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Abstract

:

Job satisfaction and affective commitment are key factors for individual and organizational well-being. Recent studies have highlighted the importance of job crafting, a behavior capable of generating positive results and innovation in the workplace. Using the JD-R model as the theoretical framework, the present study investigated the relationship between resources and demands, derived from both the work and family domains, and job satisfaction and affective commitment, hypothesizing the mediating role of job crafting. The sample consisted of 413 employees. Results showed that job crafting fully mediated the relationship between work-family conflict and job Satisfaction and partially mediated the relationship between supervisor support and job satisfaction. These results confirm the importance of social support, a good balance between work and family and job crafting in generating job satisfaction and influencing positive outcomes at individual, work and organizational levels.
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1. Introduction


Constant transformations globally affect the way we work. Organizations must be increasingly competitive in a market that rewards those who are able to redesign work, express flexibility and keep up with technological innovations [1]. Moreover, competi-tiveness and performance for SMEs (Small and Medium Enterprises) can be determined by factors such as experimentation with innovative business models [2,3,4] follow green practices [5,6] or deploy an electronic performance appraisal [7].



In this direction, there has been increased interest at both the entrepreneurial and academic levels in sustainable organizations that have the capacity to address environ-mental, economic, ecologic, technological, and human resource challenges.



Working for sustainability is a challenging process for companies around the world facing performance issues across multiple fronts so-called triple bottom line, namely, business, society and the natural environment [8]. During this change of perspective human resources may play a key role [9,10] however this role is often underestimated [11] and the dialogue between CSR/Sustainability (Corporate Social Responsibility/S) with HRM (Human Resource Management) it’s not always easy [12].



In this scenario is essential that workers can maintain good and constant levels of health and well-being throughout their working life [13] and organizations are called to implement primary prevention processes [14]. The European Agency for Safety and Health at Work [15] defines workplace innovation as necessary and strategic to produce improvements in organizations both in organizational performance and in improving the quality of working life as well as the objectives proposed by the United Nations [16] highlight the importance of global growth and sustainable development. So, is essential the ability to adapt and invent new ways of working to beneficial of a sustainability goal [17].



This principle is directly related to the organizations and processes that foster such development as job crafting [14,18]. Employees can contribute to this innovation through proactive behaviors and modern organizations must encourage proactivity of employees who must be able to create and maintain a healthy and motivating work environment [19,20,21]. In other words, it is possible to say that “organizations and their employees can become more sustainable through job creation” [22] (p. 50).



To achieve these goals, organizations must change the way work is designed and embrace a bottom-up approach. Change must start with employees who must play an active role in changing aspects of their work and achieving greater levels of job satisfaction. Recent studies have highlighted the importance of job crafting in organizations [23,24]. Job crafting can be defined as “the physical and cognitive changes individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of their work” [25] (p. 179). In other words, thanks to job crafting, employees change their tasks or other characteristics of the work on their own initiative. It is considered a behavior capable of generating positive results in the workplace [26,27] and promote general and work well-being [28]. It is identified in several research as a mediator between job demands, job resources and positive outcomes [29,30,31,32].



Below we develop the theoretical basis of the aim of our research. We hypothesized that job creation is a mediating dimension between job demands and job resources (workload, negative work-family interface, positive work family interface, social support) embedded in the JD-R model [33,34,35] and positive results, job satisfaction and affective commitment.




2. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses


Our study intends to use the Job Demands-Resources model [35] as the theoretical framework within which to insert the influence process of family and work environment on the way the employees adapt and redesign the work itself, and thanks to which satisfaction and commitment derive.



In the nucleus of the JD-R model [36,37] there is the idea that all occupational risk factors associated with work stress can be classified into two broad categories: job demands and job resources. These two categories can be applied to different occupational contexts, and they have been found to impact the outcomes of many individual and organizational variables [33]. Aspects of a physical, psychological, and relational nature that involve pressure and commitment are included in the job demands (i.e., workload, physical demands, emotional demands etc.), while job resources contained all those aspects that are functional in achieving work goals and stimulate commitment, growth and development (social support, autonomy, feedback etc.) [35]. Job resources and job demands impact strain and motivation and in turn affect work outcomes in relation to the type of work and the context in which it takes place. In addition, the JD-R model postulates that due to the different peculiarities of work, two different processes can occur: high job demands (workload) can affect the psychological and physical resources of workers and generate health problems i.e., [35,38]; deficient job resources may prevent the achievement of the goal causing a perception of failure that reduces motivation and commitment. In such a situation, employees are inclined to reduce the effort to prevent frustration related to not achieving the goals i.e., [39].



However, in the model just described, work planning was initially a task attributed to the organization and assumed that workers could simply be benefited from or suffer from such work environments [34]. This condition was characterized by a passive role of the employee and did not consider the possibility of a proactive action by the worker and his direct intervention on the redesign of tasks. In this sense Bakker and Demerouti [33] underline the importance of job Crafting within the JD-R model and they highlight how individual strategies can stem the impact of job demands and make the most of job resources.



