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In this study we conducted performance assessments in 62 childcare centers and
surveyed 232 teachers and aides, to examine the extent to which workers crafted their
jobs and how such crafting affected classroom quality. Results show that individual
and collaborative job crafting are distinct constructs; work discretion is related to both;
and collaborative crafting is positively related to performance, particularly for less
experienced teachers. Further, collaborative crafting is associated with stronger satis-
faction and commitment and, for better teachers, stronger job attachment. We demon-
strate that organizational research can contribute to the public interest via policy

designs for high-quality early education.

For nearly 60 years, studies of how employees
experience their jobs have centered largely on the
effects of job design and management practices on
employee attitudes and behaviors. The constraints
of a job, as prescribed by management, are seen as
shaping what employees do and feel at work. Such
an approach acknowledges that sometimes employ-
ees have latitude to engage in individual discretion-
ary behaviors; however, the purpose of these behav-
iors, as understood and studied in both the literatures
on high-performance work (e.g., Ichniowski, Shaw, &
Prennushi, 1997) and organizational behavior (e.g.,
Hackman & Oldham, 1976), has been to improve
upon the tasks or role specified in job descriptions;
correct dysfunctional elements; solve problems or
overcome barriers to productivity; and/or encourage
positive work attitudes and behaviors that increase
organizational effectiveness (see, e.g., Appelbaum,
Bailey, Berg, & Kalleberg, 2000; Batt, 1999; Frese,
Kring, Soose, & Zempel, 1996; Staw & Boettger, 1990).

Recently, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) pro-
posed a different lens through which to view em-
ployees’ work behaviors. They argued that “job
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boundaries, the meaning of work, and work identi-
ties are not fully determined by formal job require-
ments” (2001: 179). Instead, individuals often alter
the task and relational boundaries of their jobs, and
these actions shape how they understand the pur-
pose of their work and define themselves as work-
ers. Although the traditional view of work has
placed managers in the role of crafting jobs for
others, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) focused
squarely on individual employees and how they
enact the role of job crafter for themselves.

Earlier research by Morrison and Phelps (1999)
on employees’ discretionary efforts to improve
work practice (what they labeled “taking charge”)
aligns well with Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001)
approach. More recently, Griffin, Neal, and Parker
(2007) argued that the changing nature of work has
challenged traditional models of work performance
and led researchers to focus more on employees’
discretionary and extra-role behaviors. They fur-
ther noted the important role of context—particu-
larly the degree of unpredictability and interdepen-
dence inherent in work—in determining how much
and what kind of job crafting might affect individ-
ual and organizational outcomes.

In this study, we examine job crafting among
childcare teachers and aides in center-based pre-
school education programs." We address how

' Here we use, “center” to describe a facility that is
open for set hours and provides a regular system of care
and educational activities for children. This is distinct
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childcare workers craft their jobs and the effects of
such behavior on outcomes of policy interest rang-
ing from workers’ turnover intentions (intentions to
quit) to the quality of care they provide. Our re-
search has a twofold objective. First, we seek to
extend theory and research on job crafting. Here we
focus on what Wrzesniewski and Dutton labeled
“task crafting”—the active role that an employee
plays in altering the boundaries of her job and
shaping actual work practice. We expand upon Wr-
zesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) model of job craft-
ing by examining not just individual crafting be-
havior but also collaborative crafting among
workers who together customize how their work is
organized and enacted. We conducted our research
in childcare centers and preschool classrooms, con-
texts that we argue are particularly appropriate for
the study of job crafting because ongoing improvi-
sation is inherent in the work.

Second, we seek to make explicit the relevance of
this research to policy and practice. The economic
benefits of investing in high-quality early care
and education are increasingly evident (Dickens,
Sawhill, & Tebbs, 2006; Rolnick & Grunewald,
2003). However, little research has been directed at
how work process in childcare classrooms affects
teacher performance and the quality of care. In the
absence of this type of scholarly work, policy mak-
ers have fallen back on the kindergarten through
fifth grade (K-5) professional teacher model (devel-
oped for a very different type of classroom) in de-
signing the regulations and incentives that govern
childcare centers. Our research begins to fill these
gaps in knowledge about work in preschool class-
rooms and can offer direction for policy makers as
they encourage or mandate practices intended to
raise the quality of care.

In addressing our twin objectives, we weave to-
gether discussions of theory and practice as fol-
lows: First, we discuss the public policy interest in
child care and the growing involvement of govern-
ment and business in expanding both the quality
and availability of early childhood education in the
United States. Here we also describe the job of U.S.
childcare worker and the paradox of its offering
high work discretion in many instances but low
pay and low status. Second, we develop our theory
and hypotheses. We briefly describe the theory of
job crafting as articulated by Wrzesniewski and
Dutton (2001), focusing on proximal rather than the
more distal predictors of crafting. In addition,
drawing on research describing communities of

from home-based or family care, which is provided from
a caregiver’s personal home.
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practice (Brown & Duguid, 1991; Orr, 1990), we
extend job crafting theory by considering how em-
ployees working together might collaboratively
craft their jobs. We develop hypotheses regarding
the conditions under which each type of job craft-
ing—individual or collaborative—will be more
likely, and the potential consequences of each.
Next, we describe and report on the results of our
research conducted with 232 teachers and aides in
62 diverse childcare centers. Finally, we conclude
with a discussion of how our findings inform both
organization theory and future public policy.

PUBLIC POLICY INTEREST IN
CHILDCARE WORK

Child care is an issue of emerging prominence in
public policy debates. Quality child care is impor-
tant not just to families and children, but also to
employers and to regional and national economies.
Effective childcare systems provide young children
with a nurturing environment to foster their aca-
demic and social growth (Lamb, 1998; Shonkoff &
Phillips, 2000). High-quality care and a stable
childcare teaching workforce are associated with
better educational and developmental outcomes for
children from all backgrounds, but the effects are
especially pronounced for children in low-income
families or those at risk for low educational perfor-
mance (Barnett, 1995; Bellm, Burton, Whitebook,
Broatch, & Young, 2002; Helburn, 1995; Howes,
Phillips, & Whitebook, 1992a; Peisner-Feinberg
et al., 1999).

Research shows that high-quality, center-based
preschool programs have positive effects on chil-
dren’s brain development and cognitive and lan-
guage skills, and provide a foundation for school
success (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Such programs
also improve noncognitive skills such as persever-
ance and motivation and establish a basis for skill
acquisition later in life (Heckman, 2006). Addition-
ally, children from such programs are less likely to
be placed in special education classes or, as teen-
agers, become pregnant or engage in criminal or
other risky activities (Committee for Economic De-
velopment, 2006).

Parents also benefit from quality child care. In
large part the rise in mothers’ employment has
driven the trend toward increasing access to pre-K
programs. In 2006, 59.5 percent of mothers in mar-
ried-couple families and nearly two-thirds of single
mothers with a child under six years of age were
employed (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007). In the
2005—06 academic year, 57 percent of U.S. children
three to six years of age not yet in kindergarten—
nearly 4.5 million children—attended a center-
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based childcare program (Federal Interagency Fo-
rum on Child and Family Statistics, 2006).

Research also has demonstrated macroeconomic
benefits of quality child care. The effects of high-
quality care persist into adulthood, raising educa-
tional and earnings levels, reducing socially unde-
sirable behaviors, and providing benefits to society
ranging from increased tax revenues, decreased
public expenditures on crime and public assistance
programs, and stronger economic growth (Commit-
tee for Economic Development, 2006; Dickens,
Sawhill, & Tebbs, 2006; Lynch, 2004). Children
enrolled in high-quality programs are more likely
to complete high school and obtain higher educa-
tional degrees (Lynch, 2004). As adults, they also
show higher earnings and higher rates of home own-
ership, as well as lower rates of reliance on public
assistance and other social services (Schweinhart,
1993).

Finally, the availability of quality child care ben-
efits business in the form of lower rates of em-
ployee absenteeism and turnover and higher levels
of educational attainment in the workforce (Rolnik &
Grunewald, 2003). It increases parents’—and espe-
cially mothers’—commitment to employment (Gor-
nick & Meyers, 2003) and can improve parents’ job
performance (Milkovich & Gomez, 1976; Milliken,
Dutton, & Beyer, 1990; Shellenback, 2004). Access
to quality child care thus allows adults to fully
participate in the workforce.

Quality of Care

Despite these findings about the importance of
high-quality care and changing employment pat-
terns, other research has documented mediocre
quality and high turnover rates in many childcare
centers (Cost, Quality, and Child Outcomes Study
Team, 1995; Manlove & Guzell, 1997; Whitebook &
Sakai, 2003). Thirty-eight states have begun to take
action to address this situation and to increase ac-
cess to quality care by publicly funding preschool.
Oklahoma, Georgia, and Florida offer voluntary
pre-K to all four-year olds. New Jersey offers it to all
three- and four-year-olds living in low-income
communities (Barnett, Hustedt, Hawkinson, &
Robin, 2007). Public funding carries with it regula-
tions concerning educational requirements for
teachers, adult-child ratios, and maximum class
sizes that are generally thought to enhance the
quality of care.

Earlier research suggested that quality is higher
when preschool teachers have higher levels of for-
mal education (Howes, Phillips, & Whitebook,
1992b; Phillipsen, Burchinal, Howes, & Cryer,
1997). More recent research, however, has chal-

lenged this connection. A major study of the rela-
tionship between teachers’ qualifications (mea-
sured as years of education, highest degree
attained, college major, state teaching certification,
and Child Development Associate [CDA] creden-
tial) and classroom quality in state-funded pre-K
classes showed no consistent relationship between
teacher qualifications and classroom quality (Early
et al., 2006). A series of common analyses using
comparable data from seven major studies exam-
ined the links among lead teacher educational de-
gree and college major, classroom quality, and chil-
dren’s academic skills and yielded mainly null or
contradictory associations (Early et al., 2007).” The
researchers concluded that “policies focused solely
on increasing teachers’ education will not suffice
for improving classroom quality or maximizing
children’s academic gains” (Early et al., 2007: 558).

