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ABSTRACT 

 

AN EXPLORATION OF THE UTILITY OF APPRECIATIVE INQUIRY FOR JOB 

CRAFTING AND WELLBEING PROMOTION 

 

 

Ekaterina Pogrebtsova 

University of Guelph, 2021 

Advisor: 

Dr. M. Gloria González-Morales

 

A thriving society is made possible when educators experience holistic and sustained 

wellbeing: feeling engaged, purposeful, happy, and effective at work, and in turn, providing an 

enriching learning environment for students. It is therefore a societal concern that teaching 

professionals report high levels of employee stress, burnout, and disengagement. The aim of the 

current dissertation is to not only understand how to alleviate the problems in the education 

profession, but to improve educators’ sense of wellbeing and work engagement. I conducted two 

studies exploring how the theory and practice of Appreciative Inquiry (AI) can be applied in 

brief and longer-term interventions to capitalize on “what’s working well” in education 

currently, and how educators and institutions can create a more optimal future of education. 

Secondly, I integrated job crafting theory to advance understanding of how AI can be applied to 

empower educators to create positive changes in their work, lives, and institutions to promote 

personal and organizational benefits. 

This dissertation is presented in manuscript format with an opening chapter summarizing 

the current state of the AI and job crafting literature. The first manuscript (Chapter 2) is a 

qualitative study with a sample of 17 Kindergarten to Grade 12 (K-12) teachers in Canada and 



   

 

   

the US showcasing how a foundational method of AI—the AI interview—can help educators 

understand how to promote their wellbeing and more personally desirable work experiences. 

Manuscript 2 (Chapter 3) is a qualitative case study following the experiences of 22 faculty 

members in a Canadian University as they participated in a 6-month program grounded in AI and 

job crafting theories. Finally, in Manuscript 3 (Chapter 4), I propose a guiding framework on 

how the AI process can facilitate job crafting. I also propose eight practical recommendations for 

planning and implementing an AI-facilitated job crafting intervention to promote employee 

wellbeing as well as larger-scale positive organizational change initiatives. This dissertation 

concludes with a summary chapter of all three manuscripts. Together, this dissertation progresses 

the nascent exploration of how researchers and practitioners alike can promote employee 

wellbeing and positive organizational change using an integrated AI and job crafting approach. 

Keywords: positive education; appreciative inquiry; job crafting; teachers; wellbeing 
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PREFACE: Researcher Reflexivity Statement 

As conscious human beings, each of our unique personalities, past experiences, values, 

preferences, and perceptions on the world inevitably shape our research and writing outputs. I 

want to open my dissertation by acknowledging how my work has been undoubtedly influenced 

by my prior life experiences and intrinsic interests to help readers better understand and connect 

with what I share. For as long as I can remember, I have been perpetually fascinated by 

discovering and capitalizing on our human potential (i.e., the good in humans and the systems we 

create) to ultimately live more engaged, fulfilling, and meaningful lives. Simply put: I have 

always wanted to know how to create the life that I dream of for myself, and help others do the 

same. More recently, I have been seeking methods and philosophies that help make positive 

changes more engrained and sustainable to create more impactful lifestyle re-design and 

organizational transformations. 

As a result of my personal mission, I have naturally gravitated towards—and been 

subsequently shaped by—my accumulating knowledge, skills, and perspectives acquired from 

almost 10 years of formal education (coupled with 20+ years of informal learning) in 

Psychology. Predominantly, this dissertation has been inspired and guided by the theories, 

research, and application of findings from the fields of positive organizational scholarship, 

occupational health psychology, and the positive psychology and humanistic psychology 

literature more broadly. 

My passion for the study of human potential, along with opportunities that I was 

fortunate to have early in my PhD to work directly with teachers and professors, led me to my 

dissertation topic. I focused my topic on the following overarching research questions: what are 
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the conditions and processes that make personal and job resource-building interventions more 

beneficial for participants? 

My empirical exploration of this topic was made possible by my training as an Industrial-

Organizational Psychology professional. This training provided me with a breadth of social 

science research methods, statistics, and data analysis tools to answer my research questions in a 

systematic way that could credible and useful by others working within similar disciplines. 

However, it is my study of the underlying philosophy of science behind these diverse research 

tools that shaped how I deliberately selected, conducted, and presented my research. As a result 

of exposure to a full spectrum of epistemologies—from positivism to social constructivism and 

varying combinations in-between—I have been able to trial, reflect, and adjust my way to 

developing my own personal lens on conducting research. I have come to believe that there is no 

true reality “out there.” As a result, I cannot accept the notion that any given research tool or 

approach used to study what humans perceive to be reality can be deemed as any more or less 

“objective” or correct than another. I believe that human consciousness creates a socially 

constructed, malleable, and ever-evolving personal reality. Holding this view made me more 

readily aware of how I was overlaying my own perceived reality over the realities that my 

participants perceived every time I analyzed and wrote my results. This allowed me to reflect on 

how my unique lens was shaping the findings and implications, and as a result, iteratively 

reconsider and rework my dissertation towards its final product. 

To mitigate an overly personal or narrow interpretation of the data, I referred to the 

principles and practices from the scientific method as a guide. Referring to the scientific method 

allowed me to approach my data systematically and increase the utility of my work for other 

researchers and practitioners. Specifically, I practiced being reflective and cautious of my 
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proneness to relying on immediate inclinations largely shaped by my personal reality in making 

research decisions, especially during qualitative data analysis. Firstly, I continuously broadened 

my perspectives by engaging in open discussions with researchers and professionals spanning the 

fields of business, psychology, and education with varying degrees of personal connection to my 

topic. Broadening my thinking allowed me to reflect on my pre-existing assumptions, values, and 

beliefs to help me approach my research more inductively as opposed to top-down based on my 

pre-existing agenda. In particular, I reflected on my deep desire of genuinely wanting to help 

educators generate meaningful insights about their lives and careers from the activities that I led 

them through in my studies. By taking time to pause, reflect, and journal, I practiced cognitively 

and emotionally detaching myself from my desired outcome of helping educators, and 

continuously re-directed myself to a more neutral goal of uncovering answers to my research 

questions to ultimately progress future research. 

To illustrate my reflexivity process, I will describe the example of how I applied 

Appreciative Inquiry (AI) interviewing across the three manuscripts that comprise this 

dissertation. In preparing to analyze my interviews, I was aware of my unease in uncovering 

dialogue in the data that exemplified how my AI interviewing style may not have always 

resonated or been as helpful for participants as I had hoped. Through my self-reflection and 

research, I read several critiques of the AI approach (viz., Ridley-Duff & Duncan, 2015), which 

allowed me to recognize that AI (much like any other practice aimed at promoting human 

flourishing) is far from a panacea. I practiced detaching from my desire to only see the benefits 

of AI, while still maintaining my curiosity for uncovering all of the diverse ways that educators 

may experience the AI interview in discovering insights about their lives and career.  
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As I practiced this self-reflection process throughout my iterative analysis of the data, I 

noticed myself becoming more open to examining the diverse interactions and experiences that 

unfolded in the AI interviews. Once I began writing my results, I felt content in recognizing that 

my results would contribute not only in supporting AI as a practice, but also shedding valuable 

insight on the challenges and limitations of the interview process. 

 I practiced this reflexivity and detachment throughout this dissertation in an effort to create 

more transferable, useful implications for future researchers and practitioners. My hope is that 

this dissertation—as socially constructed and moulded by my own views as it remains—will 

encourage other researchers to continue studying the insights that their curiosities grasp in 

reading my work. More idealistically, I hope that this dissertation will send a ripple into the 

ocean of efforts being made towards the positive education movement to help educators flourish 

in their work and lives (viz., Oades et al., 2011; Seligman et al., 2009). On a more personal note, 

I hope that anyone reading can take even a small idea away to help you create more of the life 

that you dream of for yourself. 
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CHAPTER 1: Literature Review and Dissertation Overview 

Introduction 

 Promoting educator wellbeing is a critical catalyst for a thriving society (Bakker & Bal, 

2010; Jennings & Greenberg, 2009; van Wingerden, Derks, & Bakker, 2017). Intervention 

research shows that wellbeing promotion programs aimed at educators lead to benefits linked to 

students’ academic and psychological development, such as educators’ increased self-efficacy in 

their teaching abilities (Jennings et al., 2013, 2017; Poulin et al., 2008; Ross & Bruce, 2007) and 

provision of emotional support to their students (Jennings et al., 2017). Regarding broader 

organizational outcomes, work engagement—a positive work-related wellbeing indicator 

consisting of vigor, dedication, and task absorption—has been shown to relate to educators’ 

higher levels of organizational commitment (Hanaken, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006), teaching 

effectiveness (Bakker & Bal, 2010), and lower intentions to quit teaching (Klassen et al., 2012).  

With these generative benefits of educator wellbeing for students and educational 

institutions, it is of critical societal concern that educators overwhelmingly experience low 

wellbeing coupled with high illbeing in the form of burnout—a syndrome of exhaustion, low 

sense of personal accomplishment, and cynicism towards colleagues, students, and their 

profession (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001; Szigeti et al., 2017). Educator burnout has been 

associated with favourable attitudes towards strike action (Ineme & Ineme, 2016) and high 

voluntary turnover in comparison to other human service jobs (Provasnik & Dorfman, 2005). 

Aligned with the recent positive education (viz., Oades et al., 2011; Seligman et al., 2009) and 

teacher wellbeing movements (e.g., Clarà, 2017; Jennings & Greenberg, 2009; Schussler et al., 

2016), we should aim to not only buffer against burnout, but effectively uplift and sustain 

educators’ wellbeing.  



   

 

   2 

What is Wellbeing and What Makes it Sustainable? 

In order to understand how to promote sustained wellbeing in educators, the concept of 

wellbeing must first be defined. With centuries of theories tackling the timeless question of what 

makes humans “happy,” there is no one agreed upon definition of the overarching concept of 

wellbeing in the literature today (Marsh et al., 2020; Vittersø, 2016). In psychology, wellbeing 

has broadly been conceptualized as the experience and perception of optimal psychological 

functioning, or living “the good life,” that encompasses more than the mere absence of illbeing 

(Marsh et al., 2020; Ryan & Deci, 2001; Seligman, 2018; Vittersø, 2016). This overarching view 

of wellbeing overlaps with other constructs that are often used interchangeably by scholars, 

including flourishing (Huppert & So, 2013; Keyes, 2002), psychological wellbeing (Ryff, 1989; 

Ryff & Singer, 2008), subjective wellbeing (Diener et al., 1999), and happiness (Lyubomirsky, 

King, & Diener, 2005). Given its broad scope, many scholars conclude that wellbeing is a 

complex and multifaced concept that consists of a multitude of wellbeing indicators (i.e., distinct 

constructs such as positive emotion, meaningfulness, and life satisfaction) as well as diverse 

pathways towards wellbeing promotion (i.e., behaviours, orientations; Huppert & So, 2013; 

Huta, 2016; Marsh et al., 2020; Ryan & Deci, 2001; Seligman, 2018; Vittersø, 2016). 

In examining the breadth of wellbeing indicators and pathways, scholars have generally 

distinguished between two clusters—hedonic and eudaimonic—wellbeing. Broadly, hedonic 

wellbeing (i.e., hedonia) represents a more fleeting, pleasure-focused cluster of wellbeing 

pursuits and experiences, whereas eudaimonic wellbeing (i.e., eudaimonia) represents longer-

term and meaningful pursuits and experiences (Huppert & So, 2013; Huta, 2016; Marsh et al., 

2020; Ryan, Huta, & Deci, 2008; Seligman, 2018). Although differing operational definitions 

exist, an extensive review of the literature by Huta and Waterman (2014) found that researchers 
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most often conceptualize hedonia as pleasure, enjoyment, and happiness, coupled with a 

prioritization of comfort-seeking and low distress (Huta & Waterman, 2014). Conversely, Huta 

and Waterman (2014) conceptualize eudemonia as a multifaceted form of wellbeing that goes 

above and beyond hedonia. Huta and Waterman (2014) compiled a comprehensive list of 

eudaimonia components proposed by scholars in the literature to date, with the top six most 

commonly mentioned clusters of eudaimonia components being: (1) growth, self-relaxation, 

development of one’s full potential, (2) meaning, purpose, long term-perspective, (3) 

authenticity, personal expressiveness, autonomy, (4) excellence, virtue, personal strengths, (5) 

relatedness, positive relationships, social wellbeing and (6) and competence and environmental 

mastery. Further, a concise summary of the contrast between eudemonia and hedonia is proposed 

by Steger (2016), who describes that hedonia is largely focused on fleeting or immediate 

experiences of self-gratification, whereas eudemonia is focused on creating enduring impact for 

some form of greater good beyond oneself. 

Eudaimonic and hedonic forms of wellbeing are not antithetical to one another; scholars 

of recent developments in the study of wellbeing suggest that high levels of both eudaimonia and 

hedonia exemplify a comprehensive, holistic, and optimal picture of wellbeing (Huta, 2016; 

Marsh et al., 2020; Su, Tay, & Diener, 2014; Vallerand, 2016). Moreover, several scholars 

explain that high levels of both hedonia and eudaimonia represent a more sustainable or 

enduring form of wellbeing in life because they become synergistic and self-sustaining when 

combined (Huta, 2016; Vallerand, 2016). To highlight how this synergy works, Vallerand (2016) 

explained that meaningful (i.e., eudaimonic) activities are more likely to be willingly and 

consistently engaged in if they also foster heightened positive emotions that make the behaviour 

more enjoyable in the moment.  
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Supporting this synergistic view of sustained wellbeing, research shows that eudaimonic 

and hedonic wellbeing readily coexist within the educational professionals (Clarà, 2017; Cross & 

Hong, 2012; Klassen et al., 2012; Mojsa-Kaja, Golonka, & Marek, 2015; Van den Berghe, et al., 

2014). To exemplify these findings, a qualitative exploration portrayed that when teachers 

describe eudaimonic experiences of feeling that their values aligned with their profession, they 

also tended to describe greater hedonic wellbeing in the form of enthusiasm and enjoyment in 

their careers (Cross & Hong, 2012). 

Eudaimonic, hedonic, and a combination of the two forms of wellbeing refer to a 

multitude of wellbeing indicators and pathways, including individuals’ orientations, behaviours, 

functioning, and experiences (Huta, 2016). Orientations refer to the motives, values, and goals 

that guide one’s choices and behavior, whereas functioning refers to the accomplishments or 

habits resulting from prolonged orientations and subsequent behaviors. Finally, experiences 

encompass cognitive and affective outcomes, such as emotions and stress appraisal (Huta, 2016). 

As an example, teachers with a high eudaimonic orientation of valuing relationships may choose 

to engage in frequent social behaviours with their colleagues, which could result in positive 

social functioning and ultimately, both eudaimonic (e.g., socially connected, meaningful) and 

hedonic (e.g., pleasant and enjoyable) experiences in life. 

For the remainder of this dissertation, I use the terms sustained wellbeing and simply 

wellbeing for brevity to represent the outcome of interest: educators’ enduring and optimal 

eudaimonic and hedonic cognitive-affective experiences and optimal functioning in their lives 

and work. Based on these current developments in the psychology of eudaimonia and hedonia, I 

conceptualized educators’ wellbeing in a holistic and long-term sense by encompassing both 

hedonic (e.g., enjoyment, happiness, vitality, low stress and burnout) and eudaimonic (e.g., sense 
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of meaning, competence, intrinsic motivation) components. This multifaceted and holistic 

conceptualization is consistent with recent calls for prioritizing a more balanced approach to 

wellbeing promotion for sustainable and optimal functioning in life (Demirbaş-Çelik, & Keklik, 

2019; Gruman, Lumley, & González-Morales, 2018; Wong, 2011). 

A Demands and Resources Lens on Promoting Educator Wellbeing 

Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model Overview 

Arguably, the most widely researched theory in occupational health psychology (OHP) is 

the job demands-resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti et al., 2001). The JD-R model has vast 

implications for the development of OHP interventions because it explains how employee 

wellbeing and performance can be promoted by altering job characteristics and employee 

perceptions of work. Job demands and job resources relate to characteristics and perceptions of 

work that are both tangible (e.g., physical workspace, salary) and intangible (e.g., job autonomy, 

task variety, supervisor support; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Specifically, job demands are any 

social, organizational, or physical aspects of the job that require sustained cognitive or physical 

effort, whereas job resources are defined as any social, organizational, physical, or psychological 

aspects of the job that not only reduce demands, but also promote goal achievement, growth, and 

development (Demerouti et al., 2001). Thus, the perception of having job demands appears to 

impact employees via an energy depleting, or heath-impairing process, whereas the 

accumulation of job resources is seen as a motivational process that is energizing and health-

promoting (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). 

A large body of literature supports the JD-R model in showing that perceived job 

demands relate positively to energy depletion outcomes such as stress and burnout; however, 

studies examining the relation between perceived job demands and more motivational outcomes 
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of work engagement have shown widely mixed results (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Tims et al., 

2012, 2013; for a meta-analytic review of longitudinal JD-R model studies, see: Lesener, Gusy, 

& Wolter, 2019). Conversely, perceived job resources have been consistently linked to wellbeing 

and illbeing outcomes in the expected health-promoting directions, such as reduced burnout and 

increased work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Lesener et al., 2019; Tims et al., 2012, 

2013). 

Differentiating Between Hindering and Challenging Job Demands 

To clarify the ambiguous findings on job demands in the JD-R model, scholars 

commonly differentiate between demands that employees perceive to be hindrances that thwart 

goal attainment and personal development, versus demands that employees perceive to be 

challenges that promote mastery, development, or other desired gains (Crawford, LePine, & 

Rich, 2010). This 2-dimentional differentiation of stressors originated with Cavanaugh and 

colleagues’ (2000) development of a challenge- and hindrance-related stress measure, followed 

by further theoretical developments and empirical support for what became known as the 

challenge stressor–hindrance stressor framework (see meta-analyses: Lepine et al., 2005 and 

Podsakoff, Lepine, & Lepine, 2007). Integrating the JD-R model with the challenge stressor–

hindrance stressor framework, Crawford and colleagues classified items from published 

measures of job demands into hindrance items (e.g., role ambiguity, organizational politics) and 

challenge items (e.g., high workload, time pressure) based on previous research, theory, and their 

own subject matter expertise (2010). Similar to Cavanaugh and colleagues’ (2000) original 

challenge- and hindrance-related stress measure, Crawford et al.’s (2010) researcher-attributed 

classification of common hindrance versus challenge job demand items was intended to 
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reasonably categorize the demands employees would likely perceive as personally hindering 

versus challenging in their own work lives. 

However, a key limitation with such classifications of demands into hindrances versus 

challenges has been the failure to directly assess employees’ subjective appraisals of each 

demand as either personally hindering or challenging (González-Morales & Neves, 2015; Searle 

& Auton, 2015; Webster, Beehr, & Love, 2011). Nevertheless, Crawford and colleagues’ (2010) 

meta-analysis using their generalized classification of challenge versus hindrance demands 

supported the JD-R theory. Results showed that both hindrance and challenge demands, as per 

Crawford and colleagues’ (2010) classification, were positively related to burnout, which 

supported the overarching JD-R conceptualization of job demands as having an energy-depleting 

effect on employees (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Further, their findings provided a key 

distinction to the previously ambiguous understanding of job demands in highlighting the nuance 

that hindrance demands were negatively related to work engagement, whereas challenge 

demands were positively related to work engagement. Such research on Cavanaugh and 

colleagues’ (2000) challenge stressor–hindrance stressor framework led to empirical (e.g., 

Bakker & Sanz-Vergel, 2013; Tims et al., 2012) and theoretical (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017) 

extensions of the JD-R model to account for the differential effects of challenge versus hindrance 

demands. Overall, the challenge stressor–hindrance stressor framework further emphasizes the 

value of developing interventions that can promote work engagement via bolstering the 

favourable aspects of work—whether by increasing job resources or challenging job demands 

that employees view as personally beneficial.  
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The Value of Building Personal Resources in the Extended JD-R Model 

Another extension of the JD-R model has been the increased focus on employees’ 

personal resources in addition to their job resources (Demerouti & Bakker, 2017). From the 

inception of the JD-R model, scholars have noted that beyond the organizational, physical, and 

social aspects of work, job resources can also refer to the psychological aspects of work 

(Demerouti et al., 2001). More recently, Bakker and Demerouti’s (2017) extended JD-R model 

has officially included personal resources alongside job resources in the overarching 

conceptualization of ‘resources.’ Bakker and Demerouti (2017) define personal resources as 

aspects of the self, such as self-efficacy and optimism, that enhance one’s perceived degree of 

control over their environment. 

This extended conceptualization of resources as both job and personal resources in the 

latest JD-R model now aligns more closely with the broad definition of resources from the 

conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 2011). According to COR theory, resources 

are defined as any tangible or intangible conditions, physical objects, energies, and personal 

resources that can buffer against the demanding aspects of life and work, as well as promote the 

accumulation of further resources (i.e., Hobfoll, 2011). Highlighting the importance of adding 

personal resources to the JD-R model, a study found that employees’ accumulation of personal 

resources directly related to perceptions of having more job resources, lowered demands, and 

heightened wellbeing and work engagement outcomes (Grover et al., 2018). In summary, 

attaining and maintaining sustainable wellbeing requires interventions that focus on promoting 

the accumulation of personal and job resources, as well as challenging demands, that employees 

perceive as valuable in some way (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Crawford et al., 2010; Peral & 

Geldenhuys, 2016). 
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Thus, aligned with the wellbeing implications of COR theory, the extended JD-R model, 

and supporting empirical work (e.g., Crawford et al., 2010; Grover et al., 2018), in order to 

directly buffer educators’ burnout and promote sustainable wellbeing over time via, it is critical 

to design interventions that: (1) primarily focus on bolstering educators’ resources—defined 

broadly as job-related as well as personal resources—and, to a lesser extent, (2) focus on 

promoting personally valued and challenging job demands as desired by educators when 

appropriate resources are in place. 

The Value of Employee-Driven Work Design for Promoting Educators’ Resources and 

Sustainable Wellbeing 

Originally, the JD-R model was applied to more traditional top-down interventions that 

focused on increasing job resources at the organizational level, such as by designing jobs and 

workplaces with more autonomy and task variety (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Oldham & 

Hackman, 2010). However, the last two decades have brought forth a substantial shift in research 

and practice on more bottom-up work design. Originally referred to more narrowly as job design, 

the now broadened concept of work design describes, “how jobs, tasks, and roles are structured, 

enacted, and modified, as well as the impact of these structures, enactments, and modifications 

on individual, group, and organizational outcomes.” (Grant & Parker, 2009, p. 319). This 

broadened definition of work design accounts for a more bottom-up (i.e., motivational, 

employee-driven, proactive) perspective on work design that focuses on empowering employees 

to self-initiate changes to their work tasks, identification with work, and overall experiences of 

work (Grant & Parker, 2009; Parker, Morgeson, & Johns, 2017).  

This shift towards employee-driven work design has been critical for developments in 

research and practice for several reasons. First, a subjective appraisal process is central to the JD-
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R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2001) and COR theory (Hobfoll, 2011). From this appraisal lens, 

personal or job characteristics only serve as resources if employees perceive them to be 

personally beneficial and valuable in some way (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Hobfoll, 2011; Van 

Veldhoven et al., 2020). Thus, as much as organizational-driven job design is foundational for 

providing generally favourable work conditions systemically across an organization, it is equally 

important to empower employees to create changes to their individual work and develop 

themselves in ways that are aligned with their unique needs, interests, values, and aspirations 

(Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers, Kooij, & van Woerkom, 2020; Wrzesniewski et al., 2013).  

Moreover, although senior leaders and managers are responsible for creating an 

autonomy-supportive work environment necessary for bottom-up work design to occur (de 

Bloom et al., 2020), employees are ultimately the ones who can then harness this autonomy to 

create the best possible person-job fit for themselves (Dubbelt et al., 2019; Gordon et al., 2018; 

Grant & Parker, 2009; Oldham & Hackman, 2010; Wrzesniewski et al. 2013). From a JD-R 

model perspective, interventions should focus on empowering and training employees to 

effectively utilize their job demands and resources that are within their control to more optimally 

fit their unique preferences and needs (de Bloom et al. 2020; Dubbelt et al., 2019). Employee-

driven job design is particularly beneficial in today’s changing world of work as employees are 

increasingly faced with greater autonomy, complexity, and possibilities to adapt their careers to 

fit their preferences and needs (de Bloom et al., 2020; Loi, Lin, & Tan, 2019; Thomas, 2000; 

Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013). 

How to Promote Employee-Driven Work Design Via Job Crafting 

In their seminal paper, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) argued that the state of job 

design literature was limited to viewing employees as “passive recipients of job tasks or of social 
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information about job tasks” (p. 193). They proposed a complementary view that employees can 

be the “competent designers of their work” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, p. 193). This view has 

been widely echoed in recent years, as organizations continue to flatten hierarchies, increase 

collaboration, and enhance employees’ autonomy and flexibility, providing greater opportunity 

for employees to design their work than ever before in the history of the post-industrial 

revolution organization (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Grant & Parker, 2009; Oldham & Hackman, 

2010; Zhang & Parker, 2019). Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) proposed this employee-driven 

theory of job design and coined the construct of job crafting, defined as the actions and cognitive 

changes that employees engage in to intentionally adapt or “craft” their work or perceptions of 

their work in ways that are personally beneficial or desirable (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).  

Although job crafting is, in essence, an employee-driven form of job design, 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001, p. 188) were explicit in differentiating their construct from 

traditional job design as conceptualized in organizational literature: “Job design assumes that 

employee responses derive from the motivating potential of the job; job crafting assumes that 

employees create this motivating potential by shaping elements that traditionally compose the 

design of the job (e.g., skill, significance, feedback).” Thus, job crafting can be viewed as a 

bottom-up form of work design driven by the employees as the active designers of their own 

work, in contrast to traditional, top-down job design in which individuals in power (e.g., 

consultants, senior leaders, managers) design job characteristics for all employees (Oldham & 

Hackman, 2010). 

Since its inception, job crafting has been widely empirically supported as a fruitful 

approach to promoting wellbeing, work engagement, and job performance. In the education 

sector alone, job crafting interventions have been tested with school teachers and professors and 



   

 

   12 

shown to relate to heightened job engagement and wellbeing (Dubbelt, Demerouti, & Rispens, 

2019; Peral & Geldenhuys, 2016), as well as organizational benefits such as increased in-role 

and extra-role work performance (Dubbelt et al, 2019; van Wingerden et al., 2017). 

To progress this small but growing body of research on job crafting interventions, 

researchers have now called for further exploration of how employees can learn to craft their 

jobs towards their unique interests, strengths, and developmental needs (Kooij et al., 2017; 

Kuijpers et al., 2020). Training employees to job craft with a focus on personal alignment with 

their needs and wants can help to tap into more of the resource-building (i.e., motivational) 

potential of job crafting that can ultimately promote more sustainable wellbeing benefits 

(Kuijpers et al., 2020). Moreover, a multitude of individual characteristics and situational factors 

moderate job crafting outcomes (See: Rudolf et al., 2017 for a meta-analysis and Zhang and 

Parker, 2019 for a review). These nuances further point to the importance of promoting good fit 

between employees and their work by developing interventions that can help employees to 

personally optimize their job crafting decisions. 

One promising avenue for helping employees to job craft in more personally aligned and 

beneficial ways is via the positive organizational change practice of Appreciative Inquiry (AI). 

AI is both a theory of change and set of participatory methods used to discover and harness the 

best in people and their organizations by focusing on what “gives life” to human systems 

(Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Cooperrider & Srivastva, 1987). These “life giving” forces are 

any intangible social and psychological aspects (e.g., sense of belonging, positive emotions, self-

efficacy), and more tangible environmental factors (e.g., helpful technology, enjoyable 

workspace, flexible schedules) that are energizing, intrinsically motivating, desirable, and 

growth-inducing for a given human system (Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011). AI interventions 
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have been studied worldwide and shown to relate to a breadth of wellbeing and organizational 

benefits across professions, organizations, and sectors (Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012; Watkins, 

Mohr, & Kelly, 2011). Thus, it is fruitful to explore how applying this strengths-based AI 

approach to employee job crafting can help employees discover and ultimately craft their jobs to 

promote engagement, protect from burnout, and enjoy “life-giving” work.  

In summary, in order to first discover and then build resources that are beneficial for 

educators, traditional top-down work design efforts need to be combined with more bottom-up, 

employee-led initiatives via employee job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). A meta-

analysis of controlled interventions found that job crafting interventions showed similar effect 

sizes in promoting work engagement as compared to organizational-level interventions, such as 

leadership training and other programs aimed directly at increasing job and personal resources 

(Oprea et al., 2019). However, despite the growing empirical support for employee-driven 

interventions such as job crafting in the education profession (e.g., Dubbelt et al., 2019; Peral & 

Geldenhuys, 2016; van Wingerden et al., 2017), it is important to view such initiatives as a non-

compensatory addition to systemic-level interventions (Kroll, Doebler, & Nuesch, 2017). 

Scholars have recommended that job crafting interventions should always be incorporated as part 

of larger organizational change initiatives that are necessary for sustainable, whole-system work 

design improvements (de Bloom et al., 2020; Oprea et al., 2019; Saksvik et al., 2002). Thus, 

although it is valuable to design and test employee-driven job crafting interventions in order to 

empower and provide autonomy to employees, such interventions should be viewed as just one 

component within a larger context of organizational-level initiatives that are foundational for 

promoting wellbeing long-term. 
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Overview of Job Crafting Theory 

Job crafting is an employee-initiated shaping of work tasks, behaviours, and cognitions 

aimed at aligning jobs with employees’ needs, wants, and goals (Tims & Bakker, 2010; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Zhang & Parker, 2019). In the inception of the job crafting 

construct, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) captured it as “the physical and cognitive changes 

individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of their work” (p. 179). Physical crafting of 

one’s job refers to the altering of work tasks (i.e., task crafting) and social interactions (i.e., 

relational crafting), such as changing their type, number, scope, and process. Conversely, 

cognitive crafting focuses on changing employees’ perceptions of their work tasks and work 

relationships via strategies such as positive reappraisal and savouring of positive experiences 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).  

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) positioned these broad job crafting categories as efforts 

that employees—known as the “job crafters” (p. 179)—engage in to intentionally change at least 

some aspect(s) of their work in a way that fits within their formal job and organizational 

requirements. Examples of job crafting range from attending more social events with colleagues 

(relational crafting), to scheduling complex work tasks in more personally productive ways (task 

crafting), and positively reappraising organizational change as an exciting opportunity for 

personal growth instead of a stressful burden (cognitive crafting; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

Meta-analyses have shown that overall, job crafting relates most consistently to heightened work 

engagement (Frederick & VanderWeele, 2020; Oprea et al., 2019; Rudolf et al., 2017), and to a 

lesser extent, employee wellbeing (Boehnlein & Baum, 2020) and contextual (i.e., extra-role) job 

performance (Oprea et al., 2019). These benefits of job crafting are especially pronounced when 

examining specific job crafting dimensions pertaining to the accumulation of employees’ 
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personally desired resources. However, more inconsistent and even negative outcomes are seen 

for job crafting dimensions that focus on the removal of job demands and challenges. Below, I 

present the nuanced findings of job crafting outcomes to date, followed by a review of recent 

developments in job crafting theory, and conclude with implications for advancing the 

development of more efficacious job crafting interventions. 

Job Crafting as Conceptualized by the Job-Demands Resources Model 

According to a number of job crafting scholars (viz., Dubbelt et al., 2019; Tims & 

Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012, 2013), the JD-R model and its recent extensions (viz., Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2017) are foundational in explaining the link between employees’ job crafting efforts 

and wellbeing and work performance outcomes. Based on the JD-R model, scholars have re-

conceptualized Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) original job crafting construct as employees’ 

efforts to bolster their job resources and/or buffer against their job demands (Bakker, Rodríguez-

Muñoz, & Sanz Vergel, 2016; Dubbelt et al., 2019). Specifically, Tims and colleagues’ (2012) 

classification and measure based on the JD-R model distinguishes between four dimensions of 

job crafting: (1) increasing structural resources (i.e., job design characteristics of variety, 

opportunity for development, and autonomy), (2) increasing social resources (i.e., relational job 

characteristics of social support, feedback, and supervisory coaching), (3) increasing challenge 

job demands (i.e., any demand that an employee perceives to be conducive to their mastery and 

growth), and (4) decreasing hindrance job demands (i.e., any demand that an employee perceives 

to be a threat to their wellbeing, growth, competence, or other aspect that they value about 

themselves). 

Researchers have found differential support for the employee and organizational benefits 

across the dimensions of Tims and colleagues’ (2012) JD-R job crafting model. Most notably, in 
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Rudolph and colleagues’ (2017) meta-analysis of 122 independent samples, the job crafting facet 

of reducing hindering job demands was found to relate negatively to job satisfaction (reliability-

corrected and sample size-weighted correlation coefficient; rc = –0.12), work engagement (rc = –

0.09), self-rated job performance (rc = –0.07), and contextual performance (rc = –0.16), and was 

found to relate positively with job strain (rc = 0.15) and turnover intentions (rc = 0.24). Thus, 

although the JD-R model suggests that lowered job demands should buffer against ill-being, 

Rudolph and colleagues’ (2017) meta-analytic findings show that job crafting via reducing 

hindering job demands relates to overall undesirable outcomes for organizations and employees. 

However, these findings should be interpreted with caution given the correlational results of the 

included studies, which limit our ability to discern the directionality of effects. For example, it is 

unclear whether job crafting via reducing hindering demands leads to the above consequences, or 

if such consequences are merely due to the confound that employees with lower baseline 

wellbeing and performance scores to begin with are more inclined to reduce their hindering 

demands, or both (i.e., the relation is bidirectional). As well, it is notable that all effect sizes were 

small and only three independent samples were analyzed for the outcome of turnover intentions.  

In contrast to facet of reducing hindering demands, Rudolph and colleagues’ (2017) 

meta-analytic findings for the job crafting facets of increasing structural resources and increasing 

challenging job demands were overall salubrious; both facets showed small-moderate sized 

correlation coefficients for all of the aforementioned outcomes (i.e., heightened work 

engagement, self-rated and contextual performance, and lessened job strain), with the exception 

of a non-significant relation between increasing challenging demands and turnover intentions. 

Finally, the job crafting facet of increasing social job demands showed non-significant relations 

across all outcomes, except for a small-moderate sized positive relation with work engagement 
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(rc = 0.35). Thus, across the four forms of job crafting proposed by Tims et al. (2012), increasing 

structural job resources and challenging job demands were the only forms found to be 

consistently health-promoting and performance enhancing. 

 As highlighted in Rudolph and colleagues’ (2017) meta-analysis, a major limitation of 

the job crafting literature to date is that the majority of studies have been designed as cross-

sectional analyses of employees’ spontaneous job crafting patterns. However, although 

controlled job crafting intervention research is on the rise, the few studies to date have shown 

limited efficacy of job crafting interventions on employees’ actual job crafting changes. To date, 

one meta-analysis has summarized the results of 14 controlled trials of job crafting interventions 

with employees (Oprea et al., 2019). Results indicated that the job crafting interventions had an 

overall small-sized effect on increasing aggregated measures of job crafting, with small-

moderate effects found in the job crafting subcomponents of seeking challenges and reducing 

demands, but no significant increases found for the dimension of seeking resources. Further, job 

crafting interventions showed a small effect on promoting job engagement, a moderate effect on 

increasing contextual (i.e., extra-role) performance, and a non-significant, but positive effect on 

task performance. 

Despite the null meta-analytic results for the job crafting dimension of seeking resources, 

several studies do show a substantial effect of job crafting interventions on increased job 

resources (e.g., Dubbelt et al., 2019; Gordon et al., 2018; van Wingerden, 2017). In a notable 

example with educators, Dubbelt and colleagues (2019) found that University employees and 

professors who participated in a 4-hour job crafting workshop showed increased resource-

seeking job crafting as compared to a control, which was in turn related to heighted self-reported 

task performance, work engagement, and career satisfaction over time. Conversely, although the 
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intervention led to significant increases in the job crafting dimension of decreasing hindering 

demands, this form of job crafting was unrelated to any favourable outcomes (Dubbelt et al., 

2019), which was a finding that was consistent with patterns found in Rudolph et al.’s meta-

analysis (2017). Moreover, the intervention showed no effect on increasing challenging 

demands, as professors mentioned in a feedback discussion that they felt that they did not have 

the time to seek out challenges given their high workloads. 

Scholars have explained the differential outcomes seen across job crafting types by 

suggesting that crafting via the avoidance or removal of hindrance demands does not provide the 

motivational factors and positive experiences necessary to promote wellbeing beyond mere 

stress-reduction (Bakker et al., 2016; Dubbelt et al., 2019). This explanation aligns with the JD-R 

model view that the accumulation of job resources is a motivational process whereas the 

reduction of job demands merely protects from energy depletion (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). 

Hence, viewing job crafting from the lens of JD-R model, it appears that beyond merely reducing 

unwanted experiences, effective job crafting efforts should aim to align employees with 

experiences that fit their preferences, needs, and goals to ultimately increase person-job fit 

(Dubbelt et al., 2019; Oldham & Hackman, 2010; Wrzesniewski et al. 2013). In summary, the 

implications of the JD-R theory and supporting empirical work highlight the importance of 

developing interventions that primarily focus on promoting employees’ job resources. However, 

the role of crafting job demands is unclear, as implications from previous findings suggest 

caution when encouraging employees to take on challenges and reducing hindrance demands.  

Recent Developments of Job Crafting Models 

 Given the contradictory findings of studies and reviews based on early models of job 

crafting (viz., Tims et al., 2012; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), scholars have proposed 
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extensions and re-conceptualizations of the original models. These recent job crafting 

developments attend to the focus of crafting in terms of prevention versus promotion 

(Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019), the integration of resources and demands across both 

behavioral and cognitive job crafting strategies (Zhang & Parker, 2019), and the consideration of 

employees’ personal resources and motives (Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers et al., 2020). I describe 

these three developments below. 

Prevention Versus Promotion Job Crafting 

Scholars commonly explain the mixed results across various types of job crafting 

behaviours by applying a promotion- versus prevention-focused lens on job crafting theory 

(Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019). The promotion- versus prevention-focused job crafting 

classification is based on Higgin’s (1997) regulatory focus theory that proposes that people tend 

to gravitate towards self-regulation aimed at approaching matches between current and desired 

states (i.e., promotion), or avoiding mismatches between current and desired states (i.e., 

prevention). This classification has also been referred to as approach- and avoidance-oriented 

job crafting (viz., Zhang & Parker, 2019), based on Elliot’s (2006) model of approach-avoidance 

motivation. Elliot’s (2006) model of approach-avoidance motivation focuses more broadly on 

automatic processing of tendencies towards behaviour as compared to the conscious, intentional, 

affective processes depicted in Higgin’s (1997) regulatory focus theory.  

Applied to job crafting theory, the regulatory focus theory and approach-avoidance 

motivation perspectives are generally compatible and interchangeable in the way that they 

dichotomize two overarching forms of job crafting: (1) promotion-focused (approach-oriented) 

job crafting is the expansion of one’s job by moving towards the accumulation of resources and 

challenging job demands to increase the likelihood of gaining rewards and benefits, whereas, (2) 
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prevention-focused (avoidance-oriented) job crafting is the contraction of one’s job by actively 

decreasing or avoiding demands that are perceived as a hindrance in order to prevent from 

physical, cognitive, and emotional effort exertion and its consequences (Lichtenthaler & 

Fischbach, 2019; Tims et al., 2012; Zhang & Parker, 2019). Because job crafting is defined as 

employees’ intentional (i.e., conscious) efforts to adapt their work, I used Lichtenthaler and 

Fischbach’s (2019) label of promotion- versus prevention-focused job crafting in this dissertation 

in reviewing job crafting literature that uses both approach-avoidance motivation and regulatory 

focus labels. Overall, researchers who have categorized job crafting into promotion (approach) 

versus prevention (avoidance) approach job crafting orientations have shown that the former is 

consistently positively related to a host of personal and organizational benefits, whereas the latter 

is largely unrelated or negatively related to the same benefits (see Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 

2019 for a meta-analysis). 

A Hierarchical, Comprehensive, and Integrated Conceptualization of Job Crafting 

Although the JD-R model conceptualization of job crafting (Tims et al., 2012, 2013) is 

well-established, its comprehensiveness in capturing all of the ways that employees can 

effectively job craft has come into question (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Zhang & Parker, 2019). 

One of the main criticisms is that Tims and Bakker’s theory (2010) and measure (Tims et al., 

2012) omit Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) proposition that employees can also use cognitive 

crafting to change their perceptions of their work (Zhang & Parker, 2019). Indeed, Tims and 

colleagues’ (2012) job crafting operational definition and measure only allows for researching 

the physical crafting pathways towards changing demands and resources, without exploration of 

any forms of cognitive crafting. Physical crafting is also commonly known as behavioural 
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crafting (Zhang & Parker, 2019) and refers broadly to the act of changing or altering work tasks 

and structure.  

Despite its lack of recognition in the JD-R based theory of job crafting (viz., Tims & 

Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2012, 2013), cognitive crafting is actually compatible with the JD-R 

model in the sense that an employee can hypothetically cognitively craft (e.g., reframe) their 

perceptions of their job resources and demands. Focusing on cognitive crafting is an 

advantageous complement to physical or behavioural crafting for promoting employee wellbeing 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Zhang & Parker, 2019). The capability to cognitively craft one’s 

work could be viewed as a personal resource that acts as an additional (internal) buffer against 

the stress of work demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, 2017; Hobfoll, 2011).  

To address this gap, in one of the most recent theoretical job crafting developments, 

Zhang and Parker (2019) proposed a comprehensive model of job crafting that integrated both 

cognitive and behavioural crafting. Broadly, Zhang and Parker (2019) integrate the original job 

crafting conceptualization by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) with the succeeding JD-R model 

conceptualizations (viz., Bruning & Campion; 2018; Tims et al., 2012, 2013). To combine these 

distinct yet complementary views, Zhang and Parker (2019) proposed a comprehensive 

classification of behavioural and cognitive crafting of job demands, job resources, and personal 

resources. Thus, Zhang and Parker’s (2019) classification helped to account for a greater breadth 

of job crafting possibilities that employees could apply to their work as compared to previous job 

crafting models. 

