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How job crafting behaviors 
influence the innovative behavior 
of knowledge workers in the gig 
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Introduction: The gig economy is extolled for its potential to stimulate economic 
and social development. This study examines the mediating roles of controlled and 
autonomous motivation in the relationship between job crafting and innovative 
behavior in the context of knowledge workers in the gig economy.

Methods: To examine these relationships, we propose and test a conceptual 
framework using an online survey conducted among knowledge workers in 
China. The participants consisted of 302 knowledge workers who voluntarily 
participated in the study. We used structural equation modeling to test the 
proposed relationships among the variables.

Results: Controlled and autonomous motivation mediates the relationship 
between job crafting and innovative behavior.

Discussion: Our study shed light on the knowledge workers’ motivation dilemma 
in the gig economy, with theoretical implications for research regarding job 
crafting, motivation, and practice implications about the job crafting and 
innovative behavior of knowledge workers.
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1. Introduction

“Gig job” primarily refers to unconventional job types carried out by gig workers who exhibit 
adaptability, diversity, and innovation. In China, over 400 million people are expected to join the 
gig economy within the next 15 years, according to a projection by the Ali Research Institute 
(Zheng and Yang, 2020). Gig jobs are available, and then they allow knowledge workers to practice 
their innovative ideas (Shah et al., 2022; Xuan, 2022; Knight et al., 2022), which is essential for 
organizations to remain competitive, differentiate themselves from rivals, and achieve a competitive 
advantage in today’s fast-paced and constantly shifting business environment (Alfy and Naithani, 
2021). The majority of research on the gig economy has focused on low-skilled occupations, such 
as consumer-led services, transportation, and delivery services (Duggan et al., 2020). However, 
additional research on highly skilled knowledge workers in the gig economy is required. Gig 
economy enables high-skilled knowledge-based gig workers to establish new relationships with 
businesses based on their strengths and interests (Wilkins et al., 2022). Innovative behavior is the 
contribution of individuals and groups to the development of new services, products, tasks, or 
ideas for the achievement of desired results (Watson et al., 2021). This is especially crucial in the 

OPEN ACCESS

EDITED BY

Massimiliano Barattucci,  
University of Bergamo, Italy

REVIEWED BY

Jeongho Jeon,  
Dankook University, Republic of Korea  
Sohee Park,  
Inje University, Republic of Korea

*CORRESPONDENCE

Sung Jun Jo  
 sungguri@gachon.ac.kr

RECEIVED 25 May 2023
ACCEPTED 17 August 2023
PUBLISHED 04 September 2023

CITATION

Song L and Jo SJ (2023) How job crafting 
behaviors influence the innovative behavior of 
knowledge workers in the gig economy: based 
on the organismic integration theory.
Front. Psychol. 14:1228881.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881

COPYRIGHT

© 2023 Song and Jo. This is an open-access 
article distributed under the terms of the 
Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). 
The use, distribution or reproduction in other 
forums is permitted, provided the original 
author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are 
credited and that the original publication in this 
journal is cited, in accordance with accepted 
academic practice. No use, distribution or 
reproduction is permitted which does not 
comply with these terms.

TYPE Original Research
PUBLISHED 04 September 2023
DOI 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-09-04
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881/full
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881/full
mailto:sungguri@gachon.ac.kr
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881


Song and Jo 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881

Frontiers in Psychology 02 frontiersin.org

gig economy, where workers must frequently be self-motivated and 
adaptable to succeed. “Gig job” makes extensive use of the Internet and 
mobile technology to quickly match supply and demand, as opposed to 
the traditional scheduled work (Friedman, 2014). As non-traditional 
forms of employment increase, the benefit of job crafting that enables 
knowledge workers to increase their sense of autonomy and 
innovativeness has emerged. However, knowledge workers’ motivation 
and innovation behavior in the gig economy have become crucial for 
enterprises, and more research is required in this area.

Since gig jobs allow employees to practice innovative ideas with 
additional income, they can contribute to job crafting behavior, which 
can lead to increased job motivation.

We trace the highlights of proactive perspectives that reflect the 
increasing significance of employees taking initiative to anticipate and 
initiate changes in the manner in which work is performed in response 
to rising levels of uncertainty and dynamism. Knowledge workers can 
create employment across industries and professions by utilizing their 
strengths and interests, which is also beneficial for boosting 
motivation. Nevertheless, the effect of job crafting on motivation and 
innovative behavior was frequently reported as weaker than 
anticipated (Duggan et al., 2020; Wilkins et al., 2022). This is due to 
the fact that the majority of previous research has focused on 
top-down interventions in job design, which have only addressed the 
superficial representation of job crafting (Zhang et al., 2021). It does 
not consider how to incorporate employees’ motivations, strengths, 
and interests into the job crafting concept in order to cultivate 
motivation and creativity (Berg et al., 2013). Modifying employment 
characteristics based on the initiative of the individual is the premise 
of job crafting (Parker et  al., 2001). Top-down interventions 
emphasized task standardization and simplification to increase work 
motivation and innovation. This strategy was criticized for its 
counterproductive nature and disregard for employee motivation 
(Taneja et al., 2011; Parker et al., 2017). The concept of job crafting was 
devised to address these issues on the basis of motivation theories 
(Deci and Ryan, 2008; Deci and Ryan, 2012; Herzberg, 2017; Ryan 
et  al., 2021). In addition to research on the various forms of job 
crafting, research on innovative behavior requires studies on 
motivational processes. The motivational process enables knowledge 
workers to adapt and operate effectively in the face of an ever-changing 
stream of opportunities and threats within the gig economy.

Prior research on organizations has broadly linked innovative 
behavior of gig workers to either intrinsic or extrinsic motivation (Wong, 
2019). In the organization literature, however, the effects of controlled and 
autonomous motivation on the formulation of innovative behavior have 
been neglected. Controlled motivation includes both external regulation 
(performing activities for rewards or to avoid punishments) and 
introjected regulation (performing activities in response to internal 
pressures such as shame, guilt, or pride) (Kooij et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 
2021). In contrast, autonomous motivation (identification, integration, 
and intrinsic) refers to behaviors that are performed out of personal 
endorsement, volition, or preference (Kooij et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 
2021). Knowledge workers’ controlled motivation in the gig economy 
may be the result of job crafting under pressure from the economy. While 
knowledge workers become autonomously motivated when they feel that 
the job’s objectives are consistent with their own values. The two 
aforementioned motivations may be  present when knowledge-based 
workers craft their jobs in the gig economy.

Using organismic integration theory (OIT) concepts, this study 
aims to expand our understanding of the causes and effects of 

employee motivation in order to overcome the limitations of previous 
research. The OIT is suitable for this study because it focuses on 
internalizing and integrating extrinsic motivation. Utilizing OIT as a 
lens, this study proposes modifications to how knowledge-based 
employees craft their jobs by using their strengths and interests to 
increase motivation and account for innovative behavior.

For this objective, the following research questions will 
be investigated:

What is the relationship between job crafting and motivation 
among gig economy knowledge workers?

What is the relationship between motivation and innovative 
behavior in the gig economy among knowledge workers?

Does motivation serve as a mediator between job crafting and 
innovative behavior among gig economy knowledge workers?

2. Theoretical background

2.1. Organismic integration theory

As the core of biological, cognitive, and social regulation, motivation 
has been an essential topic of study in the field of psychology (Ryan and 
Deci, 2000). Motivation is also of particular importance with regard to 
individual differences in development rate and extent (Deci et al., 1985). 
Self-determination theory (SDT) is a metatheory of human motivation. 
The objective is to examine the interaction between extrinsic forces or 
factors acting on people (e.g., grades, evaluations, or payment) and the 
intrinsic motivations or needs inherent to humans (e.g., interests, 
curiosity, or enjoyment) (Deci et al., 1985; Ryan and Deci, 2000). OIT, 
a secondary theory of SDT proposed by Deci et al. (1985), Ryan and 
Deci (2020), emphasizes the process of internalizing external motivation 
more than SDT. After decades of development, OIT has been 
implemented in numerous fields, including subordinates’ knowledge 
creation behavior (Ma et al., 2023), students’ motivation (Wang et al., 
2017), and immoral behavior (Orth et al., 2022). However, there needs 
to be more research on using OIT to explain how different forms of job 
crafting affect the innovative behaviors of knowledge workers in the 
gig economy.