Two papers by Blau (1997, 2000) provide insight
into these counterintuitive results. Inputs such as
staff-child ratio and teacher educational attainment
are correlated with childcare quality, yet the effects
of these inputs on quality are confounded in most
studies with unobserved characteristics of centers
and classrooms as instructional settings. Using the
blunt tool of a fixed effects model to control for
unobserved differences among childcare centers,
Blau found that most or all of the apparent effects of
staff-child ratio and teacher qualifications on class-
room quality were eliminated. This is an important
result. It suggests that it is essential, from a policy
perspective, to identify and measure the sources of
heterogeneity in classroom quality in order to im-
prove pre-K education.

There are several potential sources of such het-
erogeneity, including, importantly, the improvisa-
tional nature of the work as teachers adjust to the
unique and unpredictable needs of very young chil-
dren. Center childcare licensing requirements in
most states require child-staff ratios of 10:1 or 12:1
for three- and four-year-olds, and a maximum of 20
or 24 children in a class (http://nrc.uchsc.edu/
STATES/states.htm, accessed May 2008).> As a re-
sult, work in center-based childcare programs is
often performed interdependently, with teams of
teachers and teacher aides jointly attending to the
education of children in their care. Consequently,
childcare workers have ample opportunity to col-

? Similar results have been found for the effects of
teacher education, certification, and training on student
performance in K-12 education (Cochran-Smith & Zeich-
ner, 2005; Hanushek, 1986 [cited in Early et al., 2007]).

% New Jersey regulations current as of June 12, 2007;
Pennsylvania regulations current as of February 14, 2008.
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laboratively carry out their work. This key feature
of center-based classrooms, which contrasts
sharply with the experiences of teachers in most
K-5 classrooms, has been ignored in studies of
childcare quality. Instead, studies of the quality of
care, including those cited above, typically rely on
the K-5 model and focus on the characteristics and
qualifications of a lead teacher and, less often,
other classroom staff. Although such teacher hu-
man capital may be important, this focus is overly
narrow and may hinder development of effective
public policy because it does not capture the indi-
vidual and collaborative improvisation that is es-
sential to quality child care.

Work Organization in Childcare Classrooms

Classroom staff in childcare centers provides ba-
sic care and education for young children. Staff is
responsible for helping children with such activi-
ties as eating, toileting, napping, dressing for out-
door play, lining up or changing places for activi-
ties, tying shoelaces, and cleaning up spills, and for
keeping children and play areas clean and safe.
Staff is also responsible for introducing the chil-
dren, through play and developmentally appropri-
ate interactive activities, to mathematics, language,
science, and social studies, as well as for building
social skills.*

Curriculum in a childcare center is usually de-
termined by the center director or other adminis-
trative staff, although the work itself is rarely rou-
tine. Implementation of the curriculum may
sometimes be closely supervised and monitored,
almost scripted. Far more often, however, imple-
mentation is left to classroom personnel, who
prepare lesson plans, choose thematic activities,
ensure that appropriate materials are on hand, and
arrange play areas to encourage children to explore
themes. Creative activities, small group lessons, in-
dividual instruction, and “circle time” for whole
groups occur daily. Classroom staff must anticipate
and prevent problems, deal fairly and firmly with
disruptive children, and see that children don’t
hurt themselves or others. Childcare workers must
communicate effectively with children, parents,

# Our descriptions of the nature of the work are based
on interviews and focus groups conducted with teachers
and aides early in our research, as well as on observa-
tion of classroom staff at sites included in this study.
We verified our observations with more general de-
scriptions of the occupational category and typical
work environment compiled by the U.S. Department of
Labor (http://www.bls.gov/oco/dc05069.htm, accessed
September 2007).
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coworkers, and supervisors, and must maintain
records of each child’s activities and progress.

Typically two or three adults—a lead teacher and
one or two assistant teachers or aides—staff a child-
care classroom, and tasks are divided among them
in a variety of ways. At one extreme, there can be a
sharp split in roles in which a lead teacher engages
the children in creative and educational activities
while an assistant/aide is responsible for meeting
the children’s physical needs and attending to
cleanliness and safety. At the other extreme are
co-teaching situations in which the lead teacher
develops lesson plans and helps the aide under-
stand what is developmentally appropriate for the
children, but the adults function as equal collabo-
rators in educating and caring for the children,
dealing with behavior problems, and communicat-
ing with parents, the center director, and other
center staff. Thus, classroom personnel tend to
have substantial latitude in how they allocate tasks
among themselves and in the amount of initiative
they exercise in helping the children learn through
play and interactive activities. In these ways, child-
care classrooms are fertile ground for both individ-
ual and collaborative job crafting, and represent an
important context in which to examine job crafting
theory.

INDIVIDUAL AND COLLABORATIVE
JOB CRAFTING

Job crafting describes the active role that individ-
uals play in altering the boundaries of their jobs
and shaping actual work practice. According to
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), job crafting en-
ables individuals to shape their own work identi-
ties and work roles through personal construction
of their jobs and the execution of the work. Job
crafting is employee- (versus management-) initi-
ated and constitutes a form of proactive behavior at
work (Grant & Ashford, 2008). It is largely informal
and is not found in a written job description. In-
stead, it reflects an employee’s efforts to make a job
a better fit to his or her own preferences and
competencies.

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) described job
crafting as an individual activity that employees
undertake by themselves to better match their own
needs, aspirations, and circumstances to their jobs.
However, Orr (1996) and others (Brown & Duguid,
1991; Orlikowski, 1996) have shown that job craft-
ing can also be a collaborative activity carried out
by informal groups of employees—“communities
of practice”—in which members jointly determine
how to alter the work to meet their shared objec-
tives. Individuals in work groups typically experi-
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ence common events, engage in similar work pro-
cesses, communicate and interact regularly, and
share knowledge. Thus, it is reasonable to expect
that they may also collaboratively craft task bound-
aries and work practices (Ghitulescu, 2006). Such
collaborative crafting may be discreet (e.g., making
an explicit agreement regarding who will complete
particular aspects of a task), but according to Orr
(1996) and others, more often it is an ongoing and
implicit process whereby work practice is devel-
oped and shared informally among workers. Col-
laborative job crafting involves joint effort among
employees in the service of changing work process.
Thus, it is not the work of an individual agent as
described by Wrzesniewski and Dutton, but instead
is the work of a dyad or group of employees who
together make “physical and cognitive changes . . .
in the task or relational boundaries of their work”
(2001: 179).

Individual and collaborative job crafting are not
mutually exclusive and, indeed, individuals can
engage in both. The larger work environment and
the nature of the job itself can encourage one form
of job crafting while having a neutral influence, or
even constraining, the other. For example, employ-
ees who work alone or whose jobs are unaffected by
those of coworkers (e.g., tax preparer) see no need
(and have little opportunity) to engage in collabo-
rative job crafting. Conversely, employees whose
jobs are deeply embedded in the social context of
work and/or highly dependent on the work of oth-
ers (e.g., operating room nurse), may engage in a
good deal of collaborative job crafting but see little
need or opportunity for individual crafting. The
primary point here is that employees’ perceptions
of the work environment, the characteristics of the
job itself and, to a lesser degree, an individual’s
preferences and orientation toward the work
strongly influence the incidence and strength of
both individual and collaborative job crafting.

HYPOTHESES
Predictors of Job Crafting

In answering the question of why some workers
engage in more job crafting than others, Wrz-
esniewski and Dutton (2001) offered a range of
proximal and distal predictors. They identified in-
dividual differences (e.g., needs for control and
affiliation) as distal antecedents of job crafting, and
perceived work discretion, task interdependence,
and individual work orientation as more proximal
predictors. We argue here that the status of an in-
dividual’s job, as well as the quality of social ties

with peers, also affect individual and/or collabora-
tive job crafting.

Discretion. Extant theory suggests a positive re-
lationship between work discretion and individual
customization of work (Freese et al., 1996; Staw &
Boettger, 1990; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). The
perception that one has discretion in how to define
and implement tasks should promote individual
choice with respect to how work is conceptualized
and carried out. Work discretion also fosters feel-
ings of self-determination by increasing feelings
of agency (Spreitzer & Sonenshein, 2003). Thus, the
argument for a positive relationship between per-
ceived discretion and individual job crafting is
both well-established and robust, and we expect it
to also hold for childcare workers.

The dynamics that link discretion and individual
job crafting should, in this setting, also apply to
discretion and collaborative job crafting. As previ-
ously described, it is unusual for a teacher to work
alone in a childcare classroom and, in many states,
teacher aides are explicitly forbidden from being
alone with the children without a teacher present.
Instead, in nonhome settings childcare workers are
typically grouped into two or three teachers and
assistant teachers/aides per classroom, where they
work side-by-side to care for the children.

Previous research on autonomous work teams in
other settings (e.g., Wall, Kemp, Jackson & Clegg,
1986) also lends support for the relationship be-
tween work discretion and collective improvisa-
tion. Indeed, the fundamental assumption underly-
ing the theory of autonomous work groups is that
higher-quality work and better decision making
will result from granting discretion to teams of
workers who then make decisions collaboratively
about how to carry out the work (see Leana and
Florkowski [1992] for a review). For these same
reasons, we expected work discretion to be associ-
ated with collaborative as well as individual job
crafting in childcare centers.

Hypotheses 1a and 1b. Childcare workers who
report more discretion in their work more fre-
quently engage in (a) individual and (b) collab-
orative job crafting behaviors than workers re-
porting less work discretion.

Interdependence. Task interdependence should
be positively associated with collaborative job
crafting and negatively associated with individual
job crafting. Increased task interdependence leads
individuals to spend more time coordinating their
own work with that of others (Wageman, 1995).
Interdependence should facilitate the development
of joint routines to solve problems through collab-
orative negotiation over how work gets done. Thus,
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task interdependence should be associated with
more collaborative job crafting among childcare
workers.

At the same time, task interdependence con-
strains individuals by decreasing their sense of
control over work and their opportunities for indi-
vidually exploring new ways of carrying it out
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Employees who
are more interdependent with others at work will
be constrained in their job behaviors because they
need to time their actions in relation to others, as
well as tailor any modifications they might want to
make in their own work activity so that it does not
disrupt the work of others. Thus, task interdepen-
dence should be associated with less individual job
crafting among childcare workers.

Hypotheses 2a and 2b. Childcare workers who
report more interdependence in their work (a)
less frequently engage in individual job craft-
ing behaviors and (b) more frequently engage
in collaborative job crafting behaviors than
workers who report less work interdependence.

