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Sommario 
La Study Crafting Scale (SCS) è uno strumento di recente sviluppo per misurare i comportamenti di craf-
ting individuali e collaborativi nei contesti accademici con studenti. Questo studio ha valutato le proprietà 
psicometriche della SCS in 451 studenti universitari. I partecipanti hanno completato la Study Crafting Scale 
(SCS), la Study Satisfaction Scale (SSS) e la Flourishing Scale (FS). L’Analisi Fattoriale Confermativa (AFC) 
ha supportato una struttura bi-fattoriale composta da Individual Study Crafting (ISC), Collaborative Study 
Crafting (CSC), e un fattore generale di Study Crafting, con buoni indici di adattamento (CFI = .96, TLI = .94, 
RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05). La coerenza interna è elevata per entrambe le dimensioni (ISC α = .88; CSC α = .89) 
e per la scala complessiva (SCS α = .89). La validità concorrente è stata confermata attraverso correlazioni 
statisticamente significative e positive tra la Study Crafting Scale e la Study Satisfaction Scale, nonché tra la 
Study Crafting Scale e la Flourishing Scale. Questi risultati suggeriscono che la SCS è uno strumento affidabile 
per valutare lo Study Crafting negli studenti universitari.
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Abstract
The Study Crafting Scale (SCS) is a newly developed tool for measuring individual and collaborative crafting 
behaviours in academic contexts with students. This study assessed the psychometric properties of the SCS 
in 451 university students. The participants completed the Study Crafting Scale (SCS), the Study Satisfaction 
Scale (SSS), and the Flourishing Scale (FS). Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) supported a bi-factor struc-
ture comprising Individual Study Crafting (ISC), Collaborative Study Crafting (CSC), and a General Study 
Crafting factor, with good fit indices (CFI = .96, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05). Internal consistency was 
high for both dimensions (ISC α = .88; CSC α = .89) and the overall scale (SCS α = .89). Concurrent validity was 
confirmed through statistically significant and positive correlations between the Study Crafting Scale and the 
Study Satisfaction Scale as well as the Study Crafting Scale and the Flourishing Scale. These findings suggest 
that the SCS is a reliable instrument for evaluating study crafting in university students.
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Introduction

Recently some scholars have introduced the novel construct of study crafting 
to academia, applying the workplace-oriented job crafting concepts to learning 
contexts (Clements & Kamau, 2018; Choi & Shin, 2018; Dormann & Guthier, 
2019; Ferreira, 2020; Körner et al., 2021, 2023; Lesener et al., 2020). In the job 
crafting approach to the workplace, employees utilize job crafting as a bottom-
up approach to workplace design, customizing their roles to enhance personal 
satisfaction and purpose (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). The concept, as out-
lined by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001), involves individuals modifying their 
occupational environment to better suit their needs. This is achieved through 
three primary mechanisms: reshaping tasks (task crafting), reconfiguring pro-
fessional relationships (relational crafting), and reframing one’s perspective on 
work (cognitive crafting). Building upon this framework, Leana and colleagues 
(2009) extend job crafting by introducing the concept of collaborative crafting, 
distinct from individual crafting. In collaborative crafting groups, workers col-
lectively reconfigure their professional practices. The study of Leana et al. (2009) 
observed that collaborative crafting is positively associated with quality of care, 
job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. This approach also emphasized 
the social embeddedness of job crafting and its potential organizational impacts, 
contrasting with previous literature’s focus only on individual-level crafting. It 
involves dyads or groups jointly making «physical and cognitive changes... in the 
task or relational boundaries of their work» (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 
179). Collaborative crafting can be explicit but often occurs through informal, 
ongoing processes among workers. Moreover, Leana et al. (2009) emphasize 
that these forms of individual and collaborative job crafting are not mutually 
exclusive, and individuals may engage in both. Collaborative crafting appears 
to be a promising construct, as it aligns with one of the most prominent con-
temporary theories on work environments, namely Blustein’s (2011) relational 
theory of working. According to this theory, working is an inherently relational 
act and work experiences and decisions are fundamentally shaped by internal 
and external relational contexts (Blustein, 2011). 