2.1. Job Demands and Job Crafting


According to Wrzesniewski and Dutton [25] job crafting is described as a proactive behavior implemented by employees to change some aspects of their work. Employees can change these aspects by following three approaches: in the cognitive crafting the employee changing the way in which tasks are perceived; in the task crafting makes work more meaningful and less repetitive and, at least, in the relationship crafting can change the quality of interactions with colleagues and clients [25]. Task crafting and relationship crafting can impact the characteristics of work and the work environment, while cognitive crafting is more related to mental changes in an individual’s perception of the meaning and purpose of their work [40]. According to Tims and colleagues [41] through job crafting employees can make changes to balance job demands and job resources with their personal abilities, preferences, motivations, and needs. The authors considered this concept within the JD-R theory [35] and identify three dimensions of job crafting: increasing job resources (split in increasing structural job resources, increasing social job resources), increasing challenging job demands and decreasing hindering job demands. Based on the work of Tims and colleagues [41], Cenciotti and colleagues [42] have built the Italian version of the scale including only the three job crafting dimensions oriented in the positive direction of “increasing”: increasing structural job resources, increasing social job resources and challenging job demands. The first referred to the resource’s variety, opportunity for development, and autonomy, the second referred to the resources social support, supervisory coaching, and feedback, the third stimulate employees to develop their knowledge and skills or to attain more difficult goals.



Generally, with the workload we mean the amount of work to be done by an employee, it would therefore represent the sheer volume of work required. More precisely, dealing with the perception of their work experience, employees report their workload in terms of pace and volume and includes the uncertainty of completing their work within the established time and manner [43]. We, therefore, include the workload among the job demands since it expresses what a job requires when one work fast and hard, failing often to do it completely and well.



The JD-R theory suggests that job crafting is only possible when job requests are manageable and thus allow workers to engage in proactive behaviors to change some aspects of their job [44]. The workload is therefore a job demand that can rage on the job crafting and according to the COR theory [45] when job requests are high it is likely that individuals fear losing the resources they already have and as a result do not engage in job crafting behaviors.



Knight and colleagues [46] and Ingusci and colleagues [47] underline how the workload is closely linked to job crafting, when the load is high but manageable workers increase proactive behaviors to decrease job demand, when the workload is low, proactive behaviors are directed to increasing structural resources (e.g., enhancing one’s own skills and influence in decision-making processes). The problem arises when the workload is so high that it does not allow workers to find the necessary energy to cope the demand [33].



As already stated in the previous paragraph the negative work-family interface and the negative family-work interface [43] have been considered job demands in our studio that negatively influence job crafting.



Based on the foregoing, we formulate our second hypothesis:



Hypothesis 1.

Job demands (negative work-family interface, negative family-work interface, workload) are negatively related to job crafting.






2.2. Job Resources and Job Crafting


The ability of employees to redesign their work and make it more meaningful for them (in tune with their skills, values, motivations, and passion) has an impact on many aspects of organizational life and it is influenced by resources that can facilitate the success and development of workers. One of the job resources is social support that “reflects the degree to which a job provides opportunities for advice and assistance from others” [48] (p. 1324) such as supervisors or/and coworkers [49,50,51]. Several authors have related social support and job crafting. Cheng and Yi [52] highlighted how social support moderates the relationships among job crafting, job burnout, and job satisfaction in a sample of hotel employees. Park and colleagues [53] underlined that perceived organizational support affects adaptive performance through job crafting and work engagement and it has a significant and positive relationship with job crafting in a sample of human resources’ employees, and the same results have been achieved by Kerksieck and colleagues [54] relatively to a representative sample of the working population of countries German speaking. The results of Qi and colleagues [55] showed that leader-member exchange was significantly linked to job crafting with internal capital as the moderator with data collected in an online survey and Audenaert and colleagues [56] have identified a positive relationship between social support and job crafting, specifically empowering leadership and social support have positively impact on job crafting and reinforce each other in a sample of publics sector employees. Finally, an interesting literature review by Wang and colleagues [57] analyzed 51 empirical studies that highlight how the support of the leader, and the support of colleagues are positively related to job crafting. Furthermore, this review study highlighted the positive mediating role of job crafting between social factors and work results.



One of the most accredited models to explain the relationship between work and family is the one proposed by Greenhaus and Powell [58] according to which there is a reciprocal interconnection between the domain of work and the domain of life and the positive experience in a role will bring improvements in the other role and vice versa [59,60]. Several works consider the influence of job crafting on work-family interface [61,62,63,64,65,66]. However, one of the innovative aspects of our work is that we consider the positive work-family/family-work interface and then also the negative work-family/family-work interface as job resources/job demands that can have a positive/negative impact on job crafting [43].



On the basis of the foregoing, we formulate our first hypothesis:



Hypothesis 2.

Job resources (positive work-family interface, positive family-work interface, supervisor, and co-workers support) are positively related to job crafting.






2.3. Job Crafting and Positive Outcomes


As mentioned above research have shown that job crafting has positive effects on well-being [67,68] because it allows workers to be proactive and redesign their job. This condition may be associated with positive outcomes in organizations and one of the most important positive outcomes identified in the literature is job satisfaction. It is defined by Locke [69] “a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences” (p. 1304).



The relationship between job crafting and job satisfaction has been extensively covered in the literature [67,70,71] also in more recent research and in several organizational contexts. Cheng and O-Yang [52] found a positive correlation between job crafting and job satisfaction in a sample of frontline hotel employees, the same results in a similar sample have been obtained by Kim and colleagues [72] but only among relational and cognitive job crafting and job satisfaction. Sidin and colleagues [73] have obtained results that show how job crafting is directly related to job satisfaction especially when other factors are involved such as the support of supervisors in sample composed by employees staff of three hospitals; the same results have been found by Ingusci and colleagues [74] that showed a positive relation between job crafting and job satisfaction in a sample of teachers from public schools in the South of Italy and by Pan and colleagues [75] that obtained the same results in a sample of nurses. Villajos and colleagues [76] in interesting research on a sample of Labor Union Representatives in Spain related job crafting, job satisfaction and work engagement concluding that job crafting is predictor of both, similarly Ogbuanya and Chukwuedo [77] have detected a relationship between job crafting and job satisfaction mediated by work engagement and work commitment in a sample of university students in Nigeria. Finally, Zito and colleagues [65] identify a positive relation between job crafting and job satisfaction in situation of high work autonomy in a sample of public employees.