Calling versus job or career work orientation.
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) argued that em-
ployees revise their jobs to fit their individual work
orientations and motivations. Drawing on Amabile,
Hill, Hennessey, and Tighe (1994) and Bellah, Mad-
sen, Sullivan, Swindler, and Tipton (1985), Wrz-
esniewski and Dutton (2001) argued that individu-
als who are motivated intrinsically or by a “calling”
to their work (i.e., they work for enjoyment and/or
to serve the larger social good) may engage in more
expansive job crafting than individuals who are
more extrinsically oriented—that is, motivated by
money (showing a “job orientation”) or advance-
ment (a “career orientation”). Moreover, Wrz-
esniewski, McCauley, Rozin, and Schwartz (1997)
reported that across a wide range of occupations, a
significant portion of workers report that they are
“called” to their work, even in routine jobs. Mittal,
Rosen, and Leana (2009) found such a distribution
in their study of nursing assistants, whose job is
similar to child care in that it is low-paid, low-
status care work. We expected the same distinc-
tions to hold for childcare workers, along with the
same positive relationship predicted by Bellah et
al. (1985), Amabile et al. (1994), and Wrzesniewski
and Dutton (2001) between calling and job crafting.

Hypotheses 3a and 3b. Childcare workers with
a calling orientation toward their work more
frequently engage in (a) individual and (b) col-
laborative job crafting behaviors than workers
with job or career orientations.

December

Supportive supervision. Clearly, supervisors can
affect the extent to which employees craft their
jobs. From the heyday of scientific management
theory to the present, the clear purpose behind
supervision characterized by close monitoring and
regimentation has been to decrease opportunities
for employees to tailor their jobs to their own ideas
and preferences. As Wrzesniewski and Dutton
(2001) noted, close supervision encourages confor-
mity rather than innovation and impedes opportu-
nities for job crafting.

We extend their reasoning here and argue that
the effects of supervisory behavior go beyond just
tamping down job crafting by limiting employee
discretion, to also include facilitation of job craft-
ing by employees. Supervisory actions that are de-
velopmental and supportive, such as providing
helpful feedback or being available to discuss par-
ticular challenges at work, may facilitate employee
learning and innovation, and thus encourage em-
ployees to reshape the boundaries of their jobs both
individually and collaboratively. In this way, sup-
portive supervision can foster job crafting behavior.
Further, decades of research on leader-member ex-
change theory has shown that supervisors differen-
tiate among employees, being more supportive to-
ward some than toward others on the basis of
factors like trust and past employee performance
(Graen & Cashman, 1975; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997).
Thus, we hypothesized that supervisor effects are
experienced at the level of the individual teacher
rather than the center as a whole.

Hypotheses 4a and 4b. Childcare workers who
report more supportive supervision more fre-
quently engage in (a) individual and (b) collab-
orative job crafting behaviors than workers re-
porting less supportive supervision.

Social ties. Interpersonal relations at work,
which unfold over time through social and task
interaction, are the foundation of collective action
(Weick, 1979). Thus, we expected that the fre-
quency and closeness of an employee’s interaction
with peers—that is, the strength of his social ties at
work—would positively predict collaborative job
crafting. As Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) argued,
social ties provide direction for individual action,
opportunities for learning through knowledge shar-
ing and transformation among employees, and a
safe environment in which to innovate (Caldwell &
O’Reilly, 2003; Edmondson, 1999).

Childcare workers who report strong ties with
colleagues should be more likely to collaboratively
design their jobs to meet their common objectives
and circumstances. Social ties should be less im-
portant to individual job crafting as these are be-
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haviors undertaken by a worker acting alone, and
thus relationships with others at work may not be a
factor in the individual’s decisions about changing
job boundaries.

Hypothesis 5. Childcare workers who report
stronger social ties with their peers more fre-
quently engage in collaborative job crafting
behaviors than workers reporting weaker
social ties.

Status. Individuals in any occupation can under-
take job crafting, and indeed, Wrzesniewski and
Dutton (2001) focused on crafting in lower-status
occupations such as janitor and hair dresser. At the
same time, we expected to see differences in job
crafting based on the status of a person’s occupa-
tional group in an organization. Individuals occu-
pying higher-status jobs (e.g., nurse versus janitor
in a hospital; professor versus administrative assis-
tant in a university) should experience more com-
plexity in their work and, because of the higher
educational and skill requirements of such posi-
tions, an enhanced sense of mastery and entitle-
ment to exercise their own judgment in defining
how the work is carried out.

Following Treiman (1977) and Ganseboom and
Treiman (1996), here we use “status” to denote
both occupational prestige and the deference from
other employees that prestige confers. In childcare
centers, implicit hierarchical differences are asso-
ciated with status, in that teachers often have some
control over the activities undertaken by assistants
and aides (Abbott, 1981). Individuals occupying
higher-status positions also may feel more respon-
sibility for constructive change, which may pro-
mote individual job crafting (Fuller, Marler, & Hes-
ter, 2006; Morrison & Phelps, 1999). For these
reasons, we expected teachers to engage in more
frequent individual crafting than aides.

For aides, job crafting should be less prevalent in
the absence of collaboration with a classroom
teacher since aides are less able to change the
boundaries of their work independent of the
teacher (i.e., engage in individual job crafting).
Teachers, however, are able to make decisions
about the boundaries of their own jobs without
necessarily collaborating with aides. Higher status
confers greater rights and responsibility on teachers
(Levin, 1993), enhancing both their opportunity
and their motivation for individual job crafting.
Teachers also tend to have more complex and less
predictable work—conditions that should enhance
their perceptions that individual judgment and im-
provisation are essential parts of their jobs.

Hypothesis 6. Childcare teachers more fre-
quently engage in individual job crafting be-
haviors than assistant teachers and aides.

Job Crafting and Work Outcomes

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) were agnostic
regarding the outcomes of job crafting for organiza-
tions, arguing that its effects on organizational per-
formance are indirect and/or ambiguous and are
not the prime motivation behind job crafting in any
case. Although organizational impact is not the
only or even the primary intent of individual or
collaborative job crafting, such behaviors nonethe-
less can affect organizational performance (see Grif-
fin et al., 2007). To the extent that changes in task
boundaries result in smoother functioning, better
communication, and/or more efficient collabora-
tion among employees in a work unit, these
changes can be expected to have a positive effect on
group and organizational performance. Even when
employees craft their jobs with the primary inten-
tion of reducing their own effort or workloads, their
organization can benefit in the form of increased
efficiency or productivity. At the same time, job
crafting can have a detrimental effect on achieving
operational goals and organizational performance. If
each worker is customizing her job to meet her own
skills and preferences, learning may be impaired and
coordination made more difficult. If the work is
highly routine, job crafting may dampen efficiency.

We expect the effects of job crafting on perfor-
mance to be positive in childcare work settings. As
previously described, improvisation is inherent in
the job if a childcare worker is to adequately meet
the ever-changing needs of preschool children.
Childcare workers who engage in job crafting are
more likely to deeply understand the interconnec-
tions among the activities they enact and the mech-
anisms that relate task performance processes to
quality care. They are better able to try new ways of
performing their tasks and to respond to unpredict-
able situations—the hallmark of child care. Thus, we
expected job crafting to be positive in its effects on the
quality of care provided in childcare classrooms.

In addition, collaborative job crafting may be
more beneficial than individual crafting in child-
care settings because of the staffing structure of
center-based programs (typically more than one
teacher/aide in each classroom), the collaborative
nature of the work, and the enhanced need for
coordination these entail. Thus, although we ex-
pected both individual and collaborative crafting to
be positively associated with the quality of care, we
expected the effects of collaborative crafting to be
stronger.
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Hypotheses 7a and 7b. More frequent (a) indi-
vidual and (b) collaborative job crafting is as-
sociated with a higher quality of care in child-
care classrooms.

Hypothesis 8. Quality of care is more strongly
associated with collaborative job crafting than
individual job crafting.

For many of the same reasons that job crafting
should be associated with higher-quality care, we
expected it to be positively related to job satisfac-
tion and organizational commitment among child-
care workers. When employees redraw the bound-
aries of their jobs to fit their own conceptions of the
work and the best way to carry it out, they also
should be more attached to the jobs—and less
likely to leave them—because the jobs have been
remade, at least to some extent, to better fit the
employees either individually or as a group. This
idea is consistent with both Wrzesniewski and Dut-
ton’s (2001) view of individual job crafting and
with the extensive literature on autonomous work
groups (see, e.g., Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Guzzo &
Dickson, 1996). Thus, we expected both forms of
job crafting to be associated with higher job satis-
faction, stronger organizational commitment, and
reduced turnover intentions.

Hypotheses 9a and 9b. More frequent (a) indi-
vidual and (b) collaborative job crafting is as-
sociated with higher reported job satisfaction
and organizational commitment and lower
turnover intentions among childcare workers.

Exploratory Questions of Concern to
Public Policy

In addition to the main effects of job crafting on
work outcomes predicted in Hypotheses 7 through
9, from the perspective of public policy it is useful
to consider potential interaction effects among
some of the variables, particularly with regard to
the stability of the childcare workforce and the
quality of care provided. As stated earlier, in edu-
cation and policy circles, initiatives to enhance the
quality of early childhood education have been
modeled largely on K-5 education practices. This
means that the traditional focus has been on
teacher human capital (education, experience, and
certification) as the primary lever for improving the
quality of childcare. As previously noted, however,
the results of recent research on this question have
been mixed and do not support a direct relation-
ship between teacher human capital and the qual-
ity of care provided. This discrepancy raises the
question of the circumstances under which human
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capital is most effectively deployed. Is job crafting
more beneficial to teachers with strong human cap-
ital (e.g., more highly educated and experienced in
the field) because they are more knowledgeable
about the work and thus can better invent and
integrate new approaches to improve the quality of
care? Or, conversely, are the hypothesized benefits
of collaborative job crafting realized more strongly
by teachers with lower levels of human capital
because, through collaboration, they can combine
their expertise with that of others and together
“learn by doing”?