Zhang and Parker’s (2019) model is organized in a hierarchical structure; higher levels 

encompass all combinations of subsequent lower levels, such that eight distinct types of job 

crafting are presented across three levels. At the highest level, all job crafting efforts are divided 
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into either approach or avoidance crafting. These approach and avoidance crafting categories are 

compatible with both Higgin’s (1997) regulatory focus theory and Elliot’s (2006) model of 

approach-avoidance motivation as described above. Broadly, Zhang and Parker (2019) 

categorize the accumulation of resources and/or demands as approach (i.e., promotion-focused) 

crafting, and the removal or avoidance of demands as avoidance (i.e., prevention-focused) 

crafting.  

At the second level, avoidance and approach crafting is further categorized into either 

cognitive or behavioural crafting. Zhang and Parker’s (2019) label of ‘cognitive’ crafting is 

conceptually and operationally identical to Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) original theory 

(i.e., any crafting efforts that focus on changing one’s perceptions of their work); however, 

Zhang and Parker’s (2019) model differs semantically from Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) 

theory by amalgamating the originally distinct categories of relational and task crafting into an 

overarching ‘behavioural’ crafting category. Thus, Zhang and Parker’s (2019) overarching label 

of behavioural crafting represents any crafting efforts that result in actual behavioural change—

whether pertaining to task or relational aspects of work—as compared to purely cognitive 

changes to one’s perceptions of work. In the final and third level, crafting type is further broken 

down into the crafting of either resources or demands, as based on JD-R theory. See figure 1.1 

for a visual overview of (a) Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) original conceptualization of job 

crafting, as contrasted with (b) Tims and colleagues’ (2012) subsequent job crafting 

conceptualization based on the JD-R model, and (c) Zhang and Parker’s (2019) proposed 

hierarchical and comprehensive job crafting model. 

The following example showcases the breadth of crafting combinations possible in Zhang 

and Parker’s (2019) model: approach-focused behavioural crafting of resources could involve 
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an employee arranging with their manager to take a course to learn an in-demand skill. On the 

flipside, avoidance-focused, cognitive crafting of job demands could present itself as an 

employee cognitively reframing their extra-role demands to de-identify themselves from a sense 

of social pressure in their office to constantly gossip with colleagues. Thus, Zhang and Parker’s 

(2019) model is advantageous as it allows for more comprehensive research into the full range of 

crafting possibilities. According to job crafting scholars, all employee-initiated altering of one’s 

job and perceptions can be viewed as crafting, as long as it is generally tolerated in one’s 

organization and is compatible with one’s formal job requirements (Bruning & Campion, 2018; 

Zhang & Parker, 2019).  

Employee-Centered Approach: Job Crafting Towards Strengths, Interests, and Growth 

Although the commonly used job crafting conceptualizations described above (viz., Tims 

et al., 2012, 2013; Zhang & Parker, 2019) provide a broad and arguably comprehensive 

classification of job crafting types, these approaches have been critiqued for omitting the core 

motivational component of the motives behind why employees choose to job craft in the first 

place (Wrzesniewski et al., 2013). Based on Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) original 

proposition, and further addressed by job crafting scholars (Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers et al., 

2020; Wrzesniewski et al., 2013), job crafting provides employees with tools for incorporating 

their personal resources—including their strengths, desires, goals, and passions—into their jobs. 

This group of scholars suggest that beyond crafting to merely attain job resources, such as job 

complexity and autonomy, employees also craft their jobs to harness and develop their personal 

resources, such as their character strengths or areas of interest or passion (Hobfoll et al., 2003; 

Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers et al., 2020).  
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To address this gap in the job crafting literature, Kooij and colleagues (2017) proposed a 

classification and measure of job crafting towards two categories of personal resources: (1) 

crafting towards one’s personal interests (sample item: “I make sure that I take on tasks that I 

like.”) and (2) crafting towards one’s personal strengths (sample item: “In my work tasks I try to 

take advantage of my strengths as much as possible). As an extension of Kooij and colleagues’ 

(2017) conceptualization, Kuijpers and colleagues (2020) proposed an additional third facet of 

crafting towards one’s self-development opportunities (i.e., towards growth; sample item: “I look 

for tasks through which I can develop myself”). Preliminary research into this motivational job 

crafting conceptualization supports that the three facets are conceptually distinct and that at least 

two facets—job crafting towards personal strengths and interests—relate positively to employee 

and organizational benefits (Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers et al., 2020).  

Specifically, Kooij and colleagues (2017) tested a job crafting randomized controlled trial 

with employees in a Dutch health insurance company and found that the intervention led to 

heighted strengths crafting in older employees, but actually led to lowered strengths crafting 

amongst younger employees. As well, the intervention showed no effect on employees’ crafting 

towards personal interests. Promisingly, the facets of crafting towards strengths and interests 

were positively associated with person-job fit. Relatedly, in a quasi-experimental trial with Dutch 

health care employees, Kuijpers and colleagues (2020) found that although a job crafting 

intervention did not lead to employees’ increases in job crafting towards personal interests, 

strengths, or development opportunities, employees with a relatively higher workload did show 

increases in job crafting towards interests. Moreover, job crafting towards interests was 

positively associated with the job engagement facts of dedication and absorption, whereas 

crafting towards strengths was positively associated with all three facets of work engagement. 
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However, although the directionally of effects was positive, job crafting toward developmental 

opportunities was not significantly associated with work engagement. 

Overall, these preliminary findings indicate that future job crafting interventions should 

focus on training job crafting efforts aimed towards alignment with employees’ personal 

resources, with particular focus on crafting towards employees’ personal strengths and interests.  

Moreover, further research is needed to better understand the value of crafting towards 

employees’ developmental needs, given the non-significant and therefore inconclusive findings 

from one preliminary study to date (viz., Kuijpers et al., 2020). It is advantageous to continue to 

study job crafting from this lens of employee motives to craft towards their personal resources 

because it can increase understanding of how job crafting can promote employees’ eudaimonic 

wellbeing outcomes, such as person-job fit and work engagement. 

Secondly, given the non-significant main effects of participating in Kooij et al.’s (2017) 

and Kuijpers et al.’s (2020) job crafting interventions on actual increases in job crafting 

behaviours, it is apparent that further research is needed to understand how to develop more 

efficacious job crafting interventions that can help employees craft towards their personal 

resources. This gap raises the need for new developments in job crafting intervention design; 

future interventions should not only be designed to help employees learn how to job craft 

towards their strengths, interests, and developmental needs, but they should also be designed 

with principles and methods in place that can aid in the actually transfer of this learning to 

generate substantial and sustainable job crafting changes in employees’ work lives. Below, I 

present an overview of the theory and methods of appreciative inquiry (AI)—an organizational 

change approach that I propose to be a particularly fruitful and practical avenue for advancing 

current developments in job crafting interventions. 
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Overview of Appreciative Inquiry Theory 

AI is a theory and practice of inquiry and change grounded on the belief that the best in 

human systems (e.g., groups, organizations, communities) can be harnessed by asking generative 

questions (Stavros, Godwin, & Cooperrider, 2015). These generative questions direct attention 

and appreciation towards a human system’s unique “life-giving” forces (Cooperrider & Godwin, 

2011; Stavros et al., 2015). Also referred to as systemic strengths, these life-giving forces are any 

aspects of a system that bolster its health, flourishing, excellence, and vitality (Cooperrider & 

Godwin, 2011). AI has been extensively used for generating self-sustaining positive 

organizational change (Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Cooperrider & Srivastva, 1987; 

Cooperrider & Whitney, 2000). As a guiding theory for its own set of organizational change 

methods, Cooperrider and Srivastva (1987) developed AI to uncover these stories of success, or 

what gives “life” to human systems, to learn how to build upon these successes. AI’s guiding 

theory is based on the heliotropic effect: the phenomenon that just as many plants in nature grow 

towards the light, human systems also gravitate towards that which is nurturing and “life-giving” 

(Cameron & McNaughtan, 2014; Cooperrider et al., 2008). 

 An underlying assumption of AI’s generative, upwards-spiral process is that all human 

systems possess life-giving forces that can be used to leverage further positive change within that 

system (Watkins et al., 2011). Collectively, a system’s life-giving forces represent the stories of 

its past, present, and future potential, which together comprise what is known as its positive core 

(Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012; Watkins et al., 2011). AI scholars have developed a number of 

methods to systematically uncover, harness, and enhance a human system’s positive core (e.g., 1-

on-1 appreciative interview; Cooperrider et al., 2008; asking positive questions; Whitney et al., 

2013; feedforward interview, Kluger & Nir, 2010; SOAR model for strategic planning; Stavros 
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& Hinrichs, 2009; organization-wide AI summit; Cooperrider et al., 2013). According to the 

heliotropic effect, these various AI methods all channel a system’s focus on its positive core. As 

a result, application of AI methods should generate momentum in the form of motivation, 

enthusiasm, and commitment across members of that system to collectively create positive 

change (Watkins et al., 2011). 

Moving Beyond Action Research with AI’s 5-D Cycle  

AI originated out of Cooperrider and Srivastva’s (1987) search for a generative 

alternative to the deficit-based aims of action research (French & Bell, 1978; Frohman, Sashkin, 

& Kavanaugh, 1976). Action research is a scientific problem-solving process that involves 

identification of a ‘problem,’ data collection to diagnose the problem, and finally, 

implementation of a solution to solve the problem. Cooperrider and Srivastva (1987) argued that 

this action research process failed to address what they believed to be a human system’s 

generative potential to create positive change and new possibilities beyond problem solving. To 

extend beyond the deficit-based steps of action research came the development of AI theory and 

its own practical process: four phases known collectively as the 4-D cycle (Cooperrider & 

Godwin, 2011; Cooperrider, Stavros, & Whitney 2008; Dole et al., 2014; Watkins et al., 2011), 

which has recently been expanded to the 5-D cycle with five phases (Stavros et al., 2015). This 

process provides a customizable framework to take action towards AI’s broad aim of capitalizing 

on the unique positive core of any human system (Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012) to generate 

positive change (Stavros et al., 2015). In line with this ambitious aim of AI, the 5-D cycle is 

highly customizable and has been widely applied across people, organizations, professions (e.g., 

in the education profession worldwide; Dole et al., 2014), and even entire cities (e.g., plan for 

“Sustainable Cleveland 2019”; Meyer-Emerick, 2012). 
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The 5-D cycle is comprised of the following five phases that can be applied iteratively in 

a tailored way to specific topics or objectives in a given human system: (1) Defining (i.e., 

clarifying the aim of how and why AI will be used in the given human system) (2) Discovery 

(i.e., uncovering positive experiences and systemic strengths), (3) Dream (i.e., imagining “what 

might be” the potential and ideal future of a system), (4) Design (i.e., brainstorming and deciding 

on action plans to create this dream future), and (5) Delivery, also known as the Destiny phase 

(i.e., empowering individuals in a system to collaboratively create and sustain positive action 

towards their collective dream future; Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Cooperrider et al., 2008; 

Watkins et al., 2011). See Table 1.1 for an overview of the 5-D cycle. 

How AI Generates Positive Change in Human Systems 

AI’s methods and processes, such as the 5-D cycle described above, differ from 

traditional deficit-based and problem-focused organizational change approaches because they 

focus efforts on uncovering and harnessing a system’s positive core (Cooperrider & McQuaid, 

2012). AI’s positively oriented approach is supported by a breadth of cognitive, humanistic, and 

positive psychology theories relating to motivation, emotion, cognitive bias, and organizational 

behavior (Cameron & McNaughtan, 2014; Fredrickson, 2008; Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

Overarchingly, these theories (viz., positive organizational change; Cameron & McNaughtan, 

2014; broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions; Fredrickson, 2008; upwards spirals of 

positive emotions; Garland et al., 2010) explain that focusing attention on what is deemed as 

“negative” or problematic can lead to a negative emotional-cognitive spiral that can then amplify 

the perceived threat of the situation even further. Conversely, promoting positive cognitive-

emotional experiences can help create upward spirals of self-perpetuating benefits (Cameron & 

McNaughtan, 2014; Fredrickson, 2008; Garland et al., 2010). Integrating these insights, the 
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advantages of a promotion-focused AI approach versus a traditional deficit-based approach to 

developing interventions for educator wellbeing are visually displayed in Table 1.1. 

The theory and mechanisms underlying AI’s 5-D cycle and accompanying methods can 

be explained by AI’s core principles. Although a number of emerging AI principles are notable 

and will be mentioned below, scholars most readily mention the following six well-established 

guiding principles as central to AI (Cooperrider et al., 2008; Cooperrider & Whitney, 2001; 

Watkins et al., 2011). As a foundation of AI, the Constructionist principle, captured with the 

maxim, “words create worlds,” acknowledges that perceptions of reality are malleable and can 

be shifted with language and communication. Thus, the aim of AI is to reconstruct the language 

in a human system to shape individuals’ perceptions of their human system’s past, present, and 

future potential. Long-term, AI questions and resultant ways of thinking about a human system 

can end up shaping future actions and experiences: “The questions asked become the material 

out of which the future is conceived and constructed.” (Cooperrider et al., 2008, p. 8).  

Given that reality is constructed via language, the Simultaneity principle instills that the 

act of inquiring into a given human system is the point at which change begins: “Inquiry is 

intervention” (Cooperrider et al., 2008, p. 9). More specifically, the process of appreciatively 

inquiring has the potential to create an immediate shift in the collective perspectives within a 

human system. Simply put, the very act of asking someone a question can jolt them into 

perceiving their current situation and future potential of their lives and work in new ways. As a 

result, this immediate perception shift can influence behavioral, emotional, and cognitive 

changes that can then have a lasting effect on how someone experiences their work and life as a 

whole. In combination, the Constructionist and Simultaneity principles suggest that reality is 

created with language and can therefore be continuously re-created using questions to 
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intentionally guide language towards desired change, or a collective “dream future” in a human 

system. 

Given these possibilities to construct reality with language, the Positive principle instills 

that positively oriented inquiry is essential for creating sustainable and desired change. Positively 

oriented inquiry can be defined as an affirmative or strength-based questioning and overall 

communication style that acts as a “life-giving” force when applied to a human system. 

According to the Positive principle, positively oriented inquiry infuses a human system with 

more frequent and higher intensity positive emotions and cognitions than deficit-based inquiry 

(i.e., inquiring into and deducing the problems of a human system). In turn, these positive 

cognitive-affective experiences promote a more sustainable form of motivation that is based on 

individuals’ own desire to create positive change in the system (i.e., intrinsic motivation; Ryan & 

Deci, 2000; Verleysen et al., 2015). Ultimately, positively oriented inquiry results in more self-

sustaining change efforts and outcomes that are deemed as desirable (i.e., “positive”) in a human 

system (Cooperrider et al, 2008; Watkins et al., 2011).  

Furthermore, the Poetic principle emphasizes the importance of interpretation and 

discovery of a human system via storytelling. In AI, storytelling is the inquiry into a human-

system’s affect-laden and narrative-rich stories, values, and ideas that help guide action towards 

any chosen focus or vision (Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012; Stavros et al., 2015; Verleysen et al., 

2015). Coupled with the Positive Principle, discovery of affirmative stories of “peak” 

experiences can help to uncover a human system’s positive core: the multifaceted, collective 

images of where individuals in a given human system want to go. Building on this collective 

vision of a desired future, the Anticipatory principle elaborates that by focusing on “life-giving 

forces” and a system’s positive core, individuals can more clearly visualize and feel the positive 
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emotions associated with their vision. In turn, this anticipation of a collective, positive future 

instills hope and promotes greater momentum for working towards its development (Cooperrider 

et al, 2008; Watkins et al., 2011). 

Finally, the principle of Wholeness was later officialized as the sixth core principle of AI 

(Watkins et al., 2011). However, the tenets of Wholeness have been central to AI theory and 

practice since its inception (Cooperrider & Srivastva, 1987). Wholeness has been referred to as 

whole-system change, collective action, collaboration, and co-construction in AI literature (viz., 

Cooperrider & Srivastva, 1987; Cooperrider et al., 2008). Essentially, Wholeness integrates all of 

the AI principles together to address how to create positive change on a larger and more 

impactful level (Watkins et al., 2011). The Wholeness principle suggests that co-constructed and 

collaborative initiatives are more effective than top-down or siloed initiatives for motivating and 

sustaining system-wide positive change (Watkins et al., 2011). Thus, based on the Wholeness 

principle, AI interventions aim to focus on uniting as many individuals in a human system as 

possible to collaboratively engage in the 5-D AI change process. See Table 1.2 for a summary of 

the six guiding AI principles. 

In addition to these six guiding principles, several emerging principles are noteworthy for 

guiding the development of future AI interventions and explaining their processes of change 

(Stavros et al., 2015). For example, accompanying the Wholeness principle, Whitney and 

Trosten-Bloom (2010) proposed the principles of Enactment (i.e., everyone acting in accordance 

with the desired future of the system in all steps of the intervention) and Free Choice (i.e., 

empowering all members of the system to choose how they engage and contribute to the change 

efforts). Furthermore, Stavros and Torres (2005) posited that the additional principle of 

Awareness is critical for the successful and sustainable application of the original AI principles 
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in daily life. As well, Barrett and Fry (2005) specified the Narrative principle, which emphasized 

the transformative potential of stories rooted in the Positive principle that reflect on the optimal, 

desired “dream future” of the human system.   

In summary, AI appears to work via a host of cognitive, affective, and social mechanisms 

that work together to bring out the best in living systems and harness their potential for 

sustainable, positive change. 

Dissertation Overview 

The main aim and guiding research question of the current dissertation was to examine 

how AI could be applied to facilitate individual-level positive change via increases in employees’ 

personally aligned job crafting efforts and wellbeing. Wellbeing was conceptualized in a holistic 

and multifaceted sense, encompassing both the hedonic (e.g., enjoyment, happiness, vitality) and 

eudaimonic (e.g., sense of meaning, competence, intrinsic motivation) components of a balanced 

approach to wellbeing (Demirbaş-Çelik & Keklik, 2019; Huta & Waterman, 2014; Wong, 2011). 

 Although AI is commonly used for organizational-level and whole-system change 

initiatives, Cooperrider (2012) proposed that AI’s principles, process, and methods can be 

applied to empower and energize interventions of all sizes—including at the individual-level— 

as presented in the current dissertation studies. Researchers have since applied AI for personal 

development purposes similar to the studies in the current dissertation, such as for one-on-one 

and small group coaching (Orem, Binkert, & Clancy, 2007), promoting cultural competency and 

self-efficacy in teachers (He, 2013), empowering marginalized women (Duncan & Ridley-Duff, 

2014), and promoting personal health behaviour change (Cooperrider, 2012; Olayinka, Moore & 

Stange, 2020). Importantly, even with AI interventions that focus on individual-level change, the 

generative AI foundation has potential for employee change efforts to trickle up to generate 
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positive change initiatives at the organizational level (Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Cooperrider 

& Srivastva, 1987). 

In order to advance the study of job crafting via AI theory and methods, I chose to 

examine educators’ job crafting initiatives in line with current developments and expansions in 

job crafting theory. Thus, I applied Zhang and Parker’s (2019) broad classification of job crafting 

and Kuijpers and colleagues’ (2020) employee-centered approach that focuses on crafting 

towards employees’ personal resources of strengths, interests, and growth. Specifically, I 

examined job crafting themes that encompassed approach and avoidance crafting of resources 

and demands that were accomplished behaviourally in the form of task and relational crafting 

(Zhang & Parker, 2019).  

Furthermore, consistent with Zhang and Parker’s (2019) comprehensive job crafting 

model and Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) original job crafting theory, I also acknowledge 

employees’ cognitive crafting as a valid form of job crafting that requires further study. 

Moreover, in line with how JD-R theory has expanded to conceptualize ‘resources’ as both job 

and personal resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), I conceptualize employees’ ability to 

cognitively craft as representative of their various personal resources (e.g., reappraisal, 

mindfulness, optimism, hope) that allow them to alter their identification with their work and 

perception of their job demands and resources. Thus, I broadened my scope to examine any 

tangible and intangible conditions, physical objects, energies, and personal resources (Hobfoll, 

2011) that educators can craft to improve their work life in personally meaningful and desirable 

ways.  

Finally, I incorporated Kuijpers and colleagues’ (2020) recommendation to extend the 

conceptualization beyond the crafting of traditional job resources (e.g., job complexity, skill 
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variety, autonomy) by incorporating employees’ motives. Kuijpers et al. (2020) used a 

“Reflected Best-Self exercise” (Roberts et al., 2005) to help employees’ explore their strengths, 

interests, and biggest achievements. Inspired by a similar employee-centered, in the present 

research, I aimed to facilitate conscious and active reflection of strengths, interests, and growth 

opportunities as an explicit aspect of job crafting using AI. 

Dissertation Study Overview 

In study 1 (chapter 2), I explored how AI can benefit school teachers in a brief 

intervention in the form of a 1-on-1 AI interview. In study 2 (chapter 3), I developed and tested a 

novel job crafting intervention with university faculty and lecturers based on a strengths-based 

AI approach to organizational behaviour change. The aim of the intervention was to help 

employees discover and plan how to craft their work in personally meaningful and desirable 

ways towards their unique strengths, values, interests, and developmental needs via the AI 5-D 

cycle (Cooperrider et al., 2008). In the final study (chapter 4), I built on findings from studies 1 

and 2 to propose a guiding framework exemplifying how the AI process can facilitate job 

crafting aligned with employees’ personal resources to ultimately promote not only their 

personal wellbeing, but also promote positive organizational change in their workplaces. 

Dissertation Contributions to Research and Practice 

Guided by the nascent yet growing research on job crafting interventions, the current 

dissertation aimed to contribute to the literature empirically, theoretically, and practically in five 

core ways. Firstly, the dissertation aimed to provide a thorough process evaluation of a job 

crafting intervention with a rich qualitative exploration of participants’ experiences over the 

course of a 6-month program. This addressed the need for more qualitative process evaluations 

of occupational health interventions (Nielsen, Taris, & Cox, 2010; O'Shea et al., 2016).  
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Secondly, I extend the study of interventions aimed at promoting the alignment of job 

crafting efforts with employees’ unique interests, strengths, and developmental needs (viz., Kooij 

et al., 2017; Kuijpers et al., 2020). I accomplish this by proposing and testing a novel job crafting 

intervention that integrates the strengths-based, energizing, and generative potential of AI 

(Cooperrider et al., 2008).  

Thirdly, I contribute to theoretical development in both the job crafting and AI literatures 

by presenting a model for how AI methods can facilitate job crafting. More broadly, this model 

provides a cross-disciplinary bridge between the previously separated organizational 

development literature on AI (Cooperrider & Srivastva, 1987; Cooperrider et al., 2008) and the 

occupational health psychology literature on employee burnout and work engagement (Bakker & 

Bal, 2010; Hakanen et al., 2006; Maslach et al., 2001), work design (Grant & Parker, 2009), job 

crafting (Kuijpers et al., 2020; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Zhang & Parker), and wellbeing 

promotion (Diener et al., 1999; Fredrickson, 2001).  

Fourthly, the following three studies provide further support for the utility of AI for 

personal and employee-level change interventions as encouraged by Cooperrider (2012). As an 

example, in study 2, I provide a detailed qualitative portrayal of the how the AI interview can 

serve as a fruitful stand-alone method for this purpose of employee-level wellbeing promotion.  

Finally, and more practically, studying interventions for educator wellbeing promotion 

helps to advance the positive education (viz., Oades et al., 2011; Seligman et al., 2009) and 

educator wellbeing movements (e.g., Clarà, 2017; Cook et al., 2017; Crain, Schonert-Reichl & 

Roeser, 2017; Jennings & Greenberg, 2009; Schussler et al., 2016) that ultimately seek to 

contribute to a flourishing society. 
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Figure 1.1. Visual interpretation of (a) Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) original job crafting 

theory, and (b) Tims and colleagues’ (2012) subsequent job crafting conceptualization based on 

the JD-R model, in contrast with (c) the recent hierarchical and comprehensive job crafting 

model proposed by Zhang and Parker (2019, figure 1, p. 129).  

*Solid lines indicate the original authors’ proposed links and construct labels; dashed lines 

represent theoretical construct linkage extrapolated beyond the labels used by the original 

authors, instead with construct labels proposed by the later Zhang and Parker (2019) model. 
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Table 1.1 

Overview of Appreciative Inquiry’s 5-D cycle applied to the topic of promoting educator 

wellbeing, compared with a traditional deficit-based organizational change approach. Adapted 

from Cooperrider et al. (2008) Fig. 1.1 (p.5) and Fig 1.2 (p.16), and Stavros et al. Fig 6.1 (p. 

104). 

 

5-D Phase 5-D Overview 
Appreciative Inquiry 

Example 

Problem-Focused 

Approach Example 

 

1. DEFINING 

‘Clarifying’ 

 

Selecting an 

affirmative topic 

choice to guide the 

AI intervention. 

 

Defining the AI 

intervention’s affirmative 

topic of promoting 

sustainable educator 

wellbeing and flourishing. 

 

Defining the intervention’s 

deficit-based aim of 

reducing educator burnout 

and low wellbeing. 

 

2. DISCOVERY 

‘Appreciating’ 

 

Uncovering personal 

and systemic (e.g., 

organizational) peak 

experiences and 

strengths. 

 

Embracing the aim of 

promoting educator 

wellbeing as a “mystery to 

be embraced” and applying 

the AI interview to 

understand and appreciate 

the “positive core” of the 

education profession. 

 

Intervening on the issue of 

educator burnout and low 

wellbeing as “a problem to 

be solved” by analyzing 

and diagnosing the 

problems that seemingly 

cause these issues. 

3. DREAMING 

‘Envisioning’ 

Imagining “what 

might be” the 

potential and ideal 

future of each 

individual and 

system/organization. 

Learning what educators 

desire for the future of their 

institutions and profession 

to promote their wellbeing. 

Senior leadership or outside 

consultants taking charge in 

planning a “treatment” for 

the identified problems in 

educators, their institutions, 

and profession. 

4. DESIGN 

‘Co-constructing’ 

Brainstorming action 

plans to create the 

envisioned dream 

future. 

Senior leadership or outside 

consultants working 

alongside educators to 

create a plan for their 

“dream future” in their 

institutions and profession. 

Senior leadership or outside 

consultants designing a 

“treatment” plan to the 

identified problems. 

5. DELIVERY 

‘Sustaining’ 

Creating and 

sustaining positive 

action towards the 

envisioned dream 

future, both 

individually and 

collaboratively. 

Senior leadership or outside 

consultants working 

alongside educators to 

implement the co-created 

“dream future” plan, with a 

focus on sustaining and 

evaluating the efforts long-

term. 

Senior leadership or outside 

consultants implementing 

the treatment, often as a 

quick one-off “fix” with a 

lack of evaluation. 
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Table 1.2 

Overview of the six most commonly mentioned guiding principles of Appreciative Inquiry 

(Cooperrider et al., 2008; Watkins et al., 2011). 

 

Appreciative Inquiry Principle Definition 

 

Constructionist 

 

“Words create worlds”; human perception of past, 

present, and future reality (and potential) is malleable. 

Realities can be reconstructed by shifting what is inquired 

into and how it is described. 

Simultaneity The act of inquiring initiates an immediate shift in 

perspective; the very act of asking someone a question 

can jolt them into perceiving their current situation and 

future potential of their lives and work in new ways. 

Positive Positively oriented (i.e., affirmative strength-based) 

inquiry and overall communication style acts as a “life-

giving” in a human system to inspire momentum to move 

towards desired change. 

Poetic The art of storytelling; the discovery of positively focused 

stories of “peak” experiences helps uncover a human 

system’s positive core: the multifaceted, collective images 

of where individuals in a given human system want to go. 

Anticipatory Anticipation of a collective, positive future instills hope 

and promotes greater momentum for working towards 

positive change. 

Wholeness Co-constructed and collaborative initiatives are more 

effective than top-down or siloed initiatives for 

motivating and sustaining system-wide positive change. 
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CHAPTER 2 – “I Have the Ability to Make a Change”: A Qualitative Evaluation of the 

Benefits and Challenges of Using Virtual, Audio-Only Appreciative Inquiry Interviewing 

as a Brief Wellbeing Promotion Intervention 

 

Abstract 

Appreciative Inquiry (AI) is widely used for igniting positive change in human systems. 

A foundational method in AI is the use of affirmative and generative questions as part of the AI 

interview to evoke storytelling of past peak experiences, present strengths, and a “dream future” 

to inspire desired action. Given the widespread use of the AI interview in AI interventions, there 

has been a call to study the value of the AI interview as a brief, stand-alone intervention. 

Specifically, there is a need to increase understanding of the underlying processes and unique 

components of the AI interview that help to generate actionable insights towards positive change 

in individuals and organizations. The current study aimed to address this need with a qualitative 

analysis of the dialogue over the course of a virtual, audio-only AI interview as it unfolded 

between interviewer and interviewee. A reflexive thematic analysis of data from 17 one-on-one 

AI interviews with K-12 school teachers in North America resulted in 8 themes that depict how 

conversations during various AI interview components (i.e., question types, interviewing 

techniques) helped or hindered interviewees from generating actionable insights about improving 

their wellbeing and work lives. Implications and suggestions for using AI interviews as a brief, 

virtual wellbeing intervention are explored. 

Keywords: Appreciative Inquiry, qualitative interviews, teacher wellbeing, organizational 

change, positive education. 
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Introduction 

Appreciative Inquiry (AI) is a practical, strengths-based approach for igniting positive 

change in human systems via the power of collective storytelling (Cooperrider et al., 2008). 

Storytelling in AI focuses on discovering peak experiences about a human system’s past, present, 

and ideal future. This emphasis on discovery has made the AI interview a quintessential 

component of AI programs implemented across professions and industries worldwide 

(Cooperrider et al., 2008; Dole, Godwin, & Moehle, 2014; Verleysen et al., 2015). As the AI 

name implies, interviewing is at the very core of the definition of AI: to appreciatively (i.e., 

positively, affirmatively) inquire (i.e., ask questions and listen) into to the stories that depict a 

human system (Cooperrider et al., 2008). Numerous case studies and qualitative AI program 

evaluations have documented widespread and immediate benefits resulting from engaging in the 

AI interview process (Dole et al., 2014; Lilja & Richardsson, 2015; Michael, 2005; Moyle et al., 

2010). These benefits span cognitive, emotional, and behavioural improvements—from 

employees discovering new sources of meaning in their jobs that they had not realized prior to 

the AI interviews (Dole et al., 2014), to generating ideas for ways to improve their workplaces 

(Moyle et al., 2010), and becoming more accepting of organizational change initiatives as a 

result of favourable AI interview experiences (Dole et al., 2014). 

Given the widespread use of interviewing in AI interventions, there has also been a call to 

study the AI interview as a stand-alone intervention and to better understand how it works to 

create positive changes in individuals and their organizations (Lilja & Richardsson, 2015; 

Michael, 2005). To date, AI scholars have developed a set of guiding AI principles to explain the 

processes behind how the AI interview works to evoke positive change (Cooperrider et al., 2008 

Watkins, Mohr, & Kelly, 2011). Notably, based on AI’s Positive principle, an affirmative 
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questioning style into the life-giving forces of a human system can help shift an individual’s 

perspectives to envision and ultimately take action towards a more desirable future (Cooperrider 

et al., 2008). Several qualitative studies have supported the theoretical outcomes of AI by 

describing a breadth of interviewees’ perceived benefits attributed to participating in the AI 

interview (viz., Lilja & Richardsson, 2015; Michael, 2005). However, further empirical research 

is needed to examine how the specific processes and elements of an AI interview, such as the 

various question types used, can help or hinder interviewees’ subjective experiences and the 

practical benefits reaped. This paper aims at a deeper empirical exploration of the specific 

processes of change in the AI interview to provide a more rigorous test of AI theory and increase 

understanding of how to apply AI in ways that help participants reap greater benefits. 

More specifically, the AI interviewing tool provides a promising avenue for improving 

the educational system and teaching profession (Calabrese et al., 2008; Dole et al., 2014). Past 

research suggests that teachers exhibit higher levels of stress and voluntary turnover than 

employees in other human service jobs (Provasnik & Dorfman, 2005). To buffer against high 

levels of burnout and turnover in teachers (Szigeti et al., 2017) and address the need for more 

teacher wellbeing promotion initiatives (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009), there has been a call to 

study the positive aspects of teaching, including teachers’ work engagement, positive affect, and 

intrinsic motivation (Beltman, Mansfield, & Price, 2011; Cook et al., 2017; Demirbaş-Çelik & 

Keklik, 2019; Hanaken, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006; Klassen et al., 2012; Verleysen et al., 2015).  

 Thus, the aims of the current study are twofold: (A) add to the limited empirical body of 

literature on the AI interview by examining the various factors that enhance the success of AI 

interviewing (e.g., various AI interview components, such as question types and interviewing 

techniques), with ‘success’ defined as the degree to which the AI interview personally benefits 
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the interviewees in regards to their wellbeing and overall experience of work, and (B) showcase 

how the AI interview may help teachers gain insights into promoting their wellbeing and 

personally desirable work experiences. 

An Overview of the AI Interview 

The AI interview is the starting point to almost any AI intervention as it allows for the 

exploration, discovery, and celebration of the past, present, and future of a human system’s 

positive core (Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012; Whitney et al., 2013). In the current study, the 

human system of inquiry was the profession of teaching. Based on AI theory, by evoking 

reflection on the positive core of the teaching profession, the AI interview can help teachers 

generate ideas on how to make their work more personally meaningful, energizing, and 

intrinsically motivating (Cooperrider et al., 2008; Cooperrider & Srivastva, 1987; Verleysen et 

al., 2015). More importantly, the energizing and motivating mechanisms of AI should inspire 

teachers to take action towards these ideas to ultimately create desired changes in their jobs, 

careers long-term, schools, and even the teaching profession at large (Cooperrider & Godwin, 

2011; Cooperrider et al., 2008; Dole et al., 2014). 

The AI interview is commonly used during an initial “discovery” stage of larger, 

organization-wide AI programs (Cooperrider et al., 2008; Whitney et al., 2013). Traditionally, AI 

scholars recommend that AI programs be implemented with as many individuals in a human 

system as possible (e.g., across teachers, students, parents, school board administrators) to adhere 

to the wholeness principle of AI (Doyle et al., 2014). The wholeness principle is meant to foster 

larger-scale and more sustainable positive change across entire systems (Cooperrider et al., 

2008). 
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Although system-wide, collaborative implementation is ideal for creating large-scale 

impact, applying this wholeness principle is not always feasible. When system-wide 

implementation is not an option, AI interviews have been used as a stand-alone intervention to 

coach individuals or small groups within a system to create positive change on a smaller scale 

(viz., Lilja & Richardsson, 2015; Michael, 2005). Researching AI interviews on an individual-

change level can help expand understanding of the utility of the AI interview and how it works. 

Specifically, the detailed findings uncovered from a qualitative examination of how the 

conversation in an AI interview unfolds can help guide AI interviewing, particularly for future 

individual-level or small-scale AI implementations. Studying the potential for AI to create 

positive change on an individual level is important, not only as for the promotion of employee 

wellbeing, but because individuals have the potential to foster a generative process leading to 

bottom-up systemic level changes in human systems over time (Cooperrider et al., 2008; Lilja & 

Richardsson, 2015; Michael, 2005; The staff of Mountbatten Ward, Wright, & Baker, 2005). 

Guidelines for Developing and Conducting AI Interviews 

AI scholars have outlined a set of theory-based guidelines for AI interviewing 

(Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Watkins et al., 2011; Whitney et al., 2013). These guidelines 

provide a suggested structure for designing and conducting AI interviews in the form of one-on-

one conversations with a trained interviewer (Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Watkins et al., 2011; 

Whitney et al., 2013). To reduce costs and provide AI interviews across more individuals, AI 

interventions commonly involve an initial AI interview training led by an AI practitioner. 

Trained participants then interview one another using a customized interview guide developed 

collaboratively with the participating human system (e.g., organization, community; Whitney et 

al., 2012).  
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Customized AI interview guides for a given human system center on an affirmative 

framing of the given topic (e.g., promoting employee engagement, psychologically healthy 

workplaces), as compared to a deficit-based framing of the topic (e.g., reducing employee 

disengagement, incivility in the workplace; Whitney et al., 2013). This affirmative topic 

represents the given human system’s vision of optimal functioning and often pertains to a 

specific aim (e.g., promoting wellbeing, sustainability, performance).  

Members across an organization that is participating in an AI intervention typically create 

a customized, semi-structured AI interview guide collaboratively with at least one internal or 

external practitioner who is knowledgeable in AI. AI interviews begin with an affirmative 

introduction or preface, called the interview “lead-in,” which describes how the chosen 

affirmative topic already exists in the participating human system, as well as in the broader 

society or world at large. This affirmative lead-in assumes that the ideal outcome—or the 

system’s positive core—already exists in some capacity and can be developed even further. 

According to AI theory’s core Anticipatory principle, the lead-in is designed to foster positive 

anticipation and hope for a more optimal future of the organization. Thus, this lead-in is meant to 

encourage interviewees to approach the topic from an optimistic lens, and in turn, feel inspired to 

generate insights into how to create more of this ideal reality throughout the rest of the AI 

interview. Similar to the affirmative lead-in, the interviewer generally aims to frame subsequent 

AI interview questions in a positive, or affirmative, manner. Although it is not necessary that all 

AI interview questions are affirmative, the purpose of prioritizing affirmative versus deficit-

based conversation is to promote the ultimate generative aim of AI: to inspire and generate 

“spontaneous, unsupervised, individual, group and organizational action toward a better future.” 

(Bushe, 2007, p. 30). Thus, affirmative questions are used as a means of encouraging the 



   

 

   45 

interviewee to realize possibilities for generating more of their human system’s positive core as 

presented in the visionary interview lead-in (Bushe, 2007; Cooperrider et al., 2008; Whitney et 

al., 2013). 

With regards to conducting an AI interview, Whitney et al. (2013) suggest that the AI 

interviewer act friendly and attempt to create a comfortable, conversational environment to allow 

the interviewee to feel relaxed, creative, and enthusiastic about discussing the affirmative topic. 

Whitney et al. (2013) also suggest that the interviewer create a warm, conversational semi-

structured interview experience by responding to answers with affirmative probing questions to 

generate richer details from the interviewees’ stories. For instance, probing of sensory details is 

meant to encourage interviewees to mentally experience the possibility of a desired outcome, and 

in turn, gain insights into how to attain this desired future. Additionally, probing for details 

encourages interviewees to weave complete, meaningful stories of their past peak experiences 

and desired futures to help them further realize the specific actions that they want to take in their 

futures. See Table 2.1 for a summary of the general AI interview structure as recommended by 

Whitney et al. (2013) adapted for the current study with school teachers.  

An Overview of Emerging AI Interview Research to Date 

Showcasing the value of applying AI for advancing the positive education movement, 

there have been several studies supporting the effectiveness of system-wide AI-based programs 

in schools, school boards, and higher education institutes (viz., Calabrese et al., 2008; Godwin et 

al., 2014; Waters & White, 2005). However, compared to the growing literature on large-scale 

AI interventions, less research has been conducted to understand the validity and processes 

behind the most foundational and ubiquitous tool in all AI interventions: the AI interview, also 

referred to as the “core of AI” (Lilja & Richardsson, 2015, p. 336). With a lack of research on 
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the specific components or tools in AI, such as the AI interview, the theory behind how, why, 

and under what conditions various methods in AI promote desired results remains 

underdeveloped. Given that the AI interview is an accessible starting point to organizational 

change and can be utilized widely by practitioners without formal training requirements, it is 

practically valuable to understand the processes and conditions behind how an AI interview can 

be applied to promote a human system’s positive core.  

As a promising start to validating the AI interview, there have been at least three studies 

examining the outcomes of participating in a single AI interview session. In one study conducted 

in the UK, 32 nursing employees in a national health care organization participated in an hour-

long AI interview (The Staff of Mountbatten Ward et al., 2005). Analysis of their qualitative 

feedback at a follow-up survey showed that these employees recalled a multitude of benefits at a 

2-year follow up survey that they attributed to their participation in the AI interview, such as 

increased appreciation for their job, enhanced sense of belongingness in their work team, 

improved communication with colleagues, and greater self-confidence. In evaluating these long-

term results, the authors concluded that the AI interview “had affected many [participants] 

profoundly but none adversely.” (The Staff of Mountbatten Ward et al., 2005, p. 49).  

In another qualitative study of 60 AI interviews with Directors of NGOs in Senegal, 

Tanzania, and Zimbabwe, Michael (2005) proposed three themes highlighting the benefits of the 

AI interview: (1) interviewees were eager to share their stories, (2) interviewees shared dynamic 

and unrehearsed information, and (3) interviewees spoke openly, with lowered defensiveness and 

fear. Finally, and most recently, Lilja and Richardsson (2015) analyzed qualitative feedback 

from 97 university students who completed a strengths-based change management summit in 

which each student took turns participating in as well as conducting an AI interview. From their 
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findings, Lilja and Richardsson (2015) proposed eight categories of benefits specific to the AI 

interview process: (1) building close and trusting relationship, (2) improved abilities to listen to 

and coach others, (3) new self-insights, (4) opportunity to help others, (5) gaining insights about 

others, (6) inspiring others and being inspired, (7) experiencing strong positive emotions, and (8) 

feeling present in the moment. Overall, these limited yet consistent past findings begin to 

validate the benefits of AI interviewing as described in AI theory (viz., Cooperrider et al., 2018; 

Watkins et al., 2011; Whitney et al., 2013). 

However, these past studies do not fully explain how the AI interview unfolds moment-

to-moment throughout the inquiry process to help participants generate positive action towards a 

desired future. Previous analyses of follow-up program evaluation feedback from participants 

(viz., Lilja & Richardsson, 2015; The Staff of Mountbatten Ward et al., 2005) and auto-

ethnographic self-reflection after conducting AI interviews (viz., Michael, 2005) have provided 

only a limited retroactive process evaluation of the AI interview to date. As well, past AI 

research has been critiqued for its emphasis on benefits and lack of exploration of 

implementation challenges that may arise during the AI interview and how to best navigate 

around such challenges to promote the generativity aims of the AI interview (viz., Grant & 

Humphries, 2006; Ridley-Duff & Duncan, 2015). Thus, the current study aimed to add to this 

limited body of literature by examining how the various components (e.g., question types) and 

affirmative style of the AI interview may influence the dialogue as it unfolds between 

interviewee and interviewer by analyzing transcripts from 17 AI interviews. More specifically, 

the current study aimed to provide rich accounts of the mechanisms behind how the AI interview 

dialogue can help interviewees gain insights into promoting their wellbeing and positive work 

experiences (e.g., increased self-awareness into what drives their positive emotions and 
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engagement at work). Thus, the current exploration aimed to provide a more comprehensive, 

detailed, and process-oriented understanding of the success factors that drive the theorized 

generativity benefits of the AI interview.  