Another important positive outcome is affective commitment defined like an organizational dimension in which workers are aligned with the values and objectives of the organization and are motivated to maintain an affiliation with the organization itself, in other words refers to the employees’ emotional attachment to the organization [78,79]. The model proposed by Allen and Meyer [80] is one of the most accredited on job commitment and consists of three main cognitive components: affective commitment (emotional attachment to the organization), continuance commitment (calculation of the costs and benefits of staying in an organization) and normative commitment (sense of moral obligation of employees to remain in an organization). In the literature there are works that highlight the positive relationship between job crafting and affective commitment. Li [81] explores the relationships between leader-member exchange, job crafting and affective commitment concluding that job crafting can be considered as a mediator between leader-member exchange and affective commitment in a sample of subordinates and supervisors in China. Iqbal [82] revealed a significant impact of job crafting on affective commitment with the moderation of Person-Job Fit in a sample of employees working at branch level of bank. Wang and colleagues [83] have found a strong positive association between job crafting and affective commitment in the presence of low levels of performance that would push employees to a proactive behavior to create new meanings and to develop an emotional link with the organization. Huang and colleagues [84] in research that involved a sample of nurses found a significant moderate positive relationship between overall job crafting and organizational commitment. In an interesting research Ghitulescu [85] highlights in two studies that involved employees of a manufacturing company and employees of a school that job crafting can be considered as a predictor of affective commitment, the findings showed that job crafting increases employee involvement and positively influences their intention to stay in the organization. Finally, Gu-Ne and Lee [86] in research that has involved a sample of sales consultants from insurance firms emphasize the presence of a strong positive affect of job crafting on job satisfaction and affective commitment.



Based on the foregoing, we formulate our third hypothesis:



Hypothesis 3.

Job crafting has a positive relationship to job satisfaction and affective commitment.






2.4. Job Resources and Job Outcomes


In our paper we have considered the positive work-family interface and the positive family-work interface [43] and social support (supervisor support and co-worker support) [49] as job resources. We wanted to explore the relationships between these job resources with some positive outcomes such as job satisfaction and affective commitment.



Fan and Smith [87] in research on UK railway staff sample underline that high levels of job support/control were significant predictors of general well-being, including job satisfaction and Yuh and Choi [88] investigate the relation between social support and job satisfaction and the results revealed that supervisor and colleague support predicted job satisfaction in sample of childcare teachers. Harris and colleagues [89] affirm that career mentoring and task support predicted job satisfaction in a sample of employees in two training hospitals in the southwestern part of the United States. Orgambídez-Ramos and de Almeida [90], Ja and Kyung [91], Khatatbeh and colleagues [92] and Polat and Terzi [93] have obtained similar results on nursing staff highlighting that job satisfaction is predicted by social support from supervisor and from co-workers. Finally, Pinna and colleagues [94] underline that only organizational support impact on job satisfaction while supervisor support and coworkers support do not affect it.



Regarding the relationship between perceived social support and affective commitment in an interesting research that involved employees of a university Courcy and colleagues [95] highlight the role of moderator of perceived social support in the negative relationship between exposure to psychological violence and workplace affective commitment, employees exposed to high levels of supervisor and organizational support show higher levels of affective commitment despite exposure to psychological violence, in a similar way Kim and colleagues [96] in a sample of governmental organization’s employees in the southwestern region of the United States underline that social support impact on affective commitment with the moderating action of perceived organizational competence.



Setti and colleagues [97] in a paper that analyze well-being and affective commitment among ambulance volunteers underline the role of social support and its positive impact on affective commitment to decrease job burnout, similar results of Nazir and colleagues [98] in a sample of nursing employees in which perceived organizational support is positively related to the organizational affective commitment and to innovative behavior. Dilla and Zainal [99] highlight the existence of a strong and mutual positive relationship between social support and affective commitment mediated by relational attachment and Orgambídez and de Almeida [100] have found that supervisor support had both a direct effect and an indirect effect on affective organizational commitment through vigor and absorption. Finally, Ullah and colleagues [101] found an indirect effect of perceived organizational support and proactive personality on affective commitment through prosocial motivation.



Positive work-family interface and positive family-work interface are linked with job satisfaction and affective commitment in several research. In an interesting review work McNall and colleagues [102] analyzing numerous papers have found a positive correlation between work-family enrichment and family-work enrichment with job satisfaction and affective commitment. More recent research has confirmed this report. Kalliath and colleagues [103] found that who experienced family-work enrichment also experienced working well-being and job satisfaction in a sample of social workers, especially in presence of higher levels of family support and Koekemoer and colleagues [104] highlight how work-family enrichment is a strong predictor of job satisfaction, career success and work engagement in a sample of South African employees who have working for at least 5 years in a full-time capacity. Rahman and Ali [105] have identified the role of mediation of the work family balance between a condition of work-family conflict and job satisfaction highlighting the importance of the interface work-family and family-work in achieving satisfaction in a sample of academicians. Žnidaršič and Marič [106] in research that involved higher education lecturers from Austria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Germany, Serbia, and Slovenia found that a good work-life balance is predictor of good life levels and job satisfaction resulting in increased work engagement.