Nowadays most of the job crafting literature is shaped by Tims and Bakker’s 
(2010) conceptualization of job crafting (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2016; Ru-
dolph et al., 2017; Svicher & Di Fabio, 2021), developed according to the perspec-
tive of the job demands-resources (JD-R) theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). 
This perspective involves making adjustments to balance job demands and job 
resources with personal abilities and needs, aiming to create or restore a good 
fit between individuals and their job (Tims & Bakker, 2010). In this context, job 
demands are aspects of work requiring effort and associated with various costs 
to the employee. On the other hand, job resources are elements that help in 
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managing these demands, support goal achievement, and foster personal devel-
opment (Demerouti et al., 2001). To this end, individuals craft their jobs by: (a) 
increasing challenging job demands to maintain motivation and avoid boredom. 
To protect their health and energy, they engage themselves in (b) reducing hin-
dering demands. They also focus on (c) increasing structural job resources, and 
(d) increasing social job resources to enhance working methods and optimize 
demands (Demerouti & Peeters, 2018; Petrou et al., 2012). Job crafting has been 
shown to be positively associated with intrinsic need satisfaction («the extent 
to which employees’ intrinsic needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness 
were satisfied on the job», Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2014, p. 964) as well as with 
improved health and well-being (e.g., Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2016), enhanced 
job satisfaction (Dierdorff & Jensen, 2017), increased work engagement (Rudolph 
et al., 2017), better job performance (Bakker et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2014), and 
higher person–job and demands–abilities fit (Lu et al., 2014; Shenavar, 2017).

Recent academic research has expanded on the JD-R model, introducing the 
student-centric concept of «study crafting» to the university context (Choi & 
Shin, 2018; Ferreira, 2020; Körner et al., 2021; Mülder et al., 2022). This advance 
stems from the observation that students encounter challenges and resources 
comparable to those employees face in the workplace (Mülder et al., 2022). The 
notion of study crafting suggests that students can proactively shape their learn-
ing environment to better align with their individual needs, preferences, and 
abilities, thereby making them feel more valued and integral to the overall learn-
ing process (Körner et al., 2021; Mülder et al., 2022,). Körner et al. (2021) define 
study crafting as the process by which students actively modify their academic 
surroundings, specifically focusing on study demands and resources. This concept 
encompasses: (a) Seeking out and engaging with new, intellectually stimulating 
projects to increase challenging study demands; (b) Mitigating or postponing 
tasks that are excessively mentally or emotionally taxing to reduce hindering 
study demands; (c) Negotiating with lecturers for greater autonomy or flexibility 
in their studies to enhance structural study resources; (d) Proactively soliciting 
feedback and guidance from instructors to bolster social study resources. 

From this perspective, study crafting has been found to be associated with 
meaning in life (Choi & Shin, 2018), life satisfaction (Choi & Shin, 2018), aca-
demic satisfaction (Choi & Shin, 2018), meaning in academic work (Choi & Shin, 
2018), study engagement (Ferreira, 2020; Körner et al., 2023), and study-course 
fit (Ferreira, 2020). Despite these advances in the field of study crafting, no study, 
to the best of our knowledge, has produced an adaptation of the study crafting 
construct considering Leana and colleagues’ model (2009), which highlights 
the dimensions of individual crafting and collaborative crafting. The potential 
benefits of exploring this gap in research are promising, as it could reveal the 
untapped advantages of collaborative crafting in academic contexts. While col-
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laborative behaviours among peers and in teacher-student dynamics have been 
extensively studied through collaborative instruction models (Vembye et al., 
2024) and collaborative learning models (Muñoz Miguel et al., 2023), practices 
of collaborative crafting have not been studied yet. Moreover, the advances pro-
posed by Blustein (2011) with the relational theory of working, set between the 
psychology of working framework (Blustein, 2006, 2008) and the psychology of 
working theory (Duffy et al., 2016), as well as studies on decent work (Duffy et 
al., 2016, 2017), have led these scholars to recently advance the decent education 
model (Duffy et al., 2022; Kenny et al., 2023, 2024). 

The authors have identified the construct of decent education (Duffy et al., 
2022; Kenny et al., 2023, 2024), as a pivotal predictor of decent and meaningful 
work. The construct of decent education includes six components: «physical 
safety, psychological safety, quality instruction, equitable learning environments, 
opportunities for social connection, and adequate educational/vocational pro-
gramming» (Duffy et al., 2022, p. 6). According to the decent education model, 
study crafting can be a construct for enhancing students’ educational experi-
ences and future readiness. Study crafting can be seen as a tool to achieve decent 
education objectives by empowering students to actively shape their learning 
environment. 