Method 

Participants 

A sample of 17 teachers with experience teaching at the Kindergarten to Grade 12 level 

(i.e., K-12) in Canada and the US participated in phone interviews from January 2018 to 

December 2019 for the study entitled, “Teach to Thrive” (Research Ethics Board approval #17-

10-030). The final sample showed good representation across gender (6 men, 11 women), age 

(Mage = 39.47, range = 25-65 years), teaching level (K-12), and years of teaching experience 

(Myears = 10.44, range = 1-30 years). Teaching grade level was also well distributed; 4 teachers 

taught at the Kindergarten level, 5 teachers taught at the Elementary school level (i.e., grades 1-

6), 4 teachers taught at the Secondary (grade 9-12) level, and 4 teachers indicating that they had 

experience teaching across levels, from Kindergarten to Secondary school (see Table 2.2 for full 

demographics). 

To recruit participants, I emailed study invitations to teachers in our research lab’s 

professional network and posted recruitment advertisements broadly on social media (i.e., 

LinkedIn, Twitter, and Facebook advertisements). I also applied a snowballing approach in 

which I asked teachers and education professionals (e.g., school board superintendents, 

education researchers) who had contacted me with interest in my research to forward the 

recruitment advertisement to teachers in their networks. I coordinated times for 30-minute phone 

interviews via email with each teacher who showed interest in participating in the study. All 

participating teachers signed an online consent form prior to participating in their scheduled 
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interviews (see Appendix A for consent form). No monetary compensation was provided; 

however, as explained in the consent and recruitment materials, a potential benefit of 

participating in the AI interview was that the guided discussion could evoke participants’ 

positive emotions, discovery of personal strengths, and insights about how to personally promote 

wellbeing in work and life. 

 Throughout the two-year data collection period, I read, coded, and re-coded the interview 

notes and transcripts. This iterative process allowed me to track the development of teachers’ 

core patterns of responding to AI interview questions and their overall affective-cognitive 

experiences during the AI interview. At the 17-participant mark, I chose to conclude data 

collection because I had gathered substantial amounts of rich data showcasing high levels of 

consistency as well as divergence of perspectives pertinent to my central research aim: exploring 

how the various components of an AI interview can help interviewees’ generate insights into 

promoting their wellbeing and personally desirable work experiences. 

Procedure 

Interviewer Training in AI 

Prior to designing this study, I (first author) underwent 3 days of intensive AI training led 

by AI founder Dr. David Cooperrider, and the Director of the David Cooperrider Center for 

Appreciative Inquiry and Professor, Dr. Lindsey Godwin. This training consisted of lecture-

based learning of the AI philosophy, examining AI case studies, practicing AI techniques 

(including conducting an AI interview), and developing our own AI interview guides customized 

to a project of our choice. The AI interview guide that I developed during this training formed 

the basis of the current study’s interview. Based on this AI training, I conducted the current 

study’s interviews in accordance with the AI philosophy and guidelines of prominent AI scholars 
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and practitioners. I trained a research assistant in the AI theory and AI interviewing to aid me in 

conducting a portion of the current study’s AI interviews. 

AI Interview Structure 

Two trained AI interviewers (i.e., the first author and the trained research assistant) 

alternated in conducting all 17 of the current study’s interviews. All interviews were conducted 

over the phone, audio-recorded, and transcribed. Each interview lasted from 28 to 50 minutes. 

Interviews began with an overview of the consent form, followed by a semi-structured 

conversation. As recommended by Dr. David Cooperrider and Dr. Lindsey Godwin during my 

AI training, I followed Whitney et al.’s (2013) guidelines in designing the current study’s AI 

interview guide (See Table 2.1 for summary). Whitney et al.’s (2013) guidelines are grounded in 

AI theory and have been widely implemented across organizations and professions.  

AI interviews require a focus on an overarching affirmative topic (Whitney et al., 2013). 

For the current study, the affirmative topic was the promotion of teachers’ wellbeing and positive 

work experiences. The interview structure began with (a) a positive interview lead-in prompt to 

encourage a strengths-focused conversation, followed by (b) stage-setting questions to ease the 

participant into the conversation and build trust, and (c) questions for directly understanding the 

topic by examining past “peak” experiences and associated personal strengths. Peak experiences 

were characterized as specific moments of experiencing some aspect of the positive core of the 

teaching profession. The interview concluded with (d) questions aimed at summarizing insights 

by exploring teachers’ dream future (See Appendix F for the full interview script). 

When necessary, the interviewer used affirmative probing questions to garner more 

detailed, strengths-focused, and generative examples from participants (Bushe, 2007; Whitney et 
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al., 2013). At the end of the interview, participants were thanked for their time and asked if they 

had any concluding questions or comments. 

Qualitative Analysis 

I selected the current study’s data analysis approach based on its suitability for my 

exploratory qualitative research aim of examining how the structure and style of an AI interview 

can help teachers generate insights into promoting their wellbeing and personally desirable work 

experiences. I chose to use a theoretically flexible and reflexive qualitative analysis approach 

that was compatible with the overarching social-constructivist AI theory that I used to develop 

the current study purpose and AI interview guide. Specifically, I analyzed AI interview 

transcripts using a reflexive thematic analysis process that is appropriate for use with data 

collected from a constructivist theoretical background (Clarke & Braun, 2019). Braun and Clarke 

(2019) define reflexive thematic analysis as the active, subjective, creative, and theoretically 

informed process of meaning generation. I conducted a reflexive process of theme generation 

informed by theory on AI (viz., Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Watkins et al., 2012; Whitney et 

al., 2013). Thematic analysis is advantageous in systematically presenting overarching patterns 

of meaning in data (i.e., themes; Braun & Clarke, 2014). In the case of the current study, a 

thematic analysis of results was helpful for clearly presenting the various AI interview 

components and processes that facilitated or hindered interviewees in gaining actionable insights 

during their AI interview. 

Based on the reflexive thematic analysis process (Clarke & Braun, 2019), I performed 

iterative theme generation using NVivo software (QSR International, 2020). I conducted an 

initial reading of all data transcripts and wrote a first round of notes. This allowed me to track 

my ideas regarding participants’ patterns of responding that pertained to my study purpose (i.e., 
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exploring how the various components of an AI interview can help interviewees’ generate 

insights into promoting their wellbeing and personally desirable work experiences). In 

subsequent readings of the transcripts, I labeled all transcript statements that I deemed applicable 

to the study’s purpose (as described above) using descriptive and meaningful qualitative codes. I 

then examined the content categorized under each code to inductively assess the “big picture” 

patterns of meaning in the data. From this examination of broad categories of meaning, I 

continued to inductively generate overarching thematic labels to represent meaningful, 

descriptive ideas in relation to the current study’s purpose (Braun & Clarke, 2019). 

A main pattern in the data was that participants’ responding and generation of actionable 

insights appeared to be influenced by specific components of the AI interview (e.g., question 

type or technique used). Due to this clustering, it was most fitting to categorize the data into final 

themes based on patterns that emerged within distinct components of the AI interview (e.g., peak 

experience question versus dream future question). I further organized each final theme into an 

overarching category depending on whether the message of the theme mainly exemplified: (1) 

the strengths of the AI interview that helped interviewees gain actionable insights to improve 

their work and wellbeing, or (2) the challenges during the AI interview that impeded 

interviewees from gaining actionable insights to improve their work and wellbeing. However, 

although these two overarching categories represent the relative degree of strengths versus 

challenges experienced within each theme, it is important to note that no theme represents 

unanimously ‘good’ or ‘bad’ experiences across interviews. In fact, many of the challenges as 

described in the second cluster of themes were possible for the interviewer to redirect or 

overcome as described in detail in the results section below. The following are the final set of 

themes and thematic categories: 
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A. Strengths of the AI interview that helped interviewees gain actionable insights to 

improve their work and wellbeing: 

1. Inquiring about career choice promoted self-reflection about how personal 

interests, strengths, and values align with the teaching profession. 

2. Inquiring about what teachers value about their profession evoked a sense of 

meaning from discovering how they “make a difference” to students and the 

world at large. 

3. Reflecting on peak experiences provided rich stories of actionable insights into 

how teachers can personally “make a difference” with their work. 

4. Inquiring about personal strengths evoked teachers’ positive emotions and sense 

of teaching competence to encourage further strengths utilization. 

5. A conversational and affirmative AI interviewing style was instrumental for 

shifting conversations from uncertainty to insightful elaborations. 

B. Challenges that arose during the AI interview that impeded interviewees from gaining 

actionable insights to improve their work and wellbeing: 

6. Participants required extended probing to reduce their reluctance to discuss their 

personal strengths 

7. Future visioning questions evoked discussion of systemic challenges and few 

actionable insights. 

8. Affirmative probing was not always sufficient for evoking actionable insights. 

See table 2.3 for an overview of all themes with sample quotes and descriptions. 
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Results 

Strengths of the AI Interview That Helped Interviewees Gain Actionable Insights to 

Improve Their Work and Wellbeing 

Inquiring About Career Choice Promoted Self-Reflection About How Personal Interests, 

Strengths, and Values Align with the Teaching Profession 

At the start of the interview, following the lead-in prompt, teachers responded to the 

question of what inspired them to enter their profession. Teachers did not seem to have difficulty 

in answering this question; they were often quick to respond with clear details of many defining 

moments and contemplations along the path that led them to choose their career. Several teachers 

told stories exemplifying their admiration for other teachers who acted as role models for them in 

their lives. Such stories exemplified the values that teachers admired and wanted to uphold in 

their own careers, such as kindness, humour, and authenticity with students. To exemplify, 

Teacher E [age = 29; private Elementary and Secondary] described the most inspiring and 

memorable teachers in his life with immense enthusiasm, detail, and fondness: 

 Teacher E: When it comes to my inspiration, it goes back to a lot of different people, but 

mainly these three affected me so much. […] They made the class so open and so warm and they 

almost made you feel like you weren't doing work because all you were doing was just hanging 

out with the teacher working on something together. […] She talks to you as if you are a person. 

[…] Here you have an amazingly calm professor who’s going to teach you crazy things, but the 

fact was he was so confident in his ability that made you feel confident with him. […] He loves to 

tell stories. He was the coolest guy I have ever met in high school—I want to be that guy. 

Conversely, other participants shared that their motivation for teaching developed as a 

result of negative experiences with their former teachers, which inspired them to become better 
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teachers themselves. Just as describing their favourite teachers evoked reflection on personal 

values, describing the characteristics of their least favourite teachers inevitably led participants to 

reflect on what teaching styles align and misalign with their own values. For instance, Teacher I, 

a 26-year-old private Secondary School supply teacher, began describing how his unpleasant 

experiences as a High School student with teachers who he felt were “fake” and uncaring led him 

to strive to become a better teacher for his own students. He described how students tend to build 

trust with him quickly and connect with him in a personal, genuine way because of his first-hand 

understanding of their struggles from “having grown up in their shoes.” 

In addition to finding inspiration from past teachers, many participants answered the 

question of how they chose the teaching profession by reflecting on their interests or passions, 

which often also aligned with their values. For example, Teacher J described how his love of 

storytelling infused his passion for increasing awareness and critical thinking in students as a 

Secondary School History, English, and Philosophy teacher:  

Teacher J: I love the idea of all of these things happening out there and being able to 

share those with people. Cause’ I think that the stories that we choose to tell and the ways in 

which we choose to tell them are tremendously important—these are the things that lie at the 

base of human culture. 

 Several teachers shared that they discovered their interests and passions from spending 

time with children and adolescents in roles prior to their teaching careers. Teacher F, a 65-year 

old retired teacher, described how his enjoyment of his summer camp counsellor experience 

solidified his decision to enter the teaching profession: 

Teacher F: Basically, the innocence of the kids and the excitement of the kids and 

getting involved in programs… it tends to energize you, which made it fun. Plus, it 
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wasn’t really working, it was fun, and you want more of that because it was very 

positive. 

 Finally, teachers also reflected on how discovering their strengths throughout various life 

and work experiences geared them towards the teaching profession. Participants described how 

they developed their current teaching skills long before beginning any formal teacher training, 

such as from “playing teacher” as children, tutoring their siblings, and engaging in leadership 

and mentorship roles (e.g., camp counsellor in high school, swim instructor, first-year student 

residence don in university). For instance, Teacher W shared how receiving positive feedback as 

a lifeguard instructor helped her to discover her strengths that ultimately led her to her current 

role of teaching Grade 1: 

Teacher W: I was a lifeguard instructor and would always get positive feedback from the 

parents, and I was always really good at it. It felt amazing, right off the bat you don’t know if 

you would be able to do it well. Everyone has such a different way of teaching and it was very 

nice to hear, and it encourages you to continue. 

Overall, opening the AI interview by asking teachers about the inspiration behind their 

career choice allowed them to reflect on how their unique personal interests, strengths, and 

values aligned with the profession of teaching. In turn, taking the time to reflect on this career-fit 

evoked remarks from teachers about how they felt a deep and lasting connection to their 

profession, with statements such as, “I’ve always wanted to be a school teacher to change 

children’s lives. It’s awesome to be able to teach” [Teacher P, age: 25, Kindergarten] and 

“Teaching has been a rewarding experience. Yes, there have been some valleys and even a ‘drop 

into the Grand Canyon’ experience on the journey, but overall it has been a journey I’m thankful 

to be on.” [Teacher U, age: 60, Secondary School level]. The broad discussion of personal 
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interests, strengths, and values evoked in the opening question served as a helpful foundation for 

answering further questions about personal-career alignment as the AI interview unfolded. 

Inquiring About What Teachers Value About Their Profession Evoked a Sense of Meaning 

from Discovering How They “Make a Difference” to Students and the World at Large 

When teachers were directly asked what they value about teaching (or often reframed as 

“what does the profession of teaching mean to you?”), they described more explicit connections 

between how their professions as a whole and/or their day-to-day work tasks and interactions 

provide them with a sense of meaning (i.e., a sense of contributing to something beyond 

themselves). Most often, participants expressed the potential impact that teachers can have on 

their students as the most definitive and important aspect of their profession. For example, 

Teacher W [age: 29, Elementary] described feeling “very proud and lucky” to have the 

opportunity to be in a profession where she could “support the growth” of “25 other humans in 

your [class]room!”. She went on to describe that for her, teaching means “modifying your 

teaching strategies to meet [individual] needs so that everyone can be successful,” exemplifying 

her core value of helping as many students as possible to the best of her ability. Teacher W’s 

answer highlights how this question allowed teachers to concretely describe exactly how their 

work has an impact on students in a way that is aligned with their personal values. In turn, this 

insight into value-career alignment evoked a sense of passion and elevated emotions that further 

connected teachers to their profession. Teachers also reflected on the long-term impact they had 

by remembering stories of students thanking them for changing their lives years after graduating. 

For instance, Teacher U, a secondary school shop teacher, shared in detail the ways in which he 

developed the confidence in a student who had always struggled academically, and how the 

student went on to start his own successful construction business upon graduating.  
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Furthermore, this question led teachers to share detailed stories of behaviours that were 

aligned (or misaligned) with their values, which provided them with confirmation and insight 

into the kind of teaching styles they wanted to embody in their work. For example, after 

participants reflected on their common value of “helping,” or what was often referred to as 

“making a difference” and “having a lasting impact” on students, they commonly described how 

exactly they wanted to enrich their students’ lives—both in academics and beyond. Thus, 

teachers reflected on how they wanted to enrich students academically (e.g., “I have two massive 

white boards in front of my room and I always encourage my students to do math on them” 

[Teacher E, age: 29; private Elementary/Secondary]), as well as socially and emotionally (e.g., 

“training our young people to be positive citizens” [Teacher O, age: 27, Elementary and 

Secondary]) by providing them with support and life skills, as Teacher Z  [age: 52, Kindergarten 

and Elementary] emphasized: 

Teacher Z: You’re not just teaching—you’re teaching, of course, that’s our mandate, 

that’s why we’re there—but it’s so much more. At school the other day, I was teaching 

manners—what is acceptable. A little girl just was not answering her friend, and I said, 

‘do you understand that when you don’t answer, she thinks that you’re upset or angry 

with her?’ So, I’m supposed to be teaching reading, but we had to have a segue, cause’ 

there was a little tiff that was happening that needed to be addressed. So, I would tell the 

teacher of tomorrow, it’s not just going to be teaching, it’s going to be a lot of things. 

As another example of how this question prompted insight into specific and valued 

teaching behaviours, Teacher Y, a 39-year-old grade 4 teacher in the US, described the 

importance of embodying compassion as a teacher by providing support and a sense of stability 

to students in a volatile world. This interview took place several weeks after the February 14, 
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2018 Parkland, Florida Stoneman Douglas High School shooting. Reflecting on this tragedy 

helped solidify Teacher Y’s commitment to teaching in line with her value of compassion:  

Teacher Y: [With] the change in climate, and you know, things that are going on in the 

world today, I think that kids need to be able to have someone that they can count on and 

is going to be there if they need them, because they might not have strong family units. I 

think kids today are just looking for someone that they can rely on and can count on.  

In some cases, this question also led teachers to reflect on how their profession misaligns 

with their values. Fortunately, this reflection was equally effective in prompting teachers to 

affirm their core values and the kind of teacher they wanted to embody. For example, when 

Teacher J [age: 46, Secondary School, 20 years teaching experience] was asked what teaching 

means to him, he expressed candidly: 

Teacher J: “It’s weird, because on the one hand, the capability of a teacher to make a 

difference is actually something that is incredibly meaningful and profound. On the one 

hand, teaching is this absolute backbone, middle class, bourgeois profession… a 

reinforcement of the current social order. 

 Despite evoking Teacher J’s ambivalence towards the teaching profession, when the 

interviewer asked him to elaborate further, this question led Teacher J to express a sense of 

meaning and pride by affirming what he truly valued about teaching (e.g., “to humanize an 

institutional experience”) and how exactly he wanted to continue to live out his values in his 

teaching (e.g., “You can’t lie. You actually do have to believe in what you do, and you actually 

have to care about them [students] and who they are. You can’t fake it.”). 

Finally, this question evoked teachers’ sense of meaning in their careers. This sense of 

meaning was not only generated by reflecting on the impact teachers had on their students’ own 
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lives, but also on the world at large by discovering how teachers enable the next generation to 

“contribute something positive to the world.” For example, Teacher O, a 27-year old secondary 

school teacher with a passion for student leadership development, described: 

Teacher O: In a lot of ways, school is like training our young people to be positive 

citizens, and to be on time, and to be respectful, and to be able to work through 

challenges. I think that if you can take a young person and have them be in a positive 

school environment and have them have faith in themselves and feel like they’re able to 

contribute something positive to the world, we would have better workers, better people, 

better citizens altogether. So, it’s nice to know that you’ve made a difference as a 

teacher. 

Similarly, Teacher C, a 52-year-old Kindergarten teacher, summarized the appeal of the teaching 

profession: “I think we all want to feel that we’re making a difference in this world—that the 

world will be a better place cause we were here.” Thus, it appeared that this direct question 

about what teachers value about their profession ignited a chain reaction of reflection on core 

values, which then led to reflection on how much they deeply value creating a positive impact on 

students and the world at large. In turn, this focus on impact evoked a sense of meaning that 

further connected teachers with the teaching profession and clarified what kind of impact they 

wanted to continue to have as teachers. 

Reflecting on Peak Experiences Provided Rich Stories of Actionable Insights into How 

Teachers Can Personally “Make a Difference” With Their Work 

As with the values question, asking teachers about their peak experiences evoked a 

pattern of describing how they try to “make a difference” with their work, but provided the 

advantage of generating more descriptive, specific, and emotionally charged storytelling. All 
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teachers provided detail in answering the peak experience question, with an average of 7 minutes 

and up to a maximum of just over 15 minutes spent discussing one particular peak experience. 

Teachers often chose to describe peak experiences from their careers that exemplified 

how they played a significant role in crafting and personalizing their work, such as making a 

“gratitude wall” full of inspirational notes and posters in their classroom [Teacher E, age: 29, 

private Elementary/Secondary], and teaching classes outdoors to actively engage students in the 

curriculum on nature and sustainability [Teacher P, age: 25, Kindergarten]. Importantly, teachers 

did not necessarily describe these peak events as their most impactful or major career 

accomplishments, but instead, depicted everyday teaching activities that they felt had their 

personal, creative touch and were meaningful to them. 

Teachers described feeling intense positive and high-activation emotions during their 

peak teaching experiences; they described these feelings as excitement, such as feeling like they 

“can’t wait” to put on a music performance with their students [Teacher Q, age: 40, Elementary 

School music teacher], feeling a “high” in connecting with students over a challenging lesson 

[Teacher Y, age: 39, Elementary School], or more generally described as elation from feeling 

like they were “in the right place and doing the right thing.” [Teacher K, age: 26, Kindergarten]. 

Teachers often spoke of the immense positive emotions that they felt after peak experiences, 

especially from witnessing the impact that they had on students. For instance, elementary school 

Teacher A described how it felt to hear her students discussing her “peak” science experiment 

amongst themselves after class: “I really like when you can see that immediate effect—that’s 

really rewarding.”  

Beyond evoking positive emotions and a sense of meaning from reflecting on peak 

experiences, many teachers concluded their peak stories by summarizing an actionable step that 
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they hoped to implement (or continue) in their lives. To exemplify, a 26-year-old Kindergarten 

teacher [Teacher K], reflected on her peak experience of creating a “calm space” in the corner of 

her classroom which she believed helped her students develop self-control and emotion 

regulation skills. Teacher K encouraged her students resort to the “calm space” whenever they 

felt that they needed some quiet time to decompress. As a result, Teacher K concluded that this 

was a key strategy that she wanted to implement in her future classes to allow her to focus her 

energy on teaching instead of “constantly having to put out fires around the classroom.” 

In addition to generating actionable insights that teachers could personally engage in, this 

question also led teachers to reflect on ways that they wanted to inspire their colleagues and 

schools to improve the profession of teaching on a larger scale. For instance, Teacher C, a 52-

year-old Kindergarten teacher with 29 years of experience, described her peak experience as the 

time that she took initiative to involve her students in the school science fair to share their class 

project of helping the earth (e.g., recycling, planting a garden). She explained how her decision 

to engage her class in the fair not only provided her students with a valuable learning experience, 

but also generated a great amount of enthusiasm, praise, and stimulating conversations between 

students, teachers, parents, administrators, and community members. She concluded that, moving 

forward, she wanted to see herself and other teachers, schools, and school boards take time and 

initiative to participate in more community events to create meaningful and collaborative 

teaching experiences beyond the classroom.  

In all, the common theme across teachers’ peak experiences stories was their initiative in 

actively shaping classroom and teaching activities to provide impactful curriculum learning and 

life experiences for students, as well as to generate even the smallest positive impact for the 
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community or world at large. Thus, the main advantage of this question was the discovery of 

teaching behaviours that can generate a deeper sense of meaning in one’s career. 

Inquiring About Personal Strengths Evoked Teachers’ Positive Emotions and Sense of 

Teaching Competence to Encourage Further Strengths Utilization. 

Although teachers generally had difficulty in discussing their personal strengths (see 

theme titled, “participants were reluctant to discuss their personal strengths” below), after some 

initial hesitation, teachers generally transitioned into sharing their strengths and ultimately 

evoking positive emotions and a sense of teaching componence to help encourage further 

strengths utilization in their work lives. 

Some teachers discussed what they felt were their strengths without requiring any 

interviewer probing beyond the initial question. This was apparent in the case of Teacher T— 

a private secondary school teacher with 18 years of experience—who paused briefly and 

reflected before delving into a description of her teaching favourite personal strength. Teacher T 

appeared to overcome her modesty about discussing her strengths by reflecting on positive 

feedback she had received from her students: 

Teacher T: What personal strengths do I have…um… well, I think that—and I have 

talked to some of some of the students about it—and not everybody is good at math, but I 

think one of my strengths is that I’m able to take something that appears to be 

complicated to a lot of people and talk about it in a very simple language. 

In another example, Teacher H, a 26-year-old Elementary School teacher in her first year of full-

time teaching, described that her strength of positivity, “puts me in a much better mood, and it 

makes me feel like I have the ability to make a change… if I'm feeling positive about something, I 

feel that I will get it done.” She later described how this strength allowed her to feel like she 
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could “make a change” by helping her students and colleagues feel “that nice, little, good feeling 

in the morning when they're starting their day.”  

Overall, the strengths questions of the AI interview (with the interviewer’s appropriate 

use of affirmative probing questions, when needed) served as a helpful tool for reminding 

teachers about their unique teaching styles, skills, and abilities. In turn, this reflection into their 

favourite personal strengths helped bolster teachers’ sense of teaching competence. This 

reflection into areas of competence evoked greater positive emotions during the discussion (e.g., 

joy, pride, contentment, satisfaction) that helped to encourage future levering of their unique 

personal strengths to continue taking action towards positive change in their lives, careers, 

colleagues, and students. 

A Conversational and Affirmative AI Interviewing Style Was Instrumental for Shifting 

Conversations from Uncertainty to Insightful Elaborations 

The semi-structured interview style, coupled with use of exclusively affirmative AI 

language, questioning, and probes, deepened participants’ positively oriented self-reflection. In 

turn, this affirmative discovery process promoted participants’ insightful elaborations about 

themselves, their work, and their futures. This was exemplified in the case of the peak experience 

question, which was intended to help participants reflect on past experiences that could be used 

as lessons to help generate more peak experiences in the future. However, participants would 

sometimes begin their discussion of peak experiences with generalizations, often due to feeling 

overwhelmed from attempting to choose just one moment. In such cases, it was helpful for the 

interviewer to redirect the participant by asking them during a pause in their story to start off by 

describing just one specific event in detail. It was also helpful when the interviewer would 

reassure the respondent not to worry about choosing the “biggest” or “best” peak experience, but 
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to merely select something meaningful that comes to mind. These types of affirmative, pressure-

diffusing clarification probes were often immediately effective in encouraging the participant to 

enter into an enthusiastic and engaging storytelling mode. 

More generally, the affirmative AI interviewing style was helpful across AI questions in 

evoking helpful insight generation when participants initially struggled to find answers. This can 

be seen in the case of Teacher Y, a 39-year-old elementary school teacher with 17 years of 

experience, as she described her teaching values. In this example, a series of simple affirmative 

probing questions generated richer descriptions of what teaching behaviours (e.g., making 

learning “authentic”) helped Teacher Y feel a greater sense of meaning and competence in her 

work: 

Interviewer: What do you value most about teaching?  

Teacher Y: Um, hm, what do I value? Um, I think just the, the willingness and desire to 

like, uh, pass on and inspire, um, learning for the future, so… [pause] 

Interviewer: Could you expand on this to describe what the profession of teaching means 

to you?  

Teacher Y: Um, [pause] gosh, I would say that to me teaching is, um, [pause] you 

engaging, um, the learner with, um, [pause] I don’t know like a, um [pause] a concept or 

an idea, and watching that concept and idea blossom and grow throughout their own 

inquiries, and then, you know, pushing them to dig deeper into what they’re learning 

about. So, I would say it’s a process of watching that happen.  

Interviewer: And when you say ‘making it their own’, why is that so important to you?  

Teacher Y: Yeah, I think because until you can make learning authentic, and you can 

make it your own, it really doesn’t become mastered, So I feel like, you know, until they 
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can really grasp hold of an idea—and take that idea—that you either modeled for them 

or exposed them to, and then they can take that learning and do something else with it. 

The application of that learning, you know, that is when it really seems to take hold for 

the student. And then for me as a teacher to be able to watch that happen is—really is— 

where the true learning takes place.  

Similar to the example above, there were moments across each of the 17 interviews when 

affirmative probing was instrumental in eliciting participants’ stories, elaborations, and insights. 

However, within several interviews, affirmative AI probing also presented limitations and even 

difficulties during certain questions, as discussed in the section on challenges of AI interviewing 

below. 

Challenges That Arose During the AI Interview That Impeded Interviewees from Gaining 

Actionable Insights to Improve Their Work and Wellbeing 

Participants Required Extended Probing to Reduce Their Reluctance to Discuss Their 

Personal Strengths 

Compared to the other AI questions used in the current interview, it was most difficult for 

teachers to directly answer the question about their personal strengths. To facilitate responding, 

the interviewer would weave the personal strengths question into the conversation as an 

extension of the peak experience that the participant previously discussed. As an example of how 

this conversation generally unfolded, after Teacher J [age: 46, Secondary School, 20 years 

teaching experience] described a peak experience of how he encouraged students to think 

critically in evaluating a play they saw on a field trip, the interviewer asked: “What does this 

[peak experience] tell you about what you value most about yourself as a teacher?” This 

integration of the strengths question with peak experience stories was meant to help participants 
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more easily discover their personal strengths from reflecting on how they had created their past 

successes. Despite interviewer efforts to make responding easier, teachers still found answering 

the question of what they “value” or “like” about themselves as teachers challenging and 

awkward to discuss. Many teachers would initially pause, nervously laugh, answer with filler 

words such as “um,” and begin saying that they “don’t know” their strengths.  

Thus, questioning about personal strengths almost always required further affirmative 

probing from the interviewer to lessen participants’ initial hesitation and humility. Fortunately, 

interviewer probes would often effectively evoke sensory-filled descriptions of teachers’ 

strengths in action in the classroom. To exemplify, Teacher P [age: 25, Kindergarten] initially 

hesitated to discuss her strengths, but with the help of the interviewer’s affirmative AI probing, 

presented detailed examples about how her strength of flexibility has benefited her personally, as 

well as her students: 

Interviewer: Reflecting upon your peak experience, could you tell me what you value 

most about yourself as a teacher?  

Teacher P: Hmm—that’s a hard question!  

Interviewer: I know, people don’t like to talk about themselves, but I know you have 

many strengths... 

Teacher P: Um, I would say I am very flexible, I am very open to change and being so 

young in my career I’m not really set in my ways. So, when people give me advice, I take 

it, and I try to change it, or try to change what I’m doing, or you know, take it for what 

it’s worth, and if it doesn’t really work for me, then I don’t. But I’m always willing to try 

something at least once. 
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Interviewer: Great! The flexibility sounds like it has impact on a lot of things that you do. 

What impact do you think this strength has on you? 

Teacher P: […] at the beginning of the year, I had to adjust to working with someone 

new…that’s the first time that I’ve had a teaching partner. I taught grade 2/3 before, so I 

was the only teacher. So just adjusting to working with someone else, and realizing that I 

don’t need to take on all the stress of the classroom, I guess? That I can—we can—kind 

of share it, and we can talk about and debrief our day, so that when I come home, I’m not 

feeling as stressed. 

Interviewer: Great! And what impact does this strength have on your students, or on 

other teachers?  

Teacher P: Well, because I’m flexible I guess, or humorous, easy going, we laugh some 

things off. I had all my classes outside, and we were playing and sitting in a circle and 

another student was off jumping in the mud, and in the puddles, and he was soaking wet, 

and [laughs] I kind of thought, do I bother fighting this battle or do I just let it go? And 

he’s having fun, and he’ll get changed later, and so kind of just not sweating the little 

things and letting things like that go. 

As the above excerpt highlights, interviewer probing during the personal strength question was 

effective in helping teachers to reflect on how they could tangibly improve their work 

behaviourally (e.g., Teacher P collaborating more effectively with her teaching partner) as well 

as cognitively (e.g., Teacher P choosing to let “things like that go” and “not sweating the little 

things”). Overall, although the personal strengths question presented more challenges than other 

questions in the current interview in evoking actionable insights from teachers, the interviewer’s 
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use of affirmative probing questions allowed interviewees to overcome their initial hesitate and 

ultimately gain practical value from the conversation. 

Future Visioning Questions Evoked Discussion of Systemic Challenges and Few Actionable 

Insights 

Compared to all of the other AI interview questions, uncovering tangible and valuable 

real-world insights was more challenging when asking teachers to envision a “dream future” of 

teaching for themselves. Teachers often described their ideal futures alongside lengthy 

explanations of why this dream was so important for them, which was helpful for discovering 

and clarifying their core values. However, teachers also went on to describe as the stark contrast 

of their dream against their current realities.  

For instance, while Teacher Q [age: 40, Elementary School music teacher, 16 years 

teaching] was reflecting on his dream teaching future, a student was heard shouting from another 

class (the interview was taking place at Teacher Q’s school during his prep period). Teacher Q 

explained his frustrations with the school board’s recent transition towards behaviourally 

inclusive classrooms without adequate teacher resources to manage the new system. He 

described his dream future as one where schools “catch up to that need” by providing smaller 

classrooms and more educational assistance.  

Similar frustrations were echoed by the majority of teachers; the dream future 

conversation would often shift from an idealistic vision to teachers’ perceived lack of resources 

attributed to systemic issues outside of their personal control. As Teacher I, a 26-year-old 

Secondary School teacher described it: “I think the ideal school, if I was to be the master and 

creator of it, would have to see the current system taken down almost completely.” During these 

emotionally charged discussions of teachers’ frustrations and perceived lack of control, the 
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interviewer did not always feel that it was appropriate to utilize the many AI probes to help 

generate solutions to these issues. Teachers readily stated their desire for solutions that they 

deemed were overly “idealistic” and “not possible” given the current educational strategic plans 

to continue to increase class sizes and make education “efficient” to meet budgetary constraints. 

Although all teachers addressed the seemingly insurmountable systemic factors outside 

their immediate personal control in describing their dream future of teaching, several teachers 

did find value in examining the personally controllable aspects of their visions. In these cases, 

the interviewer’s use of direct AI affirmative probing questions helped to shift the conversation 

from focus on external barriers to the realm of personal control.  

To exemplify, Teacher S, a 44-year-old elementary school teacher, began her dream 

future response by describing the various administrative changes that she desired so that teachers 

could have greater flexibility and recognition (e.g., “self-chosen” professional development days, 

more recognition from school administration, as simple as saying: “thanks for doing that—

thanks for taking a class of 30 kids with 7 behaviours and no extra support, and doing the best 

you can.”). After Teacher S finished listing these desired administrative changes, the interviewer 

successfully probed her to also generate ideas on what teachers could control more directly by 

asking: “And what about on an individual teacher level, how can teachers help one another 

thrive, or in an ideal school, what would the teachers be doing?” As a result, the teacher 

proceeded to spend the next 10 minutes of the interview discussing all of the ways that she 

envisioned teacher could support one another by engaging in more collaborative teaching.  

Despite these challenges that required greater interviewer probing, several teachers did 

use the dream future question as intended as an opportunity to brainstorm ideas of actions that 

they wanted to engage in to work towards their vision. This was exemplified in the case of 
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Teacher C, a 52-year-old Kindergarten teacher, who had a vision of creating more meaningful 

learning and play experiences for her students: 

Teacher C: […] Perhaps [we can take] a little more time taking care of ourselves, and a 

little more time taking care of each other as colleagues. Just, you know, making sure 

we’ve done that. Cause that’s an area that I know that I personally want to work on, 

cause I do spend so much time with families and children, that I’m like, ‘oh yeah, I need 

to take care of all the other adults in the building as well.’ 

In reflecting on this dream vision, Teacher C recognized that she needed to take more time out 

for herself to replenish in nature: “I’ve gotta make time to go outside even [when] I don’t have 

the [students]. So even though it’s not recess time, I’ve gotta go for a walk, and I think that, 

again, the simple steps, connecting with nature, can help.” 

Thus, although no interviews resulted in a tangible goal or step that teachers felt they 

could actively take to change the systemic issues that they encountered, it appeared that closing 

the AI interview with the dream future question was still valuable for teachers who chose to also 

focus on more personally controllable aspects. However, teachers seemed to gain little value 

from ideating about their ideal futures when discussing mainly systemic changes to their 

professions. Unintendedly, it appeared that asking about dream futures surfaced teachers’ 

feelings of disillusionment about the stark contrast of their dreams against their current 

situations. 

Affirmative Probing Was Not Always Sufficient for Evoking Actionable Insights 

As a whole, affirmative probing questions—a core stylistic element of the AI interview—

were effective in shifting teachers’ conversations towards hope, optimism, and excitement about 

past experiences, personal strengths and values, and insights into actions to take that could help 



   

 

   72 

create their desired dream futures. Examples of the interviewer’s use of affirmative probing can 

be seen in interview conversation excerpts across the above themes; probes ranged from use of 

encouraging comments to reduce interviewee hesitation (e.g., “I know, people don’t like to talk 

about themselves, but I know you have many strengths...” pg. 86), to transition and clarification 

questions aimed at re-directing conversations towards richer and more helpful discussion (e.g., 

“Could you expand on this to describe what the profession of teaching means to you?” pg. 84), 

and specific questions crafted to generate actionable insights from the conversations to help 

teachers make practical positive changes in their work and lives (e.g., “And what about on an 

individual teacher level, how can teachers help one another thrive, or in an ideal school, what 

would the teachers be doing?” pg. 89). However, there were many times across and within 

interviews—especially when teachers discussed their perceptions of external problems outside of 

their sense of control—that affirmative probing questions were limited in their effectiveness. 

In addition to teachers’ focus on external issues during the dream future question as 

described above, this pattern also commonly arose when the interviewer asked teachers to reflect 

on what factors they thought contributed to their peak experiences. As an example, Teacher K, a 

26-year-old Kindergarten teacher, described how despite all of her best “peak” teaching efforts, 

it “cannot be stressed enough” how important the home environment is in determining whether a 

student learns in her classroom. Teacher K went on to explain her frustrations with the “huge” 

class sizes and rising rate of students’ behavioural issues. In such cases, the interviewer would 

attempt to validate the participants’ experiences. For instance, to address Teacher K’s concerns, 

the interviewer began by acknowledging her expressed issues: “That makes a lot of sense, 

actually. Obviously, there’s barriers in your classroom as well...” The interviewer followed this 



   

 

   73 

statement by attempting to use affirmative AI redirection prompts to help generate discussion 

about the teacher’s personal contribution in creating her peak teaching experiences: 

Interviewer [Teacher K’s interview]: Nevertheless, you’re saying that there are a lot of 

these lightbulbs going off and confidence being boosted despite the fact that it might be a 

larger classroom you’re teaching. So, despite that, is there anything that you’re doing as 

a teacher that you think really contributes to these kinds of positive experiences with 

students?  

Teacher K went on to provide a detailed elaboration of her proactive use of student-centred 

teaching strategies that were effective in managing and teaching her large and diverse classroom. 

As this example showcases, the interviewer has the potential to be strategic in tailoring their 

affirmative AI probing questions appropriately to each conversation and various participant 

concerns as they arise. This tailoring of affirmative probing questions was often effective in 

shifting participants’ dialogue from a sense of hopelessness to a realization of some degree of 

personal control in creating peak work experiences.  

Nevertheless, despite the best attempts at affirmative probing, the pattern of responding 

to the dream future question with a preoccupation on external barriers largely outside of 

teachers’ own personal control still continued throughout many teacher interviews. In some 

instances, the interviewer felt it was most appropriate to refrain from redirecting the discussion 

using affirmative prompts entirely, and instead chose to listen to the concerns raised before 

moving on to a different question that could lead to more tangible and actionable insights. 

This is not a criticism of the AI interview, but rather an exemplification of the challenge 

of facilitating an unwaveringly affirmative AI conversation. It was made apparent in almost all 

of the 17 teacher interviews that despite affirmative probing questions and positively oriented AI 
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dialogue, unpleasant experiences and barriers still arose and often limited the generation of 

teachers’ actionable insights. Much of this reactive responding was likely outside of the AI 

interviewer’s control; it is possible that merely raising the topic of one’s career, despite 

encouraging an affirmative focus, evoked associated thoughts about problems and frustrations 

from pre-existing work stress and memories of past experiences. With the fervor and emotion 

that many teachers discussed their dissatisfaction with systemic issues, the interviewer often felt 

that it was most appropriate and beneficial to take time to listen to and acknowledge the 

participant’s candid perspective prior to attempting to engage in any affirmative re-direction. In 

sum, although many valuable, personally actionable insights were uncovered via affirmative 

probing, systemic issues still remained. The systemic issues that arose require committed 

systemic action to address, beyond the individual-level scope of the current AI interview.  

Discussion 

The current study provided a qualitative evaluation of the AI interview as a brief, stand-

alone intervention to promote employee wellbeing and more personally desirable work 

experiences. Specifically, I examined the strengths and challenges of the affirmative AI 

interview style and various AI questions types to see how they influence participants’ responding 

and generation of practical insights about themselves and their work lives. The affirmative topic 

of the current study’s AI interview was to discover how to promote wellbeing and positive work 

experiences in a sample of school teachers.  

Teacher wellbeing and positive work experiences were conceptualized in a holistic and 

multifaceted sense, encompassing both the hedonic (e.g., enjoyment, happiness, vitality) and 

eudaimonic (e.g., sense of meaning, competence, intrinsic motivation) components of a balanced 

approach to wellbeing (Demirbaş-Çelik & Keklik, 2019; Huta & Waterman, 2014; Wong, 2011). 
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Overall, findings from 17 AI interviews with K-12 teachers suggest that the AI interview can be 

a helpful tool for uncovering a breadth of actionable insights pertaining to a predetermined 

affirmative topic (e.g., the promotion of teacher wellbeing in the case of the current study).  

Theoretical Implications 

Primarily, the current study shed light on the utility of the AI interview as a stand-alone 

intervention by providing rich qualitative insights into its processes of change. Broadly, the current 

study’s findings support past studies that have shown generally favorable AI interview experiences and a 

multitude of perceived benefits across several diverse samples (e.g., University students in Sweden; 

Lilja & Richardsson, 2015; health care employees in the UK; The Staff of Mountbatten Ward et al., 

2005; and NGO Directors in Senegal, Tanzania, and Zimbabwe; Michael, 2005). The current study 

extended this past research by contributing a more nuanced process evaluation of the AI highlighting 

how conversations during various AI interview components (i.e., question types, interviewing 

techniques) helped or hindered interviewees from generating actionable insights about improving their 

wellbeing and work lives. 

Thus, a second contribution of the current study was balancing the overemphasis in past 

studies of examining the benefits of AI by more thoroughly addressing the challenges that can 

arise during AI implementation (Grant & Humphries, 2006; Ridley-Duff & Duncan, 2015). 