Regarding the relationship between positive work-family interface and positive family-work interface and affective commitment Marques and colleagues [107] in a sample of workers of a Portuguese bank have discovered that the perception of workers that their work enriches their family is positively linked to their emotional commitment to the organization, work-family enrichment positively impacted affective engagement through moderation of the gender role. The same results have been obtained from Wayne and colleagues [108] and they found that work–family enrichment has a positive correlation with affective organizational commitment, and family–work enrichment negatively predicted turnover intentions in a sample of employees from a major insurance company. Finally, Tran [109] found that work–family interfaces impact on organizational commitment with the mediation of occupational stress in a sample composed by individuals working at Vietnamese public organizations.



Based on the foregoing, we formulate our fourth hypothesis:



Hypothesis 4.

Job resources have a positive relationship to job satisfaction and affective commitment.






2.5. Job Demands and Job Outcomes


In this research we have considered workload, the negative work-family interface and the negative family-work interface as job demands that can impact well-being and positive outcomes in organizations. Bruck and colleagues [110], in a meta-analysis on a sample of hospital employees on the association between work family conflict (and vice versa) and job satisfaction highlight a strong negative association between the two constructs, especially with composite job satisfaction. The results of study of Rahman and colleagues [111] have shown that only family work conflict has significant negative effects on job satisfaction in a sample of private university academics, while there is no meaningful relation between family-work conflict and job satisfaction. The objective of the Asbari and colleagues’ study [112] was to assess the impact of work-family conflict on job satisfaction and employee performance in a sample of female employees in Indonesia. The result underline that work-family conflict is negatively and significantly related to job satisfaction and work-family conflict hasn’t a influence on the female employee performance. In a work on 320 nurses in China, Li and colleagues [113] found that work-family-school role conflicts were negatively correlated with job satisfaction with the social capital moderating action. Finally, in a research conduct on a sample of nurses Ding and colleagues [114] under-lined that work-family conflict negatively impacts on job satisfaction and job control played a partial mediating role.



As regards to affective commitment, Zhang and colleagues [115] underline that family-work conflict has a negative association with life satisfaction and affective commitment, as well as positively related to turnover intentions in a sample of Chinese managers. Dharmanegara and colleagues [116] found a negative relationship between work-family conflict and affective commitment, emotional exhausting has a mediating effect in this relationship in a sample of police officers. The same result was found by Panda and colleagues [117] in a sample of bank employees. In this paper nurturant task leadership moderates the negative relationship between work-family conflict and affective commitment so that this relationship is weaker in the presence of perceived supportive leadership. In the research of Galletta and colleagues [118] affective engagement acts as a moderator between work-family conflict and emotional exhaustion in such a way as to mythize the effects of demand as affective engagement increases.



In refer to workload and its link with job satisfaction and affective commitment is possible identify several research. As regards to job satisfaction a review on pharmacists’ community of Lea and colleagues [119] analyzed fifteen years of literature concluding that high levels of perceived workload negatively impact job satisfaction especially after a major reform of the national employment contract. Tentama and colleagues [120] consider the relationships between stress, workload and job satisfaction in a sample of permanent employees at the University. The results highlight a significant and simultaneous negative effect of stress and workload on job satisfaction as well as a single negative influence of both constructs on employee satisfaction levels. The objective of Hellín Gil and colleagues [121] was to relate nursing workload to job satisfaction in a sample of nurses in Adult Inpatient Units and the results confirm a negative direct correlation, the same results obtained by Jasiński and colleagues [122] in a sample of midwives in which workload has a negative impact on job satisfaction and on occupational stress mainly during the COVID-19 pandemic.



Masyhum [123] analyzed in a review the results of several research about stress factors of special education teachers. The conclusions of the study highlight that there is a strong negative relation between workload and job satisfaction especially in a condition of lack support by headmasters, the same results of De Simone and colleagues [124] in a sample of teachers and head teachers.



As regards to affective commitment Ekmekci and colleagues [125] have found that the workload involves negative affective commitment and that good organizational support attenuates the effects of the workload on affective commitment in a sample of nurses, the same results of ST-Hilaire and colleagues [126] in a sample of public sector employees. On the contrary Janib and colleagues [127] in research that analyzed the mediation of job satisfaction and affective commitment between workload and job performance have confirmed only the role of job satisfaction; Azeez and Omolade [128] have found an impact of subjective well-being on affective commitment in a sample of bank workers and confirmed the absence of workload’s influence. Other are the results of the work of Lu and colleagues [129] in which heavy workload, lack of autonomy and interpersonal conflicts have a negative impact on job satisfaction while affective commitment has a positive relationship with job satisfaction and of the research of Cicei [130] in which is underlined a strong association between workload and organizational commitment.



Based on the foregoing, we formulate our fifth hypothesis:



Hypothesis 5.

Job demands have a negative relationship to job satisfaction and affective commitment.






2.6. Job Satisfaction as a Mediator between Job Crafting and Affective Commitment


As we have already pointed out the people who can modify their work in a creative way are more satisfied and develop a greater commitment affective towards their organization [73,75,83,84]. In addition, previous research has found positive relationships between job satisfaction and affective commitment [131,132,133,134]. However, the impact of job crafting has often been studied in terms of benefits for the organization [135], although the real effectiveness of these strategies is delegated to the work situation in which they are employed but certain changes could also potentially harm the work if not monitored [136]. Therefore, potentially the job crafting could also impact negatively on the organization and can become a stress factor. Indeed, it is an individual phenomenon that makes changes to work to meet personal needs at work [137,138] and these needs may not always coincide with the demands and expectations of the organization. This would result in a negative feed-back in terms of performance that could impact affective commitment [139]. Because job satisfaction is also a feeling of success of workers in work [140], and in previous research [141] job satisfaction has been identified as a protective factor between stressors factors and affective commitment, the presence of good job satisfaction can act as a mediator and strengthen the link between job crafting and affective commitment.