According to OIT, the types of motivation in the middle of the 
continuum were reclassified as follows: external regulation and 
introjection represent controlled motivation, while identification, 
integration, and intrinsic motivation represent autonomous 
motivation (Deci et  al., 2017). External regulation undermines 
autonomy and intrinsic motivation; introjected regulation is low in 
autonomy, while identification is more autonomous; Integration is the 
most autonomous form of extrinsic motivation, and when fully 
internalized and integrated, it does not necessarily become intrinsic 
motivation (Ryan and Deci, 2014). According to OIT, people are 
naturally active, and internal structures formed as a result of 
experience help shape behavior to some extent (Toward an Organismic 
Integration Theory, 2023). In the gig economy, for instance, the job 
content of knowledge workers is initially purely extrinsic; they may 
not be intrinsically motivated (not enjoy doing the job). However, 
while working on a task, they may value the job more and more, and 
it may become part of themselves, thereby being gradually 
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internalized. With controlled motivation, the reasons for engaging 
knowledge workers in job crafting are unrelated to the job itself; it is 
rather instrumental in achieving enhanced personal economic 
benefits. On the other hand, identified and intrinsic motivation 
(autonomous motivation) entails understanding the motivations 
behind a person’s behavior, so they are autonomous (Van Den Broeck 
et al., 2016). And these types of motivational regulation are arranged 
along a continuous scale known as the self-determination continuum.

In the meantime, employees are required to promote 
unremarkable behaviors; they must consider not only how to prompt 
the behaviors, but also how to promote self-regulation of the behaviors 
so that they persist over time. The dynamic nature of behavioral 
regulations should be considered when facilitating the adoption of 
exercise behavior (Wasserkampf and Kleinert, 2016). Recent theories 
have, to varying degrees (Sheldon and Prentice, 2019; Ryan et al., 
2021), continued to embrace such suggestions, recognizing the 
inherent tendencies of people to engage in active, curiosity-based 
exploration and to integrate new experiences into the self.

OIT can help explain the relationship between a person’s degree 
of controlled and autonomous motivation and their innovative 
behavior. The four external motivation subtypes of OIT (extrinsic, 
introjected, identified, and integrated regulation) in conjunction with 
intrinsic motivation in the domain of knowledge workers can be used 
to explain how individual job construction leads to innovative 
behavior. SDT, particularly OIT, has almost never been applied to the 
domain of knowledge workers before, which is one of the literature 
gaps identified by this study. According to (Locke and Schattke, 2019), 
the majority of research on extrinsic motivation in SDT has focused 
on the negative effects of eradicating incentives. In addition, they 
criticize the idea that extrinsic motivators are frequently portrayed as 
controlling and advocate for a framework that is more differentiated. 
In the literature on knowledge workers and in informal discussions 
among innovative behavior researchers, SDT has been consistently 
and generically referred to without this distinction between nuanced 
sub-theories. Consequently, the organismic integration process has 
rarely been investigated as an explanation of the mechanism by which 
job fabrication leads to innovative behavior via controlled and 
autonomous motivation. This original contribution serves as the 
foundation for the second research query.

2.2. Job crafting

Wrzesniewski et al. (2013) found that not much research has been 
done on job crafting behaviors that specifically try to change job tasks 
so that they fit the employee’s personal resources. Kooij et al. (2017) 
defined job crafting as the initiative of workers to tailor their work to 
their strengths (crafting to better align one’s personal strengths) and 
interests (crafting to engage in activities of personal interests). 
Wrzesniewski et al. (2013) both suggested that job-crafting behaviors 
should focus on employees’ motivations, strengths, and interests to 
create a better person-job fit. The fundamental tenet of job crafting is 
that people modify specific elements of their jobs or job roles on their 
own initiative in order to better match their careers with their skills, 
strengths and interests (Lepanjuuri et al., 2018). According to Wong 
et al. (2021), interests crafting may be easier for employees, as it requires 
less self-awareness than strengths of job crafting. Therefore, job crafting 
interests will make it easier for knowledge workers to match work 

resources in the gig economy, increase their motivation, and facilitate 
their innovative behavior. However, little empirical research has been 
conducted in this area, so its full scope is unknown (Lepanjuuri et al., 
2018). Modern workplaces require knowledge workers’ (Engineers, 
Scientists, Information Technologists, Accountants, Researchers, Social 
Workers, etc.) specialized knowledge or skills; therefore, it’s essential to 
fill the gap of knowledge workers in the gig economy (Wong, 2019). To 
keep pace with these important and rapid changes, work design theory 
and research are undergoing a transformation.

2.3. Job crafting and motivation

Job design perspectives focus on how workers interpret task 
characteristics and social information to form work-related motivations. 
If job crafting provides workers with autonomy and the chance to 
express themselves, they may be more motivated to resist organizational 
constraints (Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001). By crafting their jobs, 
employees are able to better connect with the ultimate fruits of their 
labor and their beneficiaries, thereby making their work more 
meaningful and motivating (Berg et al., 2013). Previous researchers 
argued that jobs should not be simplified but rather crafted to motivate 
people to produce improved results (Gallagher and Einhorn, 1976; Pane 
Haden et al., 2012). Modern society requires a more comprehensive 
perspective that identifies new forms of job crafting in order to 
comprehend how various types of job crafting relate to motivation 
(Bruning and Campion, 2018). In this study, the motivation of 
knowledge workers is defined within OIT along a continuum of self-
determination-related motivational quality. Through this process of 
integration, endowed with an inherent desire to pursue and develop 
their interests, people tend to seek out challenges, discover new 
perspectives, and actively internalize and transform practices (Ryan and 
Deci, 2002). When acting out of autonomous motivation, the reasons 
for knowledge workers engaging in job crafting are intrinsic enjoyment 
and interest in accomplishing tasks (Bureau et al., 2022). The highest 
degree of self-determination is represented by this. According to Bureau 
et al. (2022), given that achieving self-determination requires both high 
levels of autonomous motivation and low levels of controlled motivation, 
the fact that the theory’s main antecedents do not correspond to a 
central type of motivation raises the question of what circumstances 
cause knowledge workers to become more or less externally regulated 
(controlled motivation). In the context of the gig economy, there is 
reason to believe that knowledge workers will have work motivation 
after job crafting, whether their interests/strengths drive their 
autonomous motivation or their interests/strengths drive their 
controlled motivation. Therefore, it is crucial to consider the strengths 
and interests of knowledge workers when crafting employment and 
fostering motivation and innovative behavior.

2.4. Job crafting and autonomous 
motivation

The characteristic of autonomous motivation is that individuals 
engage in activities with free will and motivation (Deci et al., 2017). 
Typically, self-directed activities are intrinsically motivated. When 
individuals comprehend the value and purpose of their work, 
experience a sense of ownership and autonomy in its execution, and 
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receive clear feedback and support, they are more likely to behave 
appropriately. A global shift from manufacturing economies to service 
and knowledge economies has profoundly altered the nature of work 
in organizations (Grant and Parker, 2009). These changes include a 
transition from a manufacturing-based to a service-based economy, 
an increase in the scope and significance of the knowledge-based 
industry, and “knowledge workers” who are subjected to rigorous 
cognitive demands (Grant and Parker, 2009). According to empirical 
studies conducted by Rockmann and Ballinger (2017), workers who 
provide professional services over the telephone have relatively high 
levels of control and autonomy over their work. Increasing numbers 
of knowledge workers are entering the labor force with specialized 
skills, interests, and prerequisites. In the years since work design 
theories entered the limelight, the nature of work has changed 
dramatically. Further study on knowledge workers’ work designs in 
the gig economy is required. According to eminent scholars, the work 
design theories that resulted from these efforts are part of a select 
group of organizational approaches that are simultaneously valid, 
significant, and useful (Miner, 1984; Miner, 2003). Few studies have 
been conducted to classify the various types of job crafting in the 
context of the knowledge economy (Kosenkranius et al., 2020; Irfan 
et al., 2022; Khan et al., 2022; Zhao et al., 2022). Strengths or interests 
that might encourage job crafting in the context of knowledge-based 
work in the gig economy are the subject of this study. We chose job 
crafting strengths and job crafting interests that would be particularly 
important for autonomous motivation in knowledge-intensive work: 
knowledge workers frequently implement job crafting based on their 
knowledge since they are highly respected for their specialized 
knowledge or skill. And the job crafting definition is expressed in 
terms of job demands to address the operationalization challenges of 
the role-based definition (Khan et al., 2022). This study begins with 
job crafting strengths, which are defined as the extent to which the job 
requires expert knowledge to solve complex problems. Increased 
specialized knowledge or skill might necessitate excellent expert 
understanding at work and foster autonomy by requiring greater 
independent problem-solving. Job crafting interests refers to the 
process of increasing knowledge workers’ senses of autonomous 
motivation by identifying interesting aspects of a job in order to 
promote innovative behavior.

