

public universities; consequently, this rareness increases the value of I-deals (Berry, 2017).  
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Along similar lines, Hornung et al. (2008) posited that bureaucratic organizations (such as 

public universities) could equally benefit from using I-deals to achieve employees' positive 

work-related outcomes. Riaz et al. (2017) support this view, pointing out that public 

universities’ academicians aspire for flexibility and involvement in the decision-making 

process to eliminate the traditional practices of the education system. Thus, the 

management of public universities could utilize I-deals work design to foster academicians’ 

WE. This study provides empirical evidence that I-deals significantly influence WE among 

Pakistan public universities academicians.  

Given JD-R theory, I-deals offer individualized significant job resources to academicians 

in the form of developmental, flexibility, and customized job contents. The availability of 

these intrinsically motivating job resources to academicians make their work design 

meaningful while creating favourable work conditions in which they can work more 

effectively, feel more motivated and more engaged (Anand et al., 2010; Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007; Bakker et al., 2012). 

In conclusion, the bottom-up work design approach, i.e., JCr and I-deals, enable 

academicians to maximize their job resources based on their personal and professional 

needs to effectively deal with their job demands. They also create a resourceful 

environment in which they work more effectively and exhibit WE. In connection with this, 

Crawford et al. (2014) argued that academicians with more job resources are 

psychologically available; they feel capable and are prepared to invest their resources in 

their job performance, thereby indicating WE. On the other hand, academicians who lack 
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resources feel detached and distracted concerning investing their resources into their work 

role performance, thereby lacking their engagement at work. 

Last, while ascertaining the relationship of JCr and I-deals with WE,  this study extends 

the work of previous researchers like Rofcanin et al. (2016), who found a positive 

association of JCr and I-deals with key employees outcomes like organizational affective 

commitment, intention to stay, citizenship behaviour directed towards co-workers (OCBI), 

citizenship behaviours directed towards the organization (OCBO), and in-role work 

performance when tested on 472 full-time working employees across different Turkey-based 

industries. Similar to their findings, this study also established a significant positive 

relationship of JCr and I-deals with WE among academicians in the higher education sector. 

Overall, this study’s findings validate the hypotheses and answer the first research 

question. Likewise, this finding contributes to the body of knowledge that provides 

additional support and clarification on the relationship of JCr and I-deals with WE in the 

higher education context. 

5.3.2 Effect of Psychological Empowerment on Work Engagement 

 The second objective was to examine the impact of PE on WE among Pakistani public 

universities academicians. This objective was achieved through developing and testing the 

third hypothesis. Table 4.16 in Chapter Four showed that the impact of PE on WE was 

significant and positive. Therefore, hypothesis H3 is accepted (β= 0.186, t=4.280, p <.01). 

The finding supports the notion of previous researchers that PE is significantly and 

positively related to WE (Sandhya & Sulphey 2019; Monica & Krishnaveni, 2019; 
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Aggarwal et al., 2020). Further, this study’s results support a few other studies in the higher 

education context, which demonstrated a significant and positive association between PE 

and WE (Meng & Sun, 2019; Shams et al., 2021).  

PE represents an employee’s psychological state resulting from empowerment practices at 

work (Spreitzer, 1995a; Spreitzer, 1995b; Mishra & Spreitzer, 1998; Mathieu, Gilson & 

Ruddy, 2006; Lee & Wei, 2011) or, in other words, how empowered an employee feels. 

PE includes four dimensions of employee perceptions, i.e., competence, impact, meaning, 

and self-determination (Spreitzer, 1995). In alignment with the definition of PE, the above 

finding implies that the creation of a work environment in public universities which fosters 

meaningful work experiences that encourages academicians’ sense of competence, their 

self-determination, and an awareness of the influence they have on their work lead to 

promoting beneficial outcomes such as WE for the public universities (Meng & Sun, 2019). 

Studies have found that, as an internal incentive, PE helps stimulate academicians’ 

enthusiasm for work and boosts their WE level (Al-Husseini, El Beltagi, & Moizer, 2019). 

Given the significance, authors such as Abdulrab et al. (2017) proposed PE as a viable 

means in enhancing WE among public universities academicians. Hence, this research 

provides empirical support for the significant and positive impact of PE on WE among 

Pakistani public universities’ academicians.  

The present study considered PE a personal resource. JD-R theory provides theoretical 

support to the finding of this study. Per JD-R theory, besides job resources, personal 

resources (like PE) are critically important and significantly predict WE (Xanthopoulou et 

al., 2007), which means that higher the level of personal resources (i.e., PE) for the 
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academicians, better the performance and higher the levels of their engagement at work. 

Thus, this study’s finding supports the assumption of the underpinning theory utilized. In 

conclusion, this study’s findings validate the hypotheses and answer the second research 

question. 

5.4 Effect of Job Crafting and I-deals on Psychological Empowerment 

5.4.1 Effect of Job Crafting on Psychological Empowerment 

The third objective was to assess the effect of JCr and I-deals on the PE of Pakistani public 

universities academicians. For this purpose, two hypotheses, i.e., H4 and H5, were 

developed. Thus, hypothesis H4 was accepted (β= 0.295, t=3.643, p<.01). The fourth 

hypothesis was to investigate the effect of JCr on PE. Results presented in Table 4.18 of 

Chapter Four indicate that the effect of JCr on PE of Pakistani public universities was 

significantly positive. This result aligns with Miller (2015) and Harbridge (2018), who 

maintained that JCr was a significant predictor of PE. 

Similarly, the current study's finding is similar to Siddiqui, Raza, and Imran (2017), who 

found a significant and positive relationship between JCr and PE among academicians of 

Pakistani higher education institutions. These findings illustrate that JCr is one such unique 

measure through which academicians gain ownership of their roles. JCr enables 

academicians to make their jobs more personally motivating, meaningful, and satisfactory 

by initiating changes in their job to realise the congruence between the person and work 

environment. These self-initiated changes generate a sense of PE by promoting their sense 

of autonomy, self-efficacy, meaning of work, and influencing organizational outcomes 

(Harbridge, 2018; Matsuo, 2019; Kiliç et al.,  2020). 
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However, the result of this study is contrary to Tims, Bakker, and Derks’s (2013) study, 

which indicated no significant relationship between JCr and PE. In response to these 

contradicting findings, Demerouti (2014) and Kim and Lee (2016) argued that JCr has its 

importance as it brings meaningfulness into a job, which subsequently enhances the PE of 

employees. Therefore, the current study's findings validate the research studies of previous 

scholars and provide additional empirical support that JCr affects the PE of academicians 

in Pakistan’s higher education context. 

In the view of JD-R theory, JCr gives academicians control in altering their work 

environment because JCr enables them to “fit” the job to their needs and preferences by 

increasing their structural job resources (finding ways to professional development), social 

job resources (asking colleagues for their work-related feedbacks and advice), increasing 

challenging demands (adding new tasks to enhance their learning), and minimizing 

hindrance job demands (avoiding people and tasks at work that cause emotional and mental 

fatigue). As JCr enables academicians to increase their job resources. These job resources 

induce positive emotions among academicians related to their personal resources (such as 

PE) (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2012). Personal resources (such as 

PE) are positive self-evaluations linked to resiliency and refer to an individual’s sense of 

his/her ability to successfully control and impact their environment (Hobfoll et al., 2003). 

Thus, the finding of this study, i.e., job resources (through JCr), are related to personal 

resources (PE) (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). 
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5.4.2 Effect of I-deals on psychological empowerment 

The fifth hypothesis was to test the effect of I-deals on the PE of Pakistani public 

universities academicians. Table 4.18 in Chapter Four showed a significant and positive 

effect of I-deals on PE. Therefore, hypothesis H5 is accepted (β= 0.446, t=6.911, p <.01). 

This finding supports the notion of previous studies that I-deals are positively and 

significantly related to PE (Hornung et al., 2014; Miller, 2015; Kwon, Seo, Moon-Kyo, 

2017; Wang & Long, 2018; Shams et al., 2021). These findings show that when 

academicians are granted I-deals based on their personal and professional requirements, 

they feel more focused and psychologically empowered. I-deals help academicians manage 

their personal lives through personalized work schedules and work location flexibility 

(flexibility I-deals). Similarly, I-deals enable academicians to manage their professional 

life by creating special opportunities to utilize and expand their skills (developmental I-

deals) and customizing their job content like job duties, responsibilities, and workload (task 

I-deals). Therefore, I-deals play a pivotal role and serve as a mechanism to enhance the PE 

of public universities’ academicians (Shams et al., 2021).  

In the context of Pakistani public universities, given the prevailing high job demands (due 

to high workload) leading to stress and burnout, granting I-deals (like task, flexibility, and 

developmental) could potentially improve a job in terms of autonomy, skill acquisitions, 

and complexity as well as reducing the job strain and work overload, that, as a result, create 

a feeling of PE (e.g., Hornung et al., 2010; Hornung et al., 2014; Wang & Long, 2018) 

among academicians. This study provides empirical evidence that I-deals affect the PE of 

Pakistani public universities academicians.  



191 

In view of JD-R theory, I-deals offer individualized significant job resources to 

academicians, such as developmental, flexibility, and autonomy at work (Rousseau, 2005). 