Based on the foregoing, we formulate our sixth hypothesis:



Hypothesis 6.

Job satisfaction mediate the relationship between job crafting and affective commitment.






2.7. Job Crafting as Mediator


As we have already said is essential that organizations support the proactive behavior of individuals capable of changing and transforming roles and tasks in the organizational context. The studies establish that job crafting can balance the job demands and the job resources impacting on the positive outcomes to level individual, working and organizational [57,142] and we have already highlighted the importance of job crafting in the JD-R model [33]. In addition, when workers engage in job crafting this attitude has a positive impact in general on the organization well-being and in particular on positive outcomes like job satisfaction and affective commitment [85].



This mediating role of job crafting is also confirmed by Lee and colleagues [143] in research that connects job demands and job resources with work stress and work engagement as outcomes (positive and negative) in a sample of white-collar workers. In addition, Zhang and colleagues [32] highlight the mediating role of job crafting between work-family conflict and sustainable creative performance in a sample of supervisors and subordinates.



Based on these premises and the work presented earlier in this same article we postulate our seventh and final hypothesis.



Hypothesis 7.

Job crafting is a mediator in the relationship between job demands, job resources and job satisfaction and affective commitment.





In Figure 1 the hypotheses are graphically enclosed in a model that will be empirically verified through the analysis of the collected data.





3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Sample and Procedure


The population consisted of 413 employees operating in an Italian company. Out of the 480 questionnaires distributed to employees, 413 questionnaires were returned indicating a high response rate of 86%. In the total sample, 52.7% are men (N = 217) and 47.3% are women (N = 195). The age of employees varies from a minimum of 20 to a maximum age of 60; it follows therefore that in terms of participants of average age, the average was 34 years (SD = 9.4).



The high variability of employees that emerged (people who just entered and people who have been there for a long time), is attributable to the fact that the company in question is continuously growing and therefore invests in the staff.



The current study was conducted within a constantly growing private organization and involved employees working within it.



First of all, the Management sent a letter to all the managers to announce the imminent study that would have been conducted by two university students, and in the same communication to the staff, the Management requested maximum collaboration for the compilation of the questionnaire, according to a prepared calendar, attached to it in the email.



This scientific research has developed, in fact, through the administration of a paper questionnaire delivered personally on-site (during working hours) to all the people who work within this organization.



Each participant has individually explained the methods and objectives of the research and during the compilation of the questionnaire (requesting an average time of fifteen minutes), we made ourselves available for any clarification or doubt regarding the research and/or questionnaire.



In conducting the present research, ethical guidelines were followed. All procedures performed were following the ethical standards of the institutional research committee, the Italian Association of Psychology (AIP), the American Psychology Association (APA), and the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments.



Our study received Research Ethics Committee approval. Participation in the study was voluntary and the information provided was anonymous and confidential. Written informed consent was obtained from all participants before participation in the study.




3.2. Measures


Social Support. This measure falls within the job Resources. The social support in the workplace was measured using two subscales (Coworker Support and Supervisor Support) from Susskind and colleagues [144] study, where the customer orientation of the organization was investigated. The Coworker Support subscale comprised of three items, including items, for example, “My coworkers provide me with important work-related information and advice that make performing my job easier” whereas the Supervisor Support subscale is composed of four items including items such as “My supervisor provides me with important work-related information and advice that make performing my job easier”. All items were measured using a six-point Likert scale where 1 = “strongly disagree”, and 6 = “strongly agree”.



Job Crafting. The employees’ job crafting behaviors was measured through the Italian adaptation of the Job Crafting Scale Cenciotti and colleagues [42], which was inspired by the Dutch Job Crafting Scale (JCS) developed by Tims and colleagues [41], consisting of the three increasing dimensions: increasing structural job resources (e.g., requesting more autonomy), increasing social job resources (e.g., asking for feedback), increasing challenging job demands (i.e., start new projects), for 13 total items, each of which were rated on a seven-point scale, ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (daily). Job crafting was considered as latent variable loaded by its dimensions. When analysing the data, the 7-points scale was converted to 6-points scale.



Workload. This measure falls within the job Demands. We used the Quantitative Workload Inventory (QWI) developed by Spector and Jex [43]. This scale consists of five-item through which the respondents indicate how often each occurs. We adapted the likert scale to a six-point scale: 1, Never; 2, Less than once per month; 3, Once or twice per month; 4, Once or twice per week; 5, Once or twice per day; 6, Several times per day. Sample item: “How often does your job require you to work very hard?”.



Work-Family Interface Scale. Was measured through the Italian adaptation of De Simone and colleagues [145] which was inspired by Kinnunen and colleagues [146]. This scale contains 14 items measured on a Likert scale from 0 (never) to 6 (very often) and covering four dimensions: 4 items assess negative work-to-family spillover (NEGWIF; e.g., “Does your job produce strain that makes it difficult to fulfil your family duties?”), 4 items evaluate negative family-to-work spillover (NEGFIW; e.g., “The demands of your family or spouse/partner interfere with your work-related activities?”), 3 items measure positive work-to-family spillover (POSWIF; e.g., “You fulfil your domestic obligations better because of the things you learned in your job?”), and 3 items consider positive family-to-work spillover (POSFIW; e.g., “You manage your time at work more efficiently because at home you have to do that as well?”). All this measure falls within the job demands/resources. When analysing the data, the 7-points scale was converted to 6-points scale.