In short, it can be said that knowledge employees are more likely 
to undertake job crafting based on their strengths or interests for 
autonomous motivation. In light of the above given theoretical and 
empirical support, the following hypotheses are developed.

H1: Job crafting strengths have a positive effect on 
autonomous motivation.

H2: Job crafting interests have a positive effect on 
autonomous motivation.

2.5. Job crafting and controlled motivation

Since COVID-19, many jobs have become more complex and 
uncertain, necessitating that employees continuously craft their 
employment and innovate to adapt to an ever-changing workplace 
(Ingusci et  al., 2021). COVID-19 has had a negative impact on 
numerous real economies, which has resulted in the loss of a sizable 

number of jobs (Irfan et al., 2022). Due to economic pressure, many 
employees are compelled to (controlled motivation) customize their 
employment. These striking changes in the work environment require 
the development of new theoretical perspectives to aid scholars and 
practitioners in describing, explaining, and altering the nature of work 
(Barley and Kunda, 2001; Parker et al., 2001; Rousseau and Fried, 
2001; Johns, 2006). Researchers now acknowledge that jobs vary not 
only in terms of core task characteristics, but also in terms of 
knowledge characteristics such as job complexity, information 
processing, problem-solving, and specialization among knowledge 
workers (Parker and Wall, 1998; Morgeson and Campion, 2003; 
Morgeson and Humphrey, 2006). Due to the increased uncertainty of 
work, proactive perspectives are more important when motivational 
approaches to job design from organizational psychology are 
considered. As opposed to the historically narrower focus on 
employment, there is now a greater emphasis on how knowledge-
based work is organized. According to Chua and Iyengar (2006), 
Schwartz (2000), autonomy and demands increase, knowledge 
workers may experience tension and depression as a result of an 
excessive number of options and tasks to prioritize. This could 
negatively affect motivation and performance. On the other hand, 
according to research conducted by Gillet et al. (2013), controlled 
motivation correlates positively with job satisfaction. In other words, 
individuals construct their work based on their unique characteristics 
(strengths or interests) to maintain their physical and mental health 
despite the stress of their jobs (Bruning and Campion, 2018). 
Advances in work design theory and research are crucial for attaining 
the ideal balance. Motivational approaches to job design from 
organizational psychology, such as the OIT theory, a sub theory of the 
SDT theory, expand the definition of motivation to include both 
autonomous and controlled motivation. OIT maintains that job 
demand enhances internal motivation and internalization, resulting 
in greater accomplishments. Nevertheless, regardless of the type of job 
crafting, it occupies a specific position in the process of internalizing 
external motivation. Therefore, it is possible to hypothesize that job 
crafting can increase controlled motivation. Important distinctions 
must therefore be  made between autonomous motivation and 
controlled motivation, as well as their relative difference or absence, 
as individuals with different absolute levels of autonomous motivation 
and controlled motivation may obtain the same difference or relative 
relationship (Brunet et  al., 2015). Consequently, the following 
hypotheses have been formulated:

H3: Job crafting strengths have a positive effect on 
controlled motivation.

H4: Job crafting interests have a positive effect on 
controlled motivation.

2.6. Motivation and innovative behavior

According to the OIT, which has been applied and refined in 
multiple contexts over the past few years (Deci et  al., 2017), 
individuals experience a spectrum of motivations, ranging from 
controlled to autonomous. According to OIT, there is a distinction 
between the relative autonomy of different motivation forms, such 
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as autonomous motivation and controlled motivation, which 
promote performance on complex or creative tasks and behaviors 
(Bureau et al., 2022). Wong (2019) discovered a positive correlation 
between autonomous and controlled motivation in the context of 
knowledge employees. This demonstrates that knowledge worker 
work motivation is not always characterized by high levels of 
autonomous motivation and low levels of controlled motivation 
(Bureau et al., 2022). According to the findings of a meta-analysis 
by Van Den Broeck et al. (2021), controlled motivation (external 
regulation and introjection) and autonomous motivation 
(identification, integration, and intrinsic motivation) were 
positively associated with work performance. It has become 
essential to investigate the antecedents of these types of motivational 
experiences in order to promote work behaviors (innovative 
behavior) in organizations (Guo, 2018; Hope et al., 2019; Tang et al., 
2021; Autin et al., 2022). Innovative behavior necessitates trial and 
error and the acceptance of failure as a stepping stone to learning; 
autonomous motivation enables knowledge workers to repeatedly 
test out new concepts. In the meantime, knowledge workers will 
activate controlled motivations to engage in innovative behaviors 
in order to maintain their employment. Previous research suggested 
that setting clear job tasks would be  intrinsically motivating for 
workers and increase their innovation (Miao et  al., 2022). 
Motivation has traditionally been regarded as a crucial factor in 
influencing employee innovation behavior, and it is frequently 
triggered by work tasks. In contrast to Jabagi et  al. (2019), 
we  propose that autonomous and controlled motivation will 
encourage innovative behavior among knowledge workers. In order 
to become more motivated, workers can switch up their work tasks. 
Employees who actively craft their jobs may have motivation for 
innovation (Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001). Since innovative 
behavior contributes to organizational innovation in the form of 
novel processes, it is worthwhile to examine its motivational 
antecedents (Saether, 2019). Consequently, the following hypotheses 
have been formulated:

H5: Autonomous motivation has a positive effect on 
innovative behavior.

H6: Controlled motivation has a positive effect on 
innovative behavior.

H7: Autonomous motivation has a mediating effect on the 
relationship between Job crafting strengths and 
innovative behavior.

H8: Autonomous motivation has a mediating effect on the 
relationship between job crafting interests and innovative behavior.

H9: Controlled motivation has a mediating effect on the 
relationship between Job crafting strengths and 
innovative behavior.

H10: Controlled motivation has a mediating effect on the 
relationship between job crafting interests and innovative behavior.

This study developed a theoretical framework based on the above 
hypotheses (Figure 1).

3. Method

3.1. Data collection

This study conducted an online questionnaire using the 
WENJUANXING survey platform (one of the most popular survey 
platforms in China) between 1 and 31 January 2023. Knowledge 
workers (such as engineers, teachers, designers, etc.) in China were the 
target population. Through the human resource (HR) departments of 
20 Chinese firms, we identified and distributed the questionnaire link 
to qualified knowledge workers. Due to the inaccessibility of all 
employee databases, a sampling of convenience techniques was 
employed to collect data from knowledge workers. First, we defined 
knowledge workers and stated the purpose of this study. We reassured 
respondents of their anonymity during the survey and explained how 
our research could increase motivation for knowledge worker’s job 
crafting and innovative behavior in the gig economy.

The a priori sample size calculator for structural equation models 
was used to determine the required sample size. Using Free statistics 
calculators 4.0, anticipated effect size = 0.30 (medium), power 
level = 0.90, number of latent variables = 9 (this study has secondary 
dimensions), number of observed variables = 27, and 
probability = 0.05 were applied, and it was shown that a recommended 

FIGURE 1

Conceptual model.
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sample size of 226 was required in the analysis of the current study 
(Structural equation model). However, the current study included a 
greater number of subjects to increase the statistical power as well as 
cope with the possibility of non-response error.

A set of sample from 302 knowledge workers were obtained, 
including unreliable responses. Excluding unreliable responses, a total 
of 283 responses were collected and used for analysis, with a response 
rate of 93.71%. The demographics of the respondents are presented in 
Table 1. More than half the respondents were male (N = 187, 66.1%), 
the majority of the respondents were between the ages of 31 and 35 
(N = 132, 46.6%). Regarding education level, most respondents held a 
master’s degree (N = 143, 50.5%). The majority of the respondents were 
educators. The highest monthly income of 8,001–9,500 yuan was 
27.9%, followed by 6,501–8,000 yuan, and 11,000 yuan above in 
third place.

3.2. Measurement

The questionnaire included five constructs: job crafting 
strengths, job crafting interests, autonomous motivation, 
controlled motivation, and innovative behavior. Following the 
back-translation procedure suggested by Guo (2018), we used the 
original scales in English and then translated all of the items into 
Chinese. Specifically, items were translated into Chinese by a 
bi-lingual translator before being translated back into English by 
a second translator to ensure high clarity and accuracy. All 
measures were rated using a 5-point Likert scale (1: strongly 
disagree-5: strongly agree).