Although past studies have explored the benefits the AI interview method as a whole (viz., Lilja 

& Richardsson, 2015; Michael, 2005; The staff of Mountbatten Ward et al., 2005), the current 

study explored participants’ nuanced experiences spanning both strengths and challenges that 

arose during the AI interviews. These findings shed light on the complex processes and 

contextual factors that influence the utility of various components of the AI interview method to 

help future interviewees, researchers, and practitioners generate greater value from AI 
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interviews. This nuanced, qualitative exploration aligned with current recommendations in 

organizational intervention literature to study the processes behind how, why, and under what 

conditions various interventions work (viz., Nielsen & Randall, 2012; Nielsen, Taris, & Cox, 

2010; O'Shea et al., 2016) to provide greater context for future researchers to tailor interventions 

(e.g., the AI interview) to more effectively meet the aims of employees and their organizations. 

Specifically, the current study’s results suggest that opening the AI interview with a 

discussion of what inspired teachers to choose the teaching profession allowed them to reflect on 

the alignment between their careers and personal values and strengths. Moreover, questions 

about specific values and strengths led to insights into how teachers could personally create their 

desired impact by “making a difference” in their classrooms and the world at large. Compared to 

all other questions in the AI interview, the peak experience question prompted teachers to 

provide the most detailed level of storytelling. Stories evoked by the peak experience question 

were full of tangible and actionable insights about “making a difference” through teaching. 

Furthermore, the conversational and affirmative AI interviewing style was generally effective 

across all questions in evoking rich storytelling filled with sensory details of positive 

experiences, emotions, and passionate elaborations about how to have meaningful impact as a 

teacher. These findings support past research that has shown that the AI interview helped 

interviewees’ feel at ease to share rich, unrehearsed stories (Michael, 2005) and that these stories 

helped participants gain meaningful insights about themselves and how they could inspire and 

help others (Lilja & Richardsson, 2015). 

Findings also highlight several key challenges that arose during the current study’s AI 

interviewing sessions that have been underexplored in past research. Most notably, results 

suggest that the future visioning questions only provided limited actionable insights to help 
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promote teachers’ future positive work experiences and wellbeing, relative to questions 

examining teachers’ past experiences (i.e., peak experience question) and inner characteristics 

(i.e., values and strengths questions). Instead, the future visioning question inadvertently evoked 

discussion of systemic challenges and limited actionable insights, at least when defined as 

actions that teachers could personally take to improve their wellbeing and work lives on an 

individual level. Further, teachers in this study did not appear to immediately personally benefit 

from taking the time to discuss their systemic concerns during the AI interviews. Despite the 

limited value in inspiring personal changes in teachers’ personal careers or classrooms, the future 

visioning question did result in gathering helpful insights for potential larger-scale change 

initiatives. Thus, it is important to recognize that this critical information could still be utilized as 

part of larger-scale AI interventions in the future, such as those involving entire schools or 

school boards (e.g., see AI interventions in education systems across the world; Dole et al., 

2014). Examining how inadvertent information regarding systemic problems discovered from AI 

interviews can be addressed and utilized more effectively to create positive systemic change is a 

fruitful area for future research. 

Another related challenge uncovered in the teacher AI interview data was that the 

traditional AI questioning style (i.e., affirmative lead-in introduction to the interview, affirmative 

questioning with enthusiastic and encouraging interviewer listening and probing, reframing 

conversations towards a strengths-based conversation whenever appropriate), when used in the 

current interview with teachers, was not always effective in generating actionable individual-

level insights into improving teachers work and lives. Specifically, results from the current 

exploration highlighted that affirmative probing did not always appear to sufficiently elicit 

detailed stories from teachers relevant to the affirmative AI topic of promoting teacher wellbeing 
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and positive work experiences. Results showed that sometimes teachers would not fully connect 

with the affirmative conversation and instead resort to discussing their work stressors and 

frustrations. This was particularly apparent in the case of the closing question when teachers 

were asked about their dream future of teaching. In these problem-focused responses, the 

interviewer felt that validating the participant’s experiences and listening to their concerns was 

often the approach that felt most genuine and appropriate.  

Fortunately, briefly validating teachers’ concerns and frustrations as they arose helped to 

build rapport and provide some closure to then move forwards to more future-focused 

conversation. Following validating statements by asking affirmative probing questions about 

what teachers could personally do to improve the future of teaching helped to shift the discussion 

to greater hope and solution-focus. Moreover, a number of solutions that teachers discussed 

involved ideas for systemic changes to their schools and schoolboards. In line with AI theory and 

supporting case studies of its application, this finding provided some indication that AI 

interventions may lead to insights regarding positive systemic-level change (Cooperrider et al., 

2008). Although these findings are promising, further long-term follow-ups would be required to 

evaluate the full extent of organizational changes generated from engaging employees in a brief 

stand-alone intervention comprised of a single AI interview. 

Limitations and Future Research 

The findings from this qualitative exploration of the AI interview were based on 

experiences of a sample of K-12 teachers in the US and Canada with diverse demographics and 

teaching backgrounds. Promisingly, supporting the relevance of the current study’s findings for 

future research and application with other professions, many of the current study’s results were 

in line with findings from previous AI interview evaluation studies (viz., Lilja & Richardsson, 
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Michael, 2005; The Staff of Mountbatten Ward et al., 2005) and the broader AI intervention 

literature (e.g., Dole et al., 2014; Verleysen et al., 2015). However, although the overall benefits 

of AI interviews uncovered in this sample parallel past findings, many of the details and 

examples likely differ across professions, cultures, and demographics. Thus, it would be 

advantageous for future research to examine the utility of the AI interview and compare insights 

gained in other professions and across cultures. 

One particularity fruitful area of comparison could be examining how employees’ degree 

of job autonomy affects the personal benefits gained from engaging in an AI interview. The most 

notable AI interviewing challenge uncovered in this study was that certain questions led teachers 

to focus on perceived systemic frustrations in their schools and the educational system at large. 

Thus, it would also be valuable to explore the AI interview in professions with relatively greater 

work autonomy and control over organizational-level decisions. For example, future studies can 

qualitatively study the use of AI interviews with professionals such as entrepreneurs and senior 

executives who experience a proneness to high work demands and stress as do educators, but 

who have relatively greater power and autonomy to shape their organizations more directly. 

 Another notable limitation of the study design was the exploration of the AI interview 

exclusively in the format of phone interviews. The phone interview format was chosen to limit 

technological barriers (e.g., increased likelihood of internet connectivity issues with video versus 

telephone calls; Byaruhanga et al., 2020) and reduce participant demands by providing them with 

greater interview scheduling flexibility (e.g., ability to take the call while commuting or on a 

break at their school of employment). Promisingly, recent research with college students has 

found that although in-person interactions led to substantially higher perceived closeness and 

partner responsiveness than video-assisted and audio-only calls, there were no meaningful 
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differences in any affiliative outcomes between audio-only and video-assisted calls (Sprecher, 

2020). However, other findings have shown advantages of in-person or video-assisted versus 

audio-only communication, such as improved information transfer (e.g., Lin et al., 2017). Thus, 

it is possible that participants in this sample would have reaped greater benefits (e.g., more 

actionable insights gained, heightened positive emotions, greater engagement in the generative 

AI conversation) with a video call or in-person AI interview. Future studies can explore the AI 

interview delivered via video call or in-person interviews. Although in-person interviews with 

physical co-presence of the interviewer and interviewee have been widely regarded as the “gold 

standard” of qualitative data collection (Weller, 2017), more recent research has been 

increasingly showing the potential to use both audio (e.g., Sprecher, 2020) and video calling 

(e.g., McDonald, Morgan, & Metze, 2016) as a viable substitute to in-person conversation. 

 Finally, it would be advantageous for future researchers to examine the long-term effects 

and potential changes inspired by participating in an AI interview. Although the current study 

assessed some of the challenges that teachers anticipated with creating positive change in their 

work and organizations (e.g., limited autonomy with school board administration, limited time 

and workload stress) as well as their intentions for future initiatives (e.g., spending more time 

with supportive colleagues, creating more of their discovered “peak experiences” in the 

classroom), the current exploration was limited to examining these perspectives from a single 

point in time. Thus, it will only be possible to evaluate the actual behavioural changes beyond 

employees’ change intentions with future longitudinal qualitative research into the AI interview 

as a stand-alone intervention. This area of future research aligns with calls for more longitudinal 

research in qualitative research (Derrington, 2018). 
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Practical Implications  

 The current study provides practical insights for applying the AI interview as a brief, 

stand-alone intervention for idea generation and wellbeing promotion initiatives with employees. 

Given the generally positive interview experiences and breadth of insights that teachers gained 

by conversing with an affirmative interviewer and answering AI interview questions—even in 

the current study’s potentially limited audio-only phone call setting—practitioners can opt to use 

similar AI interviewing techniques to facilitate a wide range of generative conversations, in-

person or virtually, particularly for employee development purposes. 

Specifically, the current study exemplified the utility of the AI interview in helping 

employees uncover insights into how to harness their personal values, strengths, and interests to 

align their day-to-day work with their desired long-term impact and career vision. These findings 

highlight how HR professions, managers, and corporate coaches can deliver customized versions 

of the full AI interview (viz., Whitney et al.’s AI interview guidelines; 2013) or even include 

individual AI questions in their performance management and employee development work. In 

particular, the “peak experience” question was found to be the most effective in generating 

elaborate and engaged discussions and insights as compared to other AI interview questions. In 

support of these practical implications, a number of previous case studies have highlighted the 

value of extending AI’s practical application beyond large-scale organizational change 

interventions to foster more engaging and generative one-on-one conversations (e.g., Olayinka et 

al., 2020; Orem et al., 2007). 

Conclusion 

The current study provides important information about not only the strengths, but the 

challenges and limitations of utilizing the AI interview, as exemplified with a diverse sample of 
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K-12 teachers discussing their experiences in the teaching profession. Overall, the current study 

contributes to the body of literature empirically examining how, why, and under what 

circumstances AI can effectively inspire positive change in a human system. This study shows 

that a single AI interview—even if deployed in a virtual audio-only environment—can provide a 

rich and nuanced understanding of actionable insights that teachers can use to promote their 

wellbeing and create greater impact with their work. 
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Table 2.1 

The general structure of an Appreciative Inquiry interview that can be adapted to specific topics 

and human systems based on Whitney et al.’s (2013) guidelines. Examples show a tailored lead-

in opening and questions from the current study with a sample of Kindergarten, Elementary, and 

Secondary School teachers to discover how to promote wellbeing and positive work experiences. 

 

Interview Component Example from Current Study 
 

Lead-In Opening 
 

• Affirmative topic 

described in an ideal 

state in the living 

system being 

studied (e.g., team, 

profession, 

organization) 

In this interview we want to discuss what really drives and inspires you in 

your teaching. Creating a culture of teacher wellbeing and vitality in your 

work and life can create a powerful ripple effect of positive change for 

students, our community, and world at large. As a teacher, you likely came 

into this profession with your own version of a vision to change lives for a 

happy and thriving future—we want to hear about this teaching vision from 

you! We know that over the course of your career, you have undoubtedly 

had ups and downs, but for this conversation, we invite you to reflect back 

on those peak experiences as a teacher. I invite you to take a moment and 

simply think about your most optimal experiences in teaching: moments 

when you felt most alive, thriving, effective, engaged, happy, and healthy at 

work and making a positive impact on those around you.  

Opening Questions  

• Inspiration to be a 

part of the living 

system 
 

Let’s first talk about what inspired you to become a teacher. What (or who) 

inspired you to join the teaching profession? 

 

• Personal values 

aligned with the 

living system 

What do you value most about the profession of teaching? Or, what does 

the profession of teaching mean to you? 

 

Topic Questions  

• Past peak 

experiences in the 

living system 

Now, thinking back on your career, which has of course had ups and downs, 

I would like you to think about a peak experience. This could be anything, 

as long as it was a time that you remember feeling highly effective and 

happy as a teacher. A time you felt you were truly thriving as a teacher. I 

can give you a few moments to get recall that memory… let me know when 

you have your example ready…Can you describe that peak experience? 

 

• Personal strengths 

and other factors 

that help promote 

peak experiences 

 

Reflecting on this peak experience, what does that tell you about what you 

value most about yourself as a teacher? 

Conclusion  

• Dream future of the 

living system 

Now we will look into the future. Imagine a positive teaching environment 

where everyone—students and teachers alike—feel happy, effective, 

thriving, and making a difference in their daily lives. Imagine your ideal 
classroom—how would you describe it? 
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Table 2.2 

Demographics from 17 Kindergarten, Elementary, and Secondary School teachers who 

participated in the Appreciative Inquiry phone interview. 
 

Pseudonym Grade Level School Board Country  Gender Age Years Teaching 

Teacher A Elementary Public Canada Woman 26 3 

Teacher C Kindergarten Public USA Woman 52 29 

Teacher E 
Elementary, 

Secondary 
Private Canada Man 29 2.5 

Teacher F 

Kindergarten, 

Elementary, 

Secondary 

Public Canada Man 65 14 

Teacher H Elementary Public Canada Woman 26 1 

Teacher I Secondary Private Canada Man 26 2 

Teacher J Secondary Public Canada Man 46 20 

Teacher K Kindergarten Catholic Canada Woman 26 3 

Teacher O 
Elementary,  

Secondary  
Public Canada Woman 27 1 

Teacher P Kindergarten Public Canada Woman 25 3 

Teacher Q 
Kindergarten, 

Elementary 
Public Canada Man 40 16 

Teacher S Elementary Public Canada Woman 44 4 

Teacher T Secondary Private Canada Woman 59 18 

Teacher U Secondary Private Canada Man 60 12 

Teacher W Elementary Public Canada Woman 29 2 

Teacher Y Elementary Public USA Woman 39 17 

Teacher Z 
Kindergarten, 

Elementary 
Public Canada Woman 52 30 

     
M = 

39.5 

M = 

 10.4 
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Table 2.3 
 

Overview of theme clusters, themes, and accompanying example quotes and descriptions. 

Cluster Theme Example Quotes and Descriptions 
 

A. Strengths 

of the AI 

interview 

that helped 

interviewees 

gain 

actionable 

insights to 

improve 

their work 

and 

wellbeing 

 

1. Inquiring about career 

choice promoted self-

reflection about how 

personal interests, 

strengths, and values 

align with the teaching 

profession. 

 

“I love the idea of all of these things happening 

out there and being able to share those with 

people. Cause’ I think that the stories that we 

choose to tell and the ways in which we choose to 

tell them are tremendously important—these are 

the things that lie at the base of human culture.” 

(p. 74) 

2. Inquiring about what 

teachers value about 

their profession evoked 

a sense of meaning from 

discovering how they 

“make a difference” to 

their students and the 

world at large. 

 

“[…]  If you can take a young person and have 

them be in a positive school environment and have 

them have faith in themselves and feel like they’re 

able to contribute something positive to the world, 

I think that we would have better workers, better 

people, better citizens altogether. So, it’s nice to 

know that you’ve made a difference as a teacher.” 

(p. 79) 

3. Reflecting on peak 

experiences provided 

rich stories of actionable 

insights into how 

teachers can personally 

“make a difference” 

with their work. 

Teacher K created a “calm space” in her 

classroom for students to decompress in whenever 

they felt that they needed it, which helped develop 

their self-control and emotion regulation skills. As 

a result, Teacher K concluded that this was a key 

teaching strategy that she wanted to implement in 

all of her future classes to focus her energy on 

teaching instead of “constantly having to put out 

fires around the classroom.” (p. 81) 

4. Inquiring about personal 

strengths evoked 

teachers’ positive 

emotions and sense of 

teaching competence to 

encourage further 

strengths utilization. 

Teacher T described how she is “able to take 

something that appears to be complicated to a lot 

of people and talk about it in a very simple 

language.” (p. 82) 

5. A conversational and 

affirmative AI 

interviewing style was 

instrumental for shifting 

conversations from 

uncertainty to insightful 

elaborations. 

Teacher Y began with many “ums” and pauses, 

but after the interviewer asked two affirmative AI 

probes, she elaborated on an insight: “until you 

can make learning authentic, and you can make it 

your own, it really doesn’t become mastered […]” 

(p. 84) 

Continued on next page. 
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B.  Challenges 

that arose 

during the AI 

interview that 

impeded 

interviewees 

from gaining 

actionable 

insights to 

improve their 

work and 

wellbeing 

6. Participants required 

extended probing to 

reduce their reluctance to 

discuss their personal 

strengths. 

Teacher P hesitated to answer this question 

initially (“Hmm—that’s a hard question!”), but 

after several interviewer probing questions 

(e.g., “I know, people don’t like to talk about 

themselves, but I know you have many 

strengths,” Teacher P detailed her strength of 

openness and flexibility. (p. 86) 

 7. Future visioning 

questions evoked 

discussion of systemic 

challenges and few 

actionable insights. 

Teacher Q described his dream future as one 

where schools “catch up to that need” by 

providing smaller classrooms and more 

educational assistance. (p. 88) 

8. Affirmative probing was 

not always sufficient for 

evoking actionable 

insights. 

 Teacher K went on to explain her frustrations 

with the “huge” class sizes and rising rate of 

students’ behavioural issues… although 

personally actionable steps were uncovered via 

affirmative probing, systemic issues still remain 

and require systemic action (p. 91) 
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Chapter 3 – Discovering how to craft a “dream future” career: A qualitative process 

evaluation of a job crafting intervention facilitated by appreciative inquiry 

 

Abstract 

Past research shows that job crafting—the employee-driven process of altering one’s 

work—relates to favourable employee and organizational outcomes. Despite over two decades of 

job crafting research, intervention studies have shown mixed effectiveness in promoting job 

crafting and its benefits. Past studies have also lacked exploration of the processes and contexts 

helpful for future program design. To expand the job crafting intervention literature, the current 

study provides an in-depth qualitative evaluation of a novel job crafting intervention—the 

Personal Strategic Planning (PSP) program—based on the positive organizational change theory 

and method of Appreciative Inquiry (AI). AI is a promising facilitator for job crafting training; 

past interventions and case studies have shown that organizational AI programs promote 

employees’ intrinsically motivated and self-sustaining behaviour change. The current study 

presents experiences of 24 full-time employees from a mid-sized University who participated in 

the 6-month PSP program. Qualitative results from interviews, surveys, and field notes spanning 

the full program duration show that AI components of the PSP program, such as AI interviews 

and dream future visualizations, influenced participants to engage in job crafting initiatives 

aligned with their needs, interests, strengths, and values. Several challenges arose, including 

participants’ dissatisfaction with the lack of university-level changes. Suggestions for future 

research and implementation of AI programs to foster employee job crafting are discussed. 

Keywords: Job crafting, Appreciative Inquiry, qualitative case study, employee wellbeing, 

positive organizational development. 
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Introduction 

The modern world of work provides employees with increasing opportunity to personally 

design—or “craft”—more meaningful and engaging jobs for themselves (de Bloom et al., 2020; 

Loi, Lin, & Tam, 2019; Tims, Bakker & Derks, 2013). Job crafting is broadly defined as the 

actions and cognitive changes that employees make to intentionally adapt their jobs in personally 

beneficial or desirable ways (Tims et al., 2013; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Over two 

decades of research across cultures and professions provide support for the employee wellbeing 

and organizational benefits of job crafting (Zhang & Parker, 2019; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; 

Peral & Geldenhuys, 2016). In particular, three meta-analyses have highlighted that promotion-

focused job crafting, in which employees expand and enrich their jobs by increasing job 

resources and challenges, relates to heightened job engagement and decreased burnout 

(Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019; Frederick & VanderWeele, 2020; Rudolph, Katz, Lavigne, & 

Zacher, 2017). However, unlike the substantial literature on job crafting outcomes, considerably 

less research exists on the processes behind how to effectively train and promote approach-

focused job crafting using organizational interventions (Gordon et al., 2018; Kooij et al., 2017; 

Kuijpers, Kooij, & van Woerkom, 2020). 

Even amongst the few studies to date, job crafting interventions have shown inconsistent 

effectiveness in actually promoting employees’ use of job crafting and intended outcomes of 

heightened work engagement and performance (viz., van den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 

2015; Kuijpers et al., 2020; Kooij et al., 2017; see Oprea et al. 2019 for a meta-analysis of job 

crafting interventions). As well, given the focus on outcomes instead of processes in the current 

job crafting intervention literature, it remains unclear which specific intervention components are 

most beneficial and why. Thus, scholars have expressed the need for more context-specific 
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process evaluations of job crafting interventions by tracking participants’ experiences and 

changes over time (Gordon et al., 2018). In particular, future job crafting intervention research 

should examine how to effectively promote personally beneficial job crafting that aligns with 

employees’ unique strengths, interests, and developmental needs (Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers et 

al., 2020). 

One promising avenue for enhancing job crafting training is with the positive 

organizational change practice of Appreciative Inquiry (AI). AI is both a theory and set of 

participatory methods used to discover and harness the best in people and their organizations by 

focusing on what “gives life” to human systems (Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Cooperrider & 

Srivastva, 1987). These “life giving” forces are any intangible social and psychological aspects 

(e.g., sense of belonging, positive emotions, self-efficacy), and more tangible environmental 

factors (e.g., helpful technology, enjoyable workspace, flexible schedules) that are energizing, 

intrinsically motivating, desirable, and growth-inducing for a given human system (Cooperrider 

& Godwin, 2011). AI interventions have been widely studied worldwide and shown to relate to a 

breadth of wellbeing and organizational benefits across professions, organizations, and sectors 

(Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012; Watkins, Mohr, & Kelly, 2011). In this study, I aim to explore 

how this strengths-based AI approach can help employees discover and ultimately job craft 

towards more personally desirable and “life-giving” work. 

The current study aimed to shed light on the inconsistent findings in the job crafting 

intervention literature by testing a novel job crafting program grounded in AI theory and 

delivered using AI methods. The six-month AI-based job crafting program was tested with 

university employees (e.g., sessional instructors, professors) and assessed with a qualitative 

process evaluation. This qualitative design combined in-depth one-on-one AI interviews, field 
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notes, and surveys spanning the full duration of the intervention to provide detailed insights into 

how, why, and under what circumstances an AI-based job crafting program can benefit 

employees and their organization. 

The Great Potential of Job Crafting Interventions 

What Is Job Crafting?  

In recent theoretical developments, scholars have largely agreed on describing job 

crafting broadly as any intentional behaviour that employees enact voluntarily to change various 

aspects of their work to meet their own preferences, needs, and goals (Bruning & Campion, 

2018; Zhang & Parker, 2019). To maintain alignment with Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) 

original construct, scholars have also agreed on these additional classification requirements for a 

behaviour to be labelled as job crafting: the behaviour should result in a substantial and semi-

permanent (as opposed to momentary) change in the job crafter’s work, should not require 

formal approval to enact, should occur in the general zone of commonly agreed-upon acceptable 

behaviour for a given job, and should target intrinsic characteristics (i.e., how the work is done or 

experienced), versus extrinsic characteristics (e.g., pay raise) of one’s job (Bruning & Campion, 

2018; Lazazzara, Tims, & De Gennaro, 2020; Zhang & Parker, 2019). 

 Although virtually all job crafting scholars view job crafting as a form of behavioural 

change—consisting of tangible changes to employees’ work tasks (i.e., task crafting) and 

relationships (i.e., relational crafting)—a number of scholars also include cognitive change in 

their conceptualization of job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Zhang & Parker, 2019). 

Cognitive change refers to the crafting of how one perceives and identifies with their work. For 

example, from the qualitative findings that sparked the inception of the job crafting construct, 
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Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) uncovered how hospital cleaning employees crafted a sense of 

meaning in their jobs by viewing their work as integral to saving patients’ lives. 

These cognitive and behavioural forms of job crafting can be categorized into promotion- 

and prevention-focused job crafting based on Higgin’s (1997) regulatory focus theory 

(Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019; also referred to as approach- and avoidance-oriented job 

crafting; Rudolph et al., 2017; Zhang & Parker, 2019). Regulatory focus theory proposes that 

people self-regulate primarily to approach matches between current and desired states (i.e., 

promotion) or to avoid mismatches between current and desired states (i.e., prevention). Applied 

to job crafting theory, Promotion-focused job crafting is the expansion of one’s job by moving 

towards the accumulation of resources and challenging job demands to increase the likelihood of 

gaining desired rewards and benefits, whereas, prevention-focused  job crafting is the contraction 

of one’s job by actively decreasing or avoiding demands that are personally perceived as a 

hindrance (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019; Tims et al., 2012; Zhang & Parker, 2019). 

Combining these diverse forms of job crafting together, an example of promotion-

focused relational crafting could be attending more enjoyable social events with colleagues, 

whereas prevention-focused behavioural task crafting could involve quitting an optional work 

committee to free up time for other tasks. Regarding cognitive crafting, a prevention-focused 

example could be suppressing negative thoughts and feelings during a stressful meeting, whereas 

a promotion-focused example could involve taking the time to think about exciting opportunities 

for professional growth amidst uncertain organizational changes. These well-established job 

crafting classifications allow for the nuanced study of differential employee and organizational 

outcomes across job crafting types, as summarized in the following section. 
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What Are the Employee and Organizational Outcomes of Job Crafting?  

Cross-sectional and longitudinal studies of employees’ use of job crafting show generally 

favourable outcomes. At least four meta-analyses of non-experimental studies have shown that 

employees’ promotion-focused job crafting efforts are moderately related to in-role and extra-

role job performance and wellbeing outcomes such as lowered burnout and heightened work 

engagement (Boehnlein & Baum, 2020; Frederick & VanderWeele, 2020; Lichtenthaler & 

Fischbach, 2019; Rudolph et al., 2017). In contrast, meta-analyses show that prevention-focused 

job crafting has no consistent effect on job performance (Boehnlein & Baum, 2020), and relates 

to higher turnover intentions (Rudolph et al., 2017), burnout, and lowered work engagement 

(Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019). 

 One of the most well-established theoretical explanations for these differential job 

crafting outcomes is based on the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti et al., 

2001). According to the JD-R model, job resources are any aspects that employees perceive as 

helpful for reducing their demands and promoting their personal development and goal 

achievement. In contrast, job demands are aspects of the job that require employees to exert 

sustained cognitive or physical effort and therefore have an associated cost that leads to the 

depletion of personal resources. Based on this view, promotion-focused job crafting should lead 

to generally favourable outcomes because it represents the active changes employees make to 

bolster their job resources and manage the demands of their jobs (Bakker, Rodríguez-Muñoz, & 

Sanz Vergel, 2016; Dubbelt et al., 2019). Conversely, although prevention-focused crafting can 

help to decrease certain job demands, it can also hinder the accumulation of job resources, such 

as opportunities for mastery, accomplishment, and social connection, and their associated 

benefits (Bakker et al., 2016; Dubbelt, Demerouti & Rispens, 2019). 
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 Kuijpers and colleagues (2020) provided an additional explanation of job crafting 

outcomes from a motivation perspective. They proposed that employees job craft to bolster their 

personal resources by aligning their work with their interests, desired developmental 

opportunities, and strengths. Unlike job resources in the original JD-R model (e.g., job 

autonomy, supervisor support), personal resources refer to aspects within the self, such as 

resilience and optimism (Hobfoll et al., 2003). Thus, Kuijpers and colleagues’ (2020) view 

further explains the negative relation between prevention-focused crafting and outcomes of work 

engagement and job performance; although the avoidance or removal of demands can serve to 

relieve stress if used appropriately, this passive form of crafting fails to harness and develop 

personal resources that are essential for employees to deeply engage with their work. 

Conversely, promotion-focused job crafting provides the ideal opportunity for employees to 

actively align their work with experiences that are personally valuable, interesting, and growth-

inducing (Dubbelt et al., 2019; Kuijpers et al., 2020). 

Job Crafting Applications and Considerations in Education Professions 

 Although job crafting has been studied across industries and professions, researchers 

suggest that job crafting interventions may be especially beneficial for employees who have 

greater opportunity to personally improve their person-job fit (Kuijpers et al., 2020; Lu et al., 

2014). In particular, researchers have recommended job crafting interventions for employees 

who work in flatter teams and organizations, experience high workload, and perceive a sufficient 

degree of autonomy to craft their jobs (Kuijpers et al., 2020). School teachers, university faculty, 

and other educators typically have a moderate level of job autonomy (e.g., have some creative 

freedom in developing lesson plans, do not report to a direct supervisor) and thus fit the 

aforementioned occupational factors that are conducive for job crafting. This presents a strong 
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case for the application of job crafting interventions in education professions, such as with 

university faculty—the population of the current study.  

 Although a number of job resources exist for university faculty that can facilitate the 

benefits of a job crafting intervention in this population, it is also important to consider the 

unique job demands common to this profession to anticipate and buffer potential job crafting 

barriers. Notably, studies have shown that university faculty tend to perceive high job demands 

from growing expectations to deliver quality education and service in today’s technologically 

connected and student-centered higher education classrooms (Berry & Cassidy, 2013; Grant-

Vallone & Ensher, 2017; He & Oxendine, 2019; Lawless, 2018). These increasing service-

centered expectations have been coined as a shift towards a “neoliberal university” where 

professors represent the “service providers” and students hold the power of “customers” (Berry 

& Cassidy, 2013; Lawless, 2018).  

Moreover, women face additional challenges in the higher education profession. El-

Alayli, Hansen-Brown and Ceynar (2018) found that women faculty reported higher rates than 

men faculty of students making work demands and special requests, as well as exhibiting 

friendship behaviours towards them. These findings led El-Alayli and colleagues (2018) to 

conclude that: “Women must work harder to demonstrate both warmth and competence merely 

to be rated equally to their male peers . . . they must live up to professional expectations in the 

formal aspects of teaching while simultaneously serving as academic moms” (p. 138). 

Another critical work demand in today’s “neoliberal university” is the high rate of 

precarious contract work with the rise of non-tenure track (i.e., sessional) faculty positions 

(Tunguz, 2016). As compared to tenure-track faculty members, sessional faculty have 

substantially lower pay, job security, and engage in more emotionally laborious work with 
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students (El-Alayli et al., 2018; Tunguz, 2016). Moreover, women represent the majority of 

sessional faculty in universities (Foster & Birdsell Bauer, 2018), which further highlights the 

additional barriers that women faculty often face. Thus, in considering the increasing job 

demands placed on university faculty with the rise of the “neoliberal university,” and the 

additional barriers that women and non-tenure track faculty face, it becomes especially important 

to design job crafting interventions that are flexible, optional, and used as a supplement to 

necessary organizational-level change efforts that directly reduce systemic barriers in this 

profession. 

 Promisingly, despite the increasing job demands in higher education, research with 

university faculty points to the value of implementing job crafting interventions in this 

profession (Dubbelt et al., 2019; Grant-Vallone & Ensher, 2017). For instance, Grant-Vallone 

and Ensher (2017) found that university faculty readily exemplified Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s 

(2001) concept of job crafting in their work lives. From their analysis of qualitative interviews 

with 16 tenured, mid-career university faculty, Grant-Vallone and Ensher (2017) found that 

faculty frequently engaged in task, relational, and cognitive crafting strategies to shape their 

careers in line with their needs, goals, and interests. To exemplify, faculty commonly mentioned 

the use of cognitive crafting in the form of shifting how they thought about their careers over 

time to develop a greater sense of control, passion, and satisfaction with their work. Grant-

Vallone and Ensher (2017) concluded that job crafting can be a valuable tool and framework for 

faculty, and particularly, mid-career faculty who often feel less engaged and purposeful in their 

work as compared to how they felt during their early-career years. 

 Furthermore, Dubbelt and colleagues (2019) provided preliminary support that a job 

crafting intervention can be useful for faculty across all career stages. Dubbelt and colleagues 
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(2019) found that assignment to a 4-hour in-person job crafting training workshop designed for 

university faculty and employees led to a significant increase in job crafting via resource-seeking 

as well as reducing demands, as compared to significantly decreased job crafting via resource-

seeking and no relation to decreasing demands in the control group. In turn, resource-seeking job 

crafting was related to heightened self-reported task performance, work engagement, and career 

satisfaction at a 6-week follow-up, whereas job crafting by decreasing demands was related to 

lowered levels (Dubbelt et al., 2019; study 1) or showed no relation (Dubbelt et al., 2019; study 

2) to these outcome variables. Notably, the job crafting intervention had no effect on promoting 

faculty’s job crafting in the form of increasing challenging demands, as faculty mentioned in a 

feedback discussion that they did not have the time to seek out new challenges given their 

current workloads. Thus, future job crafting interventions with university faculty should be 

geared towards encouraging resource-seeking job crafting efforts that show the strongest 

association with wellbeing and work performance. Conversely, job crafting interventions should 

be designed to avoid pressuring faculty to overload themselves with new challenges (i.e., job 

crafting via increasing challenge demands) or relying on avoiding or “saying no” to existing 

demands (i.e., job crafting via decreasing demands).  

Current State of Job Crafting Intervention Research 

In the past five years, there has been a steady increase in studies testing job crafting 

interventions. Promisingly, a meta-analysis of 14 job crafting interventions showed a small-to-

moderate effect of assignment to job crafting interventions on increases in aggregated job 

crafting behaviours and work engagement (Oprea et al., 2019). However, when examining 

specific job crafting facets and individual studies, results are far less consistent: Oprea and 

colleagues’ (2019) findings further showed that although job crafting interventions were 
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generally effective in increasing the job crafting behaviours of seeking challenges and decreasing 

demands, effects on what is theoretically and empirically the most critical job crafting facet for 

performance and wellbeing according to JD-R theory—seeking resources—was non-significant. 

Moreover, in examining individual studies testing long-term job crafting interventions lasting 4-8 

weeks, at least three showed no main effects of these job crafting interventions on any forms of 

job crafting behaviours over and above a control (van den Heuvel et al., 2015; Kooij et al., 2017; 

Kuijpers et all., 2020). Subgroup analyses showed increases in job crafting behaviours only in 

older employees (Kooij et al., 2017), employees reporting higher workloads (Kuijpers et al., 

2020), and on certain weeks of the intervention (van dan Heuvel et al., 2015).  

In terms of employee and organizational outcomes, overall, job crafting interventions 

have tended to show small increases in aggregated work engagement (Oprea et al., 2019). 

However, some studies have shown no effects on work engagement (viz., van Wingerden, Derks 

& Bakker, 2017) or no increases in the specific facet of vigor (viz., Kuijpers, et al., 2020), 

defined as a sense of energy and vitality while working or thinking about work (Schaufeli et al., 

2002). Finally, although job crafting interventions show a moderate effect on contextual job 

performance (i.e., actions beneficial to the organization that are outside of the formal job 

requirements), meta-analytic evidence shows no substantial relation to task performance (Oprea 

et al., 2019). Promisingly, two job crafting interventions in applied samples with educators have 

shown generally favourable results (viz., Dubbelt et al., 2019; van Wingerden et al., 2017). For 

example, a job crafting intervention led to increases in university faculty members’ resource-

seeking behaviours, which positively related to their task performance, job satisfaction, and work 

engagement (Dubbelt et al., 2019). Overall, despite the limited and mixed findings, the generally 
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favourable outcomes with no reported downsides highlight the value in advancing the study of 

job crafting interventions. 

The Current Study: How Appreciative Inquiry Can Facilitate a Job Crafting Intervention 

In the nascent research on job crafting interventions, there is great potential to study how 

employees can learn to effectively job craft towards their unique interests, strengths, and 

developmental needs (Kuijpers et al., 2020). This gap provides a fruitful avenue to enrich job 

crafting interventions with positive organizational change theory and methods. In the current 

study, we developed and tested a job crafting intervention with university employees based on a 

strengths-based AI approach to organizational behaviour change (Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011). 

Given the past successes of AI interventions in helping employees and organizations work 

towards a “dream future” based on discovery of their positive core—composed of intrinsically 

motivating, or “life-giving,” forces such as strengths, values, and stories of past peak experiences 

(Watkins et al., 2011; Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012)—there appears to be untapped potential to 

improve job crafting training with AI. Although AI has been mainly used for organizational 

change initiatives, Cooperrider (2012) proposes that AI’s principles, process, and methods can be 

applied to empower and energize interventions of all sizes, including on a personal level. 

Researchers have since applied AI for personal development purposes similar to the current 

study, such as for one-on-one and group coaching (Orem, Binkert, & Clancy, 2007), train 

cultural competency and self-efficacy in teachers (He, 2013), and promote health behaviour 

change (Olayinka, Moore, & Stange, 2020; Cooperrider, 2012). 

The current study exemplified how the principles and methods used in AI interventions can be 

directly applied to job crafting training. AI is commonly implemented using the 5-D cycle: (1) Defining 

(i.e., clarifying the aim of how and why AI will be used in the given human system), (2) Discovery (i.e., 
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uncovering positive experiences and systemic strengths), (3) Dream (i.e., imagining “what might be” the 

potential and ideal future of a system), (4) Design (i.e., brainstorming and deciding on action plans to 

create this dream future), and (5) Delivery (i.e., empowering individuals in a system to collaboratively 

create and sustain positive action towards their collective dream future; Stavros, Godwin, & 

Cooperrider, 2015). Applied to a job crafting intervention, we propose that moving through AI’s 5-D 

cycle can help employees discover and dream a personally meaningful vision for their work and careers, 

design a job crafting plan, and ultimately deliver (i.e., implement) job crafting to align their work with 

their dream vision. Thus, integrating AI with job crafting directly addresses Kuijpers and colleagues’ 

(2020) call for advancing the study of how employees can more effectively job craft in alignment with 

their strengths, values, needs, and interests. 

In addition to exploring the utility of AI in facilitating job crafting, the current study 

provides a qualitative exploration of the nuanced processes and experiences that may aid the 

design of future job crafting programs (Nielsen & Miraglia, 2017; Nielsen, Taris, & Cox, 2010). 

Based on recommendations for improving process evaluations in organizational interventions 

(Nielsen & Miraglia, 2017; Nielsen et al., 2010; O'Shea, O'Connell, & Gallagher, 2016), we 

qualitatively examined the program initiation, design, mechanisms, and contextual factors that 

influenced participants’ job crafting intervention experiences and outcomes. This qualitative 

exploration is important because literature on job crafting interventions to date lacks a thorough 

process evaluation to explain their inconsistent outcomes. To our knowledge, qualitative studies 

have only been used to explore employees’ spontaneous job crafting, and there have been no 

qualitative studies examining participants’ development of job crafting over the course of an 

intervention. Qualitative research has been critical in the initial conceptualization (Wrzesniewski 

& Dutton, 2001) and theoretical development of job crafting theory (see Lazazzara et al. 2020 



   

 

   100 

for a meta-synthesis of job crafting studies), highlighting the potential to now advance the job 

crafting intervention literature with a qualitative exploration. 

Method 

Participants 

 Program registration was advertised via email to approximately 135 full-time employees 

in a social and applied sciences college in a mid-sized public University in Canada. Twenty-four 

participants registered for the PSP program (18% program participation across the college). The 

program evaluation consisted of two qualitative data collection periods (i.e., 1-on-1 AI 

interviews and survey) and informal program evaluation notes written by the lead researcher 

throughout the intervention. Sample demographics were collected from a subset of 10 

participants (42% of program registrants) who consented to the recording and transcription of 

their interview data to contribute to a larger study on AI interviews (ethics Approval #17-10-030; 

see Appendix A for consent form). In this subset (Mage = 41.7; range = 33-50) all participants 

identified as women in a college where women represent approximately 60% of full-time 

professors. Participants held various teaching and research positions: sessional instructors (n = 

2), post-doctoral researcher (n = 1), non-tenure track assistant professors (n = 2), tenured 

associate professors (n = 4), and full professor (n = 1). Participants reported an average of 4.95 

years of employment in the university. 

In addition to the interview data (n = 10), 12 participants (50% of registered program 

participants) consented to provide their data from a PSP program evaluation survey for future 

research purposes (see end of Appendix C for the full agreement). The lead researcher received 

ethics approval for this secondary use of data after the PSP program ended (ethics approval #20-

01-015). Demographic data for this subset of survey respondents was unknown due to survey 
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anonymity. Participation in all components of the PSP program was completely voluntary. There 

were also no monetary or performance-related rewards provided for participation, with the 

exception of $5 gift cards for completion of the online survey. 

Procedure 

Program Purpose and Initiation 

The Dean of the participating college championed the Personal Strategic Planning (PSP) 

program in the summer of 2019. The program was aimed at addressing the specific wellbeing 

needs of university faculty as uncovered in a 2017 wellness survey conducted by the University’s 

HR department. Survey results showed that faculty at the university presented a moderate risk on 

a composite wellbeing index. Faculty in this particular college scored lower than other colleges 

in three facets comprising the wellbeing index: (1) workload management, (2) balance between 

demands of work and other important life domains, and (3) psychological safety at work. To 

address these concerns, the college leadership updated their strategic vision to focus on 

developing new initiatives to promote faculty wellbeing and relationship building amongst 

colleagues. As one such initiative, the Dean championed the PSP program planning team with 

the University’s Director of learning and development and an Associate Professor with expertise 

in occupational health psychology. The Professor recruited the first author, who is a trained AI 

practitioner, to act as the lead researcher of program design, implementation, and evaluation. 

PSP Program Content: Integrating Job Crafting and AI 

Participants gained access to the in-person and online content of the PSP program 

developed based on job crafting (viz., Zhang & Parker, 2019; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) 

and AI theory and methods (viz., Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Watkins et al., 2012; Whitney et 

al., 2013). Over the 6 month PSP program, participants had the option of engaging in any of the 
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following PSP program components: (1) an online course portal which provided supplemental AI 

and job crafting readings and a discussion board for participants to ask questions and share 

insights, (2) self-assessment tools to guide job crafting towards personal values (Schwartz et al., 

2012), signature strengths (Via Institute on Character, 2020), and competencies relevant to 

university faculty and other employees (Harvard University, n.d.), (3) five two-hour in-person 

sessions combining AI-based content and activities (i.e., lecture materials, group discussions, 

guided self-reflection “dream future” visualizations, journaling prompts) and personalized job 

crafting planning grounded in goal-setting theory (Locke & Latham, 2006; Seijts, Latham, & 

Woodwark, 2013) as used in previous job crafting interventions (viz., Dubbelt et al., 2019), (4) 

1-on-1 AI interviews led by a trained AI practitioner (first author) leading participants through 

the discovery of their personal “positive core,” “dream future,” and ideas for moving towards 

this “dream future” (Whitney et al., 2012; See appendix B for AIinterview), (5) a personalized 

report for each participant of the AI interview summarizing their personal “positive core” themes 

and practical recommendations for creating their “dream future” (see Appendix B for AI 

interview guide and Appendix E for a sample interview report), and (6) AI and job crafting self-

reflection prompts emailed to participants throughout the program to answer as part of their 

personal journaling work. 