Studies have shown that job resources stimulate academicians' positive emotions related to 

their personal resources (i.e., PE) (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2012). 

Thus, this study’s findings, i.e., job resources (through I-deals) are related to personal 

resources (PE) (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007), supports the assumption of the JD-R theory. 

In conclusion, JCr and I-deals work design approach is an effective mechanism for 

enhancing PE. These findings are consistent with Miller (2015), involving 150 adults 

drawn from various US-based industries. The study found a significant and positive 

association of JCr and I-deals with PE. The current study supports the finding of the above 

research in the Asian context, particularly in the higher education sector. 

In summary, besides supporting hypotheses H4 and H5, this study answered the third 

research question by validating the effect of JCr and I-deals on the PE of Pakistani public 

university academicians. 

5.5 Mediating Role of Psychological Empowerment 

The fourth and fifth objectives were to examine the mediating effect of PE in the 

association between JCr, I-deals, and WE among Pakistani public universities 

academicians. For this purpose, two hypotheses, i.e., H6 and H7, were tested to identify if 

PE plays the mediating role in the association between JCr, I-deals, and WE. 
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5.5.1 Mediating effect of psychological empowerment between job crafting and 
work engagement 

The sixth hypothesis of the study was about investigating the mediating role of PE in the 

association between JCr and WE among Pakistani public universities academicians. 

Results in Table 4.20 in Chapter Four reveal that PE significantly mediated the relationship 

between JCr and WE. Thus, hypothesis H6 is supported (β= 0.055, t=2.450, p<.05). This 

finding implies that the PE of academicians serves a crucial role in the indirect association 

between JCr and WE. Furthermore, the result of this study supports previous scholars who 

argued that JCr could be an input to PE (Miller, 2015; Siddiqui et al., 2017; Harbridge, 

2018; Kiliç et al., 2020) and the PE of individuals results fostering their engagement at 

work (Sandhya & Sulphey 2019; Monica & Krishnaveni, 2019; Aggarwal et al., 2020).  

In some ways, the result of this study is similar to the finding of Seibert et al.’s (2011) 

meta-analytic review-based study, which found that contextual factors like work design 

characteristics, leadership, high-performance managerial practices, socio-political support 

were each strongly related to employees’ PE. In turn, the PE was positively related to a 

broad range of employees’ outcomes, including job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, task performance, and organizational citizenship behavior. Similar to these 

results, the present study provides empirical support by demonstrating a significant and 

positive relationship of JCr (as work design characteristics) with PE, and the PE, in turn, 

showed a significant and positive relationship with WE (a key employee outcome) in 

Pakistan’s higher education context. JCr offers sufficient autonomy to academicians to 

align their jobs with their own preferences, motivations, and passions; this autonomy 

generates a sense of PE among them; consequently, PE triggers their positive energy, 
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enthusiasm, and dedication (i.e., WE) at work. These results highlight the significance of 

PE that serves as a motivational resource, which (if enhanced through JCr) enables 

academicians to be extra engaged in their work (Ugwu et al., 2014).  

In the light of JD-R theory, the current study provides empirical evidence that PE, defined 

as a personal resource, carries the effect of job resources (through JCr) on WE. Meaning 

that job resources (JCr) induce positive emotions in academicians that consequently relate 

to their personal resources (PE) and personal resources (PE), in turn enhancing WE 

(Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Personal resources (PE) thus mediate between job resources 

(JCr) and WE (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Further, the results support and provide an 

extension to previous researchers’ work who argued that job resources (i.e., JCr) and 

personal resources (like PE) are both required to increase the WE among employees 

(Quiñones et al., 2013; Jose & Mampilly, 2015). Similarly, this study’s results are 

consistent with the findings of Reissner and Pagan’s (2013) and Aboramadan, Dahleez, 

and Hamad’s (2020) study, which advocated that engendering WE among employees is 

not a straightforward process, thereby needing a mediating mechanism. Thus, mediation of 

PE between JCr and WE proves that JCr affects WE through the intervention of PE in the 

higher education context.  

The present study revealed that PE as a personal resource contributes enormously to the 

motivational process of the JD-R theory. Via PE, job resources (i.e., JCr) influenced WE. 

Further, the JD-R theory supports the view of considering malleable, personal 

characteristics (e.g., PE as a personal resource) as a mediator between job characteristics 

and wellbeing (Shaufeli, 2017). This study provides empirical evidence to support this 
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theoretical assumption by validating PE as a personal resource and mediating the link 

between JCr and WE in the higher education context. 

In summary, given centrality to PE construct, PE, as an internal incentive, helps promote 

academicians’ enthusiasm for work and boosts their level of WE. Academicians who have 

higher levels of PE tend to have higher job performance, be more motivated in their 

research and teaching, be more apt to actively explore effective teaching methods, and be 

more willing to discuss problems encountered in their research and teachers with leaders. 

Therefore, the management of public universities should create a work environment 

fostering meaningful work experiences, encouraging academicians’ sense of competence, 

self-determination, and an awareness of the influence they have on their work role, which 

promotes beneficial outcomes (i.e., WE) within universities.  

In addition, this study found that PE served as a complementary partial mediator in the 

association of JCr with WE. Results presented in Table 4.22 of Chapter Four indicated that 

the value of direct effect c (i.e.0.447) and the value of indirect effect a × b (0.054) point in 

the same (positive) direction (Zhao et al., 2010; Nitzl et al., 2016; Hair et al., 2017). These 

findings imply that a portion of the effect of JCr on WE is mediated through PE, whereas 

JCr still explains a portion of WE that is independent of PE. Thus, JCr is an essential 

element in promoting the PE of universities’ academicians, and PE subsequently enhances 

their engagement at work. Therefore, leaders and decision-makers in higher education 

should consider JCr work design to enhance both PE and WE.  
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5.5.2 Mediating Effect of Psychological Empowerment Between I-deals and Work 
Engagement 

To test the mediation of PE between I-deals and WE, hypothesis H7 was tested. After an 

empirical analysis, the result shown in Table 4.20 of Chapter Four illustrates that PE 

significantly mediated the relationship of I-deals with WE among Pakistani public 

universities academicians. In other words, I-deals were found to be influencing WE 

through the mediation of PE. Thus, hypothesis H7 is accepted (β=0.083, t=3.567, p <.05). 

Based on these findings, the granting I-deals based on academicians’ professional and 

personal needs, particularly in the public universities of Pakistan, enhances their PE, 

fostering their WE.  

Further, results obtained from this study support the work of previous researchers who 

maintained that granting I-deals could potentially improve a job in terms of autonomy, skill 

acquisitions, and complexity as well as reducing the job strain and work overload, that, as 

a result, create a feeling of PE (e.g., Hornung et al., 2010; Hornung et al., 2014; Wang & 

Long, 2018) and PE, in turn, enhances WE (Sandhya & Sulphey 2019; Monica & 

Krishnaveni, 2019; Aggarwal et al.,  2021). These results imply that academicians with a 

higher PE in the sense of value, competence, autonomy, and influence are more apt to 

ensure their engagement at work.  

Further, this study’s finding is similar to Seibert et al.’s (2011) meta-analytic review, which 

indicated a significant and positive association of contextual factors (e.g., work design 

characteristics) with employees’ PE, and PE, in turn, was positively related broad range of 

key employees’ outcomes. Likewise, the present study empirically supports these results 

by exhibiting a significant and positive relationship of I-deals (as work design 
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characteristics) with PE and further the relationship of PE with WE (a key employee 

outcome) in Pakistan’s higher education context. Seiber et al.’s (2011) study emphasized 

that PE helps in lessening the work stress, similar to academicians’ jobs in public 

universities, and PE increases employees (academicians) perception of having more 

control at work, which lead to key employees’ outcomes (i.e., WE). Thus, PE serves as a 

motivational resource for public universities academicians, which (if enhanced through I-

deals) enables academicians to be extra engaged in their work (Ugwu et al., 2014). Thus, 

the progressive intervention of PE is required to foster WE among Pakistani public 

universities academicians.  

From the JD-R perspective, this study found that an increase in job resources (through I-

deals) stimulated positive emotions in academicians that was subsequently associated with 

their personal resources (PE), and an increase in personal resources (PE), leading to 

fostering WE (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Personal resources (PE) thus mediate between 

job resources (I-deals) and WE (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). There is theoretical support 

available that supports the use of malleable, personal characteristics (e.g., PE as a personal 

resource) as a mediator between job characteristics and wellbeing (Shaufeli, 2017). In 

alignment with this, several authors noted the mediating role of PE as a personal resource 

in the relationship between job resources and WE (Quiñones et al., 2013; Jose & Mampilly, 

2015). These findings also support the theoretical assumption of the JD-R theory that 

emphasizes the availability of both job and personal resources to enhance WE. Further, the 

JD-R theory postulates that the supply of job resources (through granting I-deals) activates 

academicians’ PE, making them feel more capable of controlling their work environment 
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(Luthans et al., 2006). Presumably, as a consequence, they are more confident and prouder 

of their work, find meaning in it, and, thus, stay engaged (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). 