This aligns with decent education’s emphasis on quality instruction, social 
belonging, and career preparation (Duffy et al., 2022), ultimately improving 
educational outcomes and preparing students for lifelong learning and adaptable 
careers in line with the principles of decent education. Therefore, to promote 
research in this area, the present study aims to investigate the psychometric 
properties of the Study Crafting Scale, a self-report instrument consisting of 12 
items derived from Leana and colleagues’ Job Crafting Scale (2009), with a spe-
cific focus on the study context, which assesses the two dimensions of Individual 
Study Crafting and Collaborative Study Crafting.

Methods

Participants and Procedure 

This study involved 451 university students from Central Italy, with 180 
females (47.50%) and 199 males (52.50%), with a mean age of 21.78 years (SD = 
2.31). Participation was voluntary, and informed consent was obtained following 
Italian privacy regulations (DL-196/2003; EU 2016/679). To mitigate any potential 
presentation order effects, the sequence of questionnaire administration was 
counterbalanced. All the study self-report questionnaires were administered in 
English, and all participants had a B2 certification in English.
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Measures 

The Study Crafting Scale (SCS) developed by Di Fabio and Svicher, following 
the Job Crafting Scale (Leana et al., 2009) and the Job Crafting Scale adapted 
to the work context in general (Llorente-Alonso & Topa, 2019), modifying it to 
fit the study context, consists of twelve items rated on a 6-point Likert scale 
(ranging from 1 = «Never» to 6 = «Daily»). It assesses two distinct dimensions: 
Individual Study Crafting and Collaborative Study Crafting and a total score. 
Examples of items are: Individual Crafting — «On your own, change the way 
you study to make it easier for you»; Collaborative Crafting — «Decide together 
with your fellow students to make changes in the way you study to make it easier 
for you» (Appendix).

The Study Satisfaction Scale (SSS), developed by Di Fabio and Svicher (ac-
cepted), closely following the Job Satisfaction Scale by Judge et al. (1998) and 
adapting this scale to the study context, consists of a unidimensional scale. It is 
composed of five items rated on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from «Strongly 
agree» to «Strongly disagree». Cronbach’s alpha is .86 in the study by Di Fabio 
and Svicher (accepted) and .88 in the present research. Examples of items are: 
«Most days I am enthusiastic about my studies» and «I find real enjoyment in 
my studies».

The Flourishing Scale (FS) (Diener et al., 2010) is an 8-item self-report scale 
that measures sociopsychological prosperity related to perceived success in 
relevant areas of the individual’s life, such as self-esteem, relationships, and op-
timism. Respondents indicate their degree of agreement on a 7-point Likert scale 
(ranging from «Completely disagree» to «Strongly agree»). Cronbach’s alpha is 
.87 both for the original version and in the present study. Examples of items are: 
«I am engaged and interested in my daily activities»; and «I lead a purposeful 
and meaningful life».

Statistical Analysis

The research employed confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to examine three 
models of the Study Crafting Scale: unidimensional (all components contribut-
ing to a single factor), two correlated factors (representing distinct but related 
aspects), and bi-factor (items associated with both specific and general dimen-
sions). Model fit was assessed using four indices: the comparative fit index (CFI), 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), 
and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Excellent fit was denoted 
by CFI and TLI values above .97, while scores between .95 and .97 indicated ad-
equate fit. RMSEA outcomes were classified as: good (< .05), acceptable (.05-.08), 
mediocre (.08-.10), and unacceptable (> .10), following established guidelines 
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(Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). The scale’s internal consistency was evaluated 
using Cronbach’s alphas and coefficients exceeding .70 were deemed acceptable. 
Concurrent validity was examined through Pearson’s correlations between the 
Study Crafting Scale and two measures: the Study Satisfaction Scale (SSS) and 
the Flourishing Scale (FS). All analyses were performed using R studio for Mac-
intosh (2024.04.2+764), by Posit Software, Boston, MA, USA, implementing the 
following packages, Lavaan 0.6-18, SemPlot 1.1.6 and Psych 2.4.6.26.