The PSP program ran from September 2019 to March 2020. After a preliminary AI 5-D 

Defining phase of the AI intervention purpose (as described in the “Program Purpose and 

Initiation” section above), participants moved through the latter four stages of the 5-D cycle of 

AI (Stavros et al., 2015) in two parts. Part 1 was a combination of the 5-D Discovery and Dream 

phases. Content in the first two in-person sessions and the AI interview focused on uncovering 

participants’ “positive core” of their personal strengths, values, goals, and “dream future” vision 
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facilitated via AI activities (e.g., sharing peak career experiences, visualization a dream future, 

self-discovery in the AI interview). Part 2 of the PSP program involved more strategic activities 

relating to the 5-D Design and Delivery phases. The final three in-person sessions guided 

participants through detailed goal setting to Design their personalized job crafting plans based on 

their “dream future” and “positive core” as uncovered in Part 1 of the program. The PSP 

program was limited to indirectly implementing the final Delivery phase by encouraging 

participants to job craft in their actual work lives outside of the PSP program. 

Implementation of the 5-D cycle was grounded in the AI principle of Wholeness. The 

Wholeness principle instills that co-constructed and collaborative efforts are more effective for 

motivating and sustaining positive change in organizations than top-down or siloed efforts 

(Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Watkins et al., 2011). To promote Wholeness during the PSP 

program, participants engaged as active change agents of their own personalized job crafting 

journey, built relationships with new colleagues, and collaborated with the planning team to 

design the PSP program. Participants engaged in PSP program planning discussions and were 

encouraged to provide feedback throughout the program (e.g., via email, in-person session 

discussions, 1-on-1 interviews, mid-program evaluation survey, and session planning polls). 

After the first two sessions, participants requested more instruction and reflection time for the 

“dream future” exercise and asked for more resources to help them with feelings of what they 

often referred to as “imposter syndrome,” or a sense of not being capable of effectively 

managing all of the responsibilities of their work, arising during their career planning. The 

planning team addressed these needs by incorporating more guidance on career visioning and 

self-compassion practice in sessions 3-5. As well, based on participant feedback, the planning 

team provided more in-depth focus on AI Design activities for crafting daily tasks and schedules 
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(session 4) and long-term developmental career crafting (session 5). See figure 3.1 for a detailed 

visual representation and timeline of all PSP program components, Table 3.1 for explanation of 

how PSP program AI activities promoted job crafting, and Appendix D for full overview of PSP 

program content and linkage to AI theory. 

Qualitative Data Collection 

Semi-Structured Interview (Months 1-3). In-person semi-structured AI interviews were 

conducted with professors 1-on-1 during the first three months of the PSP program. Interviews 

lasted from 45 minutes to 1 hour and 10 minutes and included the following clusters: (A) 

demographics (i.e., age, gender, years employed as professors), (B) perceptions of the PSP 

program (e.g., what made you join the program? What are your hopes for future sessions?), and 

(C) AI questions to help participants uncover their personal strengths, values, past peak career 

experiences, potential causal factors of their peak experiences, dream career future, and ways to 

move towards their dream futures (Whitney et al., 2013). See Appendix B for full interview 

guide. 

Program Evaluation Survey (Months 3-4). The PSP planning team developed an online 

mid-program evaluation survey based on Nielsen and Randall’s (2013) evaluation model. The 

survey assessed participants’ perceptions regarding processes of intervention change and 

contextual factors influencing their experiences and outcomes. To assess PSP program 

participation and engagement, participants answered whether they had attended an AI coaching 

session and how many in-person program sessions they had attended to date. To understand 

barriers to participation, participants were asked to select reasons that prevented them from 

attending more sessions (e.g., too busy with other work, scheduling conflicts) or provide an 
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open-text response. Participants also rated their likelihood of continuing to attend future PSP 

program sessions on a 1-7 scale ranging from “Extremely unlikely” to “Extremely likely.”  

 To assess overall program favourability, participants rated perceived quality and 

usefulness of the AI interview and the in-person sessions that they had attended (e.g., how useful 

have you found the program sessions that you have attended?) on 7-point scales. The quality 

questions were rated from “Terrible” to “Excellent” and the usefulness questions were rated from 

“Extremely Useless” to “Extremely Useful.” 

 To qualitatively evaluate participants’ program experiences, participants answered a 

series of open-text response questions developed for the current study based on job crafting 

theory (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Zhang & Parker, 2019). Participants responded to the 

following questions: (A) reasons for joining the PSP program, (B) areas for program 

improvement, (C) most valuable insights gained (D), what program components were most 

personally valuable and why, (E) behavioural and/or internal (i.e., cognitive-emotional) changes 

made in life and work at least in part attributed to taking part in the PSP program, (F) personal or 

professional goal progress made as a result of the PSP program, (G) other organizational 

resources that would help in progressing personal PSP program goals, and (H) any further 

feedback to improve the PSP program. See Appendix C for the full program evaluation survey.  

Field Notes (Months 1-6). To provide a more comprehensive contextual evaluation of 

the PSP program design, implementation, processes of change, and outcomes, fields notes were 

evaluated as a supplement to participant data (Nielsen & Randall, 2013). Field notes included 

PSP program planning notes, results from the University’s faculty wellbeing survey, in-person 

PSP program session notes, and AI interview notes for each participant. 
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Qualitative Data Analysis 

I (the first author) analyzed the PSP program data guided by recommendations for 

conducting mixed methods process evaluations (viz., Abildgaard, Saksvik, & Nielsen, 2016; 

Nielsen & Randall, 2012). Process evaluations of organizational interventions help to uncover 

mechanisms of change and diverse personal and contextual factors that influence employees’ 

experiences and outcomes (Nielsen & Randall, 2012). In line with these recommendations, I 

analyzed the qualitative data using a thematic analysis. Thematic analysis allows for synthesis of 

participants’ program experiences into a meaningful ‘thematic framework’ of overarching 

insights to help inform future interventions (Abildgaard et al., 2016). In particular, I applied 

Braun and Clarke’s (2019) reflexive thematic analysis, defined as the active, subjective, creative, 

and theoretically informed process of meaning generation.  

Using NVivo 12 software (QSR International, 2020), I conducted a reflexive theme 

generation process informed by theory on job crafting (viz., Zhang & Parker, 2019; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), AI (viz., Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Watkins et al., 2012; 

Whitney et al., 2013), and the JD-R model (Demerouti et al., 2001; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). 

The reflexive theme generation process involved thorough reading of all qualitative data and 

critical reflection on personal impressions of data meaning. This was followed by categorizing 

statements in the data relevant to the study’s research aims with descriptive labels (i.e., codes), 

and assessing convergence and divergence across codes to actively construe patterns of shared 

meaning in the data. These patterns were united by overarching ideas, known as “central 

organizing concepts,” (Braun & Clarke, 2019, p. 593) that formed the titles of the final set of 

descriptive themes. 
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I further organized the final set of themes under a set of overarching research questions 

addressing various organizational intervention processes (Nielsen & Randall, 2012; Nielsen et 

al., 2010; O'Shea et al., 2016). Although Braun and Clarke (2019) generally advise against broad 

domain categorization of qualitative data, such clustering was appropriate for organizing the 

intervention evaluation in a clear way to help guide future intervention design and 

implementation. Specifically, I clustered the resultant themes into Nielsen and Randall’s (2013) 

framework for evaluating organizational interventions based on the following core process areas: 

(a) the intervention design and implementation (i.e., process of intervention initiation, activities, 

and implementation strategy), (b) the participants’ mental models (i.e., perceptions of the 

intervention, their organization, and work), and (c) the organizational and external contexts that 

influenced the intervention. Specifically, I presented the details of the PSP program initiation, 

development, and implementation processes (area a) in the procedure section above. I organized 

themes pertaining to participants’ mental models (area b) and key organizational/external factors 

that influenced the PSP program (area c) across the following four overarching qualitative 

research questions: 

1. What motivated participants to join the PSP program? 

2. What job crafting changes did participants make during the PSP program? 

3. What were the mechanisms of change of the PSP program? 

4. What barriers or challenges did participants face during the PSP program?  
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Results 

Descriptive Program Ratings (Quantitative) 

How Engaged Were PSP Program Participants?  

In-person PSP session attendance ranged from 3 to 11 participants. After three sessions of 

the PSP program, the majority of PSP participants indicated that they had only attended one 

session (56%), followed by attendance of all sessions by 33% of respondents. The most common 

reasons for not attending in-person sessions included “scheduling conflicts,” (43%), feeling “too 

busy with other work,” (28%), or that the “topic did not appeal to me enough to attend the 

session” (14%), and “that I gained what I wanted from the program already” (14%). However, 

intention to attend in-person sessions was high; half-way through the PSP program, 85% of 

respondents indicated that they were “extremely likely” to attend future PSP program sessions, 

and the remaining 15% indicated that their future attendance was “slightly likely.” Additionally, 

10 participants (42% of PSP program registrants) attended a 1-on-1 AI interview. 

How Did Participants Rate the Overall Quality and Effectiveness of the PSP Program? 

Participants rated the overall quality of the PSP program sessions that they attended as 

“excellent” (43%), “great” (43%), and “good” (14%), and the overall usefulness of the sessions 

as “extremely useful” (71%), “moderately useful” (14%), and “slightly useful” (14%). Amongst 

respondents who indicated that they had participated in an AI interview coaching session, the 

majority (67%) rated the overall quality of their interview as “excellent,” followed by the 

remaining 33% rating their interview as “good.” Respondents rated the overall usefulness of the 

AI interviews as “slightly useful” (50%), followed by “extremely useful” (33%), and 

“moderately useful” (17%). 
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PSP Program Process Evaluation (Qualitative) 

The following qualitative themes are organized under four process evaluation questions. 

Each main theme provides an overarching answer to each process evaluation question. Each 

theme is further organized into descriptive sub-themes that address more nuanced participant 

experiences (see table 3.2 for a summary of all process evaluation questions, qualitative themes, 

and sub-themes): 

Question 1: What Motivated Participants to Join the PSP Program? 

Participants Joined the PSP Program For (Mostly) Self-Driven Reasons Pertaining 

to Career Enrichment and Personal Wellbeing Promotion. All participants provided multiple 

reasons for why they joined the PSP program. The majority of participants described a number of 

self-driven reasons for joining the voluntary program, such as genuine curiousity and desire to 

engage in the program due to alignment with personally meaningful goals. These participants 

mainly focused on the wellbeing and career benefits that they hoped to gain from the program. 

However, a smaller portion of participants reported extrinsically motivated reasons relating to a 

desire to manage stress or make a favourable impression on others. Six distinct reasons are 

presented as subthemes below: 

Seeking Answers at a Career “Crossroads” to Uncover the “Next Chapter.” Most 

commonly participants expressed joining the PSP program to help them uncover the next chapter 

in their lives (e.g., “I just need some help looking at where I want to be”) due to feeling like they 

had reached a career “crossroads,” or a “fork in the road.”  This perceived “fork” was especially 

common amongst professors who had recently secured tenure, as one recently tenured professor 

described: 

 



   

 

   110 

Academia is kinda funny because in other careers you’re constantly thinking about long-

term career planning because there are more steps, whereas if you’re in a tenure-track 

job it’s like, two or three stages and then the job is the same-ish the whole way through. 

Pre-tenure you’re just so focused on tenure—that’s the finish line—and all of the sudden 

you get to the finish line and then you think, “What’s next?” So, over the last couple of 

years I’ve just been doing some reading and thinking, “What are the next 20 years going 

to look like?” 

Several tenured professors described feeling a similar pressure during their “must get tenure” 

phases, followed by an often unanticipated “now what?” confusion post-tenure. Overall, post-

tenured faculty expressed a desire to create more meaning in their careers long-term. 

Several participants had already begun their post-tenure career planning prior to joining 

the PSP program and were seeking to uncover answers to more specific career questions (e.g., 

which administrative roles to pursue, whether to apply for a leadership position in their college 

or focus on teaching, what research niche to carve out). Other participants expressed no 

particular dilemmas or ideas; instead, these participants found that thinking about their “dream 

future” was challenging because they felt that they could not picture any concrete goals. One 

Professor candidly admitted that after reaching the “carrot on the stick” of tenure, she found 

herself uninspired about the prospect of future career planning and thinking, “I don’t know why I 

need to do anything else.” From the stories that this professor shared about her academic career, 

it was clear that passion, initiative, and curiosity were not lacking – she made it clear that this 

career inertia arose only after receiving tenure. 

Overall, all professors who expressed confusion regarding their post-tenure positions 

expressed a sense of open-mindedness, hope, and interest when describing their decision to join 
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the PSP program. These professors sought the PSP program to help gain clarity on what they 

truly wanted their future careers to look like. A recently promoted full professor summarized this 

common sentiment: “I feel like I have reached a crossroads in my career… [the PSP program] 

could give me some direction because I don’t really know what I’m doing.” 

Seeking to Be More “Intentional” With Career Planning. Participants across job 

security and tenure levels described wanting to become more “intentional” with planning their 

schedules and academic careers as a whole. Participants described a desire to gain “guidance on 

how to think more strategically about my career,” and wanting “to take a more intentional 

approach to my career—and life!” For some professors, this intentionally meant creating a 

stronger alignment between their day-to-day career reality, personal values, and aspirational 

career goals that they had already begun to explore prior to coming into the PSP program. 

Participants shared many specific career goals that they wanted to take the time to self-reflect on 

in the PSP program (e.g., to pursue more innovative research, to finally start writing a book). 

Others described a more general intentionality that they wanted to gain in their career planning 

that would provide them with a deeper sense of satisfaction, meaning, and alignment with 

personal values. One professor exemplified the beginnings of this self-exploration: “I’m just 

trying to think long-term career-wise… what are my career goals? How am I going to get there? 

What are my overall values? And how do I then align my values with my job?” 

Seeking to Be Held “Accountable” In a Structured Program. Many participants 

described that they were drawn to the PSP program because they believed that it would allow 

them to be held “accountable” for making the intentional changes that they desired (as described 

above). Several professors mentioned that they were interested in the many “accountability 

mechanisms” of the PSP program, including: the long-term program structure with monthly in-
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person sessions, connecting over shared challenges and goals with other professors in the in-

person sessions, and having clear instructions and activities to complete that would help them to 

feel “on track.” To exemplify, one professor felt that the focus on self-reflection activities in the 

PSP program would help her to “create a plan for which goals to commit to and which ones to 

leave in a file for later” and would help her to set and commit to goals that were more “realistic” 

than she had previously been able to envision on her own. 

Seeking Social Connection and Support with Fellow Colleagues. Many professors 

mentioned that connecting with fellow colleagues for added social support was a main motivator 

for joining the PSP program. After the first in-person session, one professor described that she 

wanted to continue attending the PSP sessions because she valued having the chance to meet 

“like-minded people, even though we were in very different stages in our career,” and 

experiencing the “exchange of ideas” and career advice in the in-person sessions.  

Several participants described feeling that their current work was “isolating” and that 

they did not carve out enough time to connect with their colleagues in daily work life. As one 

professor described, she was constantly “shoving lunch down” at her desk instead of going out 

for lunch and spending more time connecting with colleagues like she said she wanted to do 

more often. It appeared that the structured PSP program allowed professors to grant themselves 

the permission to take time away from their often-siloed work and create a greater sense of 

balance as a result of the scheduled time for social interaction. Relatedly, participants shared that 

they were drawn to the long-term structure of the PSP program that would allow them to build 

and foster relationships long-term, unlike other “one-off” professional development workshops 

that they had attended in the past. 
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Seeking Solutions to Help Manage Work Demands and Stress. A few participants 

expressed reasons focused more on managing their work demands and stress. These participants 

focused less on what they might gain from the program in terms of meaning and bolstered 

wellbeing, and more on assisting with “figuring out work-life balance,” reducing “self-sabotage 

practices,” seeking to “not feel overwhelmed with the responsibilities that come with tenure,” 

and similarly, desiring to “not feel like I'm a hamster on the little hamster wheel.” 

Seeking to Please Others. Notably, at least one participant described feeling pressure to 

join the PSP program to make a good impression on senior leadership. This participant 

mentioned being “encouraged to participate by my department chair” as a main reason for 

joining the program. In addition to such overt social pressure to join the PSP program, it is 

possible that the widespread departmental advertisements of the PSP program and opportunity to 

attend visible in-person sessions with colleagues and senior leaders evoked participants’ sense of 

internal social pressure. This sense of pressure to present one’s best self to colleagues, senior 

leaders, and their departments was emulated by several other participants as described in the 

program challenges below. 

Question 2: What Job Crafting Changes Did Participants Make During the PSP Program? 

Participants Engaged in a Variety of Personally Beneficial Job Crafting Efforts 

That Aligned with Their Strengths, Values, Interests, And Pre-Existing Goals. At the 3-

month program evaluation survey and during the AI interviews, participants described a number 

of diverse job crafting changes that they had made or were in the process of making in their lives 

that they attributed at least in part to their participation in the PSP program. All job crafting 

changes are presented as subthemes below and categorized based on well-established job crafting 

classifications of promotion- versus prevention-focused (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019) forms 
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of behavioural (i.e., task and relational) and cognitive job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 

2001): 

Minimal Engagement in Behavioural Prevention-Focused Job Crafting. Although 

research shows that employees readily use prevention-focused (also known as avoidance-

oriented) job crafting (viz., Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019; Rudolph et al., 2017; Zhang & 

Parker, 2019), participants in this study overwhelmingly described engaging in promotion-

focused job crafting as a result of taking part in the PSP program. One exception to this pattern 

was the example of one professor’s prevention-focused job crafting in the form of her improved 

ability to “say no” upon her increased reflection of whether various opportunities or requests “fit 

with the direction I wanted to take.” Another professor seemingly wanted to engage in 

prevention-focused job crafting by “removing” tasks from her schedule, but could not move past 

contemplation due to a trade-off dilemma: “I'm realizing that I need to take some things off my 

plate, but the things that I can take off my plate most easily are the things I want to do most.” All 

other responses represented a variety of cognitive and behavioural promotion-focused job 

crafting changes as described below. Notably, participants’ lack of discussion of prevention-

focused crafting could have been due to impression management as opposed to a true lack of 

prevention-focused job crafting. It is also likely that promotion-focused job crafting changes—

focused on the expansion and enrichment of one’s job as opposed to less noticeable reduction or 

removal of work tasks—may have been easier for participants to recall. 

Increased Engagement in Behavioural Promotion-Focused Job Crafting. With work 

overload and time management being a main challenge amongst the PSP participants at the onset 

of the program, it was not surprising that the majority of participants’ job crafting efforts directly 

focused on task crafting. Participants described planning out their schedules more “intentionally” 
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to better align with their values and career goals. For instance, one professor described 

committing to a new time management strategy that she felt was working well for her: “marking 

off one day a week in my calendar to have a work at home day without any meetings booked to 

give me the space to get to certain things that can be difficult to find time for… writing, grading, 

reference letters.” Another professor described volunteering for two additional roles in her 

department that made her feel “excited” and “joyful.” One professor who began dedicating more 

writing time in her schedule expressed that this change helped to “feed my creative self.” 

Commonly, participants described experiencing a greater sense of control in their lives as a result 

of “organizing my time based on my values” and “knowing what I want to prioritize based on the 

kind of scholar I want to become.” 

Others shared that although they had not made any concrete behavioural changes yet, 

they felt “more accountable” having set clear goals for themselves as a result of participating in 

the PSP program. One professor described that she committed to two challenging long-term 

projects that she indicated were highly important to her: revising and resubmitting a journal 

article and making progress on a funded research project. She noted that setting these goals in the 

PSP program “made them somehow more real” and in turn, made her feel “more accountability.”  

In addition to task crafting, participants shared several examples of relational crafting in 

the form of improvements in their relationships, particularly with students. One professor noted 

that she improved her relationships with her students as a result of implementing more “specific 

and effective processes for mentorship and feedback.” Another described that focusing more on 

her students “enhanced the effectiveness” of her mentorship and helped her reap more “joy” 

from her role as an advisor. 
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Increased Engagement in Cognitive Promotion-Focused Job Crafting. Relative to the 

large number of behavioural job crafting examples, a smaller yet substantial number of 

participants’ stories denoted more intangible cognitive shifts in their perceptions of and 

identification with their careers. Several participants directly mentioned making cognitive job 

crafting changes at the 3-month program evaluation survey in the form of perspective shifts 

about themselves, their work, and long-term careers. For example, several participants described 

feeling a general shift in mindset and wellbeing over the course of the PSP program as a whole: 

“The job crafting changes seem to be more internal. I feel happier...more at peace.” Other 

cognitive shifts were more specific; one professor described continuing to practice the self-

compassion exercises taught in the PSP program in her everyday life, which helped her to feel 

“more hopeful” thoughts about her career and accomplishments. Another professor explained 

that reflecting on her “peak experiences” as part of the AI activities helped her to uncover when 

she “really feels energized” and discover how she could shift to this state more often.  

Additionally, cognitive job crafting changes tended to emerge more immediately over the 

course of the AI interview for a number of participants. As participants discovering their 

personal strengths, values, and peak career experiences throughout the AI interview questions, 

they often reframed the way they viewed their work and career (see the following theme for a 

more detailed examination of the specific AI mechanisms of change). 

Question 3: What Were the Mechanisms of Change of the PSP Program? 

The AI Program Materials Facilitated Program Benefits. Overall, participants 

described high satisfaction with the AI-based job crafting program. In evaluating the PSP 

program as a whole, participants mentioned that they appreciated having an “evidence-based” 

program that was specific to researchers’ and professors’ needs, unlike the previously available 
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career development and wellbeing programs at the university. More specifically, participants 

identified how the AI materials were particularly instrumental in their job crafting planning, 

goal-setting, and changes in their work lives. Sub-themes of specific AI mechanisms of change 

are presented below: 

The AI 5-D Discovery Phase Materials Aligned Job Crafting Efforts with Personal 

Values, Interests, and Strengths. Participants consistently mentioned the usefulness of the 

combination of “hands-on activities” with educational content in discovering their personal 

values, strengths, and interests to guide their job crafting efforts. Participants shared that prior to 

the PSP program, they seldom spent time reflecting on their strengths, making the AI Discovery 

activities especially “insightful” and “eye-opening.” Participants most commonly noted that they 

appreciated the following AI Discovery activities: sharing peak career stories that highlighted 

their personal strengths and values in the AI interview, AI coaching discussions in pairs during 

the in-person sessions, and completing a supplemental VIA character strengths self-assessment 

(VIA Institute on Character, 2020). One professor shared that these self-discovery PSP activities 

encouraged her to finally “think of myself like that.” She went on to explain how helpful it was 

to have her strengths identified by another professor during the in-person AI discussions, which 

helped her realize that she wanted to job craft by continuing to engage in more informal teaching 

and student advising work beyond the classroom:  

[…] I think I’ve always known I enjoy teaching, but I’ve never thought about myself as 

being a helping or a helpful person? But I can see why she picked out this as a theme 

across these three particular stories, which incidentally, none of them took place in a 

formal classroom or teaching setting—it was like informal type of stuff that just 

immediately came to mind when you asked about peak experiences. 
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In addition to exploring a personal “positive core” of interests, strengths, and values, the AI 

Discovery questions guided participants to reflect on and come to conclusions about what they 

truly want to create with their careers long-term. For example, one early-career professor 

realized that she wanted to put more strategies in place to prioritize her research and publications 

given her ultimate goal to stay in academia because she discovered that this profession was most 

aligned her values and interests: “I thrive in academia. And I feel at home in academia.” In 

another example, an IA interview question about values helped a professor to decipher what 

exactly makes her so passionate about teaching; she was able to discover her value of the 

“wonder” aspect to teaching, which led her to ideate how she could use job crafting to live out 

her values and interests more readily in her work: 

I think one of my values and one of my things that I look back to is this idea of curiosity 

and wonder, and like, “isn’t this cool?” and I get that it may not happen every single 

day, but it will be fun. At least have like a, “isn't that cool?” like once a year and then be 

able to sort of explore why that's cool. Or that wonder piece. And so, for right now, it 

seems to be, I really feel energized around teaching and so I’ll try to incorporate that 

wonder and curiosity piece into teaching. 

It is important to note however, that focusing on the Discovery of personal strengths also 

posed challenges; several participants noted feelings of self-proclaimed “imposter syndrome” 

and difficulty recognizing their strengths, but these same participants nevertheless mentioned 

that the AI Discovery materials were worthwhile and helpful in this pursuit. Overall, by 

facilitating the Discovery of a personal and systemic “positive core” in the field of higher 

education, participants gained clarity on how they could then leverage their strengths, engage in 

their interests and passions, and live out their values in their careers. As one professor 
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summarized: “I was able to figure out how I want my job to align better with my strengths and 

values that I want to express.” 

The AI 5-D Dream Phase Materials Evoked a Sense of Purpose and Meaning to Guide 

and Motivate Job Crafting Efforts Forward. Following the initial AI Discovery phase, the PSP 

program materials helped evoke participants’ sense of purpose and meaning as they inquired into 

their desired futures in the Dreaming phase. In particular, the future-focused questions in the 1-

on-1 AI interview and the “dream future” guided visualization exercises in the in-person sessions 

facilitated this Dreaming phase, which in turn guided further job crafting planning. To 

exemplify, one participant answered the “dream future” question in her AI interview by sharing 

how she wanted to progress her career forward. Upon reflecting on this dream future, she was 

able to come to the insight that she could engage in more job crafting towards this dream by 

working with a coach: 

 I feel like at this point I need to actually just step back, stop trying to learn more and 

actually just reflect, articulate, get it down on paper and package it up. That's really what 

I need to do, because more learning right now is not what I need, even though that's what 

I'm automatically unconsciously doing… I probably need to hire my own career coach 

just to help me sort through those things and take some tangible steps that I feel like I can 

actually manage—have somebody hold me accountable.” 

In another example, a post-doctoral researcher who also worked as a sessional instructor came to 

the realization that she wanted to take more initiative to job craft in her career towards a greater 

sense of belonging. She discussed this insight during the dream future question in her AI 

interview: “I'm tired. [laughs] I feel like I want to go somewhere where I belong, where I feel 

like I belong… but I also feel like maybe this [sense of belonging] is something I can give to 
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myself.” Another professor described having a vivid perspective shift about what career goals to 

strive towards. She reflected back on this insight during her AI interview, but noted that it 

originally occurred during the AI “dream future” guided visualization activity in an in-person 

PSP program session: 

I ended up thinking about just walk my walk to work and it was a very calm experience 

because I was kind of excited. I was wondering what was going to happen. I was happy 

that I had enough time to walk. So, then I was thinking, “Could my goal just be that 

feeling?” 

Overall, the Dreaming conversations and guided “dream future” self-reflection activities 

throughout the PSP program were instrumental in providing participants with a vision for 

actually planning out their job crafting changes (see next theme). Participants’ stories supported 

that creating a clear and personally meaningful picture of what exactly a “dream,” or ideal career 

and organization looks like can help guide and motivate job crafting efforts forward. 

The AI 5-D Design Phase Materials Facilitated Planning of Personally Aligned and 

Beneficial Job Crafting Efforts. After gaining insights throughout the AI Discovery and 

Dreaming phase work, participants found value in actually planning out their concrete job 

crafting changes in the AI Design phase activities. However, several participants struggled with 

planning their job crafting changes and expressed that they wanted more PSP program focus on 

this area (e.g., “I can’t see how to get from point A to point B, but I was just happy to be in point 

A for a little while”; see sub-theme entitled, “lack of clarity on how to make actual job crafting 

changes” below).  

Nevertheless, many participants were able to make more concrete job crafting plans for 

themselves using the PSP program Design activities. These participants readily discussed their 
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appreciation for these Design phase activities, such as the job crafting goal-setting exercises, 

which focused on personally meaningful alignment of participants’ work with their previously 

discovered values, interests, and personal strengths. As an example, one professor described the 

benefits of the Design activities in helping her understand how to align her career goals with her 

core values: “I found it extremely useful to learn how to prioritize tasks or aspects of my work 

based on my values and the kind of scholar I’m striving to become.” Overall, a number of 

participants described the Design activities as an “eye opener,” the “most useful exercises,” and 

as providing them with “clear direction” and “valuable insight moving forward” with their day-

to-day job crafting and long-term career crafting. 

The AI-Based Conversations Throughout the PSP Program Facilitated Instantaneous 

Positive Cognitive Crafting Shifts Towards More Personally Aligned Perceptions of Work. 

Beyond creating plans for future job crafting in the Design phase, some participants were even 

able to enter the Delivery phase (i.e., actual job crafting implementation work) immediately 

during the AI conversations throughout all phases of the PSP program (e.g., during AI small 

group discussions and 1-on-1 AI interviews). Participants appeared to be engaged in a personal 

or career perspective shift (i.e., cognitive crafting experience) over the course of an AI-based 

conversation. For instance, several participants began by describing their worries and 

uncertainties about their careers, but then shifted towards realizing a greater sense of personal 

control in managing their work stressors. 

To exemplify these immediate cognitive crafting episodes during AI conversations, one 

participant initially began describing how burdened she felt with her immense time pressures and 

administrative work, but later shifted to realizing: “Deep inside me, I know that it's up to me to 

make that time for research.” In another example of cognitive crafting over the course of the AI 
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interview, a professor began describing how the teaching component of her work was misaligned 

with her sense of self (e.g., saying “it’s not me”) and that she was more passionate about her 

social justice research. However, upon reflecting on times when she had received feedback from 

students expressing how her courses had changed their lives by opening their eyes up to real 

world issues and how to make a difference, she shifted to describing the ways in which she does 

see her personal alignment with teaching: “that's where I find teaching the most rewarding and 

where I can see…at least all of the effort I put into teaching, into preparing for lectures. That's 

where it really is worth it. It matters.” 

Similarly, the following AI interview passage highlights how an affirmative AI probing 

question helped a participant shift away from her identification as a “failure” in her research 

endeavours and towards expressing herself instead as a passionate and successful researcher: 

Participant: […] I'll happily deal with revamping my last lecture and things like that, but 

when I allocate two hours to research, I find myself staring at the same page for way too 

long and then feeling like a failure. 

Interviewer: That's so interesting […]. This is maybe a challenging question, but are 

there any kind of opportunities that you see within your teaching that can help facilitate 

your research? 

Participant: Yeah, that's really interesting. So, I've actually engaged in a research 

project with some colleagues about different teaching strategies. We've started using 

interactive response technology in class, even in large lectures […]. And so, we just 

drafted a paper about that, which is nice. There's some research that's very interesting. 

So that's, you know, that's a real passion […]. And I've also been able to put out, last 
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semester, a piece with a student through one of the independent study courses. And so, 

that was really rewarding to me […]. 

In sum, participants’ stories supported that immediate cognitive crafting shifts emerged 

organically for a number of participants when engaging in the AI-based conversations. This 

spontaneous Delivery phase can be explained by AI’s simultaneity principle that suggests that 

positive changes emerge in the moment of appreciative inquiry.  

Non-Specific Program Materials Facilitated Program Benefits. Beyond the specific 

AI-based mechanisms of change, participants readily mentioned beneficial non-specific, or 

general intervention factors, such as social support and designated self-reflection time, that they 

believed drove or partly influenced their job crafting changes and wellbeing improvements. The 

following sub-themes expand on two such mechanisms of change that participants identified: 

In-Person Sessions Provided Valued Social Support. Although participants expressed 

appreciating the PSP program’s online materials, they primarily emphasized the value of the in-

person sessions. These sessions allowed participants to build supportive relationships and learn 

from one another’s experiences. One professor described appreciating the social support she felt 

during the group discussions: “we were able to reflect with others around us and discuss our 

insights in a group. I think it’s harder to practice self-compassion when you're by yourself.” 

Similarly, others felt drawn to the supportive social climate of the sessions, or what they 

described as a positive, friendly, and supportive “atmosphere in the room.” Overall, almost all 

participants noted that the PSP program introduced them to a supportive new community, as 

expressed in comments such as: “The program created a community of scholars from various 

disciplines and at different stages in their careers who share the desire to become better at what 

we do.” 
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Several participants also mentioned that they felt supported by senior leaders in their 

college due to having “knowledge that the Dean is committed to improving our work,” which 

was further strengthened by the Dean’s attendance at the in-person PSP sessions. Although the 

majority of participants who commented on this aspect expressed that they enjoyed and valued 

the social component of the PSP program, notably, a few mentioned social pressures to attend 

the in-person sessions. Specifically, participants described trying to “be careful” with what they 

said in front of senior leaders and colleagues during group discussions in an effort to manage 

their professional image. 

Designated Time for Self-Reflection Facilitated Personally Meaningful Career 

Planning. Participants appreciated the program for providing dedicated “time for reflection” in 

the form of journaling, guided group discussions, 1-on-1 coaching, and guided visualizations that 

were all tailored to their careers in higher education. One professor explained that past programs 

at the university had focused on “getting a lot done,” but lacked the dedicated and sufficient time 

for deep personal exploration necessary for creating and committing to a thought-out plan of 

action. Several participants shared a strong desire to be “more strategic” in planning their careers 

which made them feel highly committed to the PSP program activities. As one professor 

admitted: “I don't take the time to do those things for myself. I think about it all this time. And I 

say to myself, I should do it.”  

Participants readily shared that the programs’ self-reflection focus was “really helpful,” 

“very purposeful,” and “a huge strength” of the program because it allowed them the space for 

reflecting on what they truly cared about working towards long-term in their careers. The 

monthly PSP program sessions provided participants with a designated 2-hour time slot to focus 

on personal career planning, which several participants said they would not have otherwise 
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scheduled for themselves. These 2-hour workshops fulfilled professors’ need to “carve out time 

for those tasks that help fill my cup,” such as “creativity,” “reflection,” and “writing.” One 

professor mentioned that the scheduled in-person sessions were “a great way to feel productive 

and motivated to keep going, even as the semester became busier.” In particular, participants 

shared their positive experiences with the personal journaling component of the PSP program. 

Those who had previously used journaling for self-reflection and career planning felt inspired by 

the PSP program to prioritize journaling more in their daily routines. Similarly, professors who 

were newer to journaling said that they found it to be a valuable practice that they intended to 

incorporate into their lives to stay focused on their values and goals.  

Question 4: What Barriers or Challenges Did Participants Face During the PSP Program? 

Participants Faced an Array of Program-Specific Challenges and Contextual 

Barriers that Hindered Them from Reaping Full Program Benefits. Participants expressed 

many barriers to their attendance and participation throughout the six-month PSP program. 

Importantly, they mentioned that when they did carve out the time to attend the PSP sessions, 

they felt that it was highly “worthwhile.” As one professor wrote in the feedback survey: “I have 

found this program to be very empowering and worth making the time to attend! There have 

been some days where I was feeling overwhelmed and almost didn't attend, but in the end was 

glad I did.” Thus, as exemplified in the above quote, participants’ generally positive program 

feedback was intertwined with mention of recurring personal and systemic challenges. These 

challenges related to both program-specific challenges (e.g., lack of clarity), as well as more 

contextual or systemic barriers (e.g., time demands) that should be considered in the 

development and implementation of future job crafting programs: 
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 Scheduling Conflicts and Time Demands. The most commonly mentioned barrier(s) to 

participation and reaping PSP program benefits were time demands. One professor expressed 

feeling conflicted due to genuinely wanting to take part in the PSP program to better manager her 

career, but at the same time feeling the burden of the additional time required for the PSP 

program: “I almost didn't do this [AI interview session] at all… I wanted to go to a couple of 

workshops, but there were a lot of conflict time conflicts.” Another professor mentioned the 

irony of adding additional work to her schedule as an attempt to decrease workload: “I'm a little 

apprehensive because some of it [the PSP program] feels like additional work on my plate.” In 

an effort to improve the scheduling of PSP program sessions for all attendees, the PSP planning 

team sent registered participants a scheduling poll prior to planning the latter half of the in-

person sessions. However, in the end, it was still not possible to schedule sessions to meet all 

participants’ time preferences, likely due to the nature of academic work with each participant 

having their own schedule of teaching, research, and service work. It was largely unsurprising 

that dissatisfaction with session scheduling, amplified by the pre-existing workload and stress 

levels, was a main practical barrier in meeting participants’ needs. 

 Lack of Clarity on How to Make Actual Job Crafting Changes. Even amongst 

participants who were able to attend the in-person sessions and AI interview, the actual process 

of implementing job crafting changes posed challenges. Although participants noted many 

benefits of the self-reflection activities, many expressed that they were not able to move past the 

discovery stage, as one professor explained: “I only got to the stage of mapping out what I do 

now, I still need to consider how to craft the job to match my values better.” Others expressed 

similar sentiments (e.g., confessing that they had yet to set any job crafting goals, experiencing 
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inner conflict about which tasks to prioritize and which to reduce), but nevertheless indicated 

that goal setting was something that they wanted to “work on moving forward.” 

 Participants provided a number of reasons for their lack of goal progress. Several 

participants explained that due to uncertainties about the future, they could not fully commit to 

setting concrete goals. For example, one professor explained her uncertainties due to an 

upcoming sabbatical leave: “I admit that my goal setting has not been very successful. I think 

this is because I’ll be on sabbatical next year and my main goal has been to survive getting 

through this year to get to it.” Another reason was that some participants felt “confused” in the 

activities geared towards the AI Dream and Design phases following the relatively easier 

Discovery stage where they explored their past and current self only (e.g., their strengths, values, 

past peak career experiences). Several participants indicated wanting more one-on-one coaching 

as well as more dedicated time and instruction in the in-person sessions to help “shift things,” 

understand “how to change,” and ultimately, “turn my vision into a plan.”  

 Pre-Existing Job Demands, Limited Sense of Control, and High Stress. The most 

widely discussed challenges pertained to participants’ high pre-existing levels of perceived 

workload and stress that prompted the inception of the PSP program in the first place. The 

paradox of the PSP program was that its very purpose of helping university faculty craft more 

manageable and personally beneficial work was impeded by participants’ perceptions that the 

PSP program itself was another demand to fit into their schedules. Although the voluntary 

enrollment into PSP program provided participants with a sense of control, participants 

nevertheless felt stretched for time. One professor described: “[The PSP program] creates more 

meetings… that's just one thing. Then it creates stress because the other things aren't getting 

done.” 
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During the in-person sessions, participants often discussed what they felt was a 

misconception of the “autonomous professor” persona; they explained that despite genuinely 

seeing value in initiatives like the PSP program that focus on empowering employees as change 

agents of their own wellbeing, they also wanted to reiterate that they did not have unlimited 

freedom to job craft. Although this implication of “unlimited freedom” was not mentioned by the 

PSP session instructors, professors explained that they wanted to vent their shared frustrations 

that were built up from feeling stereotyped in this way in the past. One professor expressed: 

I wish I had more direct control for sure. I know if I was the one who scheduled my day on 

my own, I would allocate much more to research and writing time. But there are tasks that 

come in, especially through e-mail, that end up taking precedence. 

Another professor shared a similar sentiment by explaining the role overload demands of her 

profession: “I have to do all the other stuff first and then I get to do the stuff that I really want to 

do—and that’s why sometimes it can feel like a bit much.” Several participants used the 

metaphor of “constantly putting out fires” throughout the day due to an influx of emails and 

administrative tasks that impeded their more enjoyable tasks and long-term pursuits. As one 

professor ironically pointed out about attending her first PSP program session: 

In the two hours of our session, I got something like 44 emails… I don't think I really spent 

much time thinking about the session afterwards because it was such a busy day. I'm like, 

that's crazy—how am I supposed to do anything else other than answer these emails? None 

were ones that needed to be answered that minute, but the volume was just overwhelming. 

Just Another “Wellness” Program Without Systemic Change Efforts. Although the initial 

wellbeing survey indicated that the majority of faculty in the university experienced high stress, 

only 18% of full-time faculty in the participating college registered for the PSP program which 
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was explicitly developed to address this issue. Feedback from registered participants helped to 

gauge potential reasons for this disconnect. For instance, related to the issue of high job demands 

as described above, a few participants expressed their disenchantment with the University’s 

response to their wellbeing needs by implementing new programs for employees instead of 

addressing underlying systemic issues: 

The university has had a lot of emphasis on wellbeing in the workplace, and they have all 

these things. And I laugh—I get an email about yet another wellbeing event. And I'm like, I 

don't have time, you know? With the work I need to do, I don't need an event in the 

workday. I need time to do my work. And so, it just feels silly. I'm like, maybe you could 

give me some more administrative support to fill out all these forms I need to fill out. That 

would contribute to my wellbeing. I don't need a workshop to help me. One of my 

frustrations—and this is not with you or this project specifically—but more generally, [is 

that] things that emphasize the individual and what the individual should do ignore these 

systemic issues. 

Notably, when questioned further, it appeared that this professor did see value in individual-level 

programs, and it was more so the overemphasis on the individual that led to her frustration: “We 

should absolutely, as individuals, control what we can control and be thoughtful about how we 

do that. And so, I'm going to think more about this.” 

The most commonly discussed systemic issue at the university was the increasing level of 

administrative demands being placed onto full-time faculty in particular: “My experience over 

the last 10 years has been increasing downshifting of administrative stuff onto faculty with not 

enough support. And I see that getting worse.” When asked what the PSP program could provide 

to help with this issue more directly, one professor could not think of any feasible ideas and 
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explained that anything other than structural job changes from the university level would not 

substantially help faculty with their workload challenges: “I've tried a bunch of different things 

and it [stress, lack of time] seems to be a perpetual problem.” One promising step forward in 

addressing systemic concerns was the Dean’s agreement to host a “town hall” style open 

discussion with interested faculty members to create a plan forward for organizational 

improvements. However, as it currently stands at the time of writing, this discussion (initially 

planned for April 2020) has been put on hold due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

 Disproportionate Workload Placed on and Carried by Women. Notably, all participants 

who registered for the PSP program identified as women in a college with approximately 60% 

women employed as full-time faculty. During group discussions in the in-person session, 

participants expressed their frustrations with feeling that their most burdensome and time-

consuming tasks—often administrative duties—tended to fall more heavily on women in their 

departments and in academia as a whole. Such discussions tended to engage a number of 

participants, most of whom were full-time faculty members, in sharing their personal experiences 

with this issue. Indeed, there is recent research that supports the personal experiences that these 

participants shared (i.e., that workload and extra-role demands tend to be disproportionately 

placed on women in academia; El-Alayli, Hansen-Brown, & Ceynar, 2018).  

 Importantly, the same participants were the first to say that simply “saying no” (i.e., 

prevention-focused job crafting) was not the answer to their problems. Although many felt 

resentful about the administrative pressures placed disproportionately on women, they also 

valued helping others and making their departments more collegial by committing to more 

administrative and leadership work: 



   

 

   131 

There's a really gendered aspect to the whole, “saying no.” It's like women tend to carry 

more of the load on a lot of service things. And so that's like, ‘well, then we should say no.’ 