Both arguments are plausible, so we make no
specific predictions regarding the interactive ef-
fects of human capital and job crafting on the qual-
ity of care. However, we were able to examine these
questions in the current research and thereby shed
some light on the mixed results reported in recent
studies regarding the value of human capital in
childcare by examining it in the context of job
crafting.

A second issue that should be of particular con-
cern to policy makers is the retention of teachers
and aides who provide the highest-quality care to
preschool children. As noted previously, mediocre
quality of care and high turnover rates are significant
problems in many childcare centers (Manlove &
Guzell, 1997; Whitebook & Sakai, 2003) and have
been the impetus for much of the legislative interest
in early childhood education. Clearly, it is important
not just to attract high-quality teachers to a center but
also to retain them.

In the organizations literature, job performance
has been shown to predict turnover intentions (e.g.,
Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000; Lee, Mitchell,
Sablynski, Burton, & Holtom, 2004) in that employ-
ees with better job performance are less likely to
leave their jobs. We suggested earlier that job craft-
ing helps an employee to redraw job boundaries to
make it a better fit for himself individually or in
collaboration with others. Thus, we hypothesized
that teachers who engage in job crafting should
report lower turnover intentions (Hypothesis 9). A
further question is whether these effects differ de-
pending on a teacher’s level of job performance.
Higher-performing teachers (i.e., those who pro-
vide higher-quality care) may report greater job at-
tachment when they engage in job crafting because
they are able to implement better ways of doing the
work and, in this way, make jobs their own. At the
same time, in the case of collaborative crafting,
social approbation from coworkers may encourage
poorer performers to withdraw from their jobs be-
cause their deficiencies are more evident when
teachers collaboratively customize the work. Such
relationships are speculative, however, so again we
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do not propose a specific hypothesis. But because
the issues of quality of care, work processes, and
teacher retention are so central in policy debates,
we explored them in this research.

METHODS
Research Setting, Sample, and Procedures

Between September 2005 and February 2006, we
engaged in observations and open-ended inter-
views of workers at 13 childcare centers and con-
ducted five mixed focus groups with childcare
teachers and aides from various centers in two
states: Pennsylvania and New Jersey. This informa-
tion enabled us to better understand job crafting in
the context of childcare centers and thus tailor
items on a subsequent survey to our focal occupa-
tional group. The survey instrument was then pilot-
tested with two groups of teachers to further en-
hance its readability and best capture the work
variables in this context. Between April 2006 and
May 2007, we administered surveys to 206 teachers
and 130 aides in 32 childcare centers in New Jersey
and 47 centers in Pennsylvania. Altogether, we col-
lected survey data in 158 classrooms at 79 sites.

The sites were selected from state-issued lists of
licensed childcare centers. In New Jersey, the cri-
teria for inclusion of a childcare program in the
study were that it: (1) catered to working parents
and offered full-day programming; (2) offered
classes for three- and four-year old children, pref-
erably at least one of each; and (3) was not reli-
giously based. The Pennsylvania sample was
drawn using the same approach, although it in-
cluded church-run programs and some federally
funded Head Start programs as well. After elimi-
nating centers that did not meet these criteria, we
contacted centers on the list by geographic region
to ensure we were capturing the diversity of the
populations in both states. We also sampled both
for-profit (32% of the total) and nonprofit (68%)
centers. Eighty percent of the centers received some
state subsidy to support low-income children, and
11 percent were Head Start centers or operated by
public school systems.

Surveys were distributed to teachers and teach-
ing assistants/aides working in three-year-old and
four-year-old classrooms at each site in the study.
To avoid oversampling from any one site, we lim-
ited data collection to no more than three class-
rooms per center. Whenever possible, a field re-
searcher directly handed surveys to the teachers
and aides, then collected them back later on the
same day. Where that was not possible, partici-
pants were given stamped self-addressed envelopes

in which to mail surveys directly back to us. Par-
ticipants were asked to fill out surveys “on their
own time,” which typically meant during lunch or
a break, or while the children were napping. A total
of 245 surveys were distributed in Pennsylvania
and 126 in New Jersey; 222 were returned in Penn-
sylvania and 114 in New Jersey. Thus, the overall
response rate was high (90.6%). Each study partic-
ipant received a $20 gift card to a national book
chain (N]) or local grocery store chain (PA), and
each center received a $25 gift card (NJ) or check
(PA) as a token of our appreciation for participating
in the study.

Since we were interested in examining individ-
ual and collaborative job crafting in classrooms
where both were possible, we eliminated from the
analysis any classroom that had only one adult
assigned to it (i.e., one teacher). After missing ob-
servations were removed, the final sample com-
prised 232 classroom staff: 146 teachers and 86
aides. Ninety-five percent of the final sample were
women, and their average age was 38 years (s.d. =
13.1). The average job tenure for participants was
4.88 years (s.d. = 4.87).

Performance was assessed by independent ob-
servers in at least one three-year-old classroom and
one four-year-old classroom in each participating
center (a very few centers had only a four-year old
or a mixed-age classroom). Trained observers con-
ducted the evaluations using the Early Childhood
Environmental Rating Scale—Revised (ECERS-R;
Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2005). The ECERS-R mea-
sures global or overall process quality with 43
items in seven subscales that assess the physical
environment of a classroom and the warmth of
interaction between the teacher and a child. It is a
standard measure of preschool classroom structure
and process in which trained raters spend approx-
imately four hours observing aspects of the envi-
ronment, activities, and teacher-child interaction
within the classroom. It has been used to measure
quality of care in numerous studies (e.g., Blau,
1997; Early et al., 2007; Pianta et al., 2005) and is
the most widely used measure in research on pro-
gram practices in early childhood education
(Frede, Jung, Barnett, Lamy, & Figueras, 2007). In-
deed, several states now use the ECERS-R to assess
quality as either a voluntary or mandatory part of
their childcare licensing and/or reimbursement
policy (Cassidy, Hestenes, Hegde, Hestenes, &
Mims, 2005).

Measures

Individual job crafting. Drawing on both a re-
view of the extant literature and information pro-
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vided in our early interviews and focus groups, we
devised six items to assess ways in which childcare
workers might voluntarily craft their jobs. We
adapted four items from earlier work by Wrzes-
niewski (2003) and Morrison and Phelps (1999),
and developed two items for this study. Respon-
dents were asked to indicate the frequency with
which they engaged in the six job crafting behav-
iors on their own (1 = “never,” 6 = “every day”).
The items had a Cronbach’s alpha of .79 and are
shown in the Appendix.

Collaborative job crafting. Our measure of col-
laborative job crafting had the same six items as the
individual job crafting scale. However, here we asked
respondents to indicate the frequency with which
they engaged in the six behaviors in collaboration
with coworkers in their classrooms. These items had
a Cronbach’s alpha of .89 and are also shown in the
Appendix. Both individual and collaborative crafting
were measured at the individual level.

Predictors of job crafting. We measured work
discretion with four items adapted from Jehn
(1995). The items asked respondents to indicate
(1 = “never,” 5 = “always”) the frequency with
which their jobs allowed them to be creative in
their work, try out new ideas, change standard
practices, and deviate from a “right way” of doing
their work. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .71.

We assessed task interdependence with a mea-
sure adapted from Campion, Medsker, and Higgs
(1993) asking respondents to report on the fre-
quency (1 = “never,” 5 = “always”) with which
coworkers started work that the respondent fin-
ished or the respondent started work that a co-
worker then finished. The specific items were: “In
your classroom, how often do you start a task or
activity that is finished by someone else?” and “In
your classroom, how often do you finish a task or
activity that was started by someone else?” The
correlation between the two items was high (.56),
so we combined them to represent task
interdependence.

To measure the three types of work orientation—
job, career, and calling—we adapted eight items
from Wrzesniewski et al. (1997). We asked respon-
dents to rate their agreement with each item (1 =
“strongly disagree,” 5 = “strongly agree”). We were
particularly interested in the calling work orienta-
tion, which we hypothesized as a predictor of job
crafting, so we used twice the number of items to
measure calling as the other two orientations. The
measure of calling orientation consisted of four
items: “I would choose my current work life again
if T had the opportunity,” “I enjoy talking about my
work to others,” “My work is one of the most im-
portant things in my life,” and “My work is a
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chance to give back to the community” (o = .73).
The measure of job orientation was comprised of
two items: “When I am not at work, I do not think
much about my work,” and “I never take work
home with me” (o« = .66). The measure of career
orientation consisted of two items: “I expect to be
in a higher-level job in this field in five years,” and
“I view my job primarily as a stepping stone to
other jobs” (« = .67).

Respondents were asked to assess the frequency
of behaviors indicating supportive supervision on
the part of their immediate supervisors (1 =
“never,” 5 = “always”). Using data from the inter-
views and focus groups collected in the first stage
of the study, we created five items that reflected
childcare workers’ views regarding the type of be-
havior that constitutes supportive supervision.
Specifically, we asked how often the supervisor
“provides helpful feedback to you,” “helps you
deal with difficult problems you face in your job,”
“lets you know when you do good work,” “is avail-
able to discuss problems with you,” and “provides
you with resources or information for doing your
job”(a = .89).

To measure the strength of social ties, we cre-
ated an index that incorporates the frequency of
interactions and the interpersonal closeness each
teacher/aide reported with her/his colleagues. Re-
spondents were asked to report on how often they
talked about work issues with teachers at the center
(1 = “never,” 6 = “every day”), as well as how close
they felt to these teachers (1 = “not at all close,”
4 = “very close”). They were also asked to report on
the same items for the aides at the center. We com-
bined these scores to compute the strength of each
respondent’s social ties with two groups of their
peers, teachers and aides. We then averaged these
scores to create an overall index of the reported
strength of social ties for each respondent (mean =
8.41, s.d. = 1.52).°

We had two measures of human capital: (1) ed-
ucational attainment and (2) work experience.
Teacher educational attainment was measured on
an ordinal scale (1 = “completed 8th grade,” 7 =
“coursework beyond a four-year college degree”).
Experience was measured as the number of years

® Researchers differ in how they combine frequency
and closeness measures to describe social capital, with
some researchers multiplying frequency and closeness to
form a product term and others averaging frequency and
closeness measures. To err on the side of caution, we also
ran the models using each of these different construc-
tions of the strength of social ties—product and aver-
age—and found the same results.
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the teacher had worked in the field of early educa-
tion (mean = 12.97, s.d. = 8.47).