This study provides empirical evidence to support this theoretical assumption by validating 

PE as a personal resource and mediating the link between I-deals and WE in the higher 

education sector. This study found PE as a complementary partial mediator in the 

association between I-deals and WE. Results presented in Table 4.22 of Chapter Four 

indicated that the value of direct effect c (i.e., 0.241) and the value of indirect effect a × b 

(0.083) point in the same (positive) direction (Zhao et al., 2010; Nitzl et al., 2016; Hair et 

al., 2017). These findings suggest that some of the effects of I-deals on WE are mediated 

through PE, and I-deals still explain a portion of WE independent of PE.  

Hence, this research found that I-deals are essential in enhancing PE of public universities’ 

academicians, and higher PE subsequently enhances their WE. Therefore, leaders and 

decision-makers in the higher education sector should consider the I-deals work design 

approach to enhance both PE and WE among their academicians.  

Finally, this study's finding confirms and provides empirical evidence that instigating WE 

is far from a straightforward process as there is a mediating mechanism through which WE 

can be enhanced (Reissner & Pagan, 2013; Aboramadan et al., 2020). This study 

empirically found PE as an underlying mechanism between I-deals and WE. 

In conclusion, based on the above results, this study answered the fourth research question 

by validating the mediating role of PE in the association of JCr and I-deals with WE among 

Pakistani public universities academicians. 
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5.6 The moderating role of internal locus of control 

This study's sixth and seventh objectives were to investigate the moderating role of iLOC 

in the relationship between JCr, I-deals, and PE. Two hypotheses, i.e., H8 and H9, were 

developed and tested to investigate the moderating role of iLOC in the association between 

JCr, I-deals, and PE. 

5.6.1 The Moderating Effect of Internal Locus of Control Between Job Crafting 
and Psychological Empowerment 

The eighth hypothesis of the study tested the moderating effect of iLOC on the relationship 

between JCr and PE of Pakistani public universities academicians. Table 4.24 in Chapter 

Four demonstrates that the coefficient of interaction between JCr and iLOC has a 

significant and positive effect on PE. Thus, hypothesis H8 is supported (β = 0.264, t = 

2.901, p < 0.05). Moreover, it was discovered that the higher value of iLOC would result 

in a stronger relationship between JCr and PE. The moderating impact of iLOC on the 

relationship between JCr and PE is clearly depicted in Figure 4.5 provided in chapter 4. 

Previous studies have confirmed the presence of moderators on the association of JCr and 

PE (Miller, 2015), the present empirical evidence of iLOC as moderator is consistent to 

this study from the perspective of job-demands resource model.  

The direct effect shows the significant relationship between JCr and PE. Also, the 

moderating testing exhibits that iLOC moderates the relationship between JCr and PE. 

When the iLOC is high, the PE is better because academicians tend to focus more on JCr 

to have a better person–job (P-J) fit or person-environment (P-E) fit (Parker & Collins, 

2010) while attempting to have a balance between job demands and job resources to make 



199 

the job meaningful and perform better (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Related to this, 

theoretical and empirical support is available, suggesting that iLOC likelihood that 

individuals will take the initiative to improve their circumstances (i.e., JCr) to experience 

PE (Rotter, 1966; Thomas & Velthouse, 1996; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). This finding implies 

that the influence of JCr on PE is stronger for the academicians who possess a high iLOC. 

This result also suggests that the academicians with a high iLOC are more likely to engage 

in JCr process to make their job more meaningful by increasing their job resources and 

challenging job demands while avoiding the hindering job demands. Consequently, this 

increases their PE at work. However, academicians with a low iLOC will be less inclined 

to engage in JCr process, and the magnitude of the influence of JCr on PE will be lower 

for them in the higher education sector.  The finding of this study aligns with Miller (2015), 

which also confirmed that the relationship of JCr with PE was stronger for the employees 

with a high iLOC.  

In the Pakistani public universities’ context, this evidence reveals that JCr is not sufficient 

to explain the changes in the PE. It is only when the JCr matches or fits with academicians' 

personal characteristics (i.e., iLOC); the JCr may help improve the PE of academicians at 

work, which means that JCr has a significant effect on academicians’ PE when it is aligned 

with iLOC as their personality characteristics. In line with this, Li et al. (2015) argued that 

environment where a job is meaningful, competence is recognized, more freedom is given 

to make decisions and respond to problems in their own way immediately, and colleagues 

support them, employees with iLOC feel more psychologically empowered, thereby 

resulting in their higher performance.  
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Building upon the JD-R theory, several studies in the past have supported the moderating 

role of personal resources (personality characteristics) in the association between adverse 

working conditions and well-being (Van Yperen & Snijders, 2000; Ma ̈kikangas & 

Kinnunen, 2003; Pierce & Gardner, 2004). The available literature shows that personal 

resources have been examined as moderators and mediators in different research contexts 

(Schaufeli & Taris, 2014; Shaufelli, 2017). The present study's finding demonstrated that 

iLOC as a personal resource played a significant moderating role between increasing job 

resources (through JCr) and PE. The present study found that encouraging academicians to 

craft their job to increase job resources at work might enhance academicians' PE (a personal 

resource) given that if they possess iLOC (a personal resource) as their personality 

characteristic. 

5.6.2 The Moderating Effect of Internal Locus of Control Between I-deals and 

Psychological Empowerment 

Hypothesis H9 tested the moderating role of iLOC in the relationship between I-deals and 

PE. Table 4.24 in Chapter Four shows that iLOC does not moderate the association 

between I-deals and PE. Thus, hypothesis H9 was not supported (β= -0.043, t=0.063, 

p>0.05). This result explains that granting I-deals to academicians with iLOC does not 

enhance their PE, which contradicts the proposed hypothesis of this study. The direct effect 

shows a significant association between I-deals and PE. Besides an insignificant 

moderation, these results mentioned above further indicate that the effect of I-deals in 

combination with iLOC on PE is negative. This negative effect is, however, minimal (i.e., 

β= -0.043). 
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This study did not find any support for the moderating role of iLOC in the association 

between I-deals and PE in the higher education context of Pakistan.  There can be three 

possibilities for this rejection. First, behind the rejection, the reason may be the rigid and 

bureaucratic nature of the work environment in the public universities of Pakistan. In 

Pakistan, similar to other public sector organizations, the work environment in the public 

universities is rigid, bureaucratic, status consciousness and coupled with employees’ desire 

to be in the favorite list of managers/supervisors/ head of departments, therefore affecting 

academicians’ members to hide their true feelings and be reluctant to question practices 

that derail their performance. This situation makes the public universities’ work 

environment “management centric” rather than “performance centric.” which does not 

promote management dialogues with employees, communication, lack of flexibility to 

accept changes (Kalimullah, Arshad, Khan, & Khan, 2019). Consequently, academicians 

may feel hindered to start negotiating as existing structures and practices in public 

universities are perceived to exclude the possibility of I-deal negotiation (Bal, 2017). Thus, 

due to existing regulation, structure, and policies, neither the academicians nor their 

manager attempts to take the initiative to negotiate I-deals formally, which is a 

distinguishing feature of I-deal (Rousseau 2005; Rousseau et al., 2006).   

The second and third plausible explanations for this supposition not to hold may be the fear 

of deans/department heads/supervisors that they might lose control over academicians as 

it indicates differential treatment of employees and active management of negotiated I-

deals (Bal, 2017). Further, as a third reason, deans/department heads/supervisors might fear 

that granting I-deals to a specific cohort of academicians, i.e., academicians with an iLOC 

based on their personal and professional needs, might create within-group differences in 
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the condition of employment (Klein, Dansereau, & Hall, 1994). These differences in work 

arrangements among co-workers can jeopardize group fairness (Greenberg et al., 2004; 

Rousseau et al., 2006), which is a significant difficulty in using I-deals effectively, thereby 

making it challenging for them to manage I-deals in a bureaucratic environment where 

activities must be carried out in alignment with the system of rules and hierarchy. 

Nonetheless, this does not indicate that iLOC is not fundamental for enhancing PE. This 

hypothesis concludes that iLOC has no direct influence on the relationship between I-deals 

and PE in the higher education context. The result of this study is also inconsistent with 

previous studies, which provided empirical evidence that iLOC moderates the association 

between I-deals and PE (Miller, 2015).  

From the perspective of JD-R theory, this study expected that the effect of job resources 

(through I-deals) on the personal resource (i.e., PE) would be more for the employees who 

are high on iLOC. However, this hypothesis was not supported in the higher education 

context of Pakistan. This hypothesis’s rejection may be partially attributed to the 

homogeneous nature of the sample population (i.e., academicians). The research 

exclusively concentrated on highly educated employees that may have created range 

restrictions (toward the positive end) for the study’s variables. Such restrictions can lead 

to Type-II errors testing a moderation hypothesis and can be avoided by examining a 

heterogeneous sample of employees exposed to a broad range of the variables of interest 

(Kristensen, 1996). The rejection of the moderation hypothesis may also be attributed to 

the nature of the specific personal resources (i.e., iLOC) included in the study. This 

conclusion is evident from the lowest mean score of the iLOC (i.e.,3.068) construct relative 

to other constructs used in the study (Refer to Table 4.10 of Chapter Four). 
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On the whole, out of two hypotheses ascertaining the moderating relationship, this study’s 

findings validate one hypothesis and answer the fifth research question. 