But then things don't get done that need doing. And when that impacts people who I care 

about, then I'm not going to do that. 

Discussion 

Although research over the last two decades had provided substantial support for the 

benefits of job crafting (See: Rudolf et al., 2017 for meta-analysis), few studies have examined 

job crafting development over time (de Bloom et al., 2020; Zhang & Parker, 2019) and outcomes 

from job crafting interventions to date have been largely inconsistent (Oprea et al., 2019). The 

current study explored how a 6-month job crafting intervention—the PSP program—could be 

facilitated via AI methods to better align employees’ job crafting efforts with their strengths, 

interests, and desired areas for development, as recently encouraged by job crafting scholars 

(viz., Kuijpers et al., 2020). The PSP program engaged employees in AI-inspired job crafting 

activities across the 5-D cycle that is widely used in AI programs (Cooperrider & Srivastva, 

1987; Cooperrider et al., 2008): (1) Defining a tailored intervention aim (2) Discovering 

strengths and values, (3) Dreaming up a desired career future, (4) Designing a personalized job 

crafting plan, and (5) Delivering the dream future (i.e., helping employees implement their job 

crafting plans in their lives). 

The PSP program was tested with 24 participants employed in a social and applied 

sciences college at a public Canadian university. Although enrollment in the voluntary PSP 

program was low (representing 18% of the college), qualitative results showed that feedback was 

largely favourable and engagement amongst participants was high. Participants described being 

drawn to the PSP program because it catered to their unique needs that were previously unmet 
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and underexplored (e.g., “What are my career goals? How am I going to get there?”). 

Participants attributed a range of task, relational, and cognitive crafting changes, as well as 

wellbeing benefits (e.g., feeling more “in control” and “happier” from aligning their work more 

closely to their personal strengths and values), to the AI activities in the PSP program. 

Participants also discussed a number of challenge areas that can be used to inform future job 

crafting programs. The most widely discussed challenges were participants’ pre-existing job 

demands that hindered their job crafting, and frustration with the lack of systemic changes in 

their university alongside this “wellbeing program.” 

Theoretical Implications 

The current study extends the literature on job crafting, appreciative inquiry, and educator 

wellbeing promotion is several ways. Firstly, a central contribution of this study was extending 

the limited and inconclusive research on job crafting interventions. To our knowledge, no 

previous studies have explored participants’ motivations for joining a job crafting program or 

qualitatively evaluated participants’ experiences. Filling this research gap is important because 

scholars have been advocating for opening the mysterious “black box” of organizational 

interventions by exploring employees’ experiences and diverse mechanisms and moderators of 

change (i.e., conducting a “process evaluation”; Nielsen & Randall, 2012; O'Shea et al., 2016). 

This study provides a process evaluation of insights into the organizational, intervention-specific, 

and individual factors that can help future researchers and practitioners understand how to 

develop and implement more effective job crafting interventions. This process evaluation 

extends findings from Lazazzara and colleagues’ (2020) synthesis of 24 qualitative job crafting 

studies in which they detailed how and why employees spontaneously use job crafting in their 

work. Specifically, the current study adds to Lazazzara and colleagues’ (2020) insights to 
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qualitatively explore employees’ job crafting behaviours and cognitions as facilitated by a job 

crafting intervention (i.e., why employees decide to join a job crafting intervention and how well 

various job crafting intervention components meet their expectations and actually result in job 

crafting changes and wellbeing benefits). 

Further, the development of the PSP program provides new avenues for AI and job 

crafting scholars and practitioners alike. Several job crafting scholars who take on a more 

employee-centered approach to crafting (viz., Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers et al., 2020; 

Wrzesniewski et al., 2013) have encouraged development of job crafting training that focuses on 

crafting work towards personal needs, strengths, and developmental needs. By taking a novel 

approach to job crafting training and building on the few studies that have applied AI on a 

personal change level (e.g., He, 2013; Olayinka et al., 2020; Orem et al., 2007), the current 

intervention study showcased how AI methods can facilitate more personally effective job 

crafting. Specifically, the current PSP program highlighted how AI activities can help 

participants clarify what they desire out of their careers to develop a personalized job crafting 

plan aligned with their valued “dream future” (e.g., “the kind of scholar I want to become”). 

Participants indicated that the 1-on-1 interviews, journaling, and discussions based on AI 

questions helped them uncover personal strengths, values, and how to build upon past peak 

career experiences. However, many participants expressed requiring more time and support with 

activities pertaining to the AI stages of Designing and actually Delivering (i.e., implementing) 

their “dream future” career visions. This rich, qualitative portrayal of the program challenges and 

the gap between intended and actual program outcomes contributes to research that critically 

evaluates AI practice (viz., Grant & Humphreys, 2006). Overall, our findings provide evidence 

of how AI can facilitate job crafting training and how future interventions can be improved. 
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Another theoretical contribution was the provision of qualitative support for the 

conceptualization of job crafting. Participants reported making changes to their work that 

mapped onto the job crafting categories that Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) proposed in their 

original job crafting theory: relational crafting (e.g., crafting more “effective processes for 

mentorship and feedback”), task crafting (e.g., “organizing my time based on my values”), and 

cognitive crafting (e.g., “I ended up thinking about my walk to work and it was a very calm 

experience”). These results extend Grant-Vallone and Ensher’s (2017) qualitative findings that 

mid-career professors engaged in job crafting efforts that mapped onto Wrzesniewski and 

Dutton’s framework (2001). Thus, we provide further support that Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s 

(2001) framework is representative of job crafting in educators in higher education across 

seniority and tenure status. Notably, Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) relational, task, and 

cognitive job crafting categories have resurged in two of the most recent and comprehensive 

models of job crafting (viz., de Bloom et al., 2020; Zhang & Parker, 2019). Although task and 

relational crafting have both been well-studied (commonly as a singular “behavioural crafting” 

category), findings from the current study address recent calls for increasing research on the 

previously underexplored and often omitted category of cognitive crafting (de Bloom et al., 

2020; Zhang & Parker, 2019). 

Lastly, the majority of participants reported engaging in promotion-focused crafting (e.g., 

creating more time for “research and writing”) as a result of the PSP program, as opposed to 

prevention-focused (e.g., “saying no” to tasks). This outcome is promising given that meta-

analytic findings show that promotion-focused job crafting relates more strongly to employee 

wellbeing and organizational benefits than prevention-focused job crafting (Lichtenthaler & 

Fischbach, 2019; Frederick & VanderWeele, 2020; Rudolph et al., 2017). Additionally, given 
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that some scholars have raised concerns about potential organizational consequences of 

employee job crafting (viz., Oldham & Hackman, 2010), this finding provides reassurance that 

employees do tend to take a broader perspective and consider not only their personal needs but 

also the organizational implications of their actions when they have the opportunity to job craft 

(or in the case of the current study, are provided with a workplace intervention that encourages 

job crafting). In other words, the worry that employees may simply offload their undesirable 

work onto others if encouraged to job craft was unfounded (Oldham & Hackman, 2010). 

However, it should also be noted that participants in this sample discussed feeling high pressure 

to stay on top of their workloads and find ways to “time manage” without “saying no” to work. 

This may be related to the shift towards more neoliberal ideologies in higher education resulting 

in greater pressure placed on professors to act as the “service providers” to students as 

“customers” (Berry & Cassidy, 2013; Lawless, 2018). Thus, the high pressures of academia 

likely resulted in many of the participants viewing prevention-focused job crafting as an unviable 

option given their commitment to their teaching, research, and service workloads. 

Research Limitations 

 The results of the PSP program are limited to qualitative results that, despite providing 

valuable insights that can aid in the development of future job crafting programs, are not 

sufficient to validate the utility of this program to other populations. Researchers have indicated 

that the novel “gold-standard” for program evaluations is a mixed-methods qualitative and 

quantitative analysis (Nielsen et al., 2010). Due to practical constraints and small sample size, we 

were limited to a qualitative exploration only.  

 Further, without a randomized controlled trial, it is not possible to rule out potential 

confounding variables that may have inadvertently affected outcomes. However, by conducting a 
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thorough process analysis using qualitative interviews, surveys, and field notes, several 

contextual factors were examined that hindered (e.g., pre-existing structural demands) and 

facilitated program outcomes (e.g., perception of support from senior leadership). Nevertheless, 

there may be other non-intervention specific factors (e.g., high expectancy beliefs due to self-

selection into the PSP program) that were not discussed by participants but are well-established 

“placebo” facilitators of wellbeing programs (Pogrebtsova, Son Hing, & González‐Morales, 

2020). Our qualitative design was limited to exploring participants’ perceptions of their changes 

over time, which are inevitably prone to recall biases (Hassan, 2006). Thus, future researchers 

are encouraged to complement this qualitative study with mixed-method job crafting randomized 

controlled trials in comparison to other types of wellbeing interventions as active controls to 

better understand the core “active ingredients,” or mechanisms of change of job crafting 

interventions. 

 Finally, job crafting scholars have addressed the need for more longitudinal study of job 

crafting development (de Bloom et al., 2020; Zhang & Parker, 2019). Although the current 

findings present a step forward with two data collection points (i.e., survey and interview) and 

field notes over the span of 6 months, a final 8-month evaluation was cancelled due to the 

COVID-19 pandemic that resulted in the participating university’s campus closure in the spring 

of 2020. Relatedly, the current findings were also limited due to declined participant engagement 

over time, as is common with long-term phased occupational health interventions (Huijs et al., 

2019). Participants attributed increased workload as a main reason for tapering off engagement 

towards the end of the two academic semesters that spanned the 6-month PSP program.  

In terms of more controllable factors, a number of participants explained that they felt 

that they were able to gain what they wanted from one PSP program session, despite the fact that 
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each session provided unique content that gradually took participants through the full 5-D AI 

cycle of their job crafting. Thus, future interventions should pay extra attention to intervention 

advertisements and announcements to ensure that the value of each unique phase is effectively 

communicated to participants. From a different perspective, this tapering off of participation may 

denote some benefits. Researchers have noted that effective organizational interventions should 

empower employees to bolster their personal resources and be able to self-sustain intervention 

benefits beyond the program (Nielsen & Randall, 2012). Thus, it can be viewed as an indicator 

of program success and sustainability that some participants mentioned feeling that the training 

was sufficient for them after only a few sessions (e.g., “I gained what I wanted from the 

intervention”).  

Practical Implications 

The challenges faced in the current study stress the importance of implementing job 

crafting interventions as part of more systemic organizational change initiatives (de Bloom et al., 

2020; Saksvik et al., 2002). Notably, Saksvik and colleagues’ (2002) qualitative evaluation found 

that in workplace stress and health interventions that had a heavy focus on employee-driven 

change, employees tended to react negatively and feel that their organizations were downshifting 

systemic-level responsibilities onto them. Relatedly, participants in this study shared similar 

frustrations with perceiving a lack of structural changes and downshifting of responsibility in 

their departments. As a step forward in addressing these concerns, the PSP program evaluation 

researcher reported aggregated participant feedback to senior leadership in the college (albeit no 

concrete changes have been documented as a result of this feedback thus far at the time of this 

writing). This is a modest example of how the generative AI process has potential for employee-

driven change efforts to trickle upwards and promote change initiatives at the organizational 
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level over time (Cooperrider & Srivastva, 1987; Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011). However, 

moving forward, leaders should aim to proactively strategize how to intervene on systemic issues 

hindering employees’ wellbeing alongside the implementation of job crafting programs or any 

other individual-level change initiative.  

However, this recommendation is not meant to discourage employee-driven change 

initiatives. Scholars readily advocate for job crafting and other individual-level programs to 

foster employees’ agency in promoting personal wellbeing, sense of positive meaning, and 

identity in work (Nagy, Johnston, & Hirschi, 2019; Wrzesniewski et al., 2013). Indeed, empirical 

research has shown that job crafting is related to employees’ heightened sense of psychological 

empowerment to take greater control of their work lives (Matsuo, 2019). Moreover, AI 

interventions with the 5-D cycle (Stavros et al., 2015) have been shown to promote fulfilment of 

employees’ psychosocial needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness that promote 

intrinsically motivated change (Verleysen et al., 2018). In sum, given the many perceived 

benefits that participants attributed to the PSP program, there is promise that AI-facilitated job 

crafting programs can be a valuable addition to organizational-level work design initiatives. 

Areas for Future Research 

 It is advisable for future researchers to expand the study of AI-facilitated job crafting 

interventions into other professions. The current findings from a sample of university-level 

educators (mostly full-time and more junior faculty) represented experiences from a profession 

that has been characterized as having a relatively high sense of flexibility, autonomy, and passion 

(Grant-Vallone & Ensher, 2017; Yukhymenko & Sharma, 2018). Although participants in the 

current sample made it clear that they did not have as much autonomy as often assumed about 

their profession, they readily exemplified their strong passion and engagement with their work. 
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For instance, two professors separately described securing their academic jobs as “winning the 

lottery.” Additionally, program registration was voluntary, which likely contributed to a sample 

with higher levels of motivation, efficacy beliefs, and effort—factors shown to be facilitative of 

intervention efficacy in past studies (Lyubomirsky & Layous, 2013). Thus, future researchers 

may want to explore other populations, such as employees with lower flexibility and overall 

work engagement, to provide a more conservative test of the value of AI-based job crafting 

interventions. AI has been shown to be helpful for harnessing employees’ intrinsic motivation 

with its energizing, collaborative methods (Verleysen et al., 2018), making it fruitful to test with 

less initially engaged or motivated employees in future job crafting interventions. 

Secondly, because the optional PSP program only led to enrollment from women, it is 

important to discover how to promote engagement across all genders in future discretionary 

employee-level change interventions. Ironically, research shows that women, on average, have 

substantially less leisure time than men and complete more housework even when employed full-

time (Hess, Ahmed, & Hayes, 2020; Thrane, 2000). Future studies can help to confirm whether 

the appeal of job crafting interventions, such as the current PSP program, is indeed gender-based. 

Our results suggest that women are more prone to self-selecting into a such programs. However, 

this finding may be confounded by the unique context of academia where women tend to take on 

more extra-role work than men (El-Alayli et al., 2018). 

Finally, it would be valuable for future researchers to examine whether job crafting 

interventions impact employees beyond their work lives. In a recent job crafting review, de 

Bloom and colleagues (2020) encouraged exploration of how “crafting” can be used across life 

domains and can subsequently spill over into, compensate for, or conflict with one’s work. In the 

current study, participants did not explicitly mention their life beyond work, except for 
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comments pertaining to their overall wellbeing (e.g., “I feel happier…more at peace”). However, 

based on implications from de Bloom and colleagues’ (2020) model, it is likely that participants 

in this study would have shared experiences beyond work if we had included questions asking 

specifically about their crafting efforts in other life domains. 

Conclusion 

The current study presented how organizations can implement AI to promote employee 

job crafting. Qualitative results showed that engaging in AI activities throughout the 5-D cycle, 

such as by discovering personal strengths and visualizing a dream career future, helped 

participants engage in job crafting that was aligned with their values, interests, strengths, and 

goals for professional development. However, given the challenges of engaging and retaining 

participants with high pre-existing perceptions of job demands, future job crafting interventions 

should be implemented alongside organizational change efforts that address systemic issues 

impacting employee wellbeing. Nevertheless, the high favourability and perceived benefits of the 

PSP program provide promise and guidance for future AI-based job crafting interventions in the 

education sector and beyond. 
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Figure 3.1. Overview of intervention and assessment design: steps, assessments, and session 

flow of the Personal Strategic Planning (PSP) Program. 

•University-wide wellbeing survey conducted by HR 
department identified moderate wellbeing risk in professors.

•Results prompted college leadership to initiate the Personal 
Strategic Planning (PSP) Program exclusively for professors.

1. Needs Assessment

OCTOBER-NOVEMBER 2017

•Voluntary online PSP program regisration opened in the 
college.

•Registered participants gained access to online resources and 
program email updates.

2. Program Registration

SEPTEMBER 2019

• Introduction to the PSP program and particiapnt 
icebreakers.

• Overview of Appreciative Inquiry, types of job crafting 
with examples relevant to professors, and  beginner AI 
activities for discovering peak work expereinces and 
designing a dream future. 

3. Session 1: Appreciative Inquiry 
and Job Crafting Introduction

SEPTEMBER 2019

• In-person 1-on-1 AI interviews offered to participants.

• Interivews grounded in AI theory and interviewing methods 
aimed to discover personal strengths, values, dream career 
future, and design pathways to create this dream future. 

4. Appreciative Inquiry Interviews

OCTOBER-DECEMBER 2019

• Self-compassion discussion and practice to foster 
psychological safety, trust, and openness for AI "Discovery" 
phase activities.

•Self-reflection activites to discover strenghts and values. 

5. Session 2: Career Alignment 
with Personal Strengths and 

Values

OCTOBER 2019 

•Hands-on AI and job crafting "Design" workshop guiding 
participants to create a visual model of their (a) values, (b) 
strenghs, (c) roles/identities, (c) tasks and access alignment.

• Career "Dream Future" visualization and goal-setting 
activities. 

6. Session 3: Career Crafting 
Workshop

OCTOBER 2019

• Online mixed-method survey to assess PSP participants' 
"mental models" and feedback (e.g., perceived program 
quality, usefulness, motivation, job crafting and other 
benefits).

7. Mid-Program Evaluation Survey

DECEMBER 2019 -JANUARY 
2020

•Reflection activities to gain realistic view of current state of 
tasks in a typical week and discover "dream future" 
alignment.

• Goal-setting activities for AI "Design": prioritizing valuable 
tasks, building upong past peak experience insights.

8. Session 4: Task & Time 
Management Crafting

FEBRUARY 2020

•AI "Discovery" activities to understand what is personally 
valuable about continuous self-development and to decide on 
a core competency to commit to developing long-term. 

•AI "Design" with a personal competency development plan.

9. Session 5: Proffesional & 
Personal Development Crafting

MARCH 2020

• AI interview participants received a personal report and 
recommendations (Appendix E).

•Emails with extra resources/ updates on future PSP event 
plans.

10. Post-Program Communications

APRIL 2020-SUMMER 2020
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Table 3.1 
 

Examples of Appreciative Inquiry (AI) activities from the Personal Strategic Planning (PSP) 

program and their link to university faculty job crafting promotion. 

 

AI Activities 5-D Phases Description Link to Job Crafting 
 

Overview of 

AI Theory and 

Supplemental 

AI Readings 

 

 

Discovery 
 

Participants learned how AI 

principles can guide their 

personal and professional 

growth (e.g., how AI’s 

‘Constructionist’ and 

‘Positive’ principles can be 

used to envision and work 

towards their ‘Dream Future’).  

 

By learning AI theory, 

participants may become more 

open to viewing their work and 

wellbeing from a greater internal 

locus of control (i.e., belief that 

they are capable of creating their 

dream futures at least in part as a 

result of actions within their own 

control). As a result, increased 

internal locus of control can 

inspire job crafting planning and 

action. 

Peak Work 

Experience 

Conversations 

and Group 

Discussions 

 

Discovery 

 

In pairs, participants shared 

their peak work experiences 

(i.e., a time when they felt at 

their best). Participants were 

encouraged to share rich detail 

about what happened, how 

they felt, and what insights 

arose from their reflection. In 

large group discussions, 

participants also shared peak 

experiences from their careers 

and organizations. 

By reflecting on past peak 

experiences, participants can 

envision the types of experiences 

they desire, what strengths they 

want to harness, and what they 

value most in their careers. In 

turn, this discovery can lead to 

awareness of discrepancies 

between peak experiences and 

current reality to help with job 

crafting planning. 

1-on-1 AI 

Interview and 

Personalized 

Report 

Discovery, 

Dreaming,  

Designing 

Participants took part in 

appreciative interviews 

(Whitney et al., 2012) and 

received a report with key 

insights. The affirmative 

interview style led to a 

supportive coaching 

conversation where 

participants discovered and 

designed their ‘Dream Future.’ 

By discovering personal strengths, 

interests, dreams, and values from 

past peak experiences, 

participants can gain greater 

clarity about the actions they can 

personally take to craft towards 

the career and workplace they 

desire. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Continued on next page. 
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Dream Future 

Visualizations 

Dreaming, 

Designing 

 

Participants engaged in 

guided, sensory-rich 

visualizations of the affective, 

cognitive, and behavioral 

aspects of their “dream future” 

and possible pathways that 

could lead them to this vision. 

Using guided visualization, 

participants can immerse 

themselves in a sensory-rich 

anticipation of their ‘Dream 

Future.’ This experience can lead 

to greater clarity into possible 

pathways and specific steps 

forward for crafting their ‘Dream 

Future.’ 

Strategic Goal 

Setting for 

Designing a 

‘Dream 

Future’ 

Designing, 

Delivering 

Participants created plans 

guided by goal-setting theory 

(Locke & Latham, 2006) for 

how to design (i.e., craft) their 

work to align with their 

strengths, interests, values, and 

‘Dream Future.’ 

By setting specific, realistic, and 

personally meaningful goals 

(Locke & Latham, 2006), 

participants are more likely to 

make progress via job crafting 

towards their previously 

discovered ‘Dream Future.’ 
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Table 3.2 
 

Overview of PSP program evaluation questions and resultant themes, sub-themes, and quotes. 

Research 

Question 
Overarching Theme Sub-Theme Example Quote 

 

What Motivated 

Professors to 
Join the PSP 

Program? 

 

1) Participants joined the 

PSP program for 

(mostly) self-driven 

reasons pertaining to 

career enrichment and 

personal wellbeing. 

 

a) Seeking answers at a 

career “crossroads” 

to uncover the “next 

chapter.” 

 

“What are the next 20 

years going to look like?” 

(p. 133) 

b) Seeking to be more 

“intentional” with 

career planning. 

“I want to take a more 
intentional approach to my 

career—and life!” (p. 135) 

c) Seeking to be held 

“accountable” in a 

structured program. 

“Create a plan for which 

goals to commit to and 
which ones to leave in a file 

for later.” (p. 135) 

d) Seeking social 

connection and 

support with fellow 

colleagues. 

More socializing with 

“like-minded people” and 

less “shoving lunch down 

at my desk.” (p. 136) 

e) Seeking solutions to 

help manage work 

demands and stress. 

Wanting to “not feel like 
I'm a hamster on the little 

hamster wheel.” (p. 136) 

f) Seeking to please 

others. 
“Encouraged to participate 

by my department chair” 

(p. 137) 

What Job 

Crafting 

Changes Did 

Participants 
Make During the 

PSP Program? 

 

2) Participants engaged in 

a variety of personally 

beneficial job crafting 

efforts that aligned 

with their strengths, 

values, interests, and 

pre-existing goals. 

 

a) Minimal engagement 

in behavioural 

prevention-focused 

job crafting.  

“Realizing that I need to 

take some things off my 

plate” (p. 138) 

b) Increased 

engagement in 

behavioural 

promotion-focused 

job crafting. 

Dedicating more time for 
writing to “feed my 

creative self.” (p. 139) 

c) Increased 

engagement in 

cognitive promotion-

focused job crafting. 

“The job crafting changes 

seem to be more internal. I 

feel happier...more at 
peace.” (p. 140) 

 

Continued on next page. 
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What Were the 
Mechanisms of 

Change of the 

PSP Program? 

 

 
 

 

3) The AI program 

materials facilitated 

program benefits. 

 

 

a) The AI 5-D 

Discovery phase 

materials aligned 

job crafting efforts 

with personal 

values, interests, 

and strengths. 

“I was able to figure out  
how I want my job to align  

better with my strengths and 

values.” (p. 142) 

b) The AI 5-D Dream 
phase materials 

evoked a sense of 

purpose and 

meaning to guide 

and motivate job 
crafting efforts 

forward. 

“I feel like I want to go 
somewhere where I belong, 

where I feel like I belong… 

but I also feel like maybe 
this is something I can give 

to myself.”  
(p. 143) 

c) The AI 5-D Design 

phase materials led 

to tangible insights 

for engaging in 

personally aligned 

and beneficial job 

crafting efforts. 

“I found it extremely useful 

to learn how to prioritize 
tasks or aspects of my work 

based on my values and the 
kind of scholar I’m striving 

to become.” (p.144) 

 d) The AI-based 

conversations 

throughout the PSP 

program facilitated 

instantaneous 

positive cognitive 

crafting shifts 

towards more 

personally aligned 

perceptions of work. 

One participant initially 

began describing how 
burdened she felt with her 

immense time pressures 

and administrative work, 

but later shifted to 

realizing: “Deep inside me, 
I know that it's up to me to 

make that time for 
research.” (p. 145) 

4) Non-specific program 

materials facilitated 

program benefits. 

e) In-person sessions 

provided valued 

social support. 

“Created a community of 
scholars… who share the 

desire to become better at  
what we do.” (p. 147) 

f) Designated time for 

self-reflection 

facilitated personally 

meaningful career 

planning. 

“Time for reflection” was 

“really helpful,” “very 
purposeful,” and “a huge 

strength” of the PSP 
program (p. 148) 

 

Continued on next page. 
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What Barriers or 

Challenges Did 

Participants 

Face During the 

PSP Program? 

5) Participants faced an 

array of program-

specific challenges and 

contextual barriers that 

hindered reaping full 

program benefits.   

a) Scheduling conflicts 

and time demands. 
“I'm a little apprehensive  

because some of it feels like 

additional work on my plate.” (p. 

149-150) 

b) Lack of clarity on 

how to make actual 

job crafting changes. 

“I still need to consider 
how to craft the job to 

match my values better.”  

(p. 150) 

c) Pre-existing job 

demands, limited 

sense of control, and 

high stress. 

“Creates more meetings… 
then it creates stress  

because the other things  

aren't getting done.” (p. 151) 

d) Just another 

“wellness” program 

without systemic 

change efforts. 

“Things that emphasize the 

individual and what the 

individual should do ignore 
these systemic issues.”  

(p. 153) 

e) Disproportionate 

workload placed on 

and carried out by 

women. 

“Women tend to carry 

more of the load on a lot of 
service.” (p. 154) 
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Chapter 4 – Enriching work design with positive organizational change: A guiding 

framework for applying appreciative inquiry to promote employee job crafting 

 

Abstract 

There has been increasing research examining how employees can take control of their jobs and 

work environments to “craft” more personally desirable work lives for themselves that foster 

their wellbeing and sense of meaning. Researchers have now been called upon to examine how 

the job crafting process can be practically leveraged in the form of organizational interventions 

to promote sustainable personal and organizational benefits. This paper integrates literature on 

organizational and employee development to propose a guiding framework for how the practice 

of Appreciative Inquiry (AI) can be applied to develop programs for promoting employees’ 

efficacious job crafting efforts. Grounded in self-determination theory and self-concordance 

theory, the guiding framework explains how an AI-based intervention can guide employees to 

engage in job crafting efforts that fulfil their psychosocial needs of competence, autonomy, and 

relatedness (i.e., self-concordant job crafting). In turn, the framework highlights how this need 

fulfilment process enhances autonomous (i.e., self-driven) motivation that promotes wellbeing 

and organizational benefits as well as fuels a self-sustaining cycle of further job crafting efforts 

that fulfill psychosocial needs. Finally, the guiding framework presents eight recommendations 

spanning the full intervention life cycle of design, implementation, and follow-up to help 

researchers and practitioners leverage AI to engage employees in more personally and 

organizationally beneficial job crafting efforts. 

Keywords: Job crafting, Appreciative Inquiry, self-determination theory, employee development, 

work design 
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Introduction 

 In an ever-advancing world of work with increasing autonomy and complexity, 

employees now have more opportunity than ever to design their work. Job crafting refers to 

employee-initiated work design efforts that alter the relational, task, or cognitive boundaries of 

one’s job (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). If job crafting is harnessed effectively, employees can 

create a sense of meaning in their day-to-day work lives as well as benefit from a more fulfilling 

career long-term (Grant & Parker, 2009; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). In turn, job crafting has 

the potential to not only improve employees’ overall wellbeing, but also benefit their 

organizations via bolstered work engagement and in-role and extra-role performance (Grant & 

Parker, 2009; Lee & Lee, 2018). However, in order for an employee to engage in the ‘right’ job 

crafting efforts that are most personally beneficial for them, their efforts need to be well suited to 

their unique personal strengths, interests, and development needs (Kuijpers, Kooij, & van 

Woerkom, 2020). Only a few studies have been developed and tested for this purpose of 

promoting personally aligned job crafting (viz., Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers et al., 2020). Hence, 

a guiding framework for how researchers and practitioners alike can practically design such 

efficacious job crafting interventions is needed. 

 To guide the development of personally aligned job crafting interventions, the current 

framework proposes an integration of the work design theory of job crafting with the 

organizational development methods of Appreciative Inquiry (AI; Cooperrider & Srivastva, 

1987; Cooperrider, Whitney, & Stavros, 2008). This framework is motivated by the findings of 

the empirical research presented in chapters 2 and 3. Building this theoretical framework is an 

effort inspired by the research questions and the lessons learned on the application of AI methods 

to educational occupations. I begin with a brief overview of AI and job crafting theory, followed 
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by proposing how AI can promote more optimal job crafting to meet employees’ personal needs 

and preferences. I close with a set of recommendations, inspired by the qualitative themes and 

their implications presented in chapters 2-3 and related past literature and practical case studies, 

for future researchers and practitioners interested in designing organizational interventions that 

promote job crafting via AI.  

Job Crafting: The Employee-Driven Approach to Aligned Work Design 

Job crafting is a specific work design theory (Grant & Parker, 2009). Work design 

describes the processes of “how jobs, tasks, and roles are structured, enacted, and modified, as 

well as the impact of these structures, enactments, and modifications on individual, group, and 

organizational outcomes” (Grant & Parker, 2009, p. 319). Work design is broader than the more 

traditional field of job design that emphasized the role of the organization in designing work 

tasks (e.g., job characteristics model; Oldham & Hackman, 2010). Thus, while job design 

focuses solely on top-down design of work, work design also accounts for a bottom-up (i.e., 

motivational, employee-driven, proactive) approach to the design of work in which employees 

are empowered to self-initiate changes to their work tasks, sense of identification with work, and 

overall experiences of work (Grant & Parker, 2009; Parker, Morgeson, & Johns, 2017). 

However, it is important to note that the field of work design encompasses all work design 

theories—both employee-initiated and organizationally-driven—that focus on some sort of 

employee-oriented (as opposed to organizational outcomes), such as promoting employee 

wellbeing or motivation (Grant & Parker, 2009). 

As a supplement to systemic change initiatives, employee-driven work design is 

particularly beneficial in today’s changing world of work as employees are increasingly faced 

with greater autonomy, complexity, and possibilities to adapt their careers to fit their preferences 
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and needs (de Bloom et al., 2020; Loi, Lin, & Tan, 2019; Thomas, 2000; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 

2013). In their seminal paper, Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) argued that the top-down job 

design literature was limited to viewing employees as “passive recipients of job tasks or of social 

information about job tasks.” They proposed a complementary view that employees can be the 

“competent designers of their work” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 193). This view has been 

widely echoed in recent years, as organizations continue to flatten hierarchies, increase 

collaboration, and enhance employees’ autonomy and flexibility, providing greater opportunity 

for employees to design their work (Bruning & Campion, 2018; Grant & Parker, 2009; Oldham 

& Hackman, 2010; Zhang & Parker, 2019). Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) proposed an 

employee-driven theory of job design and coined the construct of job crafting, defined as the 

actions and cognitive changes that employees engage in to intentionally adapt or “craft” their 

jobs or perceptions of their work in ways that are personally beneficial or desirable 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). In their review of employee-initiated work design, Grant and 

Parker (2009) categorized Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) theory of job crafting as a 

foundational employee-initiated work design theory that has since led to other developments in 

the field of work design (e.g., role adjustment; Clegg & Spencer, 2007) 

 Since Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) original theory, researchers have identified job 

crafting as a practical strategy for promoting employees’ sense of meaning at work (Nagy, 

Johnston, & Hirschi, 2019; Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016), wellbeing and job satisfaction 

(Dubbelt, Demerouti, & Rispens, 2019), work engagement (Peral & Geldenhuys, 2016), and in-

role and extra-role job performance (Dubbelt et al, 2019; van Wingerden, Derks, & Bakker, 

2017). Importantly, job crafting efforts can be promoted with organizational training programs; a 

meta-analysis of 14 controlled trials of job crafting interventions with employees (Oprea et al., 
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2019) indicated that job crafting interventions have an overall small-sized effect on increasing 

aggregated measures of job crafting, and in turn, a small effect on promoting job engagement, a 

medium-sized effect on increasing contextual (i.e., extra-role) performance, and a statistically 

negligible, but positive effect on task performance. 

 To progress this small but growing body of research on job crafting interventions, 

researchers have been called to study how employees can learn to craft their jobs towards their 

personal resources (Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers et al., 2020). Personal resources are any skills, 

characteristics, or other aspects attributed to a person (e.g., interests, passion, values, personality 

traits) that are valued by that individual and perceived as instrumental in buffering against stress 

(Hobfoll, 2011). Focusing job crafting training on employees’ personal resource accumulation is 

critical because past research shows that not all job crafting efforts are effective; a multitude of 

individual characteristics and situational factors moderate job crafting outcomes. This highlights 

the importance of creating personalized job crafting training aimed at fulfilling employees’ 

unique personal resource needs (Rudolf et al., 2017; Zhang & Parker, 2019). Thus, training 

employees to job craft with a focus on alignment with their personal resources—such as their 

interest, values, strengths, and developmental needs—can ensure that job crafting efforts actually 

benefit the employees themselves long-term (Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers et al., 2020). 

Appreciative Inquiry: The Energizing and Insight-Generating Tools to Guide Job Crafting 

 One promising avenue for helping employees effectively job craft towards their personal 

interests, strengths, values, and developmental needs is the positive organizational change 

practice of Appreciative Inquiry (AI). AI is both a theory and set of participatory methods used 

to discover and harness the best in people and their organizations by focusing on what “gives 

life” to human systems (Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011; Cooperrider & Srivastva, 1987). These 
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“life giving” forces are any intangible social and psychological aspects (e.g., sense of belonging, 

positive emotions, self-efficacy), and more tangible environmental factors (e.g., helpful 

technology, enjoyable workspace, flexible schedules) that are energizing, intrinsically 

motivating, desirable, and growth-inducing for a given human system (Cooperrider & Godwin, 

2011).  

An underlying assumption of AI’s generative, upwards-spiral process is that all human 

systems possess life-giving forces that can be used to leverage further positive change within that 

system (Watkins, Mohr, & Kelly, 2011). Collectively, a system’s life-giving forces represent the 

stories of its past, present, and future potential, which collectively make up what is known as its 

positive core (Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012; Watkins et al., 2011). AI interventions have been 

studied worldwide and shown to relate to a breadth of wellbeing and organizational benefits 

across professions, organizations, and sectors (see: Bushe & Kassam, 2005 for a meta-case 

analysis; Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012; Watkins et al., 2011). 

 Although AI is commonly used for large-scale and whole-system change initiatives to 

uncover the positive core of an organization, researchers have proposed that AI’s principles, 

process, and methods can be applied to empower and energize people in initiatives of all sizes, 

including at the individual level, and should be harnessed in new and innovative change 

initiatives (Cooperrider, 2012, 2017; Kay Hart, Conklin, & Allen, 2008; Watkins et al., 2011). In 

this regard, AI can help individuals uncover their own positive cores, composed of their internal 

“life giving forces” that allow them to flourish, such as their personal resources of strengths, 

passions, and values, as well as external “life giving forces,” such as favourable work 

environments and supportive relationships. Thus, I propose a guiding framework that applies the 

organizational change theory and methods of AI to facilitate the employee-driven work design 
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area of job crafting. More specifically, I explain how to harness the energizing and affirmative 

AI methods to help align employees’ crafting efforts with their personal resources of their 

strengths, interests, and developmental goals, as recently advocated by job crafting scholars (viz., 

Kuijpers et al., 2020). 

Harnessing the Mechanisms of Change Behind AI’s Facilitation of Self-Concordant Job 

Crafting Efforts 

In order for employees to job craft in alignment with personal resource needs, as 

encouraged by job crafting scholars (viz., Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers et al., 2020), employees 

must first become aware of these needs, and then subsequently feel motivated and empowered to 

engage in job crafting efforts towards these needs. However, according to self-concordance 

theory (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999) and its supporting research (e.g., Bono & Judge, 2003; Burke & 

Linley, 2007; Koletzko, Herrmann, & Brandstätter, 2015; Sheldon et al., 2015, 2002; Sheldon, 

Prentice, & Osin, 2019), without sufficient self-reflection into personal values and how to 

cultivate a sense of meaning in life, people often fail to set goals and take actions that are self-

concordant, or personally aligned and conducive to their long-term work performance, health, 

and wellbeing needs. Thus, it is imperative to provide employees with the tools to aid them in 

strategically planning their job crafting efforts in alignment with their personal resource needs. In 

this guiding framework, I propose how employees’ self-concordant job crafting can be 

effectively harnessed with an AI intervention to promote a cycle of self-sustaining employee and 

organizational benefits. 

Job Crafting Towards Resources as a Form of Goal Self-Concordance 

The alignment of employees’ job crafting efforts towards their personal resources of 

strengths, interests, and developmental needs (viz., Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers et al., 2020) can 
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be viewed as a form of goal self-concordance, as conceptualized by self-concordance theory 

(Sheldon & Elliot, 1999). Goal self-concordance is defined as an individual characteristic and 

skill of goal setting and/or striving in alignment with one’s personality, growth potential, 

interests, and values (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999). In essence, self-concordance theory suggests that: 

(a) self-concordant goals are more likely to be effortfully pursued over time and attained than 

non-concordant goals, which is important because (b) pursuit and achievement of self-

concordant goals fulfills core psychosocial needs and the fulfillment of psychosocial needs leads 

to enhanced wellbeing long-term. The wellbeing outcomes are further explained by the rationale 

that self-concordant goal striving is unconflicted by competing avoidance- and approach-oriented 

motives that are characteristic of less self-concordant (i.e., ambivalent) goal striving. As such, 

self-concordant goal striving fosters greater clarity and resultant effort towards valued goal, 

whereas ambivalent goal striving leads to cognitive dissonance and subsequent push and pull of 

behaviours that can heighten stress and negative affect (Koletzko et al., 2015). 

Applying self-concordance theory to the workplace, attaining insights and knowledge to 

develop goal self-concordance is a critical step to generating personally aligned and beneficial 

job crafting goals, resulting in self-concordant job crafting efforts. According to Sheldon (2014), 

individuals can develop their goal self-concordance skills by “overcoming ignorance to discover 

what they really want and what is truly most important to them” (p. 350). By building the current 

framework, I propose that AI can be a fruitful avenue for employees’ self-discovery, and 

ultimately, engagement in productive and valued self-concordant job crafting. 

To illustrate the value of focusing on goal-self concordance, Sheldon and colleagues 

(2002) tested a goal-attainment intervention after participants had already self-selected their 

goals. As compared to the control condition, participants in the intervention showed boosted goal 
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attainment, but only for goals that were self-concordant; the goal-attainment intervention showed 

no substantive effect on non-self-concordant goal attainment. Thus, according to the self-

concordance theory and its supporting empirical evidence, it is critical to design job crafting 

interventions that guide employees’ to strategically select and strive towards their most 

personally aligned goals. Indeed, Sheldon (2014) recommends that interventions seeking to 

promote self-concordance should incorporate activities that allow individuals to become more 

self-attuned by gaining self-insight, such as by clarifying values (Lekes et al., 2012) and 

considering one’s motives for possible goals (Sheldon et al., 2019; study 3).  

Furthermore, Sheldon (2014) cautions that it is not enough to simply select goals based 

on fleeting interests and social and societal influences, which may lead to a sense of external 

pressure to job craft that does not feel fully authentic and integrated with the self. Instead, 

Sheldon (2014) postulates that truly self-concordant goal setting and striving should feel “true to 

oneself” (p. 359), which Sheldon defines as a sense of alignment with long-term interests and 

values, motives, and beliefs. Actually, experiments show that goal setting in alignment with such 

deep-seated self-concordant aspects of the self leads to greater goal striving persistence that seen 

with non-self-concordant goals (Sheldon & Elliot, 1998, 1999). Applying these findings to job 

crafting, a lack of self-concordant goal setting might point to why previous job crafting 

interventions have shown mixed and non-substantive effects on promoting employees’ actual job 

crafting changes. Even the more recent job crafting interventions that aimed to align employees’ 

job crafting with their personal resources of strengths, interests, and needs (viz., Kooij et al., 

2017; Kuijpers et al., 2020) may have lacked the methods to effectively align employees’ job 

crafting efforts with their most authentic and self-concordant needs. I propose that incorporating 

AI methods into a job crafting intervention can directly enhance employees’ self-insight into 
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core personal values and long-standing interests to guide their self-concordant job crafting 

efforts. 

In particular, the AI 5-D cycle can be used to inspire and guide employees towards 

planning and engaging in self-concordant job crafting goals and efforts (Stavros, Godwin, & 

Cooperrider, 2015). This alignment process towards self-concordance is exemplified in each of 

the 5-D phases. In the first phase of the 5-D cycle, employees Define the personally and 

collectively relevant purpose of the AI intervention. Similarly, in the second phase, employees 

Discover their “positive core”—aspects of themselves, their work, and their organizations that 

they value and desire to move towards. The aim in this phase is to discover “what gives life to 

the system when it is most alive?” (Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011, p. 740) in order to propel 

action towards these life-giving “positive core” forces. For instance, a Discovery activity of 

examining past “peak” work experiences allow individuals to reflect on past self-concordant 

experiences to gain insights into the experiences that they truly desire in their work lives. This 

self-reflection can allow individuals to gain insights into job crafting ideas that are based on 

values and even passions or career ‘callings,’ as opposed to merely selecting job crafting goals 

based on what they are presently preoccupied with, such as daily hassles and current work 

projects.  

In the Dreaming phase, the AI cycle merges with job crafting as employees envision how 

to create more of these personally desirable and valued experiences in their work. Importantly, 

Dreaming activities often encourage employees to envision their “dream futures” that are 

untethered to current realities and barriers, which helps inspire ideas on a wider range of self-

concordant ways of job crafting, as opposed to narrowing ideation onto the most realistic, 

easiest, or externally pressured ways to job craft. Next, in the Design phase, employees 
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thoughtfully plan out these self-concordant job crafting goals to prepare for the Delivery phase, 

in which employees then implement and sustain their job crafting efforts in their work.  