3.2.1. Job crafting strengths
Job crafting strengths was a 4-item scale adapted from Zhang et al. 

(2021). The items include “I organized my work in such a way that it 
matches my strengths,” “In my work tasks I tried to take advantage of my 
strengths as much as possible,” and “I looked for possibilities to do my 
tasks in such a way that it matches my strengths.” The Cronbach’s α is 0.87.

3.2.2. Job crafting interests
Job crafting interests was a 5-item scale adapted from Zhang et al. 

(2021). The items include “I actively looked for tasks that match my 
own interests,” “I organized my work in such a way that I could do 
what I find interesting,” and “I made sure that I take on tasks that 
I like.” The Cronbach’s α is 0.83.

3.2.3. Autonomous motivation
Autonomous motivation (identification and intrinsic motivation) 

was measured by a 6-item scale adapted from Gagné et al. (2010). The 
identification items include “I chose this job because it allows me to 
reach my life goals,” “Because this job fulfills my career plans,” and 
“Because this job fits my personal values.” The intrinsic motivation 
items include “Because I enjoy this work very much,” “Because I have 
fun doing my job,” and “For the moments of pleasure that this job 
brings me.” The Cronbach’s α of identification is 0.83, intrinsic is 0.89.

3.2.4. Controlled motivation
Controlled motivation (external regulation and introjection) was 

measured by a 6-item scale adapted from Gagné et al. (2010). The 
external regulation items include “Because this job affords me a 
certain standard of living,” “Because it allows me to make a lot of 

TABLE 1 Demographic Information.

Demographic Characteristic Frequency Percentage

Gender
Male 187 66.1%

Female 96 33.9%

Age

25–30 years old 66 23.3%

31–35 years old 132 46.6%

36–40 years old 54 19.1%

40 years old above 31 11.0%

Education

Junior college degree 11 3.9%

Bachelor degree 75 26.5%

Master degree 143 50.5%

Doctoral degree 54 19.1%

Occupation

Instructor 153 54.1%

Computer programmer 76 26.9%

Designer 17 6.0%

lawyer 21 7.4%

Others 16 5.7%

Monthly income

5,000 yuan below 11 3.9%

5,001–6,500 yuan 32 11.3%

6,501–8,000 yuan 65 23.0%

8,001–9,500 yuan 79 27.9%

9,501–11,000 yuan 32 11.3%

11,000 yuan above 64 22.6%
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money,” and “I do this job for the paycheck.” The introjection items 
include “Because I  have to be  the best in my job, I  have to be  a 
‘winner’,” “Because my work is my life and I do not want to fail,” and 
“Because my reputation depends on it.” The Cronbach’s α of external 
regulation is 0.69, introjection is 0.75.

3.2.5. Innovative behavior
Innovative behavior was a 6-item scale adapted from Scott and 

Bruce (1994). Sample items are “While working, I have come up with 
innovative and creative notions,” “While working, I try to propose 
my creative ideas and convince others,” and “While working, I seek 
new service techniques, methods, or techniques.” The Cronbach’s α 
is 0.89.

3.3. Analytical procedures

In this study, descriptive analysis presented the demographic. 
Cronbach’s alpha was utilized to assess the reliability of each variable 
using SPSS 25.0. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to 
examine the convergent and discriminant validity of the five main 
variables. The values of χ2/df, the comparative fit index (CFI), the 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA), and the root mean square residual (RMR) 
were examined to assess the overall model fit. The relationship 
between every variable was presented using correlation analysis. 
Harman one factor analysis was used to test the common method 
variance. We used structural equation modeling (SEM) to test the 

hypotheses in AMOS 24.0. Bootstrapping was set to 5,000 resamples 
for mediating effects testing.

4. Results

4.1. Reliability and validity

This study conducted a confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS 
24.0. As shown in Table 3, our results suggest that the measurement 
model fit the data substantially (χ2/df = 1.262, CFI = 0.985, TLI = 0.983, 
RMSEA = 0.031, RMR = 0.050), confirming convergent validity. CR and 
Cronbach’s Alpha are all over 0.7 (Hair, 2009), all standardized factor 
loadings are over 0.5, AVE value (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Table 2 
shows that AVE obtained from every single construct met the acceptance 
level. Therefore, it is proved that this study has good convergent validity.

4.2. Discriminant validity and correlations

Typically, discriminant validity is assessed by comparing the 
squared correlations between two distinct weights in either construct, 
which should be less than the AVEs by the measures of a construct 
(Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The results of the discriminant validity test 
are shown in Table  3. All the square roots of AVEs exceeded the 
correlation between the constructs comprising each pair. Consequently, 
the constructs of this model have acceptable discriminant validity. In 
addition, it offered preliminary confirmation of hypotheses.

TABLE 2 Results of reliability and validity.

Construct Items Std. factor 
loadings

CR AVE Cronbach’s Alpha

Job crafting strengths

JCS1 0.838

0.887 0.662 0.886
JCS2 0.844

JCS3 0.804

JCS4 0.767

Job crafting interests

JCI1 0.849

0.938 0.751 0.930

JCI2 0.819

JCI3 0.902

JCI4 0.900

JCI5 0.861

Autonomous motivation
INTRINS 0.749

0.750 0.601 0.847
INDENT 0.800

Controlled motivation
INTRO 0.703

0.708 0.549 0.878
EXT 0.777

Innovative behavior

IB1 0.856

0.913 0.638 0.911

IB2 0.769

IB3 0.895

IB4 0.787

IB5 0.728

IB6 0.742

CFI, comparative fit index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA, root mean square error of approximation; RMR, root mean square residual; CR, composite reliability; AVE, average variance 
extraction.
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4.3. Common method bias

The purpose of Harman’s single-factor test was to examine the issue 
of common method bias. The analysis identified seven factors with 
eigenvalues greater than 1, with the first factor explaining less than 40% 
(Saether, 2019) of the variance (39.80% of 77.13%). Thus, the findings 
did not provide substantial evidence of common method bias.

4.4. Results of hypotheses testing

4.4.1. Results of direct effects
The SEM analysis (Table 4 and Figure 2) shows that job crafting 

strengths has a significant positive effect on autonomous 
motivation (β = 0.272, p < 0.05); job crafting interests has a 
significant positive effect on autonomous motivation (β = 0.414, 
p < 0.05); job crafting strengths has a significant positive effect on 
controlled motivation (β = 0.302, p < 0.05); job crafting interests has 
a significant positive effect on controlled motivation (β = 0.330, 
p < 0.05); autonomous motivation has a significant positive effect 
on innovative behavior (β = 0.258, p < 0.05); controlled motivation 
has a significant positive effect on innovative behavior (β = 0.232, 
p < 0.05). Thus, Hypothesis 1–6 were supported. In addition, 
although this study does not make the hypotheses of job crafting 
strengths on IB and job crafting interests on innovative behavior, 

the analysis results show that job crafting strengths also has a 
significant positive effect on innovative behavior, and job crafting 
interests has a significant positive impact on innovative behavior. 
Thus, hypotheses 1–6 are supported.

4.4.2. Results of mediating effects
Table 5 shows the results of indirect effects testing using AMOS 24.0. 

This study used bootstrapping 5,000 times resampling to observe 
whether the 95% confidence interval contains 0 to determine whether 
the mediating effects can exist. The bootstrap test results (Table  5) 
confirmed that there is a significant mediating effect of autonomous 
motivation on the relationship between job crafting strengths and 
innovative behavior (indirect effect = 0.070, Lower 0.008 − Upper 0.206), 
job crafting interests and innovative behavior (indirect effect = 0.107, 
Lower 0.026 − Upper 0.236); controlled motivation as a mediator has a 
significant impact on the relationship between job crafting strengths and 
innovative behavior (indirect effect = 0.070, Lower 0.007 − Upper 0.203), 
job crafting interests and innovative behavior (indirect effect = 0.077, 
Lower 0.011 − Upper 0.193). Thus, hypotheses 7–10 are supported.

5. Discussion

Researchers and managers are interested in how job crafting 
influences employee innovative behavior (Grant and Parker, 2009; 

TABLE 4 Direct effects.

Path Std. Estimate Estimate S.E. T p Results

AM <--- JCS 0.272 0.241 0.079 3.037 0.002 Supported

AM <--- JCI 0.414 0.316 0.069 4.547 *** Supported

CM <--- JCS 0.302 0.195 0.061 3.184 0.001 Supported

CM <--- JCI 0.330 0.183 0.052 3.510 *** Supported

IB <--- AM 0.258 0.305 0.099 3.071 0.002 Supported

IB <--- CM 0.232 0.377 0.125 3.017 0.003 Supported

IB <--- JCS 0.201 0.210 0.075 2.784 0.005 Supported

IB <--- JCI 0.250 0.226 0.068 3.315 *** Supported

***p < 0.001; JCS, job crafting strengths; JCI, job crafting interests; AM, autonomous motivation; CM, controlled motivation; IB, innovative behavior.  
Model fit: χ2/df = 1.409, RMR = 0.094, TLI = 0.973, CFI = 0.976, RMSEA = 0.038.