5.7 The Moderated-Mediation Role of Internal Locus of Control 

This study's eighth and ninth objectives were to investigate the moderating-mediating 

effect of iLOC on the association between JCr, I-deals, and WE via PE. Two hypotheses, 

i.e., H10 and H11, were developed and tested to investigate the indirect effect of iLOC on 

the associations described above 

5.7.1 The Moderated-Mediating Effect of Internal Locus of Control on The 
Relationship Between Job Crafting and Work Engagement 

The tenth hypothesis, i.e., H10 of the study, tested the moderated-mediation effect of iLOC 

on the association between JCr and WE via PE of Pakistan public universities 

academicians. According to Hayes and Rockwood (2020), if the hypothesis of moderation 

is supported, then the strength of indirect value (mediation) is apt to rely on the value of 

moderation (i.e., PE), which is known as conditional indirect effects or moderated-

mediation. As the present study supports the first moderation hypothesis, i.e., H8, thus a 

test for moderated-mediation was performed. 

Table 4.26 in Chapter Four shows that the coefficient of interaction between JCr and iLOC 

has a significant and positive indirect effect on WE through PE. Thus, hypothesis H10 was 

supported (β = 0.049, t = 2.225, p < 0.05). This result explains that the indirect effect of 

JCr on WE through PE is conditional on the iLOC, which means that iLOC moderates the 
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indirect relationship between JCr and WE through PE such that this association is strong 

in the presence of high iLOC.  

Empirical results from hypothesis H10 explain how the interaction effect of JCr and iLOC 

on WE is explained (mediated) by PE in the higher education context. The iLOC enhances 

WE because it positively influences academicians’ PE. This finding suggests that, in higher 

education, encouraging academicians to craft their job enhances their WE when their iLOC 

reinforces their PE. 

There is moderated-mediation of iLOC provided that an indirect effect of JCr on WE exists 

through PE concerning different values of iLOC. However, the magnitude of the indirect 

effect of JCr on WE via PE will differ across the low and high levels of iLOC that the 

academicians experience. The empirical evidence obtained from this study aligns with 

previous studies, which noted that employees with an iLOC are more likely to craft their 

own jobs (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) that results in enhancing their PE (Miller, 2015), 

in turn, lead to exhibiting a high engagement level and attaining job satisfaction at work 

(Joo, Bozer, & Ready, 2019; Aggarwal et al., 2020). Therefore, iLOC as a personal 

characteristic magnifies the WE enhances the benefits of PE.  Although the present study 

found that PE provides a basis for improving academicians’ WE, such a benefit cannot be 

effectively realized unless personality characteristics (i.e., iLOC) positively interact with 

it. The findings of this study suggest that even though JCr is generally beneficial to PE and 

WE among academicians, the magnitude of its impact differs depending on the level of 

iLOC academicians possess. Hence, the hypothesis of this study that iLOC moderates the 
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indirect impact of JCr on WE is supported by the research outcome in Pakistan’s higher 

education context.  

The results of this study align with the motivational process of JD-R theory which 

postulates that academicians with an iLOC if provided with an environment in which they 

could bring improvement in their work characteristics by increasing social job resources 

(i.e., getting timely feedback and guidance/assistance from the supervisors and colleagues), 

increasing structural job resources (i.e., personal and professional growth and advancement 

of an employee), increasing challenging job demands (i.e., seeking challenges and 

opportunities at work in order to avoid work boredom), and decreasing hindering job 

demands (i.e., preventing psychological or emotional job demands) are more likely to 

expand opportunities for self-determination and influence, develop self-efficacy, and find 

meaning in their work (i.e. PE is enhanced). Subsequently, psychologically empowered 

academicians demonstrate dedication, energy (vigor), and feel more immersed in their 

work and find it difficult to detach themselves from work (absorption). Consistent with 

these findings, Schaufeli and Taris (2014) argued that human behaviour results from an 

interaction between personal (personal resources) and environmental factors (job 

resources). 

While the existing literature supports the significant influence of JCr on the WE in the 

presence of different moderators (Shin, Hur, & Choi, 2020), this study has increased the 

understanding of this domain in the context of JD-R theory. Thus, the JD-R theory 

supported hypothesis H10 of this study.  
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5.7.2 The Moderated-Mediating Effect of Internal Locus of Control on The 
Relationship Between I-deals and Work Engagement 

For testing the last hypothesis, i.e., H11, the expectation was that the iLOC would moderate 

the indirect relationship between I-deals and WE through PE of academicians such that this 

relationship is strong in the presence of high iLOC. The moderation hypothesis must be 

supported to demonstrate this moderated-mediation (Hayes & Rockwood, 2020). In the 

current research, the moderation hypothesis, i.e., H9, was not supported; hence moderated-

mediation analysis was of no value to perform. Therefore, the last moderated-mediation 

hypothesis, H11, was not supported in the present study. 

In summary, while establishing the hypotheses of moderated-mediation effect, this study 

answers the sixth research question. 

5.8 Research Contributions and Implications 

This study discussed several insights concerning the issues of WE.  To the best of the 

researcher’s knowledge, this research is among the very few conducted in a developing 

country, particularly in the higher education sector of Pakistan, to investigate the 

association of JCr, I-deals, iLOC, PE with WE.  

The present study extends the understanding of mediating role of PE between JCr, I-deal, 

and WE among Pakistani public universities academicians. In addition, this research 

expands the literature related to examining the moderating role of iLOC on the association 

of JCr, I-deals, and PE, and further the moderated-mediation role of PE on the indirect 

association between JCr, I-deals, and WE by applying PLS-SEM.  
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Based on its findings, the study has several important implications, specifically in terms of 

academicians’ WE in the higher education context of Pakistan. The results provide 

practical, theoretical, and methodological implications. The following sub-sections discuss 

these implications. 

5.8.1 Theoretical Implications 

This study offers empirical evidence for the theoretical associations hypothesized in the 

research framework. Specifically, the study highlights the mediating role of PE in the 

association between JCr, I-deals, and WE. The study also underscores the moderating role 

of iLOC on the relationship of JCr, I-deals, and PE and further the moderated-mediation 

role on PE on the indirect association between JCr, I-deals, and WE among Pakistani public 

universities academicians. This study has 11 hypotheses, of which nine were supported, 

while two were not. 

Based on the literature review JCr, I-deals, and PE were selected for this study because 

they represent the key variables found to predict WE. Moreover, to the best available 

knowledge, no other study has been attempted that integrates job JCr, I-deal, PE as 

mediation, and with moderating variable of iLOC in connection to WE among public 

universities academicians. The results also provide additional empirical support for the 

research framework. 
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5.8.2 Theoretical Contributions to JD-R Theory 

The JD-R theory postulates that the availability of job and personal resources at work 

influences WE among academicians. In fact, in the growing body of WE research, job 

resources and personal resources have emerged as its main predictors (Halbesleben, 2010). 

Studies have also shown that personal resources (like efficacy, hope, optimism, and 

resilience) mediate the relationship between job resources and WE (Xanthopoulou et al., 

2007, 2009). This research adds to the JD-R theory by providing empirical evidence to 

support the theory’s assumptions. 

Following this, numerous job resources (such as autonomy, colleague support, core self-

evaluations, job prestige, immediate superior support, recognition,  perceived external 

prestige, perceived organizational support, self-efficacy, and work-life enrichment), and 

personal resources (like self-efficacy and trait competitiveness) have been examined in 

relationship with WE (Peng, 2015; Alzyoud, 2016; Khan & Yusoff, 2016; Shaikh et al., 

2018) in the higher education context. However, limited studies have examined the direct 

effect of bottom-up employee-initiated work design approach (i.e., JCr and I-deals) to 

increase job resources in relationship with WE in the higher education sector. Both JCr and 

I-deals are considered means that enable employees to maximize their job resources (to 

deal with various job demands effectively). In alignment with JD-R theory, this study 

provides empirical evidence that the aforementioned job resources (JCr and I-deals) foster 

WE among academicians in the higher education sector. 

Further, based on JD-R theory, job resources induce positive emotions in employees that 

are associated with their personal resources (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Personal resources 
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thus mediate between job resources and WE (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). As mentioned 

above, a few personal resources have been examined in relationship with WE in the higher 

education sector. Nonetheless, the role of PE as a personal resource has not been previously 

investigated for the relationship with academicians’ WE. Thus, this study establishes a 

positive connection of PE with WE among universities academicians. 

Furthermore, this research fills the gap in the existing literature by studying the mechanism 

of how JCr and I-deals can influence the academicians’ WE through the mediating role of 

PE. In the majority of previous studies, the relationship between job resources (other than 

JCr and I-deals) and personal resources (aside from PE) have been studied while 

determining the academicians’ WE (e.g., Khan & Yusoff, 2016; Shaikh et al., 2018). 

Nevertheless, this study addresses the theoretical gap by examining PE as a mediator. 

Although the extant literature indicates that PE as a personal resource and a confirmed 

mediating link between job resources (like task autonomy, social support from supervisors, 

social support from colleagues, and skill utilization) and WE (i.e., Quiñones et al., 2013; 

Jose & Mampilly, 2015), little research has been conducted. However, this study develops 

the theoretical association between JCr, I-deals, and WE through the mediating role of PE 

and provides empirical support by testing the study's hypothesis. 