In sum, the AI 5-D cycle facilitates employees’ self-reflection processes that allow them 

gain insight into how their values-based desires and needs—their “positive cores”—can be 

harnessed via their work. These insights are then used to guide employees towards job crafting 

efforts that can more effectively promote more self-concordant work experiences and careers 

long-term. Thus, AI can be applied to facilitate employees’ engagement in self-concordant job 

crafting efforts: 

Proposition 1: AI-based job crafting can promote employees’ self-concordant job 

crafting goals and efforts. 

Self-Concordant Job Crafting and Self-Determination Theory 

Employees’ motives to job craft are one of the most well-established predictors and 

moderators of employees’ usage and outcomes of job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; 

Zhang & Parker, 2019). Job crafting scholars have used self-determination theory (SDT, Deci & 

Ryan, 1985) to explain employees’ motives for and outcomes of job crafting (viz., de Bloom et 

al., 2020; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Similarly, Sheldon and Elliot’s (1999) self-

concordance theory was originally inspired and guided by SDT. SDT has been well established 

as a parsimonious and broadly applicable theory of human motivation that holds relevance across 

cultures and disciplines (Lion & Burch, 2018), making SDT a fitting theoretical lens for 

understanding the mechanisms and benefits of the integration of AI to enable self-concordant job 

crafting. 

According to SDT, irrespective of individual differences, humans have three core 

needs—autonomy, competence, and relatedness, that are universal in humans and necessary for 
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growth, health, and psychological wellbeing in life (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and work (Gagné & 

Deci, 2005). The need of autonomy is defined as the sense of ownership or volition over one’s 

actions. Competence is the extent to which one feels capable of managing challenges and 

attaining desired outcomes, similar to the concept of self-efficacy: the belief in one’s ability to 

perform in a specific domain (Bandura, 2001). Finally, relatedness refers to the quality of 

connection one feels with others (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

Given STD’s proposition that these psychosocial needs are universally essential for 

humans’ growth, health, and wellbeing (Ryan & Deci, 2000), it can be presumed that employees’ 

personal resource needs, although differing widely in specifics, should ultimately be rooted in 

these three fundamental psychosocial needs. Indeed, in their seminal job crafting theory, 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton’s (2001) proposed three “individual needs” (p. 181) that employees 

are able to fulfil via job crafting that map on to SDT’s three psychosocial needs: control over 

work (i.e., autonomy), positive self-image (i.e., competence), and connection with others (i.e., 

relatedness). Further, self-concordance theory (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999) suggests that goal self-

concordance leads to sustained effort towards that goal, which increases likelihood of subsequent 

goal attainment that satisfies the three SDT core needs. Thus, applying AI’s 5-D cycle of 

Defining, Discovery, Dream, Design, and Delivery (Stavros et al., 2015) leads to self-concordant 

job crafting goals and efforts that fulfil SDT’s needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness. 

To exemplify the 5-D cycle in action, an employee might first Define a broad self-

concordant aim to feel a greater sense of connectedness and belonging at work, then Discover 

their strengths of humour and friendliness, inspiring them to Design a job crafting plan to spend 

more time with colleagues, and ultimately, create (i.e., Deliver) more work experiences in 

alignment with these personal strengths. In turn, they should also fulfill the core psychosocial 
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need of relatedness with others and autonomy from the inherently autonomy-promoting 

experience of job crafting. In another example, if an employee works through the 5-D cycle to 

align their job crafting efforts with their long-standing desire to develop their leadership skills, 

this should ultimately fulfill all three psychosocial needs of competence (i.e., developing their 

skills), relatedness (i.e., interacting with others while developing leadership skills), and 

autonomy (i.e., from engaging in the inherently self-driven experience of job crafting). Thus, I 

propose that the use of AI facilitates self-concordant job crafting that fulfils employees’ 

psychosocial needs: 

Proposition 2: Self-concordant job crafting efforts facilitated via AI can fulfil employees’ 

core psychosocial needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness. 

Furthermore, in addition to indirectly fulfilling employees’ psychosocial needs via 

increased engagement in self-concordant job crafting efforts, engaging in AI should also directly 

fulfil these needs via engaging in “life-giving” AI activities. Firstly, relatedness can be fulfilled 

from the collaborative nature of AI activities that aim to give voice to as many individuals as 

possible in a given system. AI activities are grounded in the principle of wholeness, which 

emphasizes participative action and whole-system engagement as opposed to siloed or top-down 

organizational change efforts. Secondly, employees can also fulfil their autonomy need from 

feeling a sense of agency and empowerment in co-designing change efforts that are personally 

meaningful to them. Finally, employees’ competence needs can be fulfilled via AI’s focus on 

discovery of personal strengths and the life-giving forces that have promoted past peak work 

experiences. In turn, this reflection on past peak experiences and associated positive emotions 

and thoughts can evoke employees’ immediate sense of mastery in their work environment to 

increase hope and self-efficacy to create more peak experiences in the future. 
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In support of AI’s psychosocial need fulfilling potential, preliminary empirical research 

has supported that AI interventions can fulfill SDT’s psychosocial needs. Results from a quasi-

experimental AI intervention showed that employees in a non-profit organization who engaged 

in an AI program involving an in-person AI summit reported significantly higher satisfaction 

across all three psychosocial needs of competence, relatedness, and autonomy as compared to 

employees in the same organization who did not partake in the AI program (Verleysen, 

Lambrechts, & Van Acker, 2011). Thus, given the collaborative, autonomy-supportive, and 

strengths-based nature of AI activities, it is expected that an AI-based intervention should also 

directly fulfil employees’ psychosocial needs: 

Proposition 3: Engagement in AI can directly fulfil employees’ core psychosocial needs 

of autonomy, competence, and relatedness. 

Over time, AI-based self-concordant job crafting should allow for long-lasting or even 

sustainable benefits as a result of the fulfillment of psychosocial needs as posited in Proposition 

2 and 3 above. According to SDT, psychosocial need fulfillment is a sustainable and self-

perpetuating process. The rationale is that the inherently satisfying experience of need fulfillment 

heightens motivation towards continued engagement in the environments and actions that fuel 

further need fulfilment (Gagné & Deci, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

In particular, psychosocial need fulfilment fuels what is conceptualized as autonomous 

motivation (De Cooman et al., 2013; Olafsen, Deci, & Halvari, 2018; Ryan & Deci, 2000), 

which refers to a sense of behaving with full choice and volition and “endorsing one’s actions at 

the highest level of reflection” (Gagné & Ryan, 2005, p. 334). Thus, autonomous motivation 

refers to the self-directedness (i.e., self-determinedness) of behaviour towards a goal because it is 
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deemed as personally instrumental, valued, or enjoyable by the individual.1 

The self-directed nature of autonomous motivation can be contrasted with controlled 

motivation. Controlled motivation is defined as the pressures outside of the self to produce a 

particular outcome (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and has been exemplified as, “acting with a sense of  

pressure, a sense of having to engage in the actions” (Gagné & Deci, 2005, p. 334).2  

 

1 According to SDT, there are three forms of autonomous motivation: (1) identified regulation, or the 

motivation arising due to perceived importance of a given action, (2) integrated regulation, which involves the same 

characteristics of identified regulation, but with an added sense of coherence or alignment with core aspects of the 

self (i.e., goal self-concordance), such as one’s identity and values beyond work, and finally, (3) intrinsic 

motivation, which is defined as the motivation that arises due to genuine interest and enjoyment that one expects to 

feel from actually engaging in the action or task. Although integrated and identified regulation both represent 

autonomous forms of motivation, they are deemed as somewhat extrinsic forms of motivation because behaviours 

are engaged in primarily as a means towards some sort of worthy or valued outcome. Conversely, intrinsic 

motivation captures the highest level of autonomous motivation because it represents effort that is propelled by the 

enjoyment of the goal pursuit itself that is non-contingent on its outcome. However, research shows that motivation 

does not need to be purely intrinsic to provide personal and organizational benefits; findings consistently show that 

higher levels of all forms of autonomous motivation (i.e., integrated, identified, and intrinsic) relate to effortful and 

sustained goal pursuit and performance (Baard, Deci, & Ryan, 2004; Deci & Ryan, 2008; De Cooman et al., 2013; 

Olafsen & Halvari, 2017). 

 
2 Controlled motivation consists of: (1) external regulation, defined as motivation based on rewards and 

punishments that are physically external to oneself (e.g., money and prestige), and (2) introjected regulation, or the 

motivation from fear-based regulation of one’s ego and/or self-esteem (e.g., to feel worthy or to maintain a fragile 

sense of worthiness). External regulation and introjected regulation are categorized as controlled forms of 

motivation because the source of motivation arises largely from external forces that influence or direct the 

individual. 
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Importantly, the presence of controlled motivation does not necessarily negate 

autonomous motivation. All forms of motivation coexist independently of one another and can 

thus co-occur within individuals for a given goal. For example, an employee’s goal of 

developing their public speaking skills could involve controlled motivation (i.e., they worry that 

they will let their boss down if they do not improve), as well as autonomous motivation (i.e., 

they strongly identify with their dream of becoming an engaging speaker and the more they 

practice, the more they find themselves enjoying public speaking). Thus, even if experiencing 

controlled motivation is inevitable—as in the case of paid employment—employees can still feel 

concurrently autonomously motivated, particularly towards job crafting efforts that fulfil their 

psychosocial needs. 

Although more empirical intervention research is warranted, hundreds of AI case studies 

exemplify how AI programs engage employees into voluntarily creating positive changes in their 

organizations with enthusiasm and enjoyment (e.g., Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012; Dole, 

Godwin, & Moehle, 2014; Watkins et al., 2011), suggesting a sense of agency fueled by 

autonomous motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Furthermore, longitudinal research has supported 

SDT theory in showing that fulfilment of the three psychosocial needs, which has been shown to 

be an outcome of AI interventions (Verleysen et al., 2011), relates to heightened autonomous 

motivation over time (Hope et al., 2019; Olafsen et al., 2018). Thus, need fulfillment can be 

interpreted as a self-perpetuating process: it reinforces a cycle of autonomous motivation to 

continue engaging in the same or similar behaviours and environments that led to need 

fulfillment in the first place.  

In sum, as grounded in SDT theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and supported by AI case 

studies and intervention research (viz., Dole et al., 2014; Verleysen et al., 2011; Watkins et al., 
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2011), it can be further postulated that an AI intervention designed for the purpose of promoting 

employees’ self-concordant job crafting efforts should also facilitate the fulfilment of 

psychosocial needs and resultant autonomous motivation. In turn, this autonomous motivation 

should increase the likelihood that employees will continue to engage in the same or similar job 

crafting efforts that fulfilled their psychosocial needs in the first place: 

Proposition 4: Psychosocial need fulfilment of autonomy, competence, and relatedness as 

a result of self-concordant job crafting efforts promotes a self-perpetuating cycle of 

heightened autonomous motivation for continuous engagement in job crafting. 

The Employee and Organizational Benefits of Personally Aligned Job Crafting 

The AI-fueled cycle of psychosocial need fulfilment and autonomous motivation via self-

concordant job crafting can lead to a number of employee and organizational benefits. SDT 

proposes that the fulfilment of psychosocial needs is inherently desirable, which fuels a sense of 

autonomous motivation to engage in environments and behaviours that can successfully continue 

to fulfil these needs. As a result, the fulfillment of psychosocial needs and resultant autonomous 

motivation allows humans to flourish in life (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and at work (Gagné & Deci, 

2005). 

Longitudinal research supports SDT by consistently showing that the fulfilment of the 

core needs relates to heightened autonomous motivation over time (e.g., Hope et al., 2019; 

Olafsen et al., 2018). In turn, autonomous motivation has been consistently linked to a wide 

range of personal and organizational benefits, including lowered burnout (e.g., Fernet et al., 

2012, 2016; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010; Van den Berghe et al., 2014), heightened wellbeing and 

positive affect (e.g., Baard et al., 2004; Deci & Ryan, 2008; Hope et al., 2019; Lion & Burch, 

2018), work and job satisfaction (e.g., Nie et al., 2015; Richer, Blanchard, & Vallerand, 2002), 
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work effort (e.g., De Cooman et al., 2013; Sheldon & Elliot, 1998), work engagement (e.g., Li et 

al., 2015), affective commitment to one’s occupation (e.g., Fernet et al., 2016), acceptance of 

organizational change (e.g., Gagné, Koestner, & Zuckerman, 2000), and self-reported job 

performance (e.g., Baard et al., 2004; Olafsen & Halvari, 2017). Although experimental evidence 

is limited, several randomized controlled trials of interventions based on SDT show increases in 

autonomous motivation and outcomes of improved physical activity and health (e.g., Fortier et 

al., 2007; Pederson, Halvari, & Williams, 2018) and self-regulation (e.g., Knittle et al., 2016).   

Finally, it is proposed that experiencing the wellbeing benefits of psychosocial need 

fulfilment should loop back to bolster self-concordant job crafting efforts that build employees’ 

personal and job resources. According to Fredrickson’s (2001) broaden and build theory of 

positive emotions and supporting empirical evidence (Fredrickson et al., 2008; Garland et al., 

2010), unlike negative emotions which lead to narrowed attention towards deficits and problems, 

positive emotions, such as hope, awe, happiness, serenity, and excitement, lead to broadened 

attention. In turn, this broadened attention is related to a wider repertoire of behaviours that are 

conducive to the building of resources in one’s environment. These resources are inherently 

adaptive to human survival as they fulfill core psychological, social, and safety needs. Resource 

building may be the result of job crafting efforts, such as the development of new work 

relationships (i.e., relational crafting), spending more time researching how to innovate products 

(i.e., task crafting), or cultivating greater optimism and enthusiasm during challenging times by 

spending time meditating and journaling before starting the workday (i.e., task and cognitive 

crafting).  

Altogether, AI’s promotion of SDT psychosocial needs and autonomous motivation 

should generate positive employee and organizational benefits, which would subsequently propel 
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employees to engage in further personally aligned, or self-concordant, job crafting efforts: 

Proposition 5: The AI initiated, self-perpetuating cycle of employees’ self-concordant job 

crafting and heightened autonomous motivation leads to sustainable employee and 

organizational benefits, which subsequently propel employees to engage in further self-

concordant job crafting efforts. 

 In sum, the current guiding framework proposes that the theory and practice of AI 

facilitates personally aligned job crafting efforts that promote employees’ psychological needs 

and ultimately, promote autonomous motivation and its benefits (see figure 4.1 for full process 

model). 

Discussion: Recommendations for Applying Appreciative Inquiry to Promote Self-

Concordant Job Crafting 

Thus far, I have proposed a process model for how the theory and application of AI can 

promote a self-perpetuating cycle of job crafting towards need fulfilment. In this section, I 

present a guiding framework of recommendations for designing, implementing, and evaluating 

AI-based job crafting interventions, with a specific aim of promoting employees’ self-concordant 

job crafting efforts to promote more sustainable employee wellbeing and organizational benefits. 

I explain how each step in the process model above (figure 4.1) can be practically implemented 

in organizations with a set of guiding recommendations (see figure 4.2 for an overview of the 

recommendations) in line with evidence-based best practices in OHP interventions (viz., Nielsen 

& Randall, 2012; Nielsen et al., 2010). For more general and comprehensive recommendations 

on all steps in the design, implementation, and evaluation of occupational health psychology 

(OHP) interventions, see Nielsen et al. (2010). 

The Intervention Foundation: Recommendations Across the Full Intervention Life Cycle 
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Apply AI to Prioritize “Life-Giving” Forces (Without Ignoring Problems) 

A tenet of AI is to harness a system’s “life-giving” forces with conversations that inspire 

and ultimately generate sustainable action towards a desired future (Bushe, 2007; McQuaid; 

2012; Watkins et al., 2011). The underlying assumption behind AI is that all systems hold “life-

giving” forces, also known as the aspects that are “working well,” or systemic strengths, that can 

be used to leverage further positive change (Watkins et al., 2011). To apply AI’s affirmative and 

strengths-focused approach, job crafting interventions grounded in AI can aim to engage 

employees in “life-giving” conversations throughout all phases and activities. 

As a general recommendation, iterations of the following central question can be infused 

via AI conversations in every step of a job crafting intervention: “What gives life to the system 

when it is most alive?” (Cooperrider & Godwin, 2011, p. 740). Adapted to the purpose of 

guiding employees’ self-concordant job crafting efforts, this question may take the form of: 

“What gives me life when I feel most alive in my work?” Inquiry into this overarching question 

can be planned with semi-structured AI interviews tailored to the specific population and 

intervention aims (see Whitney et al., 2013 for detailed guidelines on designing custom AI 

interviews). Past AI studies have shown that employees report a number of benefits from 

participating in AI conversations in the form of AI interviews, such as new self-insights and 

feeling more inspired about their work (Lilja & Richardsson, 2015), and feeling heightened 

appreciation for their jobs and work team (Staff of Mountbatten Ward et al., 2005). These 

benefits highlight the potential for AI interviews to generate self-insight and appreciation for 

work that can directly facilitate the current aim of helping employees discover how to job craft in 

self-concordant and personally beneficial ways (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999). 



   

 

   167 

However, several scholars have raised the concern that AI’s affirmative focus may 

prevent individuals from engaging with problem areas that they feel are important to improve 

(e.g., Grant & Humphries, 2006). To address this concern, Ridley-Duff and Duncan (2015) 

clarified that although AI’s focus on strengths is critical to inspire and sustain positive changes, 

an acknowledgement of pertinent barriers is also essential to ensure that employees feel heard, 

validated, and engaged throughout an AI intervention. Ridley-Duff and Duncan (2015) presented 

an AI case study using what they called “critical appreciation.” Based on their findings, Ridley-

Duff and Duncan (2015) recommended that AI practitioners take a more critical appreciation 

approach by listening to and acknowledging hardships at any point during an AI conversation 

when it is sensed that a participant feels the need to steer the conversation in that direction. 

Arguably, Ridley-Duff and Duncan’s (2015) critical appreciation approach is not a novel 

or alternative concept in the AI community; many AI scholars have been expressing similar ideas 

for decades, but merely without the critical appreciation label. For instance, Bushe (2007) 

describes that although a focus on the positive aspects of an organization is useful for generative 

momentum towards change, unlike sometimes erroneously assumed, this positive focus is not the 

ultimate purpose of AI. Instead, Bushe (2007) explains that the core purpose of AI is its 

generative nature, as seen in AI’s potential to propel and unite individuals across all levels of an 

organization to co-create desired and sustainable changes. Thus, Bushe (2007) argues that even 

though a positive-focus is an important pathway toward the ultimate goal of desired 

organization-wide change, the main purpose of AI is to foster generativity, which in many cases 

requires acknowledgement and resolution of organizational practices that many individuals 

within the system deem as problematic. Similar to Ridley-Duff and Duncan (2015), Bushe 
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(2007) emphasised that AI practitioners cannot magically overcome deep-seated systemic issues 

in organizations with AI conversations alone if the pertinent issues remain unaddressed.  

Similarly, and more recently, Cooperrider and McQuaid (2012) noted that AI does not 

inherently preclude problem areas from being addressed and can therefore be applied flexibly to 

inquire beyond “life-giving” forces. Cooperrider and McQuaid (2012) proposed a “80/20” 

guideline for implementing AI in this flexible way, with a general aim of focusing 80% of the 

inquiry on a given human system’s “life-giving” forces of Strengths, Aspirations, Opportunities, 

and desired Results (i.e., SOAR; Stavros & Hinrichs, 2009), and the remaining 20% on problem 

areas as they arise. This ‘SOAR’ acronym contrasts the popular strategic planning method of the 

SWOT analysis, which involves a more traditional 50/50 split between inquiring into problems 

and strength areas. Cooperrider and McQuaid (2012) argue that inquiry with an 80/20 focus on 

the components of SOAR is more advantageous than traditional methods. They reason that 

positively-oriented inquiry inspires the building of systemic strengths (e.g., self-efficacy, hope, 

collaboration, autonomous motivation) that can be leveraged to increase an organization’s 

capabilities to not only create more of what is “working well,” but to also inspire innovative 

solutions to even the most challenging systemic problems (Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012). 

In sum, to address participants’ concerns without hindering AI’s positive change 

potential, an AI-based self-concordant job crafting intervention should aim to prioritize 

positively-oriented inquiry into life-giving forces while still staying flexible to problems (and 

insights into addressing these problems) as they arise throughout the intervention (Bushe, 2007; 

Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012; Ridley-Duff & Duncan, 2015). 

Apply AI’s Wholeness Principle to Engage Organization-Wide Participation 
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AI’s Wholeness principle conveys that co-constructed and collaborative initiatives are 

more effective than top-down or siloed initiatives for motivating and sustaining system-wide 

positive change (Watkins et al., 2011). Whole-system implementation is critical for increasing 

readiness for change and buy-in from as many members of the organization as possible for 

sustained intervention effectiveness (Huijs et al., 2019; Nielsen et al., 2010; Watkins et al., 

2011). Moreover, participatory interventions can directly fulfill employees’ psychosocial need of 

relatedness with their colleagues and leaders, which can further build a sense of autonomous 

motivation to engage in positive organizational change efforts. For best results, such 

participatory, whole-system participation should be implemented across the full life cycle of an 

AI-based self-concordant job crafting intervention—from planning through to follow-up.  

First, during the planning phases, a steering committee composed of members across all 

levels and teams in an organization should be established to spearhead the job crafting 

intervention and democratize communication channels organization wide. The formation of a 

steering committee composed of employees and leaders across all organizational levels is a key 

facilitator of OHP intervention participation and overall success (Nielsen et al., 2010). Across all 

intervention stages, the steering committee should aim to give voice to as many employees as 

possible by gaining representative feedback across the entire organization. This can take place 

during the intervention planning stages (see recommendation on conducting a needs and 

demands baseline assessment below), as well as iteratively during the intervention and in the 

follow-up assessments to help improve future interventions. With a representative steering 

committee designing, delivering, and communicating all steps in the intervention in alignment 

with diverse employee needs, more members across an organization can feel invested in and 

benefit from the job crafting intervention. 
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Second, during the job crafting intervention implementation, applying AI’s Wholeness 

principle can directly fulfill employees’ psychosocial need of relatedness. Past research shows 

that interventions that unite participants to provide social support to one another can enhance a 

sense of connectedness amongst colleagues and increase intervention satisfaction (e.g., Shernoff 

et al., 2011). AI activities can promote relatedness by fostering a sense of unity amongst 

colleagues over a shared purpose and “positive core.” For instance, employees can feel united by 

learning about the shared “positive core” of their organization as gleaned from a report of the 

needs assessment conducted prior to the intervention (see planning phase below). As well, during 

job crafting training sessions, connection amongst participants can be fostered via AI discussions 

of “life-giving” forces within a shared “positive core” of their profession and organization. 

Examples of AI activities that can foster discussion of a shared “positive core” during a job 

crafting intervention include: sharing “peak” career experiences in pairs or small groups, 

identifying one another’s strengths and core values, and brainstorming a shared “dream future” 

of their organization or profession. 

In all, the democratization of communication channels and tailoring of intervention 

materials across as many members as possible can ensure that the job crafting intervention 

engages organization-wide buy-in and participation for greatest benefits.  

Establish Autonomy-Supportive Organizational Systems and Leadership 

The establishment of autonomy-supportive organizational systems is foundational for 

providing employees with the opportunities and resources to engage in AI-based self-concordant 

job crafting. Autonomy-supportive systems further align with AI’s Wholeness principle by 

providing employees with voice and power to job craft. In a recent job crafting review, de Bloom 

et al. (2020) posited that an autonomy-supportive work environment is a critical condition for 
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allowing employees to engage in job crafting efforts that effectively fulfill their psychosocial 

needs. Similarly, Sheldon (2014) argued that autonomy-supportive organizational systems (e.g., 

client-centered coaching and training, autonomy-supportive leaders and feedback) can help 

employees develop self-insight, which can in turn promote self-concordant goal striving towards 

psychosocial need fulfillment. In support of Sheldon’s (2014) claim, research shows that 

autonomy-supportive organizational practices, such as transformational leadership (Bono & 

Judge, 2003) and executive coaching (Burke & Linley, 2007), are associated with employees’ 

selection of heightened self-concordant goals. 

In addition to indirect need fulfillment via promoting self-concordant job crafting, 

autonomy-supportive organizational systems can also directly promote employees’ need of 

autonomy in their jobs. Fulfilling autonomy needs is important for a job crafting intervention 

because a sense of autonomy allows employees to engage in a wider range of effective job 

crafting efforts (Zhang & Parker, 2019). Meta-analyses have established job autonomy as a main 

antecedent of employees’ use of promotion-focused job crafting—a generally salubrious form of 

job crafting that is associated with a host of wellbeing and organizational benefits (Lichtenthaler 

& Fischbach, 2016; Rudolph et al., 2017). As well, Rudolph et al.’s (2017) meta-analysis found a 

negative association between job autonomy and employee job crafting in the form of decreasing 

hindering demands. These results help to reassure that the risk of employees crafting their jobs in 

ways that may hinder work productivity as a result of greater job autonomy is low. 

 A central organizational practice that can directly promote employees’ sense of autonomy 

is autonomy-supportive leadership (Zhang & Parker, 2019). Leaders’ autonomy-support has been 

defined as, “the supervisor understanding and acknowledging the subordinate’s perspective, 

providing meaningful information in a non-manipulative manner, offering opportunities for 
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choice, and encouraging self-initiation” (Baard et al., 2004, p. 2048), and measured with items 

such as, “my manager provides me with choices and options about my work.” (Baard et al., 

2004, p. 2056). Autonomy-supportive leadership has been shown to promote employees’ (Baard 

et al., 2004; Gagné & Deci, 2005) and volunteers’ (Oostlander, Güntert, & Wehner, 2014) 

psychosocial need fulfillment, autonomous motivation, and satisfaction with work. Moreover, 

studies show that autonomy-promoting leadership styles, such as employee-oriented leadership 

(Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2018), and empowering leadership (Cheong et al., 2016), can 

promote employees’ promotion-focused job crafting efforts. Similarly, transformational 

leadership behaviours and a value-laden organizational vision statement help to evoke 

employees’ sense of purposefulness in their work (Thomas, 2000), which can bolster employees’ 

autonomous motivation to commit to and exert effort in their jobs (Gagné & Deci, 2005). 

 However, it should be cautioned that providing autonomy and empowering employees 

could inadvertently create a sense of added job demands (Cheong et al., 2016). Cheong et al. 

(2016) found that empowering leadership can leave employees feeling burdened from a sense of 

job-induced tension to perform to their leaders’ expectations. Thus, although leaders should put 

all measures in place to allow employees the opportunity to job craft as they wish in truly self-

concordant ways, it is critical that leaders not pressure their employees to participate in the job 

crafting program (see recommendation for promoting autonomously motivated participation 

below) or to job craft in any particular way. As well, leaders’ support for the job crafting 

intervention should be made continuously evident across all phases of the intervention to foster 

employees’ sense of psychological safety in actually implementing job crafting changes in their 

daily work lives. 
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 Beyond autonomy-supportive leadership, the organization should provide employees 

with the necessary autonomy-promoting supports to allow them to easily participate in and reap 

the full benefits across all phases of an AI-based job crafting intervention. These organizational 

supports should be made evident to participants across all intervention phases to buffer the 

perceived demands of engaging in an optional (i.e., extra-role) job crafting program. Examples 

of organizational changes that can be implemented to facilitate employees’ self-concordant job 

crafting efforts include: providing employees with the resources of paid job crafting training 

time, work scheduling flexibility, and coaching managers to engage in empowering and 

autonomy-supportive leadership behaviours. In sum, to ensure that employees feel supported and 

autonomous at all stages of their job crafting intervention journey, the steering committee and 

senior leaders of the organization should aim to proactively strategize how to buffer key barriers 

to employees’ sense of job autonomy across all phases of the intervention. 

Intervention Planning 

Conduct Needs and Demands Baseline 

Conducting a baseline assessment is imperative for assessing if any organizational 

changes are required to increase the effectiveness of the job crafting intervention. Moreover, the 

baseline assessment can be used to gather employee feedback to design the intervention 

materials to fit the unique organizational context. Ideally, a representative sample of employees 

would complete confidential assessments (e.g., surveys, interviews, anonymous feedback box) 

consisting of both qualitative and quantitative questions to gain a more honest and complete 

picture of employees’ experiences and needs (Nielsen et al., 2010). 

First, a representative needs assessment would help to convey employees’ current 

perceived job demands and resources to understand whether any organizational changes are 
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warranted prior to commencing the intervention (in addition to implementing the more general 

autonomy-supportive practices as described above). OHP experts emphasize that whenever 

implementing an employee-level intervention, such as a job crafting intervention, it is key to also 

hold the organization and senior leaders accountable for positive change efforts (de Bloom et al., 

2020; Oprea et al., 2019; Saksvik et al., 2002). 

In particular, the needs assessment should inquire into job demands that may deter 

employees from engaging in expansive (i.e., promotion-focused) job crafting that helps to 

promote their wellbeing and job performance. Meta-analytic research suggests that work 

demands that can be perceived as challenges, such as workload, do not appear to hinder 

employees’ promotion-focused job crafting (Rudolph et al., 2017). However, demands that are 

commonly perceived as hindrances to wellbeing, such as role overload and injustice, relate 

negatively to employees’ promotion-focused job crafting (Solberg & Wong, 2016). Thus, 

although high workload in itself is not a cause for concern and may actually be a motivator for 

effective job crafting, the pressures associated with feeling mistreated, overwhelmed, and 

overloaded in one’s job can pose substantial barriers to the efficacy of a job crafting intervention. 

It is therefore advisable that if the needs assessment uncovers employees’ concerns pertaining to 

perceived hindrances to their wellbeing and work performance (e.g., not enough time to 

complete all required tasks, wearing “too many hats,” sense of injustice over role requirements or 

overwork), this would be a critical point for systemic-level intervention that would need to take 

place prior to the job crafting intervention. As a minimum, the job crafting intervention should 

not contribute to an additional sense of role overload for employees and should thus be made 

voluntary and enacted during paid work time. 
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 In addition to assessing hindering job demands, it will be critical to differentiate between 

the demands that employees feel that they can manage on their own via job crafting, versus 

demands that they feel are more pervasive systemic issues that are outside of their personal 

control. For the latter types of demands, it is advisable to recognize these systemic issues and 

provide employees with the acknowledgement of such barriers during training. Omitting to 

address major problem areas may run the risk of the job crafting intervention appearing “tone 

death” and disingenuous to employees. Ideally, the information gathered from the needs 

assessment should not only be used to tailor the content for the job crafting intervention, but also 

to guide planning for organizational initiatives (e.g., interventions to increase leaders’ 

perspective taking to improve organizational justice; Holt, Bobocel, & Chen, 2021; see 

recommendation about leveraging bottom-up systemic change below). Thus, the intervention 

steering committee as well as the senior leaders of the organization should aim to proactively 

strategize how to intervene on systemic issues hindering employees’ wellbeing prior to the 

implementation of a job crafting program.  

Secondly, results from a representative needs assessment can help guide the steering 

committee in the intervention planning stage to devise tailored intervention materials. Tailoring 

the intervention materials to the employees and organizational context can help align the 

intervention with employees’ realistic challenges, resources, needs, and desired outcomes to gain 

greater buy-in, program engagement, and subsequent benefits. The steering committee can 

design the job crafting intervention materials to relate to the common themes uncovered in 

employees’ need assessment results. In particular, such themes can be derived from analyzing 

rich qualitative data detailing how the job crafting intervention can help with specific employee 

needs and how various forms of job crafting can be applied in realistic, everyday work situations. 
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For instance, real-world examples garnered from the needs assessment results (in an aggregated, 

non-identifying manner) can be discussed in the intervention training sessions to foster 

employees’ identification with the training and feel understood and valued. This 

recommendation is in line with intervention scholars calls for the development of more 

contextually relevant wellbeing interventions that better reflect the realities of the given 

profession (Shernoff et al., 2011). 

In sum, conducting a thorough employee needs assessment can guide necessary 

organizational change initiatives as well as the tailoring of job crafting intervention materials to 

the fit the organizational context and employee experiences and needs. 

 

Create Autonomously Motivating Conditions for Intervention Enrollment 

 In line with SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000), creating autonomously 

motivating conditions for enrolling in a job crafting intervention can fuel employees’ sustained 

job crafting efforts that promote their wellbeing and work performance. The first step would be 

to minimize controlled motivation for program enrollment that may hinder autonomous 

motivation. Most overtly, this can be accomplished by allowing for voluntary program 

enrollment. In addition, the steering committee should aim to minimize more covert forms of 

controlled program motivation, such as by discouraging managers from pressuring their direct 

reports to enroll in the program and ensuring that employees are aware that program participation 

will not be connected to their performance evaluations and pay. 

 Beyond eliminating conditions that could heighten controlled forms of motivation, 

deliberate steps can be taken to directly promote autonomous program motivation—composed of 

integrated, identified, and intrinsic forms of motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Firstly, 
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highlighting the personally relevant aspects of the program can enhance integrated motivation. 

This can be accomplished by emphasizing that the job crafting program was exclusively 

designed to meet the needs uncovered in the employee needs assessment. Further, connecting the 

program to employees’ core values and identities can promote identified motivation. For 

instance, program advertisements can be used to express how the job crafting program can help 

employees align their work with what is most meaningful to them.  

 Finally, highlighting the enjoyable aspects of engaging in the job crafting program for its 

own sake can promote intrinsic program motivation—the most self-directed form of autonomous 

motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). According to SDT, the fulfillment of the psychosocial needs of 

autonomy, relatedness, and competence is universally and inherently desirable; thus, any aspects 

of the program that directly fulfill employees’ psychosocial needs should be perceived as 

desirable and enjoyable experiences and therefore fuel intrinsic motivation to engage in the 

program. Thus, the program can be promoted as a way to foster the psychosocial need of 

autonomy (e.g., emphasizing the program’s voluntary and flexible structure and personalized 

materials), competence (e.g., emphasizing the program’s personal and career development 

objectives), and relatedness (e.g., emphasizing the opportunities to connect with and learn from 

colleagues and leaders in the program). 

 As a result of creating a voluntary, personally relevant, valued, and enjoyable job crafting 

program, employees can feel a heighted sense of autonomous motivation to participate in and 

benefit from the job crafting intervention.  

Intervention Implementation 

Promote Employees’ Self-Concordant Job Crafting Efforts Via AI’s 5-D Cycle 
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To promote employee wellbeing, OHP interventions must move beyond merely deducing 

the roots of stress and burnout by directly harnessing the personal and organizational facilitators 

of employee wellbeing. This is where AI’s 5-D cycle can be particularly advantageous. 

 The 5-D cycle (Stavros et al., 2015) is highly customizable without a prescriptive set of 

implementation rules; hundreds of case studies show how the 5-D cycle (also previously referred 

to as the 4-D cycle) can fit the unique aims and needs of diverse interventions across human 

systems (e.g., organizations, schools, communities, cities; Dole et al., 2014; Watkins et al., 

2011). Moreover, studies have shown that the 5-D cycle is conducive to fostering a strengths-

based self-reflection process in more individual-level training interventions (e.g., He, 2013), such 

as with the current employee job crafting aim. 

Although the 5-D cycle is flexible and can be applied multiple ways to promote employee 

job crafting, the following are a set of general guidelines to facilitate the specific aim of 

promoting employees’ self-concordant job crafting efforts. According to self-concordance 

theory, self-concordant goal-setting can be enhanced via discovery of the most true and 

important aspects of oneself (Sheldon, 2014). Fortunately, AI’s 5-D cycle can be implemented as 

tailored to a specific intervention aim that is ideally co-constructed with as many individuals in 

the organization as possible (i.e., Defining phase) to promote not only the foundational step of 

self-discovery (i.e., Discovery phase), but also subsequent steps of envisioning (i.e., Dreaming 

phase) and planning a desired future (i.e., Designing phase), and ultimately taking intentional 

and sustained action towards self-concordant goals (i.e., Delivery phase). 

 After Defining of the tailored intervention aims, in the Discovery stage, materials can be 

geared towards helping employees uncover their personal and organizational “positive core.” 

More specifically, discovery of the “positive core” consists of appreciative conversation to guide 
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exploration of one’s personal strengths, values, interests or even passions, as well as past “peak” 

work experiences exemplifying them at their best and living out their personal “positive core.” 

Secondly, in the Dream phase, employees can be guided to uncover a vision of a personal 

“Dream Future” in their careers to inspire self-concordant job crafting efforts, as well as a 

collective “Dream Future” of their organizations or professions to drive collaborative, employee-

led organizational changes.  

 Next, in the Design phase, goal-setting activities can be implemented to facilitate 

employees in brainstorming action plans towards their “dream futures.” To prevent the depleting 

consequences of a sense of controlled motivation to job craft, all efforts should be made to 

promote an autonomous and self-concordant goal-setting process. This can be accomplished by 

encouraging employees to select job crafting goals based on their previously discovered personal 

and organizational “positive cores” to the best of their ability within the confines of their work 

roles. As well, employees should be reminded to stay mindful of pressure or fear that may drive 

them towards selecting less self-concordant goals and try to find ways to re-align with their 

“positive core” selves in these cases. Finally, in the Delivery phase, employees can be 

encouraged and supported by their leaders in creating and sustaining positive action towards 

their envisioned dream futures as planned in the Design phase. Autonomy supportive 

organizational systems and leadership, as described in the intervention foundation section above, 

will be particularly critical for a self-concordant Delivery phase. See Table 4.1 for an overview 

of how each 5-D phase can be linked to promote employees’ self-concordant job crafting aims 

with examples of activities for each phase.  

Intervention Follow-Up  

Continue AI Conversations to Assess Intervention and Build Upon Success Stories 
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As recommended for all OHP interventions, a thorough follow-up evaluation is an 

essential component for concluding the AI-based self-concordant job crafting program (Nielsen 

et al., 2010). The follow-up assessment can serve to not only guide future organizational 

initiatives, but can also be used to promote participants’ continued learning and self-reflection as 

they work to sustain self-concordant job crafting changes in their work lives as part of the 

ongoing 5-D Delivery phase. 

First, as with the needs assessment, a combination of both qualitative and quantitative 

components can help to gain the most helpful insights into the factors behind the challenges and 

successes of implementing the job crafting intervention within the given organizational context. 

Nielsen and Randall (2012) recommend conducting a thorough intervention process evaluation 

by assessing three core areas: (1) participants’ perceptions of the intervention implementation 

and outcomes (e.g., what changes have you made in your work life that you would attribute, at 

least in part, to your participation in this program?), (2) the contextual factors that influenced the 

implementation and outcomes (e.g., what organizational factors facilitated/impeded your job 

crafting goal progress?), and the core processes of change that drove key outcomes (e.g., if any, 

describe what aspect(s) of the program benefited you most?).  

Affirmative AI language can also be infused into follow-up questions to continue to 

move towards a “dream future” in the organization (e.g., what initiatives would help us as an 

organization move further towards our “dream future”?) and inspire employee-led systemic 

changes (see next recommendation). AI conversations help to sustain autonomously motivated 

change because they are strengths-based, future-focused, and aimed at evoking positive emotions 

such as hope and excitement (Cooperrider et al., 2008). Overall, the themes garnered from the 
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follow-up can be used to gain representative and detailed insight into what organizational 

changes are still warranted and how to improve future job crafting initiatives. 

 Secondly, the follow-up phase can be utilized as another opportunity to continue AI 

conversations to promote social learning and self-reflection that can sustain employees’ 

autonomous motivation and self-concordant job crafting efforts. Continued AI conversations can 

provide participants with opportunities to encourage one another’s progress and share stories of 

job crafting challenges and successes. To exemplify, employees’ “peak” experiences of 

implementing job crafting changes in their work lives can be shared via multiple communication 

channels (e.g., continued job crafting “refresher” workshops, newsletters or webinars sharing 

employees’ stories, job crafting coaching conversations with supervisors or accountability 

partners). Personal journaling prompts can also be used to help employees independently track 

their self-concordant job crafting goal progress and conduct future-focused self-reflection (e.g., 

what job crafting action is still needed to move further towards my “dream future”?). For further 

guidance on how to engage employees in AI conversations and design customized AI interview 

guides for specific organizational initiatives, see Whitney et al. (2013). 

Leverage Positive Bottom-Up Systemic Changes 

Although job crafting interventions target individual-level behaviour change, they can 

also lead to social contagion, collaborative initiatives, or even organization-wide changes 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Over time, such distal outcomes can change the social climate 

in an organization and can even propel new systemic and strategic changes, such as new services 

or products, social corporate responsibility programs, and human resources policies. Supporting 

this proposition, Bakker, Rodríguez-Muñoz, and Sanz Vergel (2016) studied seven companies 

across Europe and found that employees’ use of job crafting was positively related to their 
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colleagues’ use of job crafting and heightened work engagement, exemplifying a positive 

organizational spill-over effect beyond the initial “job crafter.”  

Combining the job crafting intervention with AI can further increase its bottom-up 

change potential. As an example of AI’s generative advantage, Waters and White (2005) showed 

that the 5-D cycle could inspire teacher-initiated projects to promote student wellbeing. These 

initiatives included conducting formal assessments of students’ wellbeing, staff training, 

developing a supplemental wellbeing curriculum, running a wellbeing club for staff, and 

wellbeing education evenings for parents. In another AI example, students across an entire 

school board were trained as “appreciative interviewers” and conducted interviews with teachers, 

students, parents, school staff, and other members of their community to collaboratively define 

“student success.” Interview results were analyzed to capture each school’s unique “positive 

core.” Finally, a large AI summit brought the community together to create a shared vision for a 

collective “dream future” of the school board. A number of teacher- and student-led initiatives 

resulted from this summit, including the creation of a program for students at risk as well as a 

non-profit organization to mentor youth (Watkins et al., 2011). 

As these case studies highlight, there are numerous ways that bottom-up change 

initiatives can be inspired and guided by data collected in an AI intervention. For instance, the 

intervention steering committee could use the qualitative data from the needs assessment, notes 

from the 5-D Discovery and Dream phase activity conversations, and follow-up assessment 

results to gain insights into possible organizational change initiatives that could contribute to a 

collective “dream future” of the organization. It would be important for the steering committee to 

identify which employees are most autonomously motivated to lead the bottom-up organizational 

change initiatives that garner the most widespread interest (e.g., directly asking participants in 
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the intervention surveys and during training, sending out an open call for volunteers). Senior 

leaders in the organization should then connect with these identified “champions of change” for 

further brainstorming conversations and action planning. Finally, it would be critical for the 

senior leaders to visibly support and invest in employees’ initiatives, especially those aligned 

with the company vision, mission, and values. As examples, organizational support for employee 

initiatives can be provided in the form of paid work time, sustainable funding, and access to 

communication channels to share news about the initiative across the organization. 