TABLE 3 Discriminant validity and correlations.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1.Gender 1.34 0.474 –

2.Age 2.18 0.913 −0.090 –

3.Education 2.85 0.768 −0.014 −0.037 –

4.Occupation 1.84 1.177 0.048 0.050 −0.008 –

5.Income 3.99 1.434 −0.096 0.055 −0.094 −0.089 –

6.JCS 3.87 0.890 −0.065 −0.024 0.006 −0.027 −0.097 0.886

7.JCI 3.70 0.961 −0.036 −0.036 0.002 0.025 −0.063 0.538** 0.917

8.AM 3.62 0.905 −0.019 0.003 −0.079 −0.146* 0.012 0.390** 0.455** 0.847

9.CM 3.77 0.872 0.003 −0.078 −0.077 −0.095 −0.039 0.371** 0.394** 0.533** 0.878

10.IB 3.72 0.929 −0.024 −0.045 −0.025 0.036 −0.078 0.514** 0.587** 0.486** 0.471** 0.911

**p < 0.01 and *p < 0.05; JCS, job crafting strengths; JCI, job crafting interests; AM, autonomous motivation; CM, controlled motivation; IB, innovative behavior; the diagonal value is the 
square roots of AVEs.
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Zhang and Parker, 2019). According to previous research on job 
crafting, numerous new and distinct terms have emerged to 
describe the specific job crafting behavior (Zhang and Parker, 
2019; Tims et al., 2022). This study encourages knowledge workers 

to use their strengths and interests in job crafting to generate 
innovative behavior through controlled and autonomous 
motivation. Consequently, we  address these research voids by 
constructing a model of job strengths and job interests for 

FIGURE 2

Structural model.

TABLE 5 Indirect effects.

Path Indirect effects Bias-corrected 95% CI

Lower Upper

JCS-AM-IB 0.070 0.008 0.206

JCI-AM-IB 0.107 0.026 0.236

JCS-CM-IB 0.070 0.007 0.203

JCI-CM-IB 0.077 0.011 0.193

JCS, job crafting strengths; JCI, job crafting interests; AM, autonomous motivation; CM, controlled motivation; IB, innovative behavior.
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knowledge workers’ innovative behavior in the gig economy using 
OIT as a foundation.

5.1. Theoretical implications

Our findings contribute in several ways to the existing literature 
on organismic integration theory and job design theory.

First, we highlighted how strengths and interests are crucial 
approaches for knowledge workers’ job crafting in the gig economy 
and how they promote work motivation, which is less apparent in 
existing empirical studies. In contrast to previous research (Zhang 
et al., 2021), our study reveals that interests are more important 
than strengths when it comes to job crafting. This unexpected result 
may be due to the fact that knowledge workers in the gig economy 
tend to tailor their occupations to their personal interests. 
Knowledge workers’ pursuit of interests, such as learning, teaching, 
and utilizing technology, can be a significant source of engagement 
and meaningfulness (Carbonneau et al., 2008; Csikszentmihalyi and 
Csikszentmihalyi, 2014; Kuijpers et  al., 2020). This dearth of 
awareness of their strengths may be  a contributing factor. For 
instance, employees may have difficulty recognizing their strengths 
if they believe that anyone is capable of possessing them 
(Buckingham and Clifton, 2001; Bakker and Van Woerkom, 2018).

On the other hand, the majority of employees will be aware of 
their passions, and incorporating them into their work may 
encourage innovative behavior. For instance, a relationship-building 
expert, such as a business consultant, could design his/her role of 
selling consulting services so that he/she speaks more candidly with 
each client as opposed to presenting to large groups (Kooij et al., 
2017). Thus, knowledge workers develop a deeper understanding of 
their strengths and interests and a propensity to influence their 
environments to match their identities.

Consequently, one of this study’s central issues is the 
significance of pursuing autonomous and controlled motivations. 
In consistent with (Ratelle et al., 2007), it should be comprehensive 
consideration for knowledge workers to seek out jobs that they find 
inherently pleasurable (autonomous motivation) while paying 
attention to the extrinsic consequences (controlled motivation) of 
those jobs in the gig economy. Seeking only immediate pleasure 
(autonomous motivation) without regard for external regulations 
(controlled motivation) may significantly reduce future employment 
opportunities and outcomes. In contrast, focusing solely on 
extrinsic regulations and incentives can substantially inhibit 
innovative behavior. Moreover, this study confirmed the mediating 
role of motivation between job crafting and innovative behavior. 
Both autonomous and controlled motivation mediate the effect of 
job crafting on innovative behavior. Previous research findings have 
been empirically validated (Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001) that 
even in jobs with limited autonomy, knowledge workers can create 
new domains for mastery and modify aspects of job tasks to 
innovate in the gig economy. Overall, the mediating role of 
controlled or autonomous motivation between job crafting and 
innovative behavior can be  essential in understanding how job 
crafting promotes innovative behavior in the gig economy. 
Meanwhile, the development of the gig economy informs our study 
of knowledge work trends in China.

5.2. Practical implications

Since job crafting is advantageous for both individuals and 
organizations, our findings also have significant implications 
for practice.

First, according to OIT, providing the necessary job resources 
to knowledge workers will promote the internalization of external 
motivation. Knowledge workers are highly skilled employees who 
have typically invested a considerable amount of time in formal 
education and professional development (Drucker, 1992). With 
years of specialization, it is likely that knowledge workers have an 
intrinsic interest in their profession (Markova and Ford, 2011). 
These employees’ theoretical and practical expertise is a valuable 
asset to their respective organizations. Organizations will be able to 
intervene more effectively to promote innovative behavior if they 
are aware that knowledge workers may engage in job crafting (Lee 
and Lee, 2018).

Second, theories and empirical research indicate that 
job-creating strengths and interests can promote innovative 
employee behavior through controlled and autonomous 
motivation. Self-motivation should be  the primary objective of 
job-crafting for knowledge employees. Since knowledge workers 
perceive their work as a source of their identity, the job itself can 
be an effective source of intrinsic motivation (Giancola, 2011). 
While OIT provides the framework for the development of 
conceptual models, empirical findings also inform and expand the 
theory. When modelling job-crafting strengths and interests as 
predictors of controlled and autonomous motivation, the latter was 
a more direct predictor of these outcomes than the former, 
indicating that controlled and autonomous motivation mediated 
the relationship between job crafting and innovative behavior. 
Given that a central tenet of OIT is that extrinsic motivation can 
be subdivided into various forms based on the locus of causation 
or degree of internalization (Howard et  al., 2017), the current 
findings are novel and significant. It appears that job-crafting 
interests explain why knowledge workers perform their jobs, while 
job-crafting strengths explain how they perform their jobs. The 
results elucidate the role of motivational internalization between 
job crafting and innovative behavior, a topic that is poorly 
understood in the current OIT literature.

Thirdly, this research responds to Locke and Schattke (2019) 
suggestion for a more differentiated motivational framework. OIT 
provides an appropriate framework for elucidating the propensity of 
individuals to internalize subjective motivations for innovative 
behavior. OIT implies an innate, natural tendency toward 
differentiation and integration that does not require external prodding 
and pressing. Not all change is intrinsically motivated; the only 
developmentally significant change is one that represents 
differentiating and integrating activity based on strengths or interests 
(Deci et al., 1985). This effective theoretical combination of OIT and 
job crafting theory provides a comprehensive road map for knowledge 
workers to engage in innovative behavior.

Overall, due to the rapid development of artificial intelligence, the 
gig economy will offer a variety of work forms and content, presenting 
knowledge workers with numerous opportunities and challenges and 
facilitating job crafting and behavior innovation among 
knowledge workers.
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5.3. Limitations and future research

Despite the aforementioned implications, our research inevitably has 
several potential limitations, some of which may inspire future 
investigations. Although this study passed the test for common method 
bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), there will be an issue with common method 
bias: all the variables were measured with a single questionnaire on a 
5-point Likert scale. According to Deci et al. (2017), in order to accurately 
test causal relationships, future research should employ more longitudinal 
designs and more objective measures. Second, this study utilized only 
controlled and autonomous motivation as the relationship’s mediators, 
ignoring other variables that can moderate the management 
phenomenon. Therefore, future research can analyse this topic from a 
variety of theoretical perspectives in order to gain a deeper understanding 
of this management issue. This study focuses solely on the individual level 
of job crafting. Third, due to the convenience of online surveys for 
sampling, the sample is not gender-balanced (Male = 187, Female = 96). 
Future research should use random sampling for gender balance 
if possible.