Next, the present research considered iLOC (a stable personality characteristic and 

personal resource) as a moderator in the association between JCr, I-deals, and PE. Building 

on the JD-R theory, previous studies have examined LOC as a dimension of core self-

evaluation (a personal resource) in relationship with WE (Peng, 2015). Further, fewer 

studies have assessed the LOC as a moderator between job design, JCr, I-deals, and PE 



210 

(Miller, 2015). Thus, based on the moderating potential and the positive effect of iLOC on 

PE (Nasiri et al., 2018) and further on WE (Sharma & Sharma, 2015; Singh et al., 2020), 

this study examined iLOC as a moderator and a significant personal resource in the 

relationship between JCr, I-deals (as job resources), and PE (a personal resource). In the 

light of JD-R theory, this study’s findings suggest that job resources (JCr and I-deals) result 

in increasing personal resources (i.e., PE) (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 

2012). This process is further strengthened by adding other personal resources (i.e., iLOC) 

as moderators, thereby reinforcing the motivational process of the JD-R theory. 

Likewise, the extant literature on WE in the higher education sector reveals that the volume 

of literature is thin in examining the moderating role of personal resources to ascertain the 

relationship between job resources (i.e., JCr and I-deals) and personal resources (i.e., 

iLOC) that subsequently lead to WE. The present study fills the gap by establishing iLOC 

as a personal resource and moderator in the relationships described above. In addition, this 

research is also among the first attempt to empirically ascertain the indirect effect of JCr 

on WE via PE, which is conditional on the academicians’ iLOC in Pakistan’s higher 

education context. Therefore, the management of public universities needs to consider the 

role of iLOC to enhance the WE among their academicians in addition to PE. 

Finally, the present study used both mediator and moderator in the research model. 

According to Karazsia et al.(2013), It is essential because advancement requires 

researchers to integrate moderators in the mediating processes. Therefore, by adding both 

moderator and the mediator in the motivational process of JD-R theory, the present study 
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contributed a little in making an advancement in the underpinning theory (i.e., JD-R theory) 

in the higher education context. 

5.8.3 Practical Implications 

This study offers several practical implications. To the management of public universities, 

this study provides empirical evidence that JCr and I-deals as bottom-up work design 

approach help enhance the WE among academicians. The JCr and I-deals influence the PE, 

which subsequently affects the WE among academicians. In public universities of Pakistan, 

conventional empowerment initiatives may be overly centred on managers’ capabilities 

and efforts while neglecting the possibility of employees’ self-initiated work design (i.e., 

JCr and I-deals) in propagating someone’s empowerment. Thus, this study provides 

empirical evidence on how employees’ self-initiated work design enhances their PE. 

Therefore, top management of the public universities should overcome the issue of WE 

among academicians by shifting their focus from the traditional top-down management-

driven work design to a more proactive bottom-up perspective, as by doing so, they will be 

able to enhance the PE of academicians, which ultimately fosters their WE. Moreover, this 

study implies that public universities’ management might utilize I-deals and JCr to enhance 

PE to attract talented academicians and keep them committed and engaged.  

Notably, while utilizing JCr and I-deals, some precautions must be observed. The top 

management of public universities shall understand that I-deals differ from JCr in specific 

ways, and grasping this understanding is especially critical for constructing perceptions of 

justice, justice, and emotional responses of other academicians in work settings (Rofcanin, 

2016). To avoid potential perceptions of unfairness, the top management and the HR 
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department might reinforce a resourceful environment by creating fair and transparent 

procedures for I-deals (Greenberg et al., 2004) and guidance for JCr (Tims, Bakker, & 

Derks, 2013). Openly communicating the process and delivering the results to teammates 

will signal that co-workers might also craft their jobs and obtain similar I-deals. As further 

steps, managers might align I-deals and JCr with team goals to minimize potential conflicts 

(Rofcanin et al., 2016).  

Regarding the association between I-deals and WE, the literature volume is generally scant, 

especially in the higher education sector. Further, previous studies mainly focused on 

linking I-deals with positive attitudinal and behavioural outcomes like job satisfaction, 

organizational citizenship behaviours, organizational commitment, and task performance 

(e.g., Liao, Wayne, & Rousseau, 2016; Katou, Budhwar, & Chand, 2020). Apart from the 

above positive work-related outcomes of I-deals, the finding of this research demonstrates 

that I-deals also lead to WE among Pakistani public universities academicians. Thus, this 

study contributes a little by expanding the existing literature on I-deals and WE in the 

context of higher education context. 

Furthermore, this research provides empirical evidence to the management of public 

universities that to enhance WE among academicians, they need to strengthen their PE, 

which can be done through JCr and I-deals. Moreover, focusing on the mediating effect of 

PE in higher education, this study provides valuable insight into how public universities 

can enhance WE among their academicians through the utilization of JCr and I-deals.  

In addition to the mediating role of PE, the research also offers empirical evidence 

regarding the moderating role of iLOC on the association of JCr with PE. However, this 
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result was not significant for the association of I-deals with PE. Therefore, management 

must be aware that academicians with an iLOC prefer the conditions of JCr. Thus, if 

management desires to improve the PE of academicians, they should encourage JCrs.  

Furthermore, the existing literature on the role of personality highlights that the focus of 

previous studies has been mainly on the Big Five personality traits such as extraversion, 

neuroticism, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness to experience (Thomas et al., 

2006). Thomas et al. (2006) argued that personality traits outside the Big Five taxonomy 

(such as LOC) often received less research attention. Thus, considering iLOC as a personal 

trait apart from the personality characteristics mentioned above and further providing 

empirical evidence on the moderating role of iLOC in the association between JCr, I-deals, 

and PE is among the practical contributions of this study. 

Further, through the moderated-mediation analysis, it was found that the indirect 

relationship between JCr and WE through PE was higher for the academician with an 

iLOC. Thus, iLOC served as a boundary condition and a contribution to the present study. 

Therefore, providing an enabling environment in the public universities that encourage 

academicians with iLOC to craft their job will enhance their WE while assuring the PE. 

Likewise, for the insignificant results of the moderating effect of iLOC in the association 

between I-deals and PE, the management of the public universities should create an 

environment where academicians feel free to negotiate I-deals with the management based 

on their personal and professional needs. This would lead to enhancing PE and 

subsequently foster the WE among public universities academicians. It is because the I-
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deals construct has shown a significant indirect relationship with WE. Therefore, the 

crucial role of I-deals with regards to enhancing PE and WE cannot be undermined. 

In summary, the prescriptions discussed above suggest the kinds of actions that public 

universities’ management can take to increase academicians’ WE and PE. Hopefully, the 

results of the research will encourage new thinking by university management. The results 

suggest the need to utilise JCr and I-deals to enhance academicians’ WE. Apart from that, 

the management of the public universities must consider the role of PE and iLOC when 

planning for enhancing academicians’ WE. 

5.8.4 Limitations of the Study  

Despite several significant contributions highlighted regarding academicians’ WE, the 

study has several limitations. First, as the data on all the study’s variables were collected 

from a single source (i.e., academicians); thus, a potential problem in behavioral research, 

common method variance is one possible limitation (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, 

Harman’s single-factor analysis and full collinearity assessment (Kock, 2015) established 

that the study was free from this problem to test the common method bias. Nevertheless, 

data were gathered from a single source which can be potentially biased.  

Second, the study adopted a quantitative method and relied on a single data collection 

method. The online questionnaire was the only instrument utilised in gathering the data. 

Although, the online survey was designed based on the Dillman’s (2014) guidelines such 

as easy to understand questions, font size, spacing, avoiding horizontal scrolling, and 

visually distracting backgrounds etc. However, respondents may not always be willing to 
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answer questions correctly; Thus, the responses may not accurately and consistently 

measure the study’s variables.  

Third, this study was limited to the academicians of the largest public universities in 

Pakistan. Though, this study employed a reasonable number of randomly selected 

academicians to gauge their perception about the study’s variable. However, a large 

number of academicians are working in other medium and small size public universities in 

Pakistan that were not considered in data collection process. 

Fourth, the study adopted a cross-sectional design in which respondents’ opinions were 

captured at one specific point in time. Thus, the study was restricted to proving causal 

associations between the variables (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). As the data were collected 

at one time, this might not allow the data to represent the respondent’s long-term 

behaviours (i.e., academicians).  

Last, the variance explained (R2) of the model was another limitation. The study recorded 

an R2 of 39.4% for WE. This result implies that this study’s variables jointly explained the 

dependent variable (WE) a total of 39.4%. Therefore, other factors might account for the 

remaining balance, such as other work environments or job-related resources outside the 

model. 

5.8.5 Suggestions for Future Research 

The findings and the limitations of the study provide ideas for future researchers. The 

suggestions for future researchers are as follows: 
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First, the data was gathered from a single source, i.e., public universities academicians, 

which can be potentially biased. Notwithstanding, future research can collect data, 

especially while measuring the academicians’ engagement, from level multiple participants 

(such as the dean/head of department/ supervisor) separately, to minimise measurement 

errors.  

Second, the current study was quantitative and used an online questionnaire survey to 

collect data; Future studies could combine quantitative and qualitative methods to conduct 

an in-depth examination of WE among academicians in Pakistan’s higher education 

context.  