Job Satisfaction. The job satisfaction was measured using Smith and colleagues scale [147]: the Job Descriptive Index (JDI), which consist of five sub-dimensions, is: “Job satisfaction”, “Supervision”, “Collaborators”, “Salary”, “Promotion”. The instrument consists of five items and is scored on a six-point scale where 6 = strongly disagree and 1 = strongly in agreement (e.g., “I feel satisfied with my work”, “I am satisfied with the relationship with my superiors”, “I feel good in my work environment”).



Affective Commitment. The sense of belonging to the organization and the emotional connection that an employee tries for the organization where he works has been measured by the scale developed by Allen and Meyer [80]. The instrument consists of eight items and is scored on a six-point scale where 6 = strongly disagree and 1 = strongly in agreement (e.g., “I really feel as if this organization’s problem are my own”., “This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me”.).



All measures of this study have been psychometrically validated in previous studies, and this study demonstrates adequate internal reliability how reported in Table 1.




3.3. Data Analysis


Descriptive analyses of participants’ socio-demographic data were calculated using means and standard deviations. The internal consistency of each scale was measured through Cronbach’s Alpha [148]. The associations among variables have been verified through Pearson’s correlation index.



To verify our assumptions, we conducted a Path Analysis using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) with EQS 6.3 [149], using the Maximum Likelihood estimation method. For SEM, the following indices were used: Chi-square goodness (χ2) of fit statistic, the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) [150,151], the Non- Normed Fit Index (NNFI) [152,153] and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) [154]. The CFI and NNFI are considered acceptable when they are greater than 0.90, and the RMSEA is equal to or smaller than 0.08 [151,155]. We also considered acceptable the ratio of χ2 with degrees of freedom when it is equal to or smaller than 3 and p-values greater than 0.01 [156]. The Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) was used for comparing different path models and considering the best model with the lowest value of AIC [157,158]. The mediation analyses were evaluated by the Sobel [159] test.



We used EQS v.6.3 software [149] to test our path model. Survey data were input into SPSS software v.20 for Windows to conduct descriptive statistical analysis.





4. Results


Table 1 presents the mean values, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alpha.



The values of the Work-Family Interface are low for negative spillovers and average for positive spillovers. Job crafting has an average value, and the other dimensions have a medium-high value. Standard Deviation values, all lower than 1, indicate a high degree of agreement. The internal consistency estimates ranged from good to excellent (0.72–0.92), indicating the overall acceptable reliability of the scales used in the current study. Bivariate zero-order correlation matrix among the variables of the research is displayed in Table 2.



Job crafting correlates with all dimensions. Its correlation is positive for job resources and negative for job demands. The job crafting also has a good correlation with job satisfaction (r = 0.51) and affective commitment (r = 0.55). The latter two strongly correlate with each other (r = 0.73). In general, job demands and job resources are inversely related to each other. The verify of the hypothesized model (Figure 1) through SEM has led to a modification the path and the final result of which is shown in Figure 2. The fit indices are shown in Table 3.



Overall, the job demands reduce the level of job crafting and affective commitment, the job resources increase the levels of job crafting and job satisfaction. Job crafting positively influences job satisfaction (β = 0.13) and both raise affective commitment levels (β = 0.23). The direct influence of job demands and job resources explains 34% of the variance of job crafting. Finally, job satisfaction has a strong and positive influence on affective commitment (β = 0.62). Let us see in more detail.



Among the job demands, workload negatively affects both the job crafting (β = −0.16) on affective commitment (β = −0.10), while only the negative work-family interface adversely affects job crafting (β = −0.16).



Among the job resources, coworker support positively affects job satisfaction (β = 0.33), supervisor support positively affects both the job crafting (β = 0.39) than on job satisfaction (β = 0.43), and positive work-family interface positively affects both the job crafting (β = 0.23) than on job satisfaction (β = 0.13).



The central position of job crafting lends itself to the analysis of its mediating role between the job demands and resources and the affective commitment. for accuracy, we used the Sobel test [159] to verify the mediator role among variables.



The mediation of job crafting on the relation between job demands and affective commitment was found to be non-significant (p > 0.05). Some mediation relationships were positive between the job resources and the affective commitment. The job crafting totally mediates the relationship between positive work-family interface (β = −0.18; z = 6.28; p < 0.01) on affective commitment and totally mediates the relationship between supervisor support (β = −0.19; z = 6.30; p < 0.01) on affective commitment.



The mediating role of job crafting between job demands and resources on job satisfaction is more varied. The mediation of job crafting on the relation between workload and positive work-family interface on job satisfaction was found to be non-significant (p > 0.05). In addition, we have found that job crafting totally mediates the relationship between negative work-family interface and job satisfaction (β = −0.13; z = 4.81; p < 0.01), and partially mediates the relationship between supervisor support (β = −0.10; z = 4.18; p < 0.01) on job satisfaction.



Finally, we have found that job satisfaction partially mediates the relationship between job crafting and affective commitment (β = −0.31; z = 8.99; p < 0.01).



Ultimately, the direct and indirect effects of the variables examined explain 65% of the variance of job satisfaction and 59% of the variance of affective commitment.