Job status was represented by the job classifica-
tion of the respondent. Those who held the job of
teacher received a coding of 1, and those who held
the job of assistant/aide received a coding of 0. Of the
232 in our final sample, approximately 63 percent
(146) were teachers and 37 percent (86) were
assistants/aides.

Outcomes of job crafting. We measured perfor-
mance using the ECERS-R scale previously de-
scribed. As noted, this is an observation-based mea-
sure comprised of 43 indicators of quality of care
on aspects such as the classroom environment,
teacher/aide interactions with children, and lan-
guage or reasoning activities within the classroom.
Each item in the ECERS-R is rated on a scale rang-
ing from 1, “inadequate quality,” to 7, “excellent
quality.” Standard scoring procedures are then
used to calculate an overall score for each class-
room on all items (see Harms et al., 2005).

Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was very high
(.97), which was not surprising as the scale’s devel-
opers report coefficient alphas ranging from .81 to
.91 (Harms et al., 2005), and other studies have
reported even higher values. A recent study of 326
classrooms in over 200 childcare centers reported a
Cronbach’s alpha of .95 (Perlman, Zellman, & Le,
2004). The researchers in that study found high
redundancy among items in the ECERS-R and sug-
gested using only a subgroup of the 43 items. The
standard in childcare research, however, remains
the full ECERS-R, which we used in this study as
well. There was considerable variance within our
sample on the ECERS-R scores (mean = 5.28, s.d. =
1.03; range: 2.26—7.00).

To measure job satisfaction, we asked respondents
to report how satisfied they were with (1) the ap-
proach the center took in working with children, (2)
the amount of work they were expected to do, (3)
their pay compared with that of workers at a similar
level in the field, (4) the physical space available in
the center, and (5) the benefits they received (1 =
“very dissatisfied,” 5 = “very satisfied”; a = .68).

We measured organizational commitment using
four items adapted from Bryk and Schneider’s
(2002) scale of teacher commitment. Respondents
were asked to report their level of agreement with
the statements: (1) “I wouldn’t want to work in any
other center than the one I do now,” (2) “I would
recommend this center to parents seeking a place
for their child,” (3) “I usually look forward to each
working day at this center,” and (4) “I feel loyal to
this center” (1 = “strongly disagree,” 5 = “strongly
agree”; a = .85).

We used Becker’s (1992) scale of turnover inten-

tions. This scale is comprised of five items (exam-
ples: “It is likely that I will actively look for a new
job in the coming year” and “I often think about
quitting my job”; 1 = “strongly disagree,” 5 =
“strongly agree”; a = .81).

Control variables. We expected wages to impact
job attitudes and turnover intentions, and thus we
controlled for them in our analyses. Higher wages
may also enable centers to attract and retain class-
room staff with unmeasured characteristics that
may affect work performance. Wages for childcare
teachers and aides in our sample averaged a little
under $10 per hour ($9.86), or $20,500 per year for
a 40-hour workweek. With median family income
in the U.S. at $48,201, these wages are in the lowest
quintile and are approximately the poverty thresh-
old for a family of four (http://www.census.gov/
hhes/www/poverty/). We controlled for wages us-
ing the weekly rate paid to each respondent
(mean = $387, s.d. = $167).

Welfare reform in 1996 consolidated and in-
creased childcare block grants to states and in-
creased their role in determining childcare poli-
cies, which now vary widely (Rigby, Ryan, &
Brooks-Gunn, 2007). Mandated education, certifi-
cation, and experience requirements for both teach-
ers and center directors differ between New Jersey
and Pennsylvania, with more stringent require-
ments in the latter (National Resource Center,
2008). There are also differences in how the two
states subsidize childcare: Pennsylvania uses the
Stars Program to provide incentives to improve
quality while subsidizing care. Providers are rated
with a certain number of stars that determine the
generosity of state reimbursements. New Jersey re-
lies more heavily on grants-in-aid to providers. The
state’s Abbott Preschool Program in poor neighbor-
hoods provides higher levels of grant funding but
also requires these centers to meet higher minimum
thresholds for education and training of teachers
and aides. These differences in regulation and
childcare subsidy policy between the two states
can be expected to affect childcare quality (Rigby et
al., 2007). Thus, we controlled for the state in
which a center was located (1 = “NJ,” 0 = “PA”).

In addition to differences between New Jersey
and Pennsylvania in how childcare is subsidized,
there are differences between centers in the level of
state support they receive. As stated earlier, this
support is calculated differently in each state and
encompasses a variety of factors. Fundamentally,
however, state payments are a means to subsidize
care for low-income children and are thus a proxy
for the socioeconomic status (SES) of children en-
rolled in the center. Family SES is an important
predictor of child development and achievement in
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TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics®
Variable Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

1. Individual job 2.83 1.01

crafting
2. Collaborative job 3.07 1.15 .44

crafting
3. State 0.37 0.48 .02 —.07
4. Center size 1.14 0.91 —.01 .09 .10
5. For-profit 0.38 0.49 .06 —.09 .35 —.11
6. Student SES 0.20 0.27 .15 .01 .04 —.24 —.05
7. Walgesh 3.87 1.67 .12 .02 .36 .15 .10 .09
8. Teachers/aides ina 2.66 0.97 .04 .16 —.19 .02 —.10 .04 —.18

classroom
9. Discretion 4.03 0.61 .22 .27 .03 —.03 —.01 .03 .01 .15
10. Interdependence 2.75 0.78 .09 .23 .07 —.09 .02 .01 .00 .12 .00
11. Calling orientation 3.71073 .06 .10 .16 —.04 .10 .03 .16 .05 .09 —.05
12. Job orientation 2.25 0.89 —.14 —.17 .05 .08 .05 —.07 —.10 .06 —.19 —.02 —.36
13. Career orientation 3.16 1.10 .22 .10 .03 —.10 .11 .17 —-.05 .10 .02 .01 .09 .03
14. Supportive 3.88 0.80 .06 .20 .11 .01 .01 .03 —.07 .14 .20 .07 .30 —.01 —.01

supervision
15. Social ties 8.41 1.52 .17 .25 .01 —.02 .09 .00 .07 .04 .16 .12 .29 —.18 —.02 .19
16. Status 0.63 0.48 .19 .00 —.08 —.04 —.07 .00 .31 —.17 .18 —.15 .00 —.19 —.14 —.15 —.01
17. Organizational 4.04 0.75 —.06 .11 .04 —.08 .00 —.09 —.05 .02 .17 —.04 .51 —.24 —.19 .44 .17 —.01

commitment
18. Job satisfaction 3.64 0.72 —-.11 .00 .13 —.02 —.07 —.09 .05 .04 .16 —.06 .40 —.07 —.12 .39 .08 —.09 .56
19. Turnover intentions 2.17 0.87 .07 —.01 —.09 —.05 .03 .05 —.16 .11 —.09 .07 —.49 .28 .26 —.29 —.17 .01 —.61 —.53
20. Quality of care 5.28 1.03 —-.03 .12 —-.52 .11 —.34 —-.17 .08 .10 .02 —-.10 .08 —.11 —-.09 .01 .11 .01 .12 .04 —.09
21. Education 5.12 1.28 .16 .01 —.14 .06 —.11 —.02 .26 —.04 .01 —.06 .02 —.07 .02 —.15 .06 .42 —.10 —.23 .11 .22
22. Work experience 12.97 8.47 -.01 —-.03 —.12 .07 —-.09 —-.16 .05 .02 .10 .00 .08 —.13 —.36 .07 —.07 .14 .20 .12 —.17 .11 .09

# n = 232. Correlation values over .16 are significant at p < .01; correlation values over .12 are significant at p < .05. For organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, turnover intentions, quality of care, education, and work experience, n = 179, and correlation values over
.19 are significant at p < .01, and those over .15 are significant at p < .05.

® To enhance clarity, we divided weekly wage by 100. Thus, the mean wage should be read as $387 and the s.d. as $167.

school (Barnett, 1995) and thus might affect how
preschool teachers approach their work. We con-
trolled for a center’s student SES, measured as the
percentage of children enrolled whose care was
state subsidized (mean = 20%, s.d. = 27).

We controlled for the center size, measured as the
total number of children enrolled (mean = 114,
s.d. = 91), and for the number of teachers/aides
in a classroom (mean = 2.66, s.d. = 0.97), as both
center size and classroom staffing could affect in-
teraction among staff. Finally, we included as a
control whether a center was a for-profit (38%) or
nonprofit (62%) organization, in case these two
groups systematically differed in work practices.

Analytic Approach

Our sample for the analysis of predictors of job
crafting involved a nested structure of 232 teachers
and aides from 62 childcare sites for which we have
complete data, and the sample for the analysis of
the outcomes of job crafting included 179 teachers
and aides from 59 sites.® Such a nested structure

© As noted previously, these are smaller than our total
sample in terms of the number of participating teachers

implies that observations are likely to be noninde-
pendent, thus violating an assumption of ordinary
least squares (OLS) regression analysis. Failure to
account for nonindependence increases the proba-
bility of type I and type II errors. Therefore, it is
recommended that researchers employ hierarchical
linear modeling (HLM) in analyzing nested data
even when there is no particular interest in higher-
level constructs (Bliese & Hanges, 2004; Rauden-
bush & Bryk, 2002).

Prior to hypothesis testing, for each of the six
dependent variables (individual job crafting, col-
laborative job crafting, job satisfaction, organiza-
tional commitment, turnover intentions, and qual-
ity of care) we ran null models with no predictors.
The resulting ICC(1) values reflect the percentage of
variance residing between centers. For four of the
six dependent variables, the ICC(1) values sug-
gested that HLM was appropriate. Specifically, 16
percent of the variance in collaborative job crafting
(x*[61] = 7.77, p < .01), 14 percent of the variance
in organizational commitment (x*[58] = 4.34, p <
.05), 15 percent of the variance in job satisfaction

and centers because of missing data and criteria for in-
clusion (i.e., two or more adults in the classroom).
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(x*[58] = 4.45, p < .05), and 87 percent of the
variance in quality of care (x*[58] = 269.14, p <
.01) resided between centers. For two of the six
dependent variables—individual job crafting and
turnover intentions—the amount of variance resid-
ing between centers was not statistically signifi-
cant, and we utilized OLS regression in analyzing
these models.