Third, the current study just focused on the academicians of large public universities of 

Pakistan. More studies are essential by involving the other medium and small size public 

universities’ academicians. Further, a similar study could also involve the academicians of 

private sector universities of Pakistan for further validation of the results and the 

generalization of the results into the entire higher education sector. 

Fourth, the study utilized a cross-sectional design for the survey in which respondents’ 

opinions were captured at one specific point in time. Given these restrictions, a longitudinal 

study may help researchers understand the subject matter better and validate the findings 

from this cross-sectional study.  

Fifth, the study recorded an R2 of 39.4% for WE. This result means the remaining 51.5% 

variance for WE was unaccounted for. Based on this, a future study could expand the model 

of the study to improve the R2.  



217 

Last, this study investigates the influence of JCr and I-deals on WE through PE in the 

presence of iLOC as a moderator. Future studies could consider other mediators and 

moderators to add insights into the model. 

5.9 Conclusion 

This study investigated factors that might relate to academicians’ WE. The main concern 

of this study was the role of JCr and I-deals on WE, and the mediating role of PE and the 

moderating-mediating role of PE on the indirect relationship of JCr, I-deals with WE. The 

results indicate that both JCr and I-deals influenced WE among Pakistani public 

universities academicians. The study has achieved all the nine objectives stated in chapter 

one. 

The first objective was to examine the impact of JCr and I-deals on WE. This objective 

was achieved by testing the direct relationship hypotheses. The study provides empirical 

evidence of the significant impact of JCr and I-deals on WE among Pakistani public 

universities academicians. The second objective of this study was to examine the impact 

of PE on WE. Empirical evidence shows that PE has a significant positive impact on WE. 

Furthermore, the third objective of this study was to investigate the effect of JCr and I-

deals on PE. The findings show the positive significant effect of JCr and I-deals on PE of 

public universities academicians. 

Additionally, the fourth and fifth objectives of this study were to examine the mediating 

role of PE on the relationship between JCr, I-deals, and WE. Similarly, the hypotheses 

were tested to accomplish these objectives. The study provides empirical evidence of the 
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mediating effect of PE between JCr, I-deals, and WE among Pakistani public universities 

academicians. 

Similarly, the sixth and seventh objectives of this study were to examine the moderating 

role of iLOC on the association of JCr and I-deals with PE. Two moderating hypotheses 

were tested to achieve these objectives. The results indicate the presence of moderating 

effect of iLOC between JCr and PE. No moderating effect of iLOC was found between I-

deals and PE. 

Lastly, the eighth and ninth objectives of this study were to investigate the moderating 

effect of iLOC on the indirect association among JCr, I-deal, and WE through PE of public 

universities academicians. Likewise, these objectives achieved by testing two hypotheses. 

Empirical evidence shows that iLOC moderated the indirect effect of JCr on WE through 

PE. However, the indirect effect of iLOC on the relationship between I-deals and WE 

through PE did not meet the standard for significance. 

A significant contribution that this study made is the mediating role of PE and the 

moderating role of iLOC in the association of JCr, I-deals with WE. The current findings 

indicate that both JCr and I-deals had a direct and indirect relationship with WE. The results 

also demonstrated that iLOC moderated the association between JCr and PE. However, it 

did not fully moderate the association of I-deals with PE of public universities 

academicians. 

This study utilized the PLS-SEM approach to investigate the specified association between 

the research variables, mediation, moderation, and the mediated-moderation effects related 
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to WE. Hopefully, through the examination of JCr, I-deals, PE, and iLOC in predicting WE 

among the academicians, a more complete understanding of the influence of these factors 

will be afforded. 
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Appendix 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
Dear Sir / Madam: 
 
I am pleased to inform you that I am currently conducting a study on the above topic in the 
area of human resource management as a part of my PhD program at the Othman Yeop 
Abdullah, Graduate School of Business, Universiti Utara Malaysia. The study intends to 
understand work engagement among academicians in the public sector universities of 
Pakistan.  
 
Hence, I would be very grateful if you could answer all of the questions in the survey. The 
survey should take about 20-25 minutes to complete. Please answer all questions and 
submit it online.  
 
Your valuable feedback counts. The survey is being conducted to collect feedback from 
permanent academicians in the public universities of Pakistan on the bottom-up work 
design approach, internal locus of control, and psychological empowerment in relationship 
with work engagement.  
 
Please note that your response is private and confidential. Individual respondents will not 
be identified in any data or reports. If you have any enquires about the survey, kindly 
contact or SMS/whats-app me at 0092-333-9049264 or email to 
mshahidshams@gmail.com  
 
Thank you very much for considering your involvement, time and cooperation in this 
survey. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Muhammad Shahid Shams 
Ph.D. Scholar 
Othman Yeop Abdullah  
Graduate School of Business (Universiti Utara Malaysia) 
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PART I 

WORK ENGAGEMENT 
Please read the following statements and circle the response that closely represents your 
opinion. The statements are anchored on the following 7point Likert Scale: 

S. No Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1.  At my work, I feel that I am bursting with energy.        
2.  I find the work that I do full of meaning and 

purpose. 
       

3.  Time flies when I’m not working.        
4.  At my job, I feel strong and vigorous.        
5.  I am enthusiastic about my job.        
6.  When I am working, I forget everything else around 

me. 
       

7.  My job inspires me.        
8.  When I get up in the morning, I feel like   going to 

work. 
       

9.  I feel happy when I am working intensely.        
10.  I am proud of the work that I do.        
11.  I am immersed in my work.        
12.  I can continue working for very long periods at a 

time. 
       

13.  To me, my job is challenging.        
14.  I get carried away when I’m working.        
15.  At my job, I am very resilient, mentally.        
16.  It is difficult to detach myself from my job.        
17.  At my work I always preserve, even when things 

do not go well. 
       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Almost never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often Always 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Never A few times a 
year or less 

Once a 
month or less 

A few times a 
month 

Once a 
week 

A few times 
a week 

Every 
day 
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PART II 
JOB CRAFTING 

Please read the following statements and circle the response that closely represents your 
opinion. 
The statements are anchored on the following 5-point Likert Scale: 

Never 
1 

Almost Never 
2 

Rarely 
3 

Sometimes 
4 

Often 
5 

 
Job crafting 
S. No  Items 1 2 3 4 5 
1 I try to develop my capabilities.      
2 I try to develop myself professionally.      
3 I try to learn new things at work.      
4 I make sure that I use my capacities to the fullest.      
5 I decide on my own how I do thing.      
6 I make sure that my work is mentally less intense.      
7 I try to ensure that my work is emotionally less intense.      
8 I manage my work so that I try to minimize contact with people whose problems 

affect me emotionally. 
     

9 I organize my work so as to minimize contact with people whose expectations 
are unrealistic. 

     

10 I try to ensure that I do not have to make many difficult decisions at work.      
11 I organize my work in such a way to make sure that I do not have to concentrate 

for too long a period at once. 
     

12 I ask my HoD to coach me.      
13 I ask whether my HoD is satisfied with my work.      
14 I look to my HoD for inspiration.      
15 I ask others for feedback on my job performance.      
16 I ask colleagues for advice.      
17 When an interesting project comes along, I offer myself proactively as project 

co-worker. 
     

18 If there are new developments, I am one of the first to learn about them and try 
them out. 

     

19 When there is not much to do at work, I see it as a chance to start new projects.      
20 I regularly take on extra tasks even though I do not receive extra salary for 

them. 
     

21 I try to make my work more challenging by examining the underlying 
relationships between aspects of my job. 
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PART III 
IDIOSYNCRATIC DEAL (I-DEALS) 

Please read the following statements and circle the response that closely represents your 
opinion. 
The statements are anchored on the following 5-point Likert Scale: 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

Disagree 
2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Agree 
4 

Strongly Agree 
5 

 
Idiosyncratic deals (I-Deals) 
S. No Items 1 2 3 4 5 
1 My HoD considers my personal needs when making my work 

schedule. 
     

2 At my request, my HoD has accommodated my off-the-job 
demands when assigning my work hours. 

     

3 Outside of formal leave and sick time, my HoD has allowed me 
to take time off to attend to non-work-related issues. 

     

4 Because of my individual needs, I have negotiated a unique 
arrangement with my HoD that allows me to complete a portion 
of my work outside of the office. 

     

5 Because of my particular circumstances, my HoD allows me to do 
work from somewhere other than the main office. 

     

6 I have successfully asked for extra responsibilities that take 
advantage of the skills that I bring to the job. 

     

7 At my request, my HoD has assigned me1 tasks that better 
develop my skills. 

     

8 I have negotiated with my HoD for tasks that better fit my 
personality, skills, and abilities. 

     

9 My HoD has offered me opportunities to take on desired 
responsibilities outside of my formal job requirements. 

     

10 In response to my distinctive contributions, my HoD has granted 
me more flexibility in how I complete my job. 

     

11 Following my initial appointment, my HoD assigned me to a 
desirable position that makes use of my unique abilities. 

     

12 My HoD and I have successfully negotiated a unique 
arrangement that allows me training opportunities. 

     

13 My HoD and I have successfully negotiated a unique 
arrangement that allows me on-the-job training activities. 

     

14 My HoD and I have successfully negotiated a unique 
arrangement that allows me special opportunities for skill 
development. 