Results

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis indicated that among the 
models evaluated, the bi-factor ones demonstrated superior fit (Table 1). A 
visual representation of each tested models can be observed in Figure 1, with 
the bi-factor model showing satisfactory factor loadings. Internal consistency 
coefficients for the bi-factor model (Individual Study Crafting and Collabora-
tive Study Crafting dimensions as well as the overall Study Crafting factor) were 
found to be good (Table 2). The correlation between the Study Crafting Scale and 
the Study Satisfaction Scale were found to be positive and statistically significant, 
in addition the correlation between the Study Crafting Scale and the Flourishing 
Scale were found to be positive and statistically significant (Table 3).

Table 1
Study Crafting Scale (SCS): Confirmatory Factor Analysis — Fit Indices comparison (N = 451)

Model  c2(df) CFI TLI RMSEA (90%CI) SRMR

One-factor 920.46 (65) .67 .62 .14 (.13-.16) .12

Correlated Two-factor 380.72 (63) .89 .87 .08 (.07-.09) .07

Bi-factor 110.84 (60) .96 .94 .06 (.04-.07) .05

Note: CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 
SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual; Bold characters displayed the model with the best fit. 

Table 2
Cronbach’s alphas for the bi-factor model (N = 451)

Factors Cronbach’s Alpha

ISC .88

CSC .89

SCS total .89

Note: ISC = Individual Study Crafting; CSC = Collaborative Study Crafting; SCS = Study Crafting Scale-total factor. 
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Figure 1
Study Crafting Scale (SCS): Confirmatory Factor Analysis — Path Diagram of the tested 
models (N = 451) 
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Note: SCS = Study Crafting Scale. ISC = Individual Study Crafting; CSC = Collaborative Study Crafting; The first model from 
the left is the unifactorial model, the second is the correlated two-factor model, and the third is the bi-factor model. 

Table 3
Correlations between the Study Crafting Scale (SCS) and the Study Satisfaction Scale (SSS) 
and between the Study Crafting Scale (SCS) and the Flourishing Scale (FS) (N = 451)

Study Satisfaction Scale Flourishing Scale

Individual Study Crafting .32** .38**

(Continua)
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Study Satisfaction Scale Flourishing Scale

Collaborative Study Crafting .36** .42**

Study Crafting Scale Total .35** .40**

Note: ** p < .01.

Discussion

The concept of study crafting has garnered significant attention in recent 
years (Clements & Kamau, 2018; Choi & Shin, 2018; Dormann & Guthier, 2019; 
Ferreira, 2020; Körner et al., 2021, 2023; Lesener et al., 2020). Our study explored 
the model proposed by Leana and colleagues in 2009, which distinguishes between 
individual and collaborative crafting, contributing to a deeper understanding of 
study crafting. We investigated the psychometric properties of the Study Craft-
ing Scale, derived from Leana et al.’s (2009) Job Crafting Scale, adapting it to the 
study context.

The psychometric assessment of the Study Crafting Scale indicated that a bi-
factor structure yielded a good fit to the data. This model encompasses two dis-
tinct dimensions: Individual Study Crafting and Collaborative Study Crafting, in 
addition to an overarching study crafting general factor enabling the computation 
of a total score. The two dimensions (Individual Study Crafting and Collaborative 
Study Crafting) as well as the general factor demonstrated good internal consist-
ency. These findings align with Leana et al.’s original Job Crafting Scale (2009).

The bi-factor structure of the Study Crafting Scale has several implications. It 
supports the theoretical distinction between individual and collaborative crafting 
proposed by Leana et al. (2009), suggesting that these are separate, though related, 
aspects of study crafting. This distinction is particularly relevant in academic 
settings, where individual effort and collaborative study are crucial to student 
success (Ifenthaler & Yau, 2020). This bi-factor structure allows for a more nu-
anced understanding of study crafting, as it provides two specific factors, one for 
individual study crafting and one for collaborative study crafting as well as one 
general study crafting factor. This aligns with the concept of Leana et al. (2009), 
which described crafting behaviours as different but also as executable together, 
contributing to an overall crafting process. Thus, while students may engage in 
individual and collaborative crafting behaviours, there is an overall tendency to 
craft one’s study environment. 