Future research should investigate job crafting at both the individual 
and team levels in order to examine how individual and team levels 
impact motivation and can lead to exciting outcomes. In addition, future 
research can focus on combining knowledge workers and AI technology 
to understand how knowledge workers use AI technology to learn and 
develop new skills to maintain market competitiveness continuously and 
how organizations should benefit from knowledge workers and their 
knowledge to prepare for the gig economy.

6. Conclusion

We extend the research on innovative behavior by analyzing how 
knowledge workers can use their strengths and interests to design their 
employment, resulting in controlled and autonomous motivation. There 
is reason to believe that the processes investigated in this study are even 
more important for knowledge workers in the freelance economy. The gig 
economy has profoundly altered organizations’ and individuals’ 
preexisting perceptions and behaviors. Consequently, societal changes, 
specifically, shifts in how people define “more important work” and “less 
important work” (Kramer and Kramer, 2020) could influence the 
propensity for innovation among knowledge workers. On the basis of 
OIT, it was found that motivation can increase innovative behavior. 
Nevertheless, job-crafting interests have a greater impact on autonomous 
motivation, controlled motivation, and innovative behavior than do 
strengths. Our findings supported the universality and applicability of the 

OIT to Chinese knowledge workers, especially those in the contract 
economy. Specifically, controlled and autonomous motivation were 
identified as the variables that mediated the relationship between job 
fabrication and innovative behavior. On the other hand, the data 
highlighted the significance of the mechanism’s ability to identify and 
disseminate effective management practices.

Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will 
be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.

Ethics statement

The requirement of ethical approval was waived by Gachon 
University for the studies involving humans because the study did not 
collect or record ‘sensitive information’ from the participants. The 
studies were conducted in accordance with the local legislation and 
institutional requirements. Written informed consent was obtained 
from the individual(s) for the publication of any potentially identifiable 
images or data included in this article.

Author contributions

All authors listed have made a substantial, direct, and intellectual 
contribution to the work and approved it for publication.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the 
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could 
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors 
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, 
or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product 
that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its 
manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

References
Alfy, S. E., and Naithani, P. (2021). Antecedents of innovative work behaviour: a 

systematic review of the literature and future research agenda. World Rev. Entrep. Manag. 
Sustain. Dev. 17:1. doi: 10.1504/WREMSD.2021.112082

Autin, K. L., Herdt, M. E., Garcia, R. G., and Ezema, G. N. (2022). Basic psychological 
need satisfaction, autonomous motivation, and meaningful work: a self-determination 
theory perspective. J. Career Assess. 30, 78–93. doi: 10.1177/10690727211018647

Bakker, A. B., and Van Woerkom, M. (2018). Strengths use in organizations: a positive 
approach of occupational health. Can Psychol. Psychol. Can. 59, 38–46. doi: 10.1037/cap0000120

Barley, S. R., and Kunda, G. (2001). Bringing Work Back Organ. Sci. 12, 76–95. doi: 
10.1287/orsc.12.1.76.10122

Berg, J. M., Dutton, J. E., and Wrzesniewski, A. (2013). Job crafting and meaningful 
work. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association, 81–104.

Brunet, J., Gunnell, K. E., Gaudreau, P., and Sabiston, C. M. (2015). An integrative analytical 
framework for understanding the effects of autonomous and controlled motivation. Personal. 
Individ. Differ. 84, 2–15. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2015.02.034

Bruning, P. F., and Campion, M. A. (2018). A role–resource approach–avoidance 
model of job crafting: a multimethod integration and extension of job crafting theory. 
Acad. Manag. J. 61, 499–522. doi: 10.5465/amj.2015.0604

Buckingham, M., and Clifton, D. O. (2001). Now, discover your strengths. New 
York, U.S.A: Simon and Schuster.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1504/WREMSD.2021.112082
https://doi.org/10.1177/10690727211018647
https://doi.org/10.1037/cap0000120
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.12.1.76.10122
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.02.034
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2015.0604


Song and Jo 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881

Frontiers in Psychology 12 frontiersin.org

Bureau, J. S., Howard, J. L., Chong, J. X. Y., and Guay, F. (2022). Pathways to student 
motivation: a Meta-analysis of antecedents of autonomous and controlled motivations. 
Rev. Educ. Res. 92, 46–72. doi: 10.3102/00346543211042426

Carbonneau, N., Vallerand, R. J., Fernet, C., and Guay, F. (2008). The role of passion 
for teaching in intrapersonal and interpersonal outcomes. J. Educ. Psychol. 100, 977–987. 
doi: 10.1037/a0012545

Chua, R. Y.-J., and Iyengar, S. S. (2006). Empowerment through choice? A critical 
analysis of the effects of choice in organizations. Res. Organ. Behav. 27, 41–79. doi: 
10.1016/S0191-3085(06)27002-3

Csikszentmihalyi, M., and Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2014). Toward a psychology of 
optimal experience. Flow Found Posit Psychol. Collect Works Mihaly. Csikszentmihalyi 
14, 209–226. doi: 10.1007/978-94-017-9088-8_14

Deci, E. L., Olafsen, A. H., and Ryan, R. M. (2017). Self-determination theory in work 
organizations: the state of a science. Annu. Rev. Organ Psychol. Organ Behav. 4, 19–43. 
doi: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113108

Deci, E. L., and Ryan, R. M. (2008). Self-determination theory: a macrotheory of 
human motivation, development, and health. Can Psychol Psychol Can 49, 182–185. doi: 
10.1037/a0012801

Deci, E. L., and Ryan, R. M. (2012). Self-determination theory in health care and its 
relations to motivational interviewing: a few comments. Int. J. Behav. Nutr. Phys. Act. 9, 
24–26. doi: 10.1186/1479-5868-9-24

Deci, E. L., Ryan, R. M., Deci, E. L., and Ryan, R. M. (1985). Toward an organismic 
integration theory: motivation and development. Intrinsic Motiv. Self-Determ. Hum. 
Behav., 113–148. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4899-2271-7_5

Drucker, P. F. (1992). Organizations. Harv. Bus. Rev. 20:293. doi: 10.3758/BF03332062

Duggan, J., Sherman, U., Carbery, R., and McDonnell, A. (2020). Algorithmic 
management and app-work in the gig economy: a research agenda for employment 
relations and HRM. Hum. Resour. Manag. J. 30, 114–132. doi: 10.1111/1748-8583.12258

Fornell, C., and Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with 
unobservable variables and measurement error. J. Mark. Res. 18, 39–50. doi: 
10.1177/002224378101800104

Friedman, G. (2014). Workers without employers: shadow corporations and the rise 
of the gig economy. Rev. Keynes. Econ. 2, 171–188. doi: 10.4337/roke.2014.02.03

Gagné, M., Forest, J., Gilbert, M.-H., Aubé, C., Morin, E., and Malorni, A. (2010). The 
motivation at work scale: validation evidence in two languages. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 70, 
628–646. doi: 10.1177/0013164409355698

Gallagher, W. E., and Einhorn, H. J. (1976). Motivation theory and job design. J. Bus. 
49, 358–373. doi: 10.1086/295857

Giancola, F. L. (2011). Examining the job itself as a source of employee motivation. 
Compens. Benefits Rev. 43, 23–29. doi: 10.1177/0886368710390493

Gillet, N., Gagné, M., Sauvagère, S., and Fouquereau, E. (2013). The role of supervisor 
autonomy support, organizational support, and autonomous and controlled motivation 
in predicting employees’ satisfaction and turnover intentions. Eur. J. Work Organ 
Psychol. 22, 450–460. doi: 10.1080/1359432x.2012.665228

Grant, A. M., and Parker, S. K. (2009). Redesigning work design theories: the rise of 
relational and proactive perspectives. Acad. Manag. Ann. 3, 317–375. doi: 
10.5465/19416520903047327

Guo, Y. (2018). The influence of academic autonomous motivation on learning 
engagement and life satisfaction in adolescents: the mediating role of basic psychological 
needs satisfaction. J. Educ. Learn 7, 254–261. doi: 10.5539/ijel.v8n5p254

Hair, J. F. (2009). Multivariate data analysis.