     

15 My HoD and I have successfully negotiated a unique arrangement 
that allows me career development opportunities. 
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PART IV 

PSYCHOLOGICAL EMPOWERMENT 

Please read the following statements and circle the response that closely represents your 
opinion. 
The statements are anchored on the following 5-point Likert Scale: 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

Disagree 
2 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

3 

Agree 
4 

Strongly Agree 
5 

 
Psychological empowerment 
 

S. No Items 1 2 3 4 5 
1 I am confident about my ability to do my job.      
2 I have mastered the skills necessary for my job.      
3 I am self-assured about my capabilities to perform my work activities.      
4 The work that I do is important to me.      
5 My job activities are personally meaningful to me      
6 The work I do is meaningful to me.      
7 I have significant autonomy in determining how I do my job      
8 I can decide on my own how to go about doing my own work.      
9 I have considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how 

I do my job. 
     

10 My impact on what happens in my department is large.      
11 I have a great deal of control over what happens in my department.      
12 I have significant influence over what happens in my department.      

 
PART V 

Internal Locus of control 
Please read the following statements and circle the response that closely represents your 
opinion. 
The statements are anchored on the following 6-point Likert Scale 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

Disagree  
2 

Neutral 
3 

Agree 
4 

Strongly Agree  
5 

 
 

S. No Items 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Whether or not I get to be a leader depends mostly on my 

ability.  

     

2 Whether or not I get into a car accident depends mostly on 
how good a driver I am. 

     

3 When I make plans, I am almost certain to make them 
work. 

     

4 How many friends I have depends on how nice a person I 
am. 
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5 I can pretty much determine what will happen in my life.      

6 1 am usually able to protect my personal interests.      

7 When I get what I want, it is usually because I worked hard 
for it. 

     

8 My life is determined .by my own actions.       

 
PART VI 

RESPONDENT’S BACKGROUND 
The following information is strictly confidential and will only be used for research 
purpose. I will be grateful if you could kindly fill the required information.  

Instruction: Please TICK (√ ) in the appropriate box.  

1. Gender:  

Male Female 

 2. Age: 

Less and 30 years  31 – 40 years  

41 – 50 years  51 years and Above  

3. Highest Qualification:  

Ph.D.  MS/M. Phil  

Masters  Other 

4. Designation:  

Professor Associate Professor 

Assistant Professor Lecturer  

5. Years of Working Experience in this Organization: 

1 – 3 years  4 – 6 years  

7 – 9 years  10 – 12 years   

More than 12 years  

6. Years of Working Experience in teaching: 
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1 – 3 years  4 – 6 years  

7 – 9 years  10 – 12 years   

More than 12 years  

 

7. Years of Working Experience in current position: 

1 – 3 years  4 – 6 years  

7 – 9 years  10 – 12 years   

More than 12 years  

 

8. Email Address: ___________________________________________THANK YOU!  
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Appendix A 
Web Power multivariate skewness and kurtosis 
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Appendix B 
Test of normality 

 
Tests of Normality 

 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

WE .120 324 .000 .929 324 .000 

JCr .110 324 .000 .944 324 .000 

IDLs .156 324 .000 .932 324 .000 

PE .120 324 .000 .928 324 .000 

iLOC .139 324 .000 .912 324 .000 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

 
Normality test 
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Appendix C 
Correlation matrix 

 
Correlations 

 WE JCr IDLs PE iLOC 

WE Pearson Correlation 1 .522** .486** .429** -.333** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 324 324 324 324 324 

JCr Pearson Correlation .522** 1 .654** .444** -.636** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .000 

N 324 324 324 324 324 

IDLs Pearson Correlation .486** .654** 1 .525** -.540** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .000 

N 324 324 324 324 324 

PE Pearson Correlation .429** .444** .525** 1 -.211** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .000 

N 324 324 324 324 324 

iLOC Pearson Correlation -.333** -.636** -.540** -.211** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  
N 324 324 324 324 324 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix D 

Multicollinearity Test 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 1.895 .488  3.879 .000   
JCr .430 .091 .328 4.751 .000 .436 2.294 

IDLs .220 .084 .175 2.624 .009 .468 2.136 

PE .265 .075 .194 3.510 .001 .680 1.470 

iLOC .012 .067 .011 .183 .855 .547 1.827 

a. Dependent Variable: WE 
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Appendix E 
Independent sample T-test 

Group Statistics 
 Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

WE Early response 148 4.6648 1.02501 .08426 

Late response 176 4.4554 1.11205 .08382 

JCr Early response 148 4.0184 .59226 .04868 

Late response 176 3.9795 .53648 .04044 

IDLS Early response 148 3.7423 .75627 .06217 

Late response 176 3.6163 .77740 .05860 

PE Early response 148 4.2562 .55269 .04543 

Late response 176 4.1364 .64852 .04888 

iLOC Early response 148 2.7694 .50649 .04163 

Late response 176 2.8793 .56882 .04288 

 
 

Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

WE Equal variances 

assumed 
.965 .327 1.750 322 .081 .20946 .11969 -.02601 .44494 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  1.762 319.271 .079 .20946 .11885 -.02437 .44329 

JCr Equal variances 

assumed 
.363 .547 .620 322 .536 .03888 .06275 -.08457 .16233 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  .614 299.903 .540 .03888 .06329 -.08567 .16342 

IDLS Equal variances 

assumed 
.436 .510 1.472 322 .142 .12605 .08563 -.04242 .29453 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  1.476 315.232 .141 .12605 .08543 -.04203 .29414 

PE Equal variances 

assumed 
3.367 .067 1.771 322 .077 .11983 .06766 -.01328 .25294 
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Equal variances 

not assumed 
  1.796 321.938 .073 .11983 .06674 -.01146 .25112 

iLOC Equal variances 

assumed 
1.386 .240 -1.820 322 .070 -.10984 .06037 -.22860 .00892 

Equal variances 

not assumed 
  -1.838 320.929 .067 -.10984 .05976 -.22741 .00774 
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Appendix F 
Harman’s single factor test (Common method bias test) 

 
Total Variance Explained 

Factor 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 25.294 34.649 34.649 24.687 33.818 33.818 

2 6.350 8.698 43.347    
3 4.904 6.718 50.065    
4 3.260 4.465 54.530    
5 2.431 3.330 57.860    
6 2.374 3.252 61.113    
7 1.545 2.116 63.229    
8 1.273 1.744 64.974    
9 1.189 1.629 66.602    
10 1.119 1.532 68.135    
11 1.000 1.370 69.504    
12 .960 1.314 70.819    
13 .931 1.275 72.094    
14 .874 1.197 73.291    
15 .816 1.118 74.409    
16 .766 1.049 75.458    
17 .751 1.028 76.486    
18 .695 .953 77.439    
19 .666 .913 78.352    
20 .638 .874 79.226    
21 .603 .826 80.052    
22 .586 .803 80.855    
23 .559 .766 81.621    
24 .551 .755 82.376    
25 .532 .729 83.105    
26 .503 .689 83.794    
27 .502 .688 84.482    
28 .481 .658 85.141    
29 .458 .628 85.768    
30 .427 .585 86.353    
31 .424 .581 86.934    
32 .417 .571 87.505    
33 .405 .555 88.060    
34 .400 .547 88.607    
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35 .366 .501 89.108    
36 .358 .491 89.599    
37 .353 .483 90.082    
38 .338 .463 90.545    
39 .324 .443 90.988    
40 .315 .431 91.419    
41 .302 .413 91.832    
42 .293 .402 92.234    
43 .286 .391 92.625    
44 .279 .382 93.007    
45 .269 .369 93.376    
46 .264 .361 93.738    
47 .259 .355 94.093    
48 .251 .344 94.437    
49 .240 .329 94.767    
50 .237 .325 95.092    
51 .232 .317 95.409    
52 .219 .300 95.709    
53 .218 .298 96.007    
54 .211 .289 96.296    
55 .207 .284 96.580    
56 .202 .276 96.856    
57 .189 .258 97.114    
58 .177 .243 97.357    
59 .170 .232 97.590    
60 .166 .228 97.817    
61 .154 .211 98.028    
62 .146 .201 98.228    
63 .145 .198 98.427    
64 .138 .189 98.616    
65 .137 .187 98.803    
66 .133 .182 98.985    
67 .124 .169 99.154    
68 .120 .165 99.319    
69 .113 .155 99.474    
70 .107 .147 99.621    
71 .100 .136 99.757    
72 .092 .125 99.882    
73 .086 .118 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
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Appendix G 
Full collinearity test 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 1.855 .978  1.896 .059   
JCr .038 .183 .018 .205 .838 .407 2.456 

IDLs -.107 .166 -.053 -.644 .520 .458 2.183 

PE .173 .151 .079 1.147 .252 .655 1.527 

iLOC -.066 .131 -.038 -.508 .611 .547 1.827 

WE .063 .110 .039 .576 .565 .664 1.506 

a. Dependent Variable: Random 
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Appendix H 
Descriptive statistics 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 N Mean Std. Deviation 

WE 324 5.4423 1.06326 

JCr 324 3.9143 .81154 

IDLs 324 3.7035 .84445 

PE 324 3.8120 .77917 

iLOC 324 3.0687 .98229 

Valid N (listwise) 324   
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Appendix I 