The presence of two specific factors, one related to individual study crafting 
and the other to collaborative study crafting, enables a fine-grained analysis con-
sistent with the main advances and paradigms in research for academic settings 

(Continua)
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(Duffy et al., 2022; Kenny et al., 2023, 2024). Furthermore, a general factor could 
be helpful in understanding students’ propensity to engage in study crafting 
behaviours across different contexts. 

The scale’s concurrent validity was established through positive, statistically 
significant correlations with measures of study satisfaction and flourishing. These 
correlations align with previous research that has linked study crafting to vari-
ous positive outcomes. For instance, Choi and Shin (2018) found associations 
between study crafting and life satisfaction, academic satisfaction, and meaning 
in academic work. Similarly, Ferreira (2020) and Körner et al. (2023) reported 
links between study crafting and engagement.

These findings suggest that study crafting may be promising in enhancing 
students’ overall well-being and academic experience. By actively shaping their 
learning environment, students may improve their academic performance and 
derive greater satisfaction and meaning from their studies (Körner et al., 2021, 
2023; Lesener et al., 2020). This aligns with the broader concept of job crafting, 
which has been associated with improved health, well-being, job satisfaction, and 
work engagement in workplace settings (Dierdorff & Jensen, 2017; Lichtenthaler 
& Fischbach, 2016; Rudolph et al., 2017).

Moreover, the inclusion of collaborative crafting in Leana et al.’s construct 
addresses an important aspect of the crafting experience that has often been 
overlooked in previous approaches to learning environments (Körner et al., 2021, 
2023; Lesener et al., 2020). As Leana et al. (2009) observed in workplace settings, 
collaborative crafting can lead to improved outcomes and organizational com-
mitment. In a study context, this could be translated to better learning outcomes 
and stronger connections with the academic community.

The validation of this scale also has implications for the emerging concept 
of decent education (Duffy et al., 2022; Kenny et al., 2023, 2024). The Study 
Crafting Scale can be seen as a tool to achieve decent education objectives by 
empowering students to actively shape their learning environment. This aligns 
with decent education’s emphasis on quality instruction, social belonging, and 
career preparation, potentially improving educational outcomes and preparing 
students for lifelong learning and adaptable careers (Duffy et al., 2022; Kenny 
et al., 2023, 2024). From a practical standpoint, the Study Crafting Scale offers 
a promising tool for both research and practical applications among university 
students. In conclusion, the Study Crafting Scale exhibits sound psychometric 
properties, offering a reliable measure of both individual and collaborative study 
crafting behaviours for research and intervention.

INSTRUMENTS — The Study Crafting Scale (SCS): A Study of its Psychometric Properties



122

References

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job de-
mands–resources theory: Taking stock and 
looking forward. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 22(3), 273-285. https://doi.
org/10.1037/ocp0000056

Bakker, A. B., Tims, M., & Derks, D. (2012). Pro-
active personality and job performance: The 
role of job crafting and work engagement. 
Human Relations, 65(10), 1359-1378. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0018726712453471

Blustein, D. L. (2006). The psychology of working: 
A new perspective for career development, 
counseling, and public policy. Routledge. htt-
ps://doi.org/10.4324/9780203935477

Blustein, D. L. (2008). The role of work in psy-
chological health and well-being: A concep-
tual, historical, and public policy perspec-
tive. American Psychologist, 63(4), 228-240. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.63.4.228

Blustein, D. L. (2011). A relational theory of work-
ing. Journal of Vocational Behavior,  79(1), 
1-17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.10.004

Choi, Y., & Shin, J. Y. (2018). Validation of the study 
crafting questionnaire (SCQ) among online 
and offline university students. Journal of 
Educational Technology, 34(1), 73-99. https://
doi.org/10.17232/KSET.34.1.073

Clements, A. J., & Kamau, C. (2018). Understand-
ing students’ motivation towards proactive 
career behaviours through goal-setting the-
ory and the job demands–resources model. 
Studies in Higher Education, 43(12), 2279-
2293. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2017
.1326022

Demerouti, E.,  Bakker, A. B.,  Nachreiner, F., & 
Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job demands-
resources model of burnout. Journal of Ap-
plied Psychology, 86(3), 499-512. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499

Demerouti, E., & Peeters, M. C. W. (2018). Trans-
mission of reduction-oriented crafting among 
colleagues: A diary study on the moderating 
role of working conditions. Journal of Occu-

pational and Organizational Psychology, 91, 
209-234. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12196