Herzberg, F. (2017). Motivation to work. New Brunswick (U.S.A) and London (U.K.): 
Routledge.

Hope, N. H., Holding, A. C., Verner-Filion, J., Sheldon, K. M., and Koestner, R. (2019). 
The path from intrinsic aspirations to subjective well-being is mediated by changes in 
basic psychological need satisfaction and autonomous motivation: a large prospective 
test. Motiv. Emot. 43, 232–241. doi: 10.1007/s11031-018-9733-z

Howard, J. L., Gagné, M., and Bureau, J. S. (2017). Testing a continuum structure of 
self-determined motivation: a meta-analysis. Psychol. Bull. 143, 1346–1377. doi: 10.1037/
bul0000125

Ingusci, E., Signore, F., Giancaspro, M. L., Manuti, A., Molino, M., Russo, V., et al. 
(2021). Workload, techno overload, and behavioral stress during COVID-19 emergency: 
the role of job crafting in remote workers. Front. Psychol. 12:655148. doi: 10.3389/
fpsyg.2021.655148

Irfan, S. M., Qadeer, F., Abdullah, M. I., and Sarfraz, M. (2022). Employer’s investments 
in job crafting to promote knowledge worker’s sustainable employability: a moderated 
mediation model. Pers. Rev. 37:2013. doi: 10.1108/pr-10-2021-0704

Jabagi, N., Croteau, A.-M., Audebrand, L. K., and Marsan, J. (2019). Gig-workers’ 
motivation: thinking beyond carrots and sticks. J. Manag. Psychol. 34, 192–213. doi: 
10.1108/jmp-06-2018-0255

Johns, G. (2006). The essential impact of context on organizational behavior. Acad. 
Manag. Rev. 31, 386–408. doi: 10.5465/amr.2006.20208687

Khan, M. M., Mubarik, M. S., Islam, T., Rehman, A., Ahmed, S. S., Khan, E., et al. 
(2022). How servant leadership triggers innovative work behavior: exploring the 

sequential mediating role of psychological empowerment and job crafting. Eur. J. 
Innov. Manag. 25, 1037–1055. doi: 10.1108/ejim-09-2020-0367

Knight, B., Mitrofanov, D., and Netessine, S. (2022). The impact of AI technology 
on the productivity of gig economy workers. SSRN Electron. J. doi: 10.2139/
ssrn.4372368

Kooij, D. T. A. M., Van Woerkom, M., Wilkenloh, J., Dorenbosch, L., and 
Denissen, J. J. A. (2017). Job crafting towards strengths and interests: the effects of a 
job crafting intervention on person-job fit and the role of age. J. Appl. Psychol. 102, 
971–981. doi: 10.1037/apl0000194

Kosenkranius, M. K., Rink, F. A., De Bloom, J., and Van Den Heuvel, M. (2020). The 
design and development of a hybrid off-job crafting intervention to enhance needs 
satisfaction, well-being and performance: a study protocol for a randomized controlled 
trial. BMC Public Health 20:115. doi: 10.1186/s12889-020-8224-9

Kramer, A., and Kramer, K. Z. (2020). The potential impact of the Covid-19 
pandemic on occupational status, work from home, and occupational mobility. J. 
Vocat. Behav. 119:103442. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103442

Kuijpers, E., Kooij, D. T. A. M., and Van Woerkom, M. (2020). Align your job with 
yourself: the relationship between a job crafting intervention and work engagement, 
and the role of workload. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 25, 1–16. doi: 10.1037/ocp0000175

Lee, J. Y., and Lee, Y. (2018). Job crafting and performance: literature review and 
implications for human resource development. Hum. Resour. Dev. Rev. 17, 277–313. 
doi: 10.1177/1534484318788269

Lepanjuuri, K, Wishart, R, and Cornick, P. (2018) The characteristics of those in the 
gig economy: final report. UK: Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy 
(United Kingdom).

Locke, E. A., and Schattke, K. (2019). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation: time for 
expansion and clarification. Motiv. Sci. 5, 277–290. doi: 10.1037/mot0000116

Ma, F., Zhao, H., and Wu, C. (2023). The impact of task-oriented leadership to 
subordinates’ knowledge creation behavior – based on organismic integration theory. 
Int. J. Manpow. 44, 283–298. doi: 10.1108/IJM-04-2021-0230

Markova, G., and Ford, C. (2011). Is money the panacea? Rewards for knowledge 
workers. Int. J. Product. Perform. Manag. 60, 813–823. doi: 10.1108/17410401111182206

Miao, R., Cao, Y., Cheng, M., Yu, J., and Xi, N. (2022). Join forces from top and 
bottom: the influencial mechanism of job crafting, high-performance work system on 
employee innovation behavior. Curr. Psychol. 59:1098. doi: 10.1007/
s12144-022-03525-w

Miner, J. B. (1984). The validity and usefulness of theories in an emerging 
organizational science. Acad. Manag. Rev. 9, 296–306. doi: 10.2307/258442

Miner, J. B. (2003). The rated importance, scientific validity, and practical usefulness 
of organizational behavior theories: a quantitative review. Acad. Manag. Learn. Educ. 
2, 250–268. doi: 10.5465/amle.2003.10932132

Morgeson, FP, and Campion, MA. Work design, Handbook of psychology: Industrial 
and organizational psychology. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley (2003). 423–452, doi: 
10.1002/0471264385.wei1217

Morgeson, F. P., and Humphrey, S. E. (2006). The work design questionnaire 
(WDQ): developing and validating a comprehensive measure for assessing job design 
and the nature of work. J. Appl. Psychol. 91, 1321–1339. doi: 
10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1321

Orth, C. D. O., Marrone, D. D., and Macagnan, C. B. (2022). Accounting fraud in 
light of organismic integration theory. J. Financ. Crime 22:198. doi: 10.1108/
JFC-08-2022-0198

Pane Haden, S. S., Humphreys, J. H., Cooke, J., and Penland, P. (2012). Applying 
Taylor’s principles to teams: renewing a century-old theory. J. Leadersh. Account. Ethics 
9, 11–20.

Parker, S. K., Morgeson, F. P., and Johns, G. (2017). One hundred years of work 
design research: looking back and looking forward. J. Appl. Psychol. 102, 403–420. doi: 
10.1037/apl0000106

Parker, S. K., and Wall, T. D. (1998). Job and work design: Organizing work to 
promote well-being and effectiveness. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Parker, S. K., Wall, T. D., and Cordery, J. L. (2001). Future work design research and 
practice: towards an elaborated model of work design. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 74, 
413–440. doi: 10.1348/096317901167460

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., and Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common 
method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and 
recommended remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 879–903. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88. 
5.879

Ratelle, C. F., Guay, F., Vallerand, R. J., Larose, S., and Senécal, C. (2007). 
Autonomous, controlled, and amotivated types of academic motivation: a person-
oriented analysis. J. Educ. Psychol. 99, 734–746. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.99.4.734

Rockmann, K. W., and Ballinger, G. A. (2017). Intrinsic motivation and 
organizational identification among on-demand workers. J. Appl. Psychol. 102, 
1305–1316. doi: 10.1037/apl0000224

Rousseau, D. M., and Fried, Y. (2001). Location, location, location: contextualizing 
organizational research. J. Organ. Behav. 22, 1–3. doi: 10.1002/job.78

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543211042426
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012545
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(06)27002-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-9088-8_14
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113108
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012801
https://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-9-24
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-2271-7_5
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03332062
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12258
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.4337/roke.2014.02.03
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164409355698
https://doi.org/10.1086/295857
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886368710390493
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2012.665228
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520903047327
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v8n5p254
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-018-9733-z
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000125
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000125
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.655148
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.655148
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-10-2021-0704
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmp-06-2018-0255
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.20208687
https://doi.org/10.1108/ejim-09-2020-0367
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4372368
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4372368
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000194
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-020-8224-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103442
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000175
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484318788269
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000116
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-04-2021-0230
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410401111182206
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-03525-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-03525-w
https://doi.org/10.2307/258442
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2003.10932132
https://doi.org/10.1002/0471264385.wei1217
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1321
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-08-2022-0198
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-08-2022-0198
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000106
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317901167460
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.4.734
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000224
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.78


Song and Jo 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881

Frontiers in Psychology 13 frontiersin.org

Ryan, R. M., and Deci, E. L. (2020). “Self-Determination Theory,” in Encyclopedia of 
Quality of Life and Well-Being Research, ed. F. Maggino (Cham: Springer International 
Publishing), 1–7.