The hypothesis and results are presented in the following Table 4.




5. Discussion


In this study we have investigated the influence process of family and work environment on the way the employees adapt and redesign the work itself, and how satisfaction and commitment derive from these processes and influences. While on the one hand the job crafting influences positive outcomes, it is also true that the individual shapes his work when he is immersed in a network of relationships that include not only the relationship with the content of his work but also the family and, above all, the social working environment. To better understand these relationships, we have considered the JD-R model [33,34,35] as the theoretical framework within which to insert the influence process of family and work environment on the way the employees adapt and redesign the work itself, and from which satisfaction and commitment derive.



Starting from the objective of the study we discuss our hypotheses, clarifying, first of all, that the present study was conducted on a non-representative sample, and therefore the results cannot be generalized. Regarding the first hypothesis (H1) the results have been largely confirmed: the workload negatively affects the job crafting [33] as well as the negative work-family interface, however the negative influence of the negative family-work interface has not been confirmed. In the second hypothesis (H2) the results confirm that the supervisor support can influence job crafting and increase the proactive behaviors put in place by workers to shape their work adapting it to new needs or personal interests, how underlined other previous studies [53,54,55,56,57]. The results confirm a positive impact of the positive work-family interface on job crafting despite previous works have highlighted a directionality of the relationship opposite [62,63,64], this can be considered an innovation aspect of our work. No influence of coworker support and positive family-work interface on job crafting was found.



The third hypothesis (H3) was confirmed, and we found a strong impact of job crafting on job satisfaction and affective commitment demonstrating how this construct can influence positive outcomes in the workplace and confirming the results of other studies [52,66,75].



We had assumed that job resources (positive work-family interface, positive family-work interface, supervisor support and colleagues) are positively related to job crafting, and job demands (workload, negative work-family interface, and negative family-work interface) are negatively related with job crafting (H4 and H5). such hypotheses have been only partially confirmed. In fact, job resources influence the job satisfaction [91,92,93,94] but they don’t have some impact on the affective commitment; job demands don’t have any impact on the job satisfaction. Regarding the affective commitment, the negative impact of workload on affective commitment [125,127] has been confirmed, while the impact of negative work-family interface on affective commitment has not been detected; no relationship between the negative family-work interface and the affective commitment has been confirmed.



With reference to the H6 hypothesis we have confirmed that the job satisfaction partially mediates the relationship between job crafting and affective commitment as already highlighted by previous studies [131,133].



Finally, the central position of job crafting in our model has led us to formulate the hypothesis of its possible role of mediation between job demands, job resources and job satisfaction and affective commitment (H7). This hypothesis has only been partially confirmed. The mediation of job crafting on the relationship between workload and positive work-family interface on job satisfaction has not been confirmed. However, we can confirm that job crafting totally mediates the relationship between negative work-family interface and job satisfaction, but only partially the relationship between supervisor support on job satisfaction. lastly, we can confirm a partial mediation of the job satisfaction between job crafting and affective commitment.




6. Conclusions


In conclusion, our study confirms the importance of job crafting as a protective factor able to mitigate the impact of an excessive work-family conflict on job satisfaction, workers who can implement proactive and creative behaviors during the performance of their work are less conditioned by the conflict work-family and experience greater job satisfaction. Supervisor support has a direct and positive impact on job satisfaction as we have already seen in our results, however job crafting is able to partially enhance this effect through its mediating role: workers who can creatively transform their work in the presence of good levels of supervisor support experience greater satisfaction, data also confirmed in previous research [73].



Moreover, job crafting is the rapid and voluntary adaptation of employees to changes at work and can be considered a strategy for the sustainable development of organizations [160]. Job crafting can empower top-down approaches to improving jobs and working environments in a sustainable way [22].




7. Practical Implications and Limitations


In our research we have emphasized, taking as reference the JD-R Model, the importance of the job crafting as key factor of balance between job resources and job demands [161]. In addition, based on the results obtained, we can consider job crafting as a key construct on which to intervene to improve job satisfaction levels and to buffer the effects of work-family conflict.



In the literature, interventions on job crafting are workouts or methods intended to stimulate or develop work redefinition behaviors of employees and they are intended to achieve as a result an improvement in the ability of workers to optimize their working environment [162,163]. It is therefore important to use the data about job crafting research to impact on organizational design to encourage employees to adapt their job demands and job resources [164]. These interventions are very diverse, and their effectiveness is still the subject of debate. In an interesting review Devotto and Wechsler [165] analyzed the strengths and weaknesses of the interventions and concluded that the three types of intervention that had a positive impact were oriented to the gain of resources and to increase meaning at work. The interventions that instead have been concentrated mainly on decreasing hindering job demands haven’t had meaningful outcomes. It is desirable not only to use these interventions to increase job crafting in terms of an improvement of the individual situation at work but also to consider job crafting as an alternative approach to the redesign of work [33] in a longitudinal perspective [166] for sustainable organizations [167].



This study has several limitations. First, we used a cross-sectional design and self-reporting measures. Second the sample collected cannot be considered representative of the employees’ population and this limits the generalizability of the results. Third for future research is recommended extend the study at other contexts beyond the Italian one. In addition, future searches could include other variables such as work engagement and job performance [162,168,169].
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Figure 1. Path diagram of the hypothesized model. (+ = Hypothesized positive relationship; − = Hypothesized negative relationship. 
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Figure 2. Path diagram of the empirical model. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics.






Table 1. Descriptive statistics.