Diener, E., Wirtz, D., Tov, W., Kim-Prieto, C., Choi, 
D.-W., Oishi, S., & Biswas-Diener, R. (2010). 
New  well-being measures: Short scales to 
assess flourishing and positive and negative 
feelings. Social Indicators Research, 97(2), 
143-156. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-009-
9493-y

Dierdorff, E. C., & Jensen, J. M. (2017). Crafting in 
context: Exploring when job crafting is dys-
functional for performance effectiveness. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(5), 463-
477. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000295

Duffy, R. D., Allan, B. A., England, J. W., Blustein, D. 
L., Autin, K. L., Douglass, R. P., Ferreira, J., & 
Santos, E. J. R. (2017). The development and 
initial validation of the Decent Work Scale. 
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 64(2), 206-
221. https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000191

Duffy, R. D., Blustein, D. L., Diemer, M. A., & Autin, 
K. L. (2016). The psychology of working the-
ory. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 63(2), 
127-148. https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000140

Duffy, R. D., Kim, H. J., Perez, G., Prieto, C. G., 
Torgal, C., & Kenny, M. E. (2022). Decent ed-
ucation as a precursor to decent work: An 
overview and construct conceptualization. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 138, 103771. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2022.103771 

Di Fabio, A. (2014). Meaningful life measure: pri-
mo contributo alla validazione della versione 
italiana [Meaningful Life Measure: First con-
tribution to the validation of the Italian ver-
sion]. Counseling, 7, 307-315.

Di Fabio, A. (2020). Job Crafting Scale: Psycho-
metric properties of the Italian version. 
Counseling. International Journal of Research 
and Intervention, 13(1), 105-113. https://doi.
org/10.14605/CS1312007

Di Fabio, A., & Gori, A. (2016). Measuring ado-
lescent l i fe satisfaction:  Psychometric 
properties of the Satisfaction With Life 
Scale in a sample of Italian adolescents and 

Counseling — Vol. 17, Issue 3, November 2024

https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726712453471
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726712453471
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.63.4.228
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.1016%2Fj.jvb.2010.10.004&data=05%7C02%7CEmanuela.Schiavello%40erickson.it%7C5d3ae5dbf47847c9ecab08dcff178d95%7C86795d34e1e34bfdb6a52eb9e6c8888e%7C0%7C0%7C638665723871417031%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8D%2B8iAFm2IuChG2RVNvPq7eBOHeTrLz%2BsDGRMy3H%2B%2B4%3D&reserved=0
https://doi.org/10.17232/KSET.34.1.073
https://doi.org/10.17232/KSET.34.1.073
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2017.1326022
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2017.1326022
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12196
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-009-9493-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-009-9493-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000295
https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000140
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2022.103771


123

young adults. Journal of Psychoeducational 
Assessment ,  34(5), 501-506. https:/ /doi.
org/10.1177/0734282915621223

Dormann, C., & Guthier, C. (2019). Successful and 
Positive Learning Through Study Crafting: A 
Self-control perspective. In O. Zlatkin-Troit-
schanskaia (Ed.), Frontiers and Advances in 
Positive Learning in the Age of InformaTiOn 
(PLATO ) (pp. 57-72). Springer. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-030-26578-6_5214. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10902-007-9075-0

Ferreira, M. (2020). The validation of a study craft-
ing scale within the South African higher edu-
cation context. Doctoral dissertation. North-
West University South Africa. https://reposi-
tory.nwu.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10394/34868/
Ferreira%20M%2024969125.pdf?sequence=1

Ifenthaler, D., & Yau, J. Y.-K. (2020). Utilising 
learning analytics to support study success 
in higher education: a systematic review. 
Educational Technology Research and De-
velopment , 68(4), 1961-1990. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11423-020-09788-z

Judge, T. A., Locke, E. A., Durham, C. C., & Kluger, 
A. N. (1998). Dispositional effects on job and 
life satisfaction: The role of core evalua-
tions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(1), 17-
34. http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1037/0021-9010.83.1.17

Kenny, M. E., Schmidtberger, R., & Masters, A. 
(2023). Promoting decent work and decent 
life for all: Preparing the next generation 
through decent education and career de-
velopment education. Australian Journal of 
Career Development, 32(3), 187-195.  https://
doi.org/10.1177/10384162231186115