RESULTS
Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Table 1 reports basic descriptive statistics and
correlations among the variables. Prior to hypothe-
sis testing, we performed a confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) to assess the quality of our survey-
based measures. These consisted of the items mea-
suring individual job crafting, collaborative job
crafting, discretion, supportive supervision, inter-
dependence, job orientation, career orientation,
calling orientation, organizational commitment, job
satisfaction, and turnover intentions. The CFA
achieved acceptable fit, with a comparative fit index
(CFI) of .91 and a root-mean-square error of approxi-
mation (RMSEA) of .04 (Bentler, 1992). Although our
comparative fit index falls somewhat short of the
cutoff criteria suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999),
other recent studies of work attitudes and behaviors
have reported similar index values (e.g., Bunderson &
Thompson, 2009; Muammer, 2008).

We were particularly concerned that respondents
distinguish between individual and collaborative
job crafting. To check that they had made this dis-
tinction, we compared an 11-factor model (all items
in the survey-based constructs, including separate
measures of individual and collaborative job craft-
ing) with a 10-factor model (individual and collab-
orative job crafting items were specified as loading
on the same factor). Results demonstrated that the
11-factor model (x* = 1,140.07, df = 890) yielded a
better fit than the 10-factor model (Ax* = 164.36,
Adf = 10, p < .01). Furthermore, we compared an
unconstrained model in which the correlation be-
tween individual and collaborative job crafting was
freely estimated with a constrained model in which
the correlation between individual and collabora-
tive job crafting was restricted to 1.0 (see Bagozzi,
Yi, & Phillips, 1991). The unconstrained model dis-
played superior fit to the data (p < .05). Thus, we
concluded that individual and collaborative job
crafting were distinct constructs empirically in our
sample, as well as conceptually distinct in our the-
ory of job crafting.

TABLE 2
Predictors of Job Crafting®
Individual Collaborative
Variables Crafting” Crafting®
Controls
State —0.06 (0.16) —0.27 (0.19)
Center size 0.08 (0.07) 0.17 (0.09)
For-profit 0.14 (0.14) —0.17 (0.17)
Student SES 0.45 (0.24) —0.01 (0.29)
Wages 0.03 (0.04) 0.02 (0.05)
Teachers/aides in a 0.01 (0.07) 0.07 (0.08)
classroom
Predictors
Discretion 0.24 (0.11)* 0.36 (0.12)**
Interdependence 0.13 (0.08) 0.27 (0.09)**
Calling orientation —0.08 (0.10) —0.02 (0.11)
Job orientation —0.08 (0.08) —0.12 (0.08)
Career orientation 0.21 (0.06)** 0.10 (0.06)
Supportive supervision 0.05 (0.09) 0.18 (0.09)*
Social ties 0.08 (0.04) 0.13 (0.05)**
Status 0.39 (0.15)** —0.08 (0.16)
R? 0.19
Pseudo-R?;,,.; » .48
Pseudo-R?,,,.; 1 .18

*n = 232; standard errors are in parentheses.

b We estimated the individual crafting model using OLS re-
gression and therefore report B* to demonstrate the proportion
of variance explained.

¢ We estimated the collaborative crafting model using HLM
and therefore report proportional reduction in level 1 and level
2 unexplained variance due to the inclusion of predictors with
pseudo-R?s (Singer & Willett, 2003):

2
Pseudo-R?,.»

G vera(preceding model) — & ju.12(subsequent model)
N 6 jover o(preceding model)
Pseudo-R?p.. 4

& veni(preceding model) — 61,11 (subsequent model)
N 6% 1ever1(preceding model)

*p<.05
**p<.01

Predictors of Job Crafting

Individual job crafting. Our hypotheses suggest
that childcare workers who report more discretion
in their work (Hypothesis 1a), less interdependence
(Hypothesis 2a), a calling rather than job or career
orientation toward their work (Hypothesis 3a),
more supportive supervision (Hypothesis 4a), and a
higher-status position (Hypothesis 6) engage in
more individual job crafting behavior. Table 2 dis-
plays the results of the OLS regression analysis
used to test the hypotheses regarding predictors of
individual job crafting.

As shown, we found that discretion was posi-
tively related to individual job crafting (B = .24,
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p < .05), lending support to Hypothesis 1a. The
coefficient for interdependence is not statistically
significant (8 = .13, n.s.) so we did not find support
for Hypothesis 2a. Contrary to our prediction, a
calling orientation toward the work was not statis-
tically significant (8 = —.08, n.s.), but a career ori-
entation was positively related to individual job
crafting (B = .21, p < .01). Thus, Hypothesis 3a is
not supported. Supportive supervision was not re-
lated to individual crafting (8 = .05, n.s.), provid-
ing no support for Hypothesis 4a. Teacher status
was positively related to individual job crafting
(B = .39, p < .01), suggesting that teachers engage
in more individual job crafting behaviors than do
assistants and aides, which supports Hypothesis 6.
Overall, our model explains 19 percent of the vari-
ance in individual job crafting.

Collaborative job crafting. Our hypotheses sug-
gest that childcare workers engage in more collab-
orative job crafting when they report more discre-
tion in their work (Hypothesis 1b), more
interdependence (Hypothesis 2b), a calling rather
than job or career orientation toward their work
(Hypothesis 3b), more supportive supervision (Hy-
pothesis 4b), and stronger social ties with their
peers (Hypothesis 5). Table 2 displays the results of
the hierarchical linear modeling used to test our
hypotheses about the predictors of collaborative job
crafting. As seen in the table, we found that discre-
tion was positively related to collaborative job
crafting (8 = .36, p < .01), providing support to
Hypothesis 1b. Similarly, interdependence was
positively related to collaborative job crafting (8 =
.27, p < .01), supporting Hypothesis 2b. Contrary to
expectation, work orientation was not a significant
predictor, whether a calling (8 = —.02, n.s.), job
(B = -.12, n.s.), or career (8 = .10, n.s.) orientation.
Thus, Hypothesis 3b is not supported. Supportive
supervision was positively related to collaborative
job crafting (B = .18, p < .05), supporting Hypoth-
esis 4b. Finally, the strength of ties with peers was
positively related to collaborative job crafting (8 =
.13, p < .01), which supports Hypothesis 5.

In terms of the variance explained, recall that the
analysis of collaborative job crafting employs hier-
archical linear modeling, since 16 percent of the
variance resided between centers. Therefore, we
could not meaningfully analyze explained variance
in terms of its overall level but instead computed
the proportional reduction in unexplained variance
at each level of analysis (Singer & Willet, 2003)—
that is, between individuals and between centers.
As reported in Table 2, our model explains 48
percent of between-center variance and 18 percent
of between-individual variance in collaborative
crafting compared to a null model with no predic-
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tors entered. In other words, our results suggest that
as centers differ in the extent to which they create
conditions for individuals to use discretion, work
interdependently, share social ties with coworkers,
and enjoy high-quality supervision, these factors
covary considerably (48%) with the extent to
which center employees engage in collaborative job
crafting. At the same time, recall that the majority
of the variance in collaborative job crafting resided
between individuals rather than between centers.
Our model accounts for 18 percent of this variance.

In summary, we found several significant predic-
tors of job crafting, supporting Hypotheses 1a and
1b, 2b, 4b, 5, and 6. We found no support for
Hypotheses 2a, 3a, 3b, and 4a. Overall, our predic-
tions were stronger for collaborative job crafting
than for individual crafting, explaining variance
between centers and between individual workers.

Effects of Job Crafting

With respect to the outcomes of job crafting, we
predicted that both individual and collaborative
job crafting would be positively related to higher
quality of care (Hypothesis 7), higher reported job
satisfaction and organizational commitment, and
lower turnover intentions (Hypothesis 9). We also
predicted that quality of care would be more
strongly associated with collaborative crafting than
individual crafting (Hypothesis 8). To test these
hypotheses, we analyzed a set of hierarchical linear
models of quality of care. Table 3 presents these
results. HLM models of job satisfaction and organ-
izational commitment were also run and appear as
models 1 and 2 in Table 4. Models 3 and 4 in Table
4 report OLS regressions for the models of turnover
intentions.

Table 3 presents results on whether individual
and collaborative crafting are associated with job
performance (quality of care). Model 2 shows that
collaborative crafting is positively and significantly
related to quality of care (8 = .10, p < .01), but
individual crafting is not (8 = —.03, n.s.) Thus,
Hypothesis 7b is supported, while Hypothesis 7a is
not. Moreover, these results support Hypothesis 8,
which states that quality of care is more strongly
associated with collaborative crafting than with in-
dividual crafting. Recall that the majority of vari-
ance in quality of care is located between centers.
As reported in Table 3 (model 1), 33 percent of
between-center variance is associated with state
and wage differences, with much of this due to the
association between higher performance and the
state in which a center is located. Differences in
state-level policies regulating staff and director
qualifications and in incentives for quality im-
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TABLE 3
Results of the Analysis for Quality of Care®
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Controls

State —0.92** (0.22) —0.91** (0.22) —0.91** (0.22)

Center size 0.15 (0.12) 0.13  (0.12) 0.15 (0.12)

For-profit —-0.32 (0.22) —-0.28 (0.21) —-0.22 (0.21)

Student SES —0.43 (0.37) —0.40 (0.36) —-0.31 (0.36)

Teachers/aides in a classroom 0.02 (0.03) 0.01 (0.03) 0.02 (0.03)

Wages 0.04* (0.02) 0.04* (0.02) 0.04* (0.02)
Predictors

Individual crafting —0.03 (0.03) —0.04 (0.03)

Collaborative crafting 0.10** (0.03) 0.12** (0.03)

Education 0.02 (0.03) 0.04 (0.03)

Work experience —0.02 (0.03) 0.00 (0.03)
Interactions

Education X individual crafting —-0.02 (0.02)

Education X collaborative crafting -0.03 (0.03)

Experience X individual crafting 0.02 (0.02)

Experience X collaborative crafting —0.05* (0.02)
Pseudo-R?;,,.; » .33 .03 .01
Pseudo-R?,,,.; , .02 .08 .07