	Dimensions
	Mean
	St.Dev.
	Cronbach’s Alpha





	Job Satisfaction
	4.8
	0.81
	0.83



	Affective Commitment
	4.9
	0.84
	0.84



	Job Crafting
	3.8
	0.72
	0.81



	NEGWIF
	2.5
	0.97
	0.89



	NEGFIW
	1.5
	0.56
	0.72



	Workload
	4.4
	0.87
	0.79



	POSFIW
	3.1
	0.84
	0.74



	POSWIF
	3.2
	0.83
	0.78



	Coworker Support
	4.7
	0.92
	0.91



	Supervisor Support
	4.6
	0.79
	0.83
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Table 2. Pearson’s correlations.






Table 2. Pearson’s correlations.





	

	
Dimensions

	
1.

	
2.

	
3.

	
4.

	
5.

	
6.

	
7.

	
8.

	
9.

	
10.






	

	

	
Job Satisfaction






	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	

	

	2.

	
Affective Commitment







	
0.73 ***

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	

	

	3.

	
Job Crafting







	
0.51 ***

	
0.55 ***

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Job Dem.

	

	4.

	
NEGWIF







	
−0.36 ***

	
−0.27 ***

	
−0.28 ***

	
1

	

	

	

	

	

	




	

	5.

	
NEGFIW







	
−0.22 **

	
−0.18 **

	
−0.17 **

	
0.33 **

	
1

	

	

	

	

	




	

	6.

	
Workload







	
−0.07

	
−0.06

	
−0.18 *

	
0.43 ***

	
0.05

	
1

	

	

	

	




	
Job Res.

	

	7.

	
POSFIW







	
0.20 ***

	
0.16 **

	
0.21 ***

	
0.01

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	
1

	

	

	




	

	8.

	
POSWIF







	
0.45 ***

	
0.40 ***

	
0.39 ***

	
−0.30 ***

	
−0.10

	
−0.17 **

	
0.46 ***

	
1

	

	




	

	9.

	
Coworker Support







	
0.72 ***

	
0.56 ***

	
0.52 ***

	
−0.31 ***

	
−0.21 ***

	
−0.04

	
0.21 ***

	
0.37 ***

	
1

	




	

	10.

	
Supervisor Support







	
0.64 ***

	
0.45 ***

	
0.33 ***

	
−0.25 ***

	
−0.21 ***

	
−0.07

	
0.12 *

	
0.31 ***

	
0.52 ***

	
1








Note: * = p < 0.05; ** = p < 0.01; *** = p < 0.001.
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Table 3. Fit indices.






Table 3. Fit indices.


















	
	χ2 (df)
	χ2/df
	p
	CFI
	RMSEA
	NFI
	NNFI
	GFI
	AGFI
	AIC





	Hypothesized model
	70.9 (6)
	11.82
	0.00
	0.96
	17
	0.96
	0.55
	0.97
	0.53
	58



	Empirical Model
	10.5 (7)
	1.5
	0.16
	0.99
	0.04
	0.99
	0.98
	0.99
	0.96
	3
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Table 4. Hypothesis and results.






Table 4. Hypothesis and results.





	

	
Confirmed

	
Indexes Values (p Value)






	
Hypothesis 1

	
Job demands are negatively related to job crafting



	
negative work-family interface



	
negative family-work interface



	
workload






	


Yes

No

Yes

	


β = 0.16 (p < 0.05)

n.s. (p > 0.05)

β = 0.16 (p < 0.05)




	
Hypothesis 2

	
Job resources are positively related to job crafting



	
positive work-family interface



	
positive family-work interface



	
supervisor support



	
co-workers support






	


Yes

No

Yes

No

	


β = 0.23 (p < 0.05)

n.s. (p > 0.05)

β = 0.39 (p < 0.05)

n.s. (p > 0.05)




	
Hypothesis 3

	
Job crafting has a positive relationship to



	
job satisfaction



	
affective commitment






	


Yes

Yes

	


β = 0.13 (p < 0.05)

β = 0.23 (p < 0.05)




	
Hypothesis 4

	
Job resources have a positive relationship to



	
job satisfaction













	
affective commitment






	


Yes (POSWIF)

No (POSFIW)

Yes (Supervisor Support)

Yes (Coworker Support)

No

	


β = 0.13 (p < 0.05)

n.s. (p > 0.05)

β = 0.43 (p < 0.05)

β = 0.33 (p < 0.05)

(All) n.s. (p > 0.05)




	
Hypothesis 5

	
Job demands have a negative relationship to



	
job satisfaction











	
affective commitment






	


No

No (NEGWIF)

No (NEGFIW)

Yes (Workload)

	


(All) β = n.s. (p > 0.05)

n.s. (p > 0.05)

n.s. (p > 0.05)

β = −0.10 (p < 0.05)




	
Hypothesis 6

	
Job satisfaction mediate the relationship between job crafting and affective commitment

	
Yes

	
β = −0.31; z = 8.99 (p < 0.01)




	
Hypothesis 7

	
Job crafting is a mediator between Job Demands and Resources on Job Satisfaction job demands



	
POSWIF……………………………



	
POSFIW……………………………



	
Supervisor Support………………



	
Coworker Support……………….



	
NEGWIF…………………………..



	
NEGFIW…………………………..



	
Workload………………………….






	




No

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

	




n.s. (p > 0.05)

n.s. (p > 0.05)

β = −0.10; z = 4.18 (p < 0.01)

n.s. (p > 0.05)

β = −0.13; z = 4.81 (p < 0.01)

n.s. (p > 0.05)

n.s. (p > 0.05)
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