Frequency of demographic variable 
Gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Male 279 86.1 86.1 86.1 

Female 45 13.9 13.9 100.0 

Total 324 100.0 100.0  

 

 
Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 31-40 years 66 20.4 20.4 20.4 

41-50 years 160 49.4 49.4 69.8 

51 years and above 98 30.2 30.2 100.0 

Total 324 100.0 100.0  

 

 
Higherqualifications 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid P.H.D 116 35.8 35.8 35.8 

MS/M. Phil 208 64.2 64.2 100.0 

Total 324 100.0 100.0  

 
Designation 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Professor 88 27.2 27.2 27.2 

Associate Professor 28 8.6 8.6 35.8 

Assistant Professor 165 50.9 50.9 86.7 

Lecturer 43 13.3 13.3 100.0 

Total 324 100.0 100.0  
WEORG 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 4-6 YEARS 10 3.1 3.1 3.1 

7 – 9 years 36 11.1 11.1 14.2 
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10 – 12 years 126 38.9 38.9 53.1 

More than 12 years 152 46.9 46.9 100.0 

Total 324 100.0 100.0  

 
WETEACHING 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 4 – 6 years 21 6.5 6.5 6.5 

7 – 9 years 38 11.7 11.7 18.2 

10 – 12 years 133 41.0 41.0 59.3 

More than 12 years 132 40.7 40.7 100.0 

Total 324 100.0 100.0  

 
currentposition 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 4 – 6 years 46 14.2 14.2 14.2 

7 – 9 years 107 33.0 33.0 47.2 

10 – 12 years 72 22.2 22.2 69.4 

More than 12 years 99 30.6 30.6 100.0 

Total 324 100.0 100.0  
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Appendix J 
 

Measurement Model: Convergent Reliability and Validity 

Variables   Items Factor 
Loadings (FL) 

Number of 
items deleted 

CR AVE 

JCr JCr1 0.649  0.962 0.564 
 JCr2 -0.169 1   
 JCr3 0.814    
 JCr4 0.826    
 JCr5 0.601    
 JCr6 0.682    
 JCr7 0.700    
 JCr8 0.793    
 JCr9 0.727    
 JCr10 0.718    
 JCr11 0.811    
 JCr12 0.810    
 JCr13 0.832    
 JCr14 0.790    
 JCr15 0.818    
 JCr16 0.759    
 JCr17 0.659    
 JCr18 0.733    
 JCr19 0.784    
 JCr20 0.728    
 JCr21 0.726    
I-deals IDL1 0.715 None 0.953 0.578 
 IDL2 0.694    
 IDL3 0.729    
 IDL4 0.702    
 IDL5 0.811    
 IDL6 0.850    
 IDL7 0.757    
 IDL8 0.789    
 IDL9 0.797    
 IDL10 0.813    
 IDL11 0.688    
 IDL12 0.821    
 IDL13 0.764    
 IDL14 0.738    
 IDL15 0.710    
PE PE1 0.587  0.923 0.524 
 PE2 0.807    
 PE3 0.704    
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 PE4 0.761    
 PE5 0.721    
 PE6 0.754    
 PE7 0.823    
 PE8 0.793    
 PE9 0.706    
 PE10 0.308 1   
 PE11 0.662    
 PE12 0.627    
iLOC iLOC1 0.860 None 0.940 0.663 
 iLOC2 0.892    
 iLOC3 0.803    
 iLOC4 0.873    
 iLOC5 0.740    
 iLOC6 0.865    
 iLOC7 0.771    
 iLOC8 0.688    
WE WE1 0.628  0.951 0.555 
 WE2 0.679    
 WE3 0.558    
 WE4 0.669    
 WE5 0.577    
 WE6 0.105 1   
 WE7 0.632    
 WE8 0.860    
 WE9 0.811    
 WE10 0.795    
 WE11 0.780    
 WE12 0.650    
 WE13 0.831    
 WE14 0.753    
 WE15 0.838    
 WE16 0.849    
 WE17 0.886    

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; iLOC = Internal Locus of Control; PE = 
Psychological Empowerment; WE = Work Engagement: AVE = Average Variance Extracted; CR = 
Composite Reliability Cut of values: FL> 0.5; CR>0.7; AVE > 0.5  
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Appendix K 
Discriminant Validity (Cross Loadings)    

 I-deals JCr PE WE iLOC 
IDL1 0.715 0.507 0.401 0.443 -0.372 
IDL10 0.813 0.531 0.37 0.38 -0.44 
IDL11 0.688 0.416 0.304 0.308 -0.386 
IDL12 0.821 0.548 0.382 0.377 -0.521 
IDL13 0.764 0.437 0.306 0.321 -0.439 
IDL14 0.738 0.431 0.315 0.32 -0.439 
IDL15 0.71 0.463 0.389 0.416 -0.36 
IDL2 0.694 0.466 0.383 0.414 -0.298 
IDL3 0.729 0.558 0.382 0.346 -0.437 
IDL4 0.702 0.51 0.419 0.387 -0.421 
IDL5 0.811 0.574 0.477 0.429 -0.375 
IDL6 0.85 0.628 0.475 0.485 -0.437 
IDL7 0.757 0.557 0.409 0.407 -0.42 
IDL8 0.789 0.602 0.376 0.46 -0.45 
IDL9 0.797 0.538 0.428 0.404 -0.442 
JCR10 0.487 0.718 0.366 0.439 -0.521 
JCr1 0.656 0.649 0.408 0.407 -0.41 
JCr11 0.583 0.811 0.404 0.514 -0.609 
JCr12 0.607 0.81 0.484 0.584 -0.557 
JCr13 0.631 0.832 0.431 0.572 -0.594 
JCr14 0.517 0.79 0.368 0.507 -0.464 
JCr15 0.524 0.818 0.316 0.437 -0.523 
JCr16 0.553 0.759 0.367 0.422 -0.487 
JCr17 0.343 0.659 0.156 0.258 -0.417 
JCr18 0.46 0.733 0.269 0.35 -0.471 
JCr19 0.539 0.784 0.336 0.329 -0.486 
JCr20 0.417 0.728 0.214 0.304 -0.437 
JCr21 0.409 0.726 0.17 0.325 -0.486 
JCr3 0.527 0.814 0.328 0.506 -0.472 
JCr4 0.575 0.826 0.389 0.48 -0.484 
JCr5 0.364 0.601 0.087 0.288 -0.484 
JCr6 0.35 0.682 0.215 0.384 -0.432 
JCr7 0.429 0.7 0.205 0.383 -0.446 
JCr8 0.583 0.793 0.402 0.458 -0.526 
JCr9 0.509 0.727 0.338 0.481 -0.488 
LOC1 -0.41 -0.523 -0.117 -0.28 0.86 
LOC2 -0.469 -0.571 -0.18 -0.312 0.892 
LOC3 -0.359 -0.474 -0.081 -0.235 0.803 
LOC4 -0.49 -0.543 -0.157 -0.304 0.873 
LOC5 -0.441 -0.535 -0.188 -0.343 0.74 
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LOC6 -0.486 -0.592 -0.227 -0.327 0.865 
LOC7 -0.413 -0.49 -0.117 -0.254 0.771 
LOC8 -0.44 -0.487 -0.07 -0.247 0.688 
PE1 0.332 0.262 0.587 0.251 -0.111 
PE11 0.346 0.301 0.662 0.255 -0.155 
PE12 0.399 0.324 0.627 0.365 -0.129 
PE2 0.369 0.308 0.807 0.315 -0.079 
PE3 0.368 0.373 0.704 0.366 -0.158 
PE4 0.476 0.444 0.761 0.387 -0.256 
PE5 0.326 0.274 0.721 0.321 -0.081 
PE6 0.43 0.385 0.754 0.334 -0.243 
PE7 0.365 0.347 0.823 0.355 -0.145 
PE8 0.385 0.239 0.793 0.279 -0.072 
PE9 0.232 0.16 0.683 0.195 -0.045 
WE10 0.369 0.428 0.356 0.795 -0.271 
WE11 0.281 0.327 0.283 0.78 -0.167 
WE12 0.215 0.199 0.222 0.65 -0.099 
WE13 0.386 0.43 0.355 0.831 -0.227 
WE14 0.314 0.404 0.275 0.753 -0.27 
WE15 0.413 0.438 0.347 0.838 -0.279 
WE16 0.405 0.455 0.373 0.849 -0.308 
WE17 0.417 0.445 0.366 0.886 -0.274 
WE2 0.463 0.525 0.328 0.679 -0.307 
WE3 0.411 0.429 0.282 0.558 -0.417 
WE4 0.454 0.525 0.366 0.669 -0.313 
WE5 0.402 0.438 0.345 0.577 -0.261 
WE7 0.247 0.298 0.229 0.632 -0.155 
WE8 0.416 0.465 0.348 0.86 -0.278 
WE9 0.403 0.42 0.357 0.811 -0.216 
WE1 0.428 0.474 0.291 0.628 -0.321 

Note: JCr = Job Crafting; I-deals = Idiosyncratic Deals; iLOC = Internal Locus of Control; PE = 
Psychological Empowerment; WE = Work Engagement 
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