Kenny, M. E., Wu, X., Guterres, K. M., Gordon, 
P., Schmidtberger, R., Masters, A., Tanega, 
C., & Cunningham, S. (2024). Youth per-
spectives on decent education and col-
lege and career readiness. Journal of Ca-
reer Assessment, 32(3), 598-618 https://doi.
org/10.1177/10690727231217108

Körner,   L.  S. ,   Mülder,   L.  M. ,   Bruno,   L. ,   Jan-
neck, M., Dettmers, J., & Rigotti, T. (2023). Fos-
tering study crafting to increase engage-
ment and reduce exhaustion among higher 

education students: A randomized controlled 
trial of the STUDYCoach online interven-
tion. Applied Psychology: Health and Well-
Being, 15(2), 776-802. https://doi.org/10.1111/
aphw.12410

Körner, L. S., Rigotti, T., & Rieder, K. (2021). Study 
crafting and self-undermining in higher edu-
cation students: A weekly diary study on the 
antecedents. International Journal of Envi-
ronmental Research and Public Health, 18(13), 
7090. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18137090

Lichtenthaler, P. W., & Fischbach, A. (2016). Job 
crafting and motivation to continue working 
beyond retirement age. The Career Develop-
ment International, 21(5), 477-497. https://doi.
org/10.1108/CDI-01-2016-0009

Leana, C., Appelbaum, E., & Shevchuk, I. (2009). 
Work process and quality of care in early 
childhood education: The role of job craft-
ing.   Academy of Management Journal , 
52(6), 1169-1192.   https:/ /doi.org /10.5465 /
AMJ.2009.47084651

Lesener, T.,   Pleiss, L. S.,   Gusy, B., &  Wolter, 
C.  (2020).  The study demands-resources 
framework: An empirical introduction. Inter-
national Journal of Environmental Research 
and Public Health, 17(14), 5183. https://doi.
org/10.3390/ijerph17145183

Llorente-Alonso, M., & Topa, G. (2019). Individual 
crafting, collaborative crafting, and job sat-
isfaction: The mediator role of engagement. 
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychol-
ogy, 35(3), 217-226. https://doi.org/10.5093/
jwop2019a23

Lu, C. Q., Wang, H. J., Lu, J. J., Du, D. Y., & Bakker, 
A. B. (2014). Does work engagement increase 
person–job fit? The role of job crafting and 
job insecurity. Journal of Vocational Behav-
ior, 84(2), 142-152. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jvb.2013.12.004

Morgan, J., & Farsides, T. (2009). Measuring 
meaning in life. Journal of Happiness Stud-
ies: An Interdisciplinary Forum on Subjective 
Well-Being, 10(2), 197-294.

Mülder, L. M., Schimek, S., Werner, A. M., Reichel, 
J. L., Heller, S., Tibubos, A. N., Schäfer, M., Di-

INSTRUMENTS — The Study Crafting Scale (SCS): A Study of its Psychometric Properties

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/0734282915621223
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1177/0734282915621223
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-26578-6_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-26578-6_5
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s10902-007-9075-0
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s10902-007-9075-0
https://repository.nwu.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10394/34868/Ferreira%20M%2024969125.pdf?sequence=1
https://repository.nwu.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10394/34868/Ferreira%20M%2024969125.pdf?sequence=1
https://repository.nwu.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10394/34868/Ferreira%20M%2024969125.pdf?sequence=1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-09788-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-09788-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/10384162231186115
https://doi.org/10.1177/10384162231186115
https://doi.org/10.1177/10690727231217108
https://doi.org/10.1177/10690727231217108
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12410
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12410
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18137090
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1108/CDI-01-2016-0009
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1108/CDI-01-2016-0009
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.5465/AMJ.2009.47084651
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.5465/AMJ.2009.47084651
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17145183
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17145183
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2013.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2013.12.004


124

etz, P., Letzel, S., Beutel, M. E., Stark, B., Simon, 
P., & Rigotti, T. (2022). Distinct patterns of 
university students study crafting and the re-
lationships to exhaustion, well-being, and en-
gagement. Frontiers in Psychology, 13. https://
doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.895930 