#n = 179. All scale-based variables, i.e., individual crafting, collaborative crafting, education, and work experience, were standardized
at mean = 0 and s.d. = 1.
b We report proportional reduction in level 1 and level 2 unexplained variance due to the inclusion of predictors with pseudo-R?s
(Singer & Willett, 2003):
% 1over2(preceding model) — 61,0 ,(subsequent model)
6% jover 2(preceding model) ’

2 —
Pseudo-R? .., =

6% eve1(preceding model) — 61,011 (subsequent model)

-R? =
Pseudo-R v 6% jever1(preceding model)

*p <.05
**p<.01

provement, as described above, may help explain crafting has a significant, positive association with
this finding. None of the center-level control vari- organizational commitment (8 = .21, p < .01). Fi-
ables (size, for-profit status, and student SES) was nally, model 3, Table 4, reports our test of whether
statistically significant. The addition of the job individual and collaborative job crafting are related
crafting variables (with only collaborative crafting be- to turnover intentions. Since organizational com-
ing statistically significant) helps to reduce the unex- mitment and job satisfaction are established ante-
plained between-center variance by 3 percent. In ad- cedents of turnover intentions (Griffeth et al., 2000;
dition, collaborative crafting reduces the unexplained Hom & Griffeth, 1995; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Tett
between-individual variance by 8 percent. & Meyer, 1993), we also included these variables as

Model 1, Table 4, shows results of our test of the controls in the model. Neither individual crafting
relationship between individual and collaborative (B = .03, n.s.) nor collaborative crafting (8 = —.01,
job crafting and job satisfaction. We found that n.s.) is significantly related to turnover intentions.
individual job crafting was a significant covariate In summary, we found little support for our hy-
(B = —12, p < .05), but the direction of this rela- potheses regarding individual job crafting but
tionship is contrary to Hypothesis 9a. Collaborative greater support for those regarding collaborative
job crafting is positively related to job satisfaction crafting. Individual job crafting is not related to
(B = .13, p <.05), supporting Hypothesis 9b. Model quality of care, organizational commitment, or
2, Table 4, reports tests of whether individual and turnover intentions. It is significantly related to job
collaborative job crafting are associated with organ- satisfaction but in the direction opposite our pre-
izational commitment. Individual job crafting has diction. Thus, Hypotheses 7a and 9a are not sup-
no significant relationship with organizational ported. With respect to collaborative job crafting,

commitment (8 = —.10, n.s.), but collaborative job we found full support for Hypotheses 7b and 8 and
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TABLE 4
Results of the Analysis for Job Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment, and Turnover Intentions®

Turnover Intentions

Job Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment,

Variables Model 1° Model 2 Model 3¢ Model 4¢
Controls
State 0.37** (0.13) 0.26 (0.15) 0.10 (0.11) 0.17 (0.13)
Center size —0.17* (0.07) —-0.13  (0.07) —0.04 (0.05) —0.04 (0.05)
For—profit —-0.15 (0.12) —0.06 (0.14) 0.02 (0.10) 0.07 (0.10)
Student SES —0.28 (0.22) -0.14  (0.25) -0.15 (0.18) -0.13  (0.18)
Teachers/aides in a classroom 0.08 (0.06) 0.07 (0.06) 0.06 (0.05) 0.05 (0.05)
Wages —0.01 (0.03) —0.03 (0.04) —0.10** (0.03) —0.12** (0.03)
Predictors
Individual crafting —0.12* (0.06) -0.10  (0.06) 0.03 (0.05) 0.05 (0.05)
Collaborative crafting 0.13* (0.06) 0.21** (0.06) —0.01 (0.06) —0.02 (0.05)
Organizational commitment —0.53** (0.08) —0.56** (0.08)
Job satisfaction —0.33** (0.09) —0.34** (0.09)
Quality of care 0.06 (0.06)
Quality of care X individual crafting 0.09 (0.05)
Quality of care X collaborative crafting —0.14* (0.06)
Pseudo-R?,,..; » .22 15
Pseudo-R?,,,,; , .08 12
R? 0.48 0.50
an=179.

b We estimated the job satisfaction and organizational commitment models using HLM and therefore report proportional reduction in
level 1 and level 2 unexplained variance due to the inclusion of predictors with pseudo-R®s (Singer & Willett, 2003):

6% 1ever2(preceding model) — 6%, ,(subsequent model)

-R? =
Pseudo-Rever, 6 1ver 2(preceding model)

6% jever1(preceding model) — 6%, (subsequent mode])

- 2 =
Pseudo-R vy % jever1(preceding model)

¢ We estimated the turnover intentions models using OLS regression technique and therefore report R* to demonstrate the proportion

of turnover intentions variance explained by the model.
*p <.05
% p < 01

partial support for Hypothesis 9b. Collaborative job
crafting was significantly related to quality of care,
organizational commitment, and job satisfaction, but
not turnover intentions. In terms of the magnitude of
the significant relationships, an increase in collabo-
rative crafting by one standard deviation is associated
with a 10 percent increase in the quality of care, a 13
percent increase in job satisfaction, and a 21 percent
increase in organizational commitment.

Additional Policy-Related Analyses

In addition to the hypothesized relationships, we
conducted two further analyses of potential inter-
action effects, examining the effects of (1) an inter-
action of job crafting and teacher human capital on
quality of care and (2) an interaction of job crafting
and quality of care on turnover intentions. To ex-
amine the role of human capital, we included ed-
ucational attainment and work experience in our

model of quality of care. As shown in model 2,
Table 3, we found no significant relationship be-
tween quality of care and either measure of human
capital: experience (8 = —.02, n.s.) or education
(B = .02, n.s.). We then explored whether job craft-
ing might interact with teacher human capital in its
relationship with quality of care. Specifically, we
included the interaction terms of the human capital
variables and job crafting variables in our quality of
care model (model 3, Table 3). We found that for
collaborative crafting, the interaction with experi-
ence was negative and statistically significant (8 =
—.05, p < .05), but the interaction with education
was not statistically significant (8 = —.03, n.s.). We
found no significant interactions of individual
crafting and either of the human capital variables.

To examine the nature of the significant interac-
tion, we plotted simple regression lines represent-
ing the relationship between collaborative crafting
and quality of care separately at high (one standard
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deviation above the mean) and low (one standard
deviation below the mean) levels of experience.
Using the approach suggested by Preacher, Curran,
and Bauer (2006), we analyzed the statistical sig-
nificance of the simple slopes of these regression
lines. In particular, the slope of the line represent-
ing the relationship between collaborative job craft-
ing and quality of care among more experienced
teachers was not statistically significant, but the
slope of the line representing the relationship be-
tween collaborative job crafting and quality of care
among less experienced teachers was positive and
statistically significant (8 = .17, p < .01). Figure 1
presents these slopes. As shown, the positive rela-
tionship between collaborative crafting and quality
of care is weaker among more experienced teachers
than among less experienced ones. In terms of the
relative magnitude of the relationship for each
group, a one standard deviation increase in collab-
orative crafting is associated with a 7 percent in-
crease in quality of care among more experienced
teachers but a 17 percent increase in quality of care
among teachers with less experience in early child-
hood education. Thus, collaborative crafting is a
particularly powerful tool for improving the job
performance of less experienced teachers.

To address the second policy issue, retaining
childcare workers who provide high-quality care,
we ran additional analyses on turnover intentions.
Model 4, Table 4, shows that the association of
turnover intentions with the interaction of quality
of care and individual crafting is not statistically
significant (8 = .09, n.s.) but collaborative crafting
interacts with quality of care to have a significant,
negative relationship with turnover intentions (8 =
—.14, p < .05). Examination of the statistical signif-
icance of the slopes of the regression lines associ-

ated correspondingly with high and low quality of
care reveals the form of this interaction, shown in
Figure 2. Essentially, the relationship between col-
laborative job crafting and turnover intentions is
negative and statistically significant for teachers
and aides who provide higher-quality care (p <
.05). The slope of the line representing the associ-
ation between collaborative job crafting and turn-
over intentions for workers who provide low-qual-
ity care is not statistically significant. In terms of
the relative magnitude of the significant effect, a
one standard deviation increase in collaborative
crafting is associated with a 14 percent decrease in
turnover intentions among teachers providing
high-quality care. Thus, collaborative crafting is
associated with the retention of high-performing
teachers. The size of this effect suggests that collab-
orative job crafting may be a powerful tool for re-
taining high-quality employees (Whitebook & Sa-
kai, 2003).

DISCUSSION
Contributions to Theory and Research

Our findings extend previous theory and re-
search on job crafting in several ways. First, we
distinguish conceptually between individual and
collaborative job crafting and, for this sample, dem-
onstrate that they are distinct constructs. Collabo-
rative job crafting is an important addition to job
crafting theory that incorporates the social embed-
dedness that both enables and constrains individ-
ual behavior. Second, we contribute to theory and
research by modeling potential antecedents of in-
dividual and collaborative job crafting. We found
that childcare workers use the latitude they have in

FIGURE 1
Joint Effect of Experience and Collaborative Crafting on Quality of Care
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FIGURE 2
Joint Effect of Quality of Care and Collaborative Crafting on Turnover Intentions
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their jobs to engage in both forms of job crafting.
Also, as expected, task interdependence and social
ties with peers are significantly related to collabo-
rative crafting but not individual crafting.

Third, our results suggest that individual job
crafting is best conceptualized and studied at the
individual level of analysis. This assumption is
implicit in Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) the-
ory of job crafting, and we find support for it here.
At the same time, factors operating at both the
individual and the group levels of analysis may
affect collaborative crafting. Here, we find support
for both between-organization and between-indi-
vidual variance in collaborative job crafting. This
distinction in level of analysis between individual
and collaborative job crafting may be an important
one for theory development, particularly with re-
spect to practices that foster or discourage job
crafting.

Fourth, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) did not
posit a relationship between job crafting and organ-
izational performance. In contrast, we argue that in
the context of childcare work, job crafting should
be positively related to the quality of care. We
found support for our prediction in that collabora-
tive job crafting is positively and significantly as-
sociated with quality of care, perhaps because of
the enhanced information sharing and learning that
take place when teachers and aides work together.
In addition, collaborative crafting is particularly
important to quality performance for workers with
less experience caring for young children. Child-
care workers who engage in collaborative crafting—
particularly those with less experience—may de-
velop a deeper understanding of the relationship
between their day-to-day activities and the quality

Collaborative Crafting

of care, and may be better able to respond to un-
predictable situations.