Ryan, R. M., and Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of 
intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being. Am. Psychol. 55, 68–78. doi: 
10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68

Ryan, R. M., and Deci, E. L. (2002). Overview of self-determination theory: an 
organismic dialectical perspective. Handb Self-Determ Res 2, 3–33. doi: 
10.1007/978-3-319-69909-7_2630-2

Ryan, RM, and Deci, E. Self-determination theory, AC Michalos, (Ed.) Encyclopedia of 
quality of life and well-being research. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands (2014). 5755–5760

Ryan, R. M., Deci, E. L., Vansteenkiste, M., and Soenens, B. (2021). Building a science of 
motivated persons: self-determination theory’s empirical approach to human experience 
and the regulation of behavior. Motiv. Sci. 7, 97–110. doi: 10.1037/mot0000194

Saether, E. A. (2019). Motivational antecedents to high-tech R&D employees’ 
innovative work behavior: self-determined motivation, person-organization fit, 
organization support of creativity, and pay justice. J. High Technol. Manag. Res. 
30:100350. doi: 10.1016/j.hitech.2019.100350

Schwartz, B. (2000). Self-determination: the tyranny of freedom. Am. Psychol. 55, 
79–88. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.79

Scott, S. G., and Bruce, R. A. (1994). Determinants of innovative behavior: a path 
model of individual innovation in the workplace. Acad. Manag. J. 37, 580–607. doi: 
10.2307/256701

Shah, S. T. H., Shah, S. M. A., and El-Gohary, H. (2022). Nurturing innovative work 
behaviour through workplace learning among knowledge Workers of Small and Medium 
Businesses. J. Knowl. Econ. 35, 59–60. doi: 10.1007/s13132-022-01019-5

Sheldon, K. M., and Prentice, M. (2019). Self-determination theory as a foundation 
for personality researchers. J. Pers. 87, 5–14. doi: 10.1111/jopy.12360

Taneja, S., Pryor, M. G., Toombs, L. A., and Frederick, W. (2011). Taylor’s scientific 
management principles: relevance and validity. J. Appl. Manag. Entrep. 16:60.

Tang, M., Wang, D., and Guerrien, A. (2021). The contribution of basic psychological 
need satisfaction to psychological well-being via autonomous motivation among older 
adults: a cross-cultural study in China and France. Front. Psychol. 12:734461. doi: 
10.3389/fpsyg.2021.734461

Tims, M., Twemlow, M., and Fong, C. Y. M. (2022). A state-of-the-art overview of 
job-crafting research: current trends and future research directions. Career Dev. Int. 27, 
54–78. doi: 10.1108/cdi-08-2021-0216

Toward an Organismic Integration Theory: Motivation and development. Available 
at: https://sci-hub.ru//downloads/2019-05-10/76/deci1985.pdf#navpanes=0&view=FitH 
(Accessed June 9, 2023)

Van Den Broeck, A., Ferris, D. L., Chang, C.-H., and Rosen, C. C. (2016). A review of 
self-determination theory’s basic psychological needs at work. J. Manag. 42, 1195–1229. 
doi: 10.1177/0149206316632058

Van Den Broeck, A., Howard, J. L., Van Vaerenbergh, Y., Leroy, H., and Gagné, M. 
(2021). Beyond intrinsic and extrinsic motivation: a meta-analysis on self-determination 
theory’s multidimensional conceptualization of work motivation. Organ. Psychol. Rev. 
11, 240–273. doi: 10.1177/20413866211006173

Wang, C. K. J., Liu, W. C., Nie, Y., Chye, Y. L. S., Lim, B. S. C., Liem, G. A., et al. (2017). 
Latent profile analysis of students’ motivation and outcomes in mathematics: an 
organismic integration theory perspective. Heliyon 3:e00308. doi: 10.1016/j.heliyon.2017.
e00308

Wasserkampf, A., and Kleinert, J. (2016). Organismic integration as a dynamic 
process: a systematic review of empirical studies on change in behavioral regulations in 
exercise in adults. Int. Rev. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 9, 65–95. doi: 
10.1080/1750984x.2015.1119873

Watson, G. P., Kistler, L. D., Graham, B. A., and Sinclair, R. R. (2021). Looking at the 
gig picture: defining gig work and explaining profile differences in gig workers’ job 
demands and resources. Group Organ Manag. 46, 327–361. doi: 
10.1177/1059601121996548

Wilkins, D. J., Hulikal Muralidhar, S., Meijer, M., Lascau, L., and Lindley, S. (2022). 
Gigified knowledge work: understanding knowledge gaps when knowledge work and 
on-demand work intersect. Proc. ACM Hum-Comput. Interact 6, 1–27. doi: 
10.1145/3512940

Wong, C. (2019). Motivation in knowledge workers. (Doctor of Philosophy (College of 
Business)). University of Notre Dame Australia.

Wong, S. I., Kost, D., and Fieseler, C. (2021). From crafting what you do to building 
resilience for career commitment in the gig economy. Hum. Resour. Manag. J. 31, 
918–935. doi: 10.1111/1748-8583.12342

Wrzesniewski, A., and Dutton, J. E. (2001). Crafting a job: revisioning employees as 
active crafters of their work. Acad. Manag. Rev. 26, 179–201. doi: 10.2307/259118

Wrzesniewski, A., LoBuglio, N., Dutton, J. E., and Berg, J. M. (2013). “Job Crafting 
and Cultivating Positive Meaning and Identity in Work,” in Advances in Positive 
Organizational Psychology (Advances in Positive Organizational Psychology, Vol. 1). 
ed. A. B. Bakker Bingley: Emerald Group Publishing Limited, Bingley,  
281–302.

Xuan, Z. (2022). The innovation and value pursuit of the compensation system in the 
gig economy. Acad. J. Bus Manag. 4, 50–54. doi: 10.25236/AJBM.2022.041907

Zhang, F., and Parker, S. K. (2019). Reorienting job crafting research: a hierarchical 
structure of job crafting concepts and integrative review. J. Organ. Behav. 40, 126–146. 
doi: 10.1002/job.2332

Zhang, F., Wang, B., Qian, J., and Parker, S. K. (2021). Job crafting towards strengths 
and job crafting towards interests in overqualified employees: different outcomes and 
boundary effects. J. Organ. Behav. 42, 587–603. doi: 10.1002/job.2517

Zhao, J., Li, X., and Shields, J. (2022). Optimizing the relationship between job 
autonomy and knowledge workers’ satisfaction: the roles of crafting and value 
congruence. Asia Pac. J. Hum. Resour. 60, 608–631. doi: 10.1111/1744-7941. 
12278

Zheng, Q., and Yang, W. (2020). The characteristics of the gig economy. Economics. 
doi: 10.33774/coe-2020-ldcpg

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1228881
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-69909-7_2630-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000194
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hitech.2019.100350
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.79
https://doi.org/10.2307/256701
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-022-01019-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12360
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.734461
https://doi.org/10.1108/cdi-08-2021-0216
https://sci-hub.ru//downloads/2019-05-10/76/deci1985.pdf#navpanes=0&view=FitH
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316632058
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866211006173
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2017.e00308
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2017.e00308
https://doi.org/10.1080/1750984x.2015.1119873
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601121996548
https://doi.org/10.1145/3512940
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12342
https://doi.org/10.2307/259118
https://doi.org/10.25236/AJBM.2022.041907
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2332
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2517
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12278
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12278
https://doi.org/10.33774/coe-2020-ldcpg

	How job crafting behaviors influence the innovative behavior of knowledge workers in the gig economy: based on the organismic integration theory
	1. Introduction
	2. Theoretical background
	2.1. Organismic integration theory
	2.2. Job crafting
	2.3. Job crafting and motivation
	2.4. Job crafting and autonomous motivation
	2.5. Job crafting and controlled motivation
	2.6. Motivation and innovative behavior

	3. Method
	3.1. Data collection
	3.2. Measurement
	3.2.1. Job crafting strengths
	3.2.2. Job crafting interests
	3.2.3. Autonomous motivation
	3.2.4. Controlled motivation
	3.2.5. Innovative behavior
	3.3. Analytical procedures

	4. Results
	4.1. Reliability and validity
	4.2. Discriminant validity and correlations
	4.3. Common method bias
	4.4. Results of hypotheses testing
	4.4.1. Results of direct effects
	4.4.2. Results of mediating effects

	5. Discussion
	5.1. Theoretical implications
	5.2. Practical implications
	5.3. Limitations and future research

	6. Conclusion
	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Author contributions

	References