Muñoz Miguel, J. P., Simón de Blas, C., Anguita 
Rodríguez, F., & García Sipols, A. E. (2023). 
Collaborative learning in management sub-
jects to university students: A multi-level 
research to identify group profile, engage-
ment, and academic performance. The In-
ternational Journal of Management Educa-
tion, 21(1), 100762. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijme.2022.100762

Petrou, P., Demerouti, E., Peeters, M. C. W., 
Schaufeli, W. B., & Hetland, J. (2012). Crafting 
a job on a daily basis: Contextual correlates 
and the link to work engagement. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 33, 1120-1141. https://
doi.org/10.1002/job.1783 

Rudolph, C. W., Katz, I. M., Lavigne, K. N., & Zach-
er, H. (2017). Job crafting: A meta-analysis of 
relationships with individual differences, job 
characteristics, and work outcomes. Journal 
of  Vocational Behavior, 102, 112-138. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.05.008

Schermelleh-Engel, K., Moosbrugger, H., & Mül-
ler, H. (2003). Evaluating the fit of structural 
equation models: Tests of significance and de-
scriptive goodness-of-fit measures. Methods 
of Psychological Research Online, 8(2), 23-74.

Shenavar, F. (2017). Assessment the mediating 
role of person-job fit and psychological own-
ership in the relationship between job craft-

ing and job satisfaction. Journal of Psychol-
ogy, 20(4), 376-392.

Slemp, G. R., & Vella-Brodrick, D. A. (2014). Opti-
mising employee mental health: The relation-
ship between intrinsic need satisfaction, job 
crafting, and employee well-being. Journal of 
Happiness Studies, 15(4), 957-977. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10902-013-9458-3

Svicher, A., & Di Fabio, A. (2021). Job crafting: 
A challenge to promote decent work for 
vulnerable workers.  Frontiers in Psychol-
ogy,   12, 681022. https://doi.org /10.3389/fp-
syg.2021.681022

Tims, M., & Bakker, A. B. (2010). Job crafting: 
Towards a new model of individual job re-
design. South African Journal of Industrial 
Psychology, 36, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.4102/
sajip.v36i2.841

Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Derks, D. (2014). Daily job 
crafting and the self-efficacy–performance 
relationship. Journal of Managerial Psychol-
ogy, 29(5), 490-507. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JMP-05-2012-0148

Vembye, M. H., Weiss, F., & Hamilton Bhat, B. 
(2024). The effects of co-teaching and re-
lated collaborative models of instruction 
on student achievement: A systematic re-
view and meta-analysis. Review of Educa-
tional Research, 94(3), 376-422. https://doi.
org/10.3102/00346543231186588

Wrzesniewski, A., & Dutton, J. E. (2001). Craft-
ing a job: Revisioning employees as active 
crafters of their work. The Academy of Man-
agement Review, 26(2), 179-201. https://doi.
org/10.2307/259118

Counseling — Vol. 17, Issue 3, November 2024

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.895930
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.895930
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2022.100762
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2022.100762
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1783
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1783
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9458-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-013-9458-3
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.681022
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.681022
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v36i2.841
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v36i2.841
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-05-2012-0148
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-05-2012-0148
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543231186588
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543231186588
https://doi.org/10.2307/259118
https://doi.org/10.2307/259118


125
© 2024 Di Fabio et al., «Counseling», vol. 17, n. 3, Trento, Erickson

APPENDIX

Items in English of the Study Crafting Scale (SCS)
1. Introduce new approaches on your own to improve your study
2. Change minor study procedures that you think are not productive on your own
3. On your own, change the way you study to make it easier for you
4. Rearrange equipment or furniture in your study areas on your own
5. Organize special events at the university (such as celebrating a student’s birthday, suggesting a 

guest speaker, etc.) on your own
6. On your own, bring in other materials from home for your study areas
7. Work together with your fellow students to introduce new approaches that improve your study
8. Decide together with your fellow students to change minor study procedures that you think are 

not productive
9. Decide together with your fellow students to make changes in the way you study to make it easier 

for you
10. Decide together with your fellow students to rearrange equipment, furniture or other materials 

in the study areas
11. Decide together with your fellow students to organize special events at the university (such as 

celebrating a student’s birthday, suggesting a guest speaker, etc.)
12. Decide together with your fellow students to bring in other materials from home for your study areas
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