Fifth, although we did not find a direct relation-
ship between collaborative crafting and turnover
intentions, we did find that collaborative crafting
was significantly related to organizational commit-
ment and job satisfaction, which, in turn, are asso-
ciated with lower turnover intentions. In addition,
in settings in which collaborative crafting is more
frequent, we found that employees with stronger
job performance expressed stronger job attachment.
Thus, collaborative crafting promotes higher-qual-
ity care and encourages job attachment among high
performers. These too are important findings for job
crafting theory.

Contributions to Policy and Practice

This study provides new insights into the actual
execution of childcare work and the relationship
between job crafting by classroom staff and the
quality of care in classrooms. As described earlier,
high-quality childcare has become an essential sup-
port for parents combining work and family and
can benefit employers as well by reducing turnover
and absenteeism and enhancing the job perfor-
mance of employees with young children. The
rapid increase in publicly funded prekindergarten
programs has brought with it an interest by policy
makers in ensuring that children in center-based
early care and education programs have high-qual-
ity classroom experiences. This concern has fo-
cused policy makers’ attention on features of pre-K
programs that can be most readily regulated.

Although such regulations vary widely by state,
policy makers increasingly look to the K-5 profes-
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sional model, which relies primarily on teachers’
educational attainment and credentials to ensure
quality education. Our research suggests that this
policy focus alone is not sufficient for improving
quality in the pre-K classroom. In our research, we
found no significant effect of teacher education on
quality of care. This result, along with the signifi-
cant finding regarding collaborative crafting and
quality of care, suggests that the K-5 model for
teacher training may not be appropriate for the
pre-K classroom.

This may be due to several differences between
pre-K and K-5 education. Unlike K-5 teachers,
who essentially work alone in their classrooms,
both a lead teacher and an assistant teacher or aide
typically staff a pre-K classroom. Thus, the roles of
teachers and aides in pre-K classrooms are more
complex, and attention to work process and the
promotion of collaborative job crafting may be key
to assuring high-quality care. The aspects of quality
that tend to be regulated through state licensing
requirements or highlighted in teacher training and
professional development are teacher education
and qualifications, teacher-child ratios, class size,
and teacher compensation. Our research suggests
that other, usually unobserved, job process charac-
teristics of prekindergarten classrooms also have
important effects on the quality of care.

Specifically, our findings suggest that interaction
and improvisation among staff (collaborative job
crafting) are important elements of the “black box”
of unobserved characteristics that affect classroom
quality—elements that we have now identified and
that are amenable to action by policy makers.
Whether collaborative job crafting is a cause or an
effect of higher classroom quality, teachers and
aides need to know how to work together effec-
tively. Much of the training currently required to be
state certified in early childhood education focuses
on child development and safety. State policy
could also require teachers and aides to have train-
ing in teamwork and joint decision making.

Examining the classroom as a work site for teach-
ers and aides as we have done here also yields
important insights for directors and others in lead-
ership positions in childcare centers. Center direc-
tors can foster a culture that supports stronger so-
cial ties and more collaborative interaction among
teachers and aides. Moreover, we find that super-
visory actions that are developmental and support-
ive, such as providing helpful feedback and being
available to discuss particular classroom chal-
lenges, can promote collaborative behavior by
teachers and aides that improves the quality of
care. Center directors can model this type of super-
vision and can reward it in others.

In summary, our research suggests that the cur-
rent emphasis by policy makers on extending the
K-5 model of teacher preparation to pre-K class-
rooms may be misplaced. Instead, policy makers
should combine existing policies directed at im-
proving teacher human capital with a new focus on
professional development that fosters the skills
needed for effective collaboration and job crafting
among classroom staff. As this study shows, in
pre-K classrooms, differences in the extent of col-
laborative job crafting are associated with differ-
ences in the quality of care. This is especially true
for less experienced staff.

Combining Theory and Practice

Our findings contribute to the sparse literature
on job crafting and point to the potentially strong
influence of context on both its antecedents and its
effects. Center-based childcare work tends to be
organized as a collaborative endeavor with dyads
or triads of teachers and aides working together to
provide care and developmentally appropriate ed-
ucational activities to groups of like-aged children.
In this context, it is not surprising that the results
regarding collaborative job crafting are more pow-
erful than those regarding individual crafting.
Those doing other direct care jobs, such as nurses
and nursing assistants in hospitals and long-term
care facilities, are similarly interdependent and
have high levels of work latitude; thus, these may
be appropriate settings for encouraging collabora-
tive job crafting as well.

We found a positive relationship between collab-
orative crafting and job satisfaction as expected, but
we were surprised to find that individual job craft-
ing had a negative relationship with job satisfac-
tion. Moreover, in our sample individual crafting is
significantly associated with a career orientation to
work in which the current job is seen primarily as
a stepping stone to a better one. These findings
suggest that in childcare centers—and perhaps in
other work settings where collaboration is impor-
tant—idiosyncratic improvisation (i.e., individual
job crafting) may well reflect alienation as much as
innovation.

Turning to an issue that was not a focus of this
study, we note that state policies mandating stan-
dards, as well as policies that affect how states
subsidize child care, appear to affect the quality of
care. Differences between the two studied states in
quality of care were significant above and beyond
our other study findings, and this may be a result of
differences in state regulation and subsidy policies
between Pennsylvania and New Jersey. Much of the
between-center variation in quality of care can be
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attributed to the strong association between center
performance and the state in which the center was
located. These state differences remained even in
analyses controlling for other factors, such as teach-
er-child ratios, center size, and student socioeco-
nomic status. Cleary, this is fertile ground for future
research.

Strengths and Limitations of the Research

Like all studies, this research has limitations as
well as strengths. In terms of weaknesses, many of
our measures come from a single source, and thus
the relationships among the variables could be in-
flated because of common method bias. However,
the key outcome of interest, quality of care, was
assessed by independent observers who completed
a comprehensive and complex rating procedure
that is widely used in the field. Thus, our core
findings regarding job crafting and performance
cannot be challenged on the basis of common
method bias. Second, our study focused only on
preschool teachers and aides and did not consider
the care of younger children and babies. We delib-
erately chose this focus in light of the direction of
public policy toward universal access to preschool.
Nonetheless, there may be important differences in
how teachers care for younger children that affect
the relationships posited here. Third, the data are
cross-sectional, so we cannot be sure of the causal
ordering among the variables. At the same time,
reverse causation seems unlikely. If superior per-
formance or greater job satisfaction were the cause
of job crafting rather than the effect, we would
expect to find an increase in both individual and
collaborative job crafting rather than in collabora-
tive job crafting alone. In either case, this should
not diminish the practical ramifications of the re-
search for public policy, but it does call attention to
the desirability of longitudinal research to further
advance the theory of job crafting.

In terms of the strengths of our research, we
gathered data across a wide range of childcare
workers and centers, enhancing the generalizability
of our findings. Second, our study utilized a mixed-
methods design in that we combined qualitative
and quantitative methods, and survey and observa-
tional measures, to understand the phenomena of
interest. Third, we approached the issue of child-
care work and how it is carried out using a defined
theoretical lens (job crafting) and a focus on job
process factors rather than treating such processes
as a black box, as many previous studies of the
childcare workforce have done.
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CONCLUSIONS

Our results confirm the relationship between
work discretion and job crafting hypothesized by
Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001). Further, they
shed light on the antecedents and effects of collab-
orative job crafting, as well as the individual craft-
ing described in previous research. In childcare
centers, the effects of crafting by teachers and aides
working collaboratively are more powerful than the
effects of individual job crafting. The latter, in this
setting, may be at best weakly associated with job
performance and, at worse, negatively related to
employee job attitudes such as satisfaction. Sup-
portive management practices such as being avail-
able to discuss the challenges that arise and pro-
viding sufficient resources are effective in
encouraging childcare teachers and aides to craft
collaboratively. Moreover, strong social ties are im-
portant to collaborative crafting.

Our results suggest that policy makers need to
broaden their focus beyond teacher human capital
and the K-5 model if children are to receive quality
prekindergarten education. Although the educa-
tional attainment of staff may affect classroom qual-
ity, clearly the work process within the classroom
is also important. Our research, which examines
the pre-K classroom both as a work site for adults
and a place of learning for children, shows a posi-
tive association between classroom quality and col-
laborative job crafting among classroom staff. The
practical implication of this finding is that if states
are to improve the quality of center-based child-
care, they will need to revamp curriculum and
training for pre-K teachers and aides to include a
focus on teamwork, collaboration, and joint deci-
sion making among classroom staff—in addition to
the current emphasis on the educational and devel-
opmental needs of children.

Finally, though it is only suggestive, the significant
difference in quality of care between the two states in
our study indicates that differences in state regula-
tions regarding the qualifications of center directors
and incentives for improvements in practice may af-
fect classroom quality. This points to an important
area for further study and underscores the critical role
of public policy in improving the quality of early
childhood education.
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APPENDIX
Job Crafting Items

Respondents were asked “How often do you do any of
the following?”

Individual Crafting

1. Introduce new approaches on your own to improve
your work in the classroom.

2. Change minor work procedures that you think are not
productive (such as lunch time or transition routines)
on your own.

3. On your own, change the way you do your job to make
it easier to yourself.

4. Rearrange equipment or furniture in the play areas of
your classroom on your own.

5. Organize special events in your classroom (such as
celebrating a child’ birthday, etc.) on your own.

6. On your own, bring in other materials from home for
the classroom (such as empty jars or egg cartons).

December

Collaborative Crafting

1. Work together with your coworkers to introduce new
approaches to improve your work in the classroom.

2. Decide together with your coworkers to change minor
work procedures that you think are not productive
(such as lunch time or transition routines).

3. Decide together with your coworkers to change the
way you do your job to make it easier to yourself.

4. Decide together with your coworkers to rearrange
equipment or furniture in the play areas of your class-
room.

5. Decide together with your coworkers to organize spe-
cial events in your classroom (such as celebrating a
child’ birthday, etc.)

6. Decide together with your coworkers to bring in other
materials from home for the classroom (such as empty
jars or egg cartons).
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