In summary, organizations should provide follow-up and support for employee-driven 

change initiatives inspired by the AI-based job crafting program. AI-inspired organizational 

initiatives have a high likelihood of garnering autonomously motivated, sustained action across 

an organization to move towards a collective “dream future” that benefits both the employees 

and organization. 

Conclusion 

AI inspires individuals to take autonomously motivated action towards valued aims. 

Thus, AI provides a set of promising tools to guide employees towards engaging in self-

concordant job crafting efforts. The current chapter presents a process model explaining how AI 

can drive a self-perpetuating cycle of self-concordant job crafting, psychosocial need fulfillment, 

and autonomous motivation; and describes eight guiding recommendations for the design, 

implementation, and evaluation of AI-based self-concordant job crafting organizational 

interventions to promote the cycle of self-concordant job crafting. Ultimately, this framework 

can guide future researchers and practitioners alike to develop programs that can drive 

sustainable job crafting changes in employees’ work lives to promote personal and 

organizational flourishing. 
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Figure 4.1. Proposed process model depicting an AI-based job crafting intervention can facilitate self-concordant job crafting efforts 

that fulfill employees’ psychosocial needs and subsequently promote autonomous motivation and its benefits, as grounded in SDT 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000) and self-concordance theory (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999).  
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Figure 4.2. Proposed guiding framework of recommendations for conducting the full life cycle of an AI-based job crafting program. 
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Table 4.1 

Overview of the 5-D Appreciative Inquiry process (Stavros et al., 2015), opportunities for 

implementation of the 5-D cycle in an organizational job crafting intervention, and examples of 

evidence-based activities that can be integrated into each 5-D phase for the aim of promoting 

employees’ self-concordant job crafting. 
 

AI Phase Definition Job Crafting Opportunities Example Activities 
 

(1) DEFINE & 

(2) DISCOVER 

 

Tailing 

intervention 

aims and 

uncovering 

personal and 

organizational 

peak 

experiences 

and strengths 

that can help 

move towards 

this aim. 

 

• Discover personal strengths, 

values, interests or passions, and 

past peak experiences (i.e., 

personal “Positive Core”) to 

inspire self-concordant job crafting 

ideas. 

• Discover alignment between 

personal “Positive Core” and 

organizational “Positive Core” of 

systemic strengths and values. 

• Discover how personal “Positive 

Core” can be harnessed to 

effectively job craft towards 

strategic organizational goals. 

 

 

• Appreciative Inquiry 

interviews (strengths, 

values, and peak 

experience questions). 

• Personal journaling 

reflection. 

• Strengths-based self 

and organizational 

assessments (e.g., 

VIA character 

strengths; VIA 

Institute, 2020; SOAR 

analysis; Stavros et 

al., 2007). 

 

(3) DREAM Imagining 

“what might 

be” the 

potential and 

ideal future of 

each 

individual and 

the 

organization as 

a whole. 

• Harness positive anticipation and 

hope for a desired future to inspire 

and guide self-concordant job 

crafting efforts. 

• Uncover shared vision of a 

collective “Dream Future” to 

inspire collaborative job crafting 

action (e.g., bottom-up 

organizational change initiatives). 

• Appreciative Inquiry 

interviews (dream 

future questions). 

• Visioning exercises. 

• Personal journaling 

reflection. 

• Group visioning 

session/Appreciative 

Inquiry summit/ 

workshop. 

(4) DESIGN Brainstorming 

action plans to 

create the 

envisioned 

dream future. 

• Design personal action plans and 

specific self-concordant goals to 

move towards the “Dream Future” 

via job crafting efforts. 

• Design action plans for systemic 

change to promote employees’ 

self-concordant job crafting 

efforts. 

• Self-concordant goal 

setting exercises. 

• Job crafting planning/ 

Appreciative Inquiry 

design workshops. 

• Organizational 

strategic planning 

sessions. 

 

 

Continued on next page. 
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(5) DELIVER Creating and 

sustaining 

positive action 

towards the 

envisioned 

dream future, 

both 

individually 

and 

collaboratively 

as bottom-up 

organizational 

initiatives. 

• Implement the job crafting goals 

generated in the Design phase. 

• Track self-concordant job crafting 

goal progress and conduct future-

focused self-reflection (e.g., what 

job crafting action is still needed to 

move further towards my “Dream 

Future”?) 

• Track intervention outcomes and 

reflect on future initiatives as an 

organization (e.g., what 

organizational resources are still 

needed? How can the bottom-up 

employee change initiatives be 

supported?)  

• Provision of resources 

from organizational 

leadership to help 

employees implement 

their personal job 

crafting goals (e.g., 

greater task 

autonomy, training, 

personal development 

hours, check-in 

meetings) and 

bottom-up 

organizational 

initiatives (e.g., 

allotted work time). 
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Chapter 5 – Dissertation Summary and Conclusion 

In the ever-changing world of work, employees are feeling both more empowered and 

pressured to take initiative for crafting their jobs to be more engaging, impactful, and productive 

(Barber & Santuzzi, 2014; de Bloom et al., 2020; Loi, Lin, & Tan, 2019; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 

2013). In this dissertation, I extended understanding of how job crafting interventions can be 

designed and implemented to enhance employees’ agency in promoting their own wellbeing and 

career satisfaction (viz., Lee & Lee, 2018; Grant & Parker, 2009). Given the past successes of 

Appreciative Inquiry (AI) interventions in motivating individuals to create lasting positive 

changes across organizations, professions, and even on city-wide levels (Watkins, Mohr, & 

Kelly, 2011; Cooperrider & McQuaid, 2012), I explored how application of AI could improve 

the design and implementation of job crafting interventions. Over the course of three 

manuscripts—consisting of two qualitative studies and one theoretical model guided by the 

qualitative findings—this dissertation has shown how Appreciative Inquiry (AI) can be a 

valuable guiding theory and method to help employees job craft in more personally aligned (i.e., 

self-concordant; Sheldon & Elliot, 1999) and beneficial ways.  

Five Core Empirical, Theoretical, and Practical Contributions 

This dissertation provided five overarching empirical, theoretical, and practical 

contributions: 

1. I contributed to the cross-disciplinary integration of the organizational development (OD) 

literature of AI (Cooperrider & Srivastva, 1987) with the occupational health psychology 

(OHP) literature on employee burnout and work engagement (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Hakanen 

et al., 2006; Maslach et al., 2001), work design (Grant & Parker, 2009), job crafting 

(Kuijpers et al., 2020; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Zhang & Parker, 2019), and wellbeing 
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promotion (Diener et al., 1999; Fredrickson, 2001). As a theoretical bridge between OD-

based AI and OHP, I presented a process model for how AI can facilitate job crafting and 

subsequent wellbeing and organizational benefits (manuscript 3). This model was inspired 

and guided by my qualitative findings in manuscripts 1 and 2, which exemplified the efficacy 

of AI for promoting job crafting insights and changes in educational professionals, as well as 

ideas for organizational-level positive change initiatives. It was advantageous to integrate the 

OD and OHP literatures to: (a) reach a broader academic and practical audience, (b) extend 

understanding of how the promotion of employee wellbeing—a common topic in OHP and a 

central outcome of job crafting—can be advanced with the application of AI theory and 

methods, and (c) explain how individual-level wellbeing promotion efforts (as commonly 

studied in OHP) can inspire employees to advocate for and engage in organizational-level 

positive change initiatives that are central to the practice of OD and AI. Together, this 

interdisciplinary dissertation highlights how AI-based job crafting can promote a broad range 

of both employee and organizational benefits.  

 

2. I extended empirical and theoretical understanding of how AI and job crafting interventions 

can help employees engage in behaviours that are aligned with their AI-based positive core to 

more sustainably promote both employee and organizational benefits. In manuscript 3, I 

conceptualized such personally aligned job crafting behaviours as self-concordant job 

crafting behaviours, based on Sheldon and Elliot’s (1999) self-concordance theory. Applying 

self-concordance theory to explain the mechanism of AI-based job crafting was practically 

and theoretically valuable to the broader study of wellbeing promotion; past theory and 

research supports that self-concordant behaviours consistently and sustainably promote a 
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holistic sense of wellbeing, incorporating both hedonic (e.g., increased positive emotions and 

lowered negative emotions and stress) and eudaimonic (e.g., sense of meaning, competence, 

intrinsic motivation at work) wellbeing components (Sheldon, 2014). As a contribution to job 

crafting theory, this focus on promoting self-concordant job crafting via AI aligns with the 

recent calls in the job crafting research to focus on designing more efficacious interventions 

that can help employees align their job crafting efforts with their unique interests, strengths, 

and developmental needs (viz., Kooij et al., 2017; Kuijpers, Kooij, & van Woerkom, 2020). 

In manuscript 1, I provided a detailed qualitative portrayal of the how the AI interview can 

serve as a fruitful stand-alone method for this purpose of helping teachers gain insights into 

how to job craft in ways that are aligned with their personal positive cores. In manuscript 2, I 

designed and tested a longer-term AI-based job crafting intervention that provided further 

support for not only the generation of self-concordant job crafting insights, but also actual 

changes in self-concordant job crafting behaviours over time in university faculty members. 

Finally, manuscript 3 presented both a theoretical process model and practical guiding model 

of eight evidence-based recommendations for applying AI to promote a cycle of self-

concordant job crafting efforts that promote sustainable and holistic wellbeing. Together, the 

three manuscripts in this dissertation provide preliminary empirical evidence and practical 

guidance for how AI can be applied to promote employees’ self-concordant job crafting and 

its host of personal and organizational benefits. 

 

3. This dissertation provided empirical support (i.e., qualitative process evaluations of AI 

interventions in manuscripts 1 and 2) and theoretical support (theory in manuscript 3) for the 

utility of AI for personal and employee-level change interventions as encouraged by 
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Cooperrider (2012). I integrated AI theory and methods with Sheldon and Elliot’s (1999) 

self-concordance theory to exemplify the potential of utilizing AI on an individual-change 

level. Specifically, as based on self-determination theory (SDT; Ryan & Deci, 2000, 2001), I 

proposed that AI can be applied to harness employees’ core needs of autonomy, competence, 

and relatedness to generate greater autonomous motivation to self-perpetuate positive change 

efforts. Together, the three manuscripts in this dissertation support and explain how AI can 

be used to fuel a sense of autonomous motivation to continue to engage in a cycle of self-

concordant job crafting that promotes holistic and sustained wellbeing in work and life. 

 

4. Contributing more broadly to the field of OHP, the two empirical studies in this dissertation 

addressed the need for more qualitative process evaluations of OHP interventions (Nielsen, 

Taris, & Cox, 2010; O'Shea et al., 2016). In qualitative studies 1 and 2, I provided thorough 

qualitative process evaluations of two job crafting interventions by presenting the 

experiences of school teachers and university faculty as they engaged with AI-based job 

crafting activities. These process evaluations provided several notable implications for 

research and practice of AI-based job crafting. First, manuscript 1 findings suggested that a 

single virtual (phone-based) AI interview can be fruitful for promoting teachers’ wellbeing; 

qualitative themes highlighted how the majority of the conversations during the AI phone 

interview, as composed of a series of AI questions (e.g., peak work experiences, dream 

future) and AI interviewing techniques (e.g., affirmative probing questions), served to benefit 

interviewees in at least some way. Most commonly, the AI interview benefited interviewees 

by guiding them to reflect on actionable insights, or ways that they could personally make 

changes to create more of the work environments and affective experiences that they desire 
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as they move towards their “dream future” of their job and careers as a whole. Beyond the 

insights gained from a single AI interview, themes from manuscript 2 highlighted that a 

longer-term AI intervention can be efficacious for empowering employees to design and 

actually engage in job crafting efforts that are in alignment with their personal positive cores. 

However, the findings also emphasized that AI interventions aimed at job crafting must be 

designed with the employees and organizational context in mind, as seen with several 

qualitative themes depicting implementation challenges (e.g., systemic issues impeding 

individual-level benefits). 

 

5. Most broadly, the qualitative process evaluation findings in manuscripts 1 and 2, coupled 

with the theoretical process model and eight practical guiding recommendations in 

manuscript 3, contribute to the advancement of the positive education (viz., Oades et al., 

2011; Seligman et al., 2009) and educator wellbeing movements (e.g., Clarà, 2017; Cook et 

al., 2017; Crain, Schonert-Reichl, & Roeser, 2017; Jennings & Greenberg, 2009; Schussler et 

al., 2016) that ultimately seek to contribute to a flourishing society. Together, this 

dissertation points towards AI-based job crafting as a promising avenue for the future of 

educator wellbeing promotion, broader work design, and individual-level AI research. 

Conclusion 

Over the course of three studies, this dissertation provided a preliminary roadmap for 

future scholars and practitioners to design AI-based job crafting interventions that can help 

educators promote their wellbeing in work and life, with broader implications for all employees 

who have room for job crafting in their work. As a whole, this dissertation moved beyond 

exploring the alleviation of problems in the education profession by studying how to promote 



   

 

193 

wellbeing via a generative AI-based process of discovering, dreaming, designing and 

implementing favourable changes to one’s work. Through the principles and practice of AI, this 

dissertation exemplified how work can be personally crafted and ultimately enhanced in self-

concordant and self-perpetuating ways. 
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Appendix A 

 

 

Appendix A 

 

 

 

Consent Form: Appreciative Inquiry Interviews 

 

You are invited to take part in the “Employee Mind Care Needs Analysis” study conducted by 

Dr. M. Gloria González-Morales (email: mggonzal@uoguelph.ca; phone: (519) 824-4120 x 

52947, and Ekaterina (Katya) Pogrebtsova, M.A. (email: epogrebt@uoguelph.ca) from the 

Department of Psychology at the University of Guelph. This project has been reviewed by the 

Research Ethics Board for compliance with federal guidelines for research involving human 

participants (REB Certificate#:17-10-030). 

 

Study Purpose, Procedure, Participants, and Compensation 

1.    The purpose of this study is to understand what specific issues employees are facing to help 

devise a program to meet their needs. In particular, we are interested in understanding bottom-up 

from the employees’ perspectives what training and resources they need to promote their mental 

wellbeing in their jobs and home lives. We also want to better understand ways in which 

employees’ current professional development resources and training may be lacking in providing 

this type of help. 

 Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and will be kept confidential; no one 

outside of our research team listed above will know who is participating in this project or not. 

Choosing not to participate will hold absolutely no consequences for you or your employment. 

 2.    As a participant you will: 

Complete a 30-minute to 1-hour interview (depending on your time preference) at the time that 

you schedule with one of the study researchers. The researcher will record this interview on a 

password-protected computer and store your audio as an encrypted file only accessible by the 

research team. The researcher will ask your thoughts on emotions and wellbeing in work and 

home, previous wellbeing professional development/training opportunities at your work, and 

your suggestions to help guide a future online wellbeing training program for employees. You 

will be free to skip any questions and provide as much or as little information as you choose; 

there are no right or wrong answers, we simply want to hear about your experiences and 

feedback. 

 3.    Unfortunately, we are unable to provide any compensation for your kind offer to volunteer 

in this study. We greatly appreciate your time and help in this needs analysis to ultimately help 

us create a better employee wellbeing program with your feedback. 
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Study Withdrawal 

4.    The researchers do not anticipate any risk or harm to participants when answering questions 

during the phone interview. However, you may choose to skip questions that you do not feel 

comfortable answering or leave the phone interview at any time with no consequences. 

5.    You can withdraw from the study with no consequences at any time up to 3 months 

after your phone interview. If you wish to withdraw your responses from this study, please 

contact Katya Pogrebtsova (epogrebt@uoguelph.ca) and she will permanently erase all of your 

responses. However, 3 months following your phone interview, all identifying information will 

be removed from all of the data, so we will no longer be able to isolate your specific responses 

for removal after this point. 

 

 Data 

 6.    If you are interested in receiving the non-identifying results once the study is complete, 

please contact the Katya Pogrebtsova (epogrebt@uoguelph.ca) and she will e-mail you a written 

description of the results when they are ready. 

 

 Confidentiality  

7.    Every effort will be made to ensure confidentiality of any identifying information that 

is obtained in connection with this study. Your identity will remain strictly confidential. Only 

researchers associated with this project as per the Research Ethics Board approval (REB#:17-10-

030) will see your responses. This consent form will be securely stored separately from the de-

identified transcriptions from your phone interview.  

8.    All recordings involving identifying information from your phone interview (i.e., names, job 

title, employer) will be irreversibly deleted from their secure storage in a password protected 

computer once all data is transcribed into de-identified format (i.e., names and all other 

identifying information will NOT be included in the transcripts). The fully anonymized, non-

identifying transcripts will be stored indefinitely on the primary investigator, Dr. M. Gloria 

González-Morales’ secure, password protected laboratory computer. 

9.    Please note that confidentiality cannot be guaranteed while data are in transit over the 

Internet. 

10. You do not waive any legal rights by agreeing to take part in this study. 

11. Any and all publication of this data will be fully anonymized and will not contain any 

references to your identity. Quotes that are very personal or present any identifying data will 

NOT be published to preserve your anonymity. We plan to use this data to help guide the future 

development of an online employee wellbeing program for research publication and public use. 

Based on the success of the wellbeing program, in the future it may become a free online product 

accessible to the public at large, or potentially lead to a commercialized iteration. 

  

Potential Risks to Participants 

The research team does not anticipate any major risks. However, some participants may 

experience mild psychological and/or social risk if they choose to disclose highly sensitive 

information. To manage these risks, during your phone interview, we will remind you that there 

are no right or wrong answers; you are completely free to disclose as much or as little as they 

wish, or choose not to respond to any question(s) that you feel uncomfortable with. As well, we 

will ensure that all published data will be non-identifying. Please remember that you can 

withdraw your information at any point up to 3 months after your phone interview without any 
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consequences. 

 

Potential Benefits 

 

Benefits to Participants: No direct monetary benefits will be provided. However, participants 

will have the opportunity to openly reflect on their wellbeing, work challenges, and their positive 

work experiences to gain a better understanding of their own lives to help guide future desired 

outcomes (e.g., explore what factors promote their sense of efficacy and wellbeing and “what’s 

going right” in their work currently to continue in the future). Moreover, an employee 

wellbeing program guided by these interviews will be available for free in an accessible online 

format to any interested employees. Interested participants will be provided with a report of the 

study’s results upon request, which will include future steps learned from the interviews to 

promote employee wellbeing, as well as provide more information on the future employee 

wellbeing program for participants to stay updated on if they so choose. 

 

Benefits to Discipline: This study aims to add richer qualitative data to the employee wellbeing 

and burnout literature gathered from full-time employees to help guide future research and 

interventions. 

 

Benefits to Society: This study will add to the body of knowledge on full-time employees’ 

wellbeing. A variety of different professions have high levels of burnout and require accessible 

wellbeing training programs. This study aims to extend our understanding of how to best devise 

such a program to help employees learn skills to promote their psychological wellbeing in ways 

that are personally relevant, motivating, and feasible for their busy lives. 

 

Contact Information 

12. If you have any questions or concerns about the study or would like to know the results, 

please contact Katya Pogrebtsova (email: epogrebt@uoguelph.ca). 

13. If you have questions regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant in this study 

(REB#:17-10-030), please contact: Director, Research Ethics; University of Guelph; 

reb@uoguelph.ca; (519) 824-4120 (ext. 56606) 

 

By providing your name and clicking "AGREE" below, you acknowledge that you have 

read and agree to the above information and provide your consent to participate in this 

research: 

 

Your name: _________________________ 

 

Do you agree to consent to this research? 

 

o AGREE  

o DISAGREE  
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Appendix B 

 

Appreciative Inquiry Interview with Higher Education Professionals Participating in the 

Personal Strategic Planning Program 

 

 

Professor AI Interview: [Participant # ____   Date: _______________________] 

 

Thank you very much for taking the time out of your day to help with the Employee Mind Care 

Program. This interview will last approximately 30-50 minutes. As stated in the consent form 

that you signed, please know that you are free to leave this interview at any time, skip any 

questions that you like, provide as much or as little information as you wish, and can choose to 

withdraw your information at any time up to 3 months after this phone interview. Please also 

note that as per the consent form, your full interview will be audio recorded and stored on a 

password-protected computer and will only be accessible by this research team. Any identifying 

information, including the full audio recording, will be irreversibly deleted in 3 months and all 

publication of results will be fully anonymous; no one outside of this study’s research team will 

know that you participated in this study or will be able to identify you from the results. 

  

Before we begin, I just wanted to confirm that if have read and understand the consent form that 

you signed? Do you have any other questions or concerns? 

  

Great, thank you. I will now ask a series of questions, and please feel free to ask for any 

clarifications along the way. Please remember, there are no right or wrong answers, we are just 

interested in your honest feedback and experiences. 

 

Opening Background Questions: 

 

1. What is your age? 

2. What is the gender that you identify with?  

3. What is your current role? 

4. What department? 

5. Could you briefly describe your research area? 

6. How many years have you worked as a professor?  

 

Personal-Strategic Planning Questions: 

1. What inspired you to join the personal-strategic planning program? 

2. What are your thoughts from the sessions you have attended thus far (if any)? 

a. What thoughts regarding your career came to mind during the session? 

b. How did you feel as you reflected on your career during the first session? 

c. Can you share any further ideas or career insights that you have had?  

3. What are your hopes for the rest of the program? 

 

Appreciative Inquiry interview preface: 
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Before we dive into our questions, I would first like to set the context for our interview and help 

you get into the mindset of exploring your optimal work experiences.  

 

In this interview we want to discuss what really drives and inspires you in your work. As a 

[Researcher/Higher education professional/Instructor/Professor] you likely came into this 

profession with your own version of a vision to change lives for a happy and thriving future – we 

want to hear about this vision from you! We know that over the course of your career, you have 

undoubtedly had ups and downs, but for this conversation, we invite you to reflect back on those 

peak experiences. I invite you to take a moment and simply think about your most optimal 

experiences in your work: moments when you felt most alive, thriving, effective, engaged, 

happy, and healthy at work and making a positive impact on those around you.  

 

Questions looking backwards into peak experiences and inwards into values: 

 

1. Let’s first talk about what inspired you to become a [Researcher/Higher education 

professional/Instructor/Professor]. What (or who) inspired you to follow this career path?  

 

2. Has your department, college, or the University as a whole inspired you any way in your 

career? If so, how? 

• Potential follow up questions:  

• Was there any particular event that sparked this interest for you? 

• What does this career mean to you?  

• What else do you value most about your work? 

• Did you have any other career aspirations? What made this path stand out?  

 

3. Now, thinking back on your career, which has of course had ups and downs, I would like 

you to think about a peak experience. This could be anything, as long as it was a time that 

you remember feeling highly effective and happy as a [Researcher/Higher education 

professional/Instructor/Professor]… a time you really were thriving. I can give you a few 

moments to recall that memory… let me know when you have your example ready.  (WAIT 

30 SECONDS OR UNTIL PARTICIPANT IS READY). 

a. Can you describe that peak experience? 

b. Has your department, college, or the University as a whole had an impact on 

creating this peak experience in any way? If so, how? 

 

• Potential follow up questions:  

• Please describe this peak experience in detail (e.g., Where were you, who was 

involved, what exactly happened, what was said and done?) 

• How were you feeling? 

• What were you thinking at the time?  

• How did those around you impact you? 

• How did you impact other people/your students/ colleagues / the University/your 

field at large?  

• What did you do to make this experience possible?  

• What do you think contributed to creating this peak moment (personal, situational 

factors, motivators)? 
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• What can help create more of these moments in the future for you?  

• Can you think of the long-term impacts this experience had on yourself or others 

involved? 

• Based on your experience, what advice would you give to other [professors]? 

 

(If by the end of the FULL interview there are still 5-10 minutes left, ask the 

participant this question again to share another peak work experience).  

 

4. Reflecting on this peak experience, what does it tell you about what you value most about 

yourself as a [Researcher/Higher education professional/Instructor/Professor]? 

• Potential follow up questions:  

• What impact does this strength have on your wellbeing? 

• What impact does this strength have on other people/ colleagues/your students/the 

University/your field at large?  

• What strength do you want to further develop?  

• What do you admire about your favorite Professor/educators(s)? 

 

5. Now, thinking beyond yourself as a [Researcher/Higher education 

professional/Instructor/Professor], but as a part of your department, or University at 

large… what do you value most about your department and/or University when its 

thriving, or at its MOST effective? 

• Potential follow up questions:  

• What are the factors that help support your department/University when it is at its 

best? 

• What makes this possible at your department/University? 

• What impact does this have on you? 

• What impact does this have on other people/your students/colleagues/the 

University/your field at large? 

• What do you want to further develop at your organization?  

 

Questions looking forward into desired “dream” future of the social organization. 

 

6. Now we will look into the future. Imagine a positive work environment where everyone – 

your students/colleagues/your department/researchers in your field – feel happy, 

effective, and thriving in their daily lives. Imagine YOUR ideal Academic community – 

how would you describe it? 

 

7. How can your colleagues, department, and University at large help foster this dream 

future of Academia for you? 

• Potential follow up questions:   

• Imagine the future of your dream Academic community – you are fully in 

control, no limits – what do you envision? What would change/develop/be 

focused on in this dream future?  

• How would researchers, students, and professors feel coming to work everyday? 

• How would your students feel? 
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• How would you interact with your colleagues? 

• How would you interact with your students? 

• What would your home life look like?  

• What current resources does your department, college, or the University have in 

place that can help make this dream academic future a reality? 

• What other resources or support do you have that can help create your dream 

future?  

• What personal characteristics do you possess that can help you live out this dream 

future?  

 

CLOSING 

 

Thank you very much for your time and input! Do you have any final questions or comments? 

 

 

 

* General follow-ups as needed: 

 

• (If participant mentions feeling very burned out/stressed): “You mention you feel 

_______. When you feel this way, what keeps you going?” 

• (If participant hits on everything but really generally): “you mentioned 

_________, could you describe more/describe this in more detail? 
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Appendix C 

Personal Strategic Planning Program: Online Mid-Program Evaluation Survey 

 

Thank you very much for your interest in helping develop the Personal Strategic Planning 

Program!   

    

Your time and feedback is invaluable for shaping the future of this program. These results will 

guide the content of next semester's on-campus sessions to best address the needs of CSAHS 

faculty and be used to generate a data-driven program evaluation to inform CSAHS on the 

effectiveness of this program.   

    

This survey will also allow you to deepen your strategic planning self-reflection and summarize 

your insights, goals, and next career steps. Please try to find 20-30 minutes in the next weeks to 

do this final exercise and get ready for vacation time and the start of a new strategically planned 

year!   

    

We ask that you please complete this survey at your earliest convenience. Feedback received 

after January 7th will be used to guide the second session of the Winter 2020 semester and the 

May 25-26th, 2020 retreat.    

    

Confidentiality    

Please note that the full surveys will be password protected and only accessed by the program 

team (Dr. M. Gloria González-Morales and Katya Pogrebtsova). Surveys will be housed on a 

secure server using Qualtrics. IP addresses will not be collected and we will not be asking for 

any directly identifying information such as your name or email address in this survey. All data 

will be stored on secure, password-protected computers to ensure your confidentiality.       

 

Participating in the survey and reporting of program evaluation      

Data will be stored for an indefinite period of time to allow for any future analyses by Dr. M. 

Gloria González-Morales and Katya Pogrebtsova only.       

 

Results from participants will only be reported in aggregated, non-identifying format. We will 

change any personally identifying information from open-ended text responses (e.g., any 

mention of your specific research) to protect your identity to the best of our ability. We will limit 

presenting direct participant quotes in all reporting, and instead will be presenting aggregated 

results of core themes across respondents.       
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If you would like to receive further information please contact Katya Pogrebtsova at 

epogrebt@uoguelph.ca      

 

Voluntary participation and withdrawal   

Participation in the program evaluation survey is completely voluntary. You may choose to skip 

any questions in the survey at your discretion by leaving these questions blank in the online 

survey. Even if certain questions are left blank, you may still press “Submit” at the end of the 

survey to enter the data that you have completed. To withdraw fully from the survey, simply 

close the browser window. If you choose to withdraw by closing the browser window, your data 

will not be used. We will remove all data from participants who do not submit the their survey 

and will not analyze any of their responses.      

 

Contact Information    

Please contact the program evaluation researcher if you have any questions or concerns: Katya 

Pogrebtsova (email: epogrebt@uoguelph.ca)       

 

Thank you very much for you time and help!         

 

 

 

Do you agree to having your anonymized, de-identified responses used for program evaluation 

purposes?  

o Yes  

o No  
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1) What is your current position? 

o Assistant Professor (tenure-track)  

o Associate Professor  

o Full Professor  

o Sessional Lecturer  

o Postdoctoral Researcher  

o Assistant Professor (non-tenure track)  

o Other (please specify) ________________________________________________ 

 

2) What made you decide to join the Personal Strategic Planning Program? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

3) How many Personal Strategic Planning in-person group workshop sessions did you attend 

this semester? 

o None  

o 1  

o 2  

o 3  

 

4) Did you attend a 1-on-1 Appreciative Inquiry Coaching session? 

o Yes  

o No  
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5) What prevented you from attending more in-person group workshop sessions? Please select 

all that apply: 

▢ Scheduling conflicts  

▢ Topic did not appeal to me enough to attend  

▢ Felt too busy with other work  

▢ Felt that I gained what I wanted from the program already  

▢ Other ________________________________________________ 
 

 

6) How would you rate the quality of the Personal Strategic Planning Program Sessions that you 

have attended?  

o Excellent  

o Great  

o Good  

o Average  

o Not so good  

o Bad  

o Terrible  
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7) How useful have you found the Personal Strategic Planning Program Sessions that you have 

attended?  

o Extremely useful  

o Moderately useful  

o Slightly useful  

o Neither useful nor useless  

o Slightly useless  

o Moderately useless  

o Extremely useless  

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Did you attend a 1-on-1 Appreciative Inquiry Coaching session? = Yes 

 

8) How would you rate the quality of the Appreciative Inquiry Coaching Session that you 

attended?  

o Excellent  

o Great  

o Good  

o Average  

o Not so good  

o Bad  

o Terrible  
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Display This Question: 

If Did you attend a 1-on-1 Appreciative Inquiry Coaching session? = Yes 

 

9) How useful did you find your Appreciative Inquiry Coaching Session?  

o Extremely useful  

o Moderately useful  

o Slightly useful  

o Neither useful nor useless  

o Slightly useless  

o Moderately useless  

o Extremely useless  

 

10) We will be focusing next semester's Personal Strategic Planning Program workshops on job 

crafting (i.e., strategies for designing/managing your career to suit your goals/vision best). 

Please select all of the topics that you would be interested in attending. Please also provide 

any further suggestions/ideas that would help you: 

▢ Cognitive-Emotional Job Crafting (e.g., stress management, gratitude, savouring positive moments 

at work, resilience)  

▢ Relational Job Crafting (e.g., managing relations and boundaries with students and colleagues, 

advising graduate students)  

▢ Task Job Crafting (e.g., managing "service" as a professor, time/energy management, designing 

work schedule)  

▢ Developmental Job Crafting (e.g., career aspirations, creating a self-development plan, discussion 

with CSAHS Professors about career challenges and advice)  

▢ Environmental Job Crafting (e.g., optimizing workspace, ergonomics)  

▢ Other suggestions/ideas: ________________________________________ 
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11) How likely is it that you will continue taking part in the Personal Strategic Planning Program 

next semester (assuming no scheduling conflicts)? 

o Extremely likely  

o Moderately likely  

o Slightly likely  

o Neither likely nor unlikely  

o Slightly unlikely  

o Moderately unlikely  

o Extremely unlikely 

 

 

 

 

12) For the following open-ended questions, please think about your impression of the Personal 

Strategic Planning Program so far and reflect on anything that stands out to you (e.g., 

meeting fellow attendees, learning from the speakers, self-reflection journaling, appreciative 

inquiry coaching sessions). Your detailed responses are greatly appreciated and will be 

extremely helpful in developing this program. 

 

13) Please discuss the strengths of the program: 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

14) Please discuss the areas for improvement in the program: 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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15) What are the most valuable insights you have gained (or rediscovered) about yourself from 

taking part in the Program? If possible, please indicate the component(s) of the program that 

helped you gain this insight (e.g., Appreciative Inquiry coaching, in-person session, 

Courselink materials).  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONAL TEXT: Please take the time to reflect on your past semester and any changes 

(big or small) that you have made in your life and career, at least in part due to taking part in this 

program. You can use this diagram describing the various types of "job crafting" to reflect on 

your changes: 

 

 

 

 

16) These job crafting changes may be internal (e.g., feeling more hopeful or self-compassionate) 

as well as behavioural (e.g., taking on a new passion project, prioritizing your core value of 

X by doing X). Please share some of these changes you have made below in as much detail 

as you feel comfortable: 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________ 

 

17) A consistent focus of all of the sessions thus far has been personal strategic goal setting (e.g., 

committing to specific 6-month goals). Please reflect back on any of the goals that you have 

set during the sessions. Please share your experiences with your goal progress thus far in as 

much detail as you feel comfortable: 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

18) What resources would you like this program (or CSAHS) provide for you to better help you 

progress towards your personal strategic planning goals?  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

19) Do you have any further feedback for us to improve the Personal Strategic Planning Program 

for next semester? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

OPTIONAL SUPPLEMENTAL RESEARCH CONSENT  

 

We are currently in the process of applying for research ethics approval to analyze this non-

identifying, confidential program evaluation data as archival consulting data in the future. Please 

indicate if you would be willing to have your survey data analyzed archivally for future research 

studies to help inform practitioners and Universities about the benefits and challenges of 

implementing similar programs. Please note that this archival usage of your data is unrelated to 

the specific purpose of creating a program evaluation report for Guelph's CSAHS department as 

outlined at the start of the survey. If you choose not to contribute your data to future research, it 

will ONLY be used for the purpose of the CSAHS program evaluation report and will NOT be 

used for any other purposes.  

 



   

 

233 

Participating in research study and reporting of findings 

If you agree to contribute your data to research, it will be part of Katya Pogrebtsova's doctoral 

dissertation.      

 

Data from participants who agree to contribute to research will be stored for an indefinite period 

of time to allow for any future analyses by Dr. M. Gloria González-Morales and Katya 

Pogrebtsova only.       

 

Results from participants who agree to contribute to the research will only be published in 

aggregated, non-identifying format. We will change any personally identifying information from 

open-ended text responses (e.g., any mention of your specific research) to protect your identity to 

the best of our ability. We will limit presenting direct participant quotes in all reporting, and 

instead will be presenting aggregated results of core themes across respondents.       

 

If you would like to receive further information about the results of the doctoral dissertation, 

please contact study researcher Katya Pogrebtsova at epogrebt@uoguelph.ca      

 

Voluntary participation in research study and withdrawal  Participation in the research study is 

completely voluntary. You may choose to skip any questions in the survey at your discretion by 

leaving these questions blank in the online survey. Even if certain questions are left blank, you 

may still press “Submit” at the end of the survey to enter the data that you have completed. To 

withdraw fully from the research study and not submit any data, simply close the browser 

window. If you choose to withdraw by closing the browser window, your data will not be 

used. We will remove all data from participants who do not submit the their survey and will not 

analyze any of their responses.      

 

Contact Information    

 

Please contact the program evaluation researcher if you have any questions or concerns: Katya 

Pogrebtsova (email: epogrebt@uoguelph.ca)  

     

Thank you very much for you time and help!     

o I AGREE to having this data used for future research once you receive ethics approval to 

do so  

o I DISAGREE to having this data used for any purpose other than the CSAHS program 

evaluation report 
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PLEASE READ TO RECEIVE GIFT CARD 

     

Thank you very much for your time with completing the survey questions! If you would like to 

have a $5 Starbucks gift card emailed to you, please click the following separate Qualtrics 

Survey which will open in a new window for you to enter your email. This separate email survey 

will ensure that the results of this study stay fully anonymous and are not linked to your 

identifying email.   

    

Link to enter your email for $5 gift card (case sensitive password is: planning) 

    

https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_eet1wyNpEkXRJ8F   

    

Please remember to come back to this window and press "SUBMIT SURVEY"  

 

https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_eet1wyNpEkXRJ8F
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Appendix D 

Personal Strategic Planning (PSP) Program In-Person Session Overview and Link to 

Appreciative Inquiry (AI) Principles 

 

Legend of AI Principles Applied in the PSP Program 

 

Principle  Definition (viz., Cooperrider et al., 2008) 

Constructionist “Words create worlds”; human perception of past, present, and future reality 

(and potential) is malleable. Realities can be reconstructed by shifting what is 

inquired into and how it is described. 

Simultaneity The act of inquiring initiates an immediate shift in perspective; the very act of 

asking someone a question can jolt them into perceiving their current situation 

and future potential of their lives and work in new ways. 

Positive Positively oriented (i.e., affirmative strength-based) inquiry and overall 

communication style acts as a “life-giving” in a human system to inspire 

momentum to move towards desired change. 

Poetic The art of storytelling; the discovery of positively focused stories of “peak” 

experiences helps uncover a human system’s positive core: the multifaceted, 

collective images of where individuals in a given human system want to go. 

Anticipatory Anticipation of a collective, positive future instills hope and promotes greater 

momentum for working towards positive change. 

Wholeness Co-constructed and collaborative initiatives are more effective than top-down 

or siloed initiatives for motivating and sustaining system-wide positive 

change. 

 

 

Session 1: Appreciative Inquiry and Job Crafting Introduction 

 

Component Description AI Principles 

A. Program 

Introduction 

and Group 

Icebreakers 

• Explanation of PSP program purpose and how it 

aligns with professors’ needs; explanation of how 

program was designed based on professors’ 

feedback from the university’s wellbeing survey. 

• Instruction on how to access program materials and 

program discussion online; overview of 6-month 

PSP program components. 

• Group introductions and sharing of participants’ 

PSP program participation motivations and 

expectations. 

• Participants wrote their “biggest fear/worry” about 

• Wholeness 

(group 

discussions) 

 

• Constructionist, 

Positive, 

Anticipatory 

(program 

overview/ 

expectations) 
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the PSP program or their career in general on a 

sticky note. These anonymous sticky notes were 

read as a group to promote sense of shared 

humanity, psychological safety and trust, and self-

compassion for the PSP journey ahead. 

B. Appreciative 

Inquiry 

Overview 

• Explanation of guiding Appreciative Inquiry 

principles and theory. 

• Overview of job crafting research and types of job 

crafting with examples relevant for professors.  

• Constructionist, 

Positive, 

Anticipatory 

(learning AI) 

C. Appreciative 

Inquiry 

“Peak 

experience” 

Partner 

Practice 

• Activity relating to the “Discovery” phase of the 

Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle. 

• Participants were instructed to find a partner and 

take turns asking one another the following 

reflection questions about a time they felt was a 

“peak” (i.e., optimal) career experience: 

o Can you describe the event in rich, sensory 

detail? (i.e., what exactly happened?) 

o How did you feel? What did you think?  

o What personal values does this experience 

represent to you?  

o What helped you to create this peak 

experience?  

o What role (no matter how small) did you 

play in creating this peak experience? 

• Group discussion to share “peak” experience 

stories and insights. 

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D 

Discovery 

phase activity) 

D. Dream 

Future 

Visualizatio

n  

• Career visualization to guide participants to create 

a mental image of their “Dream Vision” for their 

career and life as a whole as part of the “Dream” 

phase of the Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle. 

• Guided visualization questions to promote rich, 

sensory-filled exploration of affective, cognitive, 

and behavioral aspects of participants’ dream 

future vision: 

o What would you like your career to look 

like in 5-10 years? 

o What is your best possible outcome?  

o What will your life be like when you reach 

your goals? What will you be doing? 

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D Dream 

phase activity) 
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Thinking? Feeling? 

o How will you feel waking up in the life of 

your dream future?  

• Time for personal journaling of dream future and 

insights from visualization practice. 

E. Strategic 

Goal Setting 

for 

Designing a 

“Dream 

Future” 

• Activity from the “Design” phase of the 

Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle with the following 

self-reflection prompts for personal journaling:  

o What will I be doing in 3 months that will 

help me reach my vision?  

o What will I do in the next week to help me 

reach my 3-month goals? 

o On a scale of 1-10, how confident am I that 

I will take action? 

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D Design 

phase activity) 

 

Session 2: Career Alignment with Personal Strengths and Values 

 

Component Description AI Principles 

A. Self-

Compassion 

Discussion 

 

• Clip from “The Power of Vulnerability” TED Talk 

by Brené Brown to prompt group discussion on 

guilt, shame, professors’ self-proclaimed sense of 

“imposter syndrome,” and ways to overcome this 

self-criticism with acceptance and vulnerability. 

• Aligned with the participatory PSP program design 

approach, the addition of this self-compassion 

content was prompted by participant feedback 

from session 1.  

• Constructionist, 

Positive, 

Anticipatory 

(discovering 

and harnessing 

the personal 

strength of self-

compassion) 

• Wholeness 

(activity based 

on participant 

input) 

B. Self-

Compassion 

Activity 

• To raise awareness of the importance of self-

compassion, participants were instructed to find a 

partner and engage in an experiential activity: 

o Write down a self-criticism you are willing 

to share.  

o Swap self-criticisms and read out loud. 

o Provide compassionate support to your 

partner regarding the criticism.  

o Self-reflection question for personal 

• Constructionist, 

Positive, 

Anticipatory 

(discovering 

and harnessing 

the personal 

strength of self-

compassion) 

• Wholeness 

(group 

https://www.ted.com/talks/brene_brown_the_power_of_vulnerability?language=en
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journaling: What makes it so easy to be 

compassionate towards others, but not 

ourselves? 

• Group discussion on self-compassion challenges 

and insights.  

discussions) 

C. Discovering 

Personal 

Strengths 

• Activity relating to the “Discover” phase of the 

Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle with the following 

self-reflection prompts for personal journaling: 

o What are my 3-5 most used strengths?  

o What are my 3-5 least used strengths?  

o What strengths do I want to pay more 

attention to? 

• Additional resources to promote self-reflection: (1) 

link provided to participants prior to the session to 

complete an optional, free character strengths self-

assessment from the VIA character Strengths 

Institute, (2) handout of evidence-based character 

strengths and definitions. 

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D 

Discovery 

phase activity) 

D. Exploring 

Core Values 
• Activity relating to the “Discover” phase of the 

Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle with the following 

self-reflection prompts for personal journaling:  

o What are my core values?  

o What values are least important to me?  

o What values do I want to prioritize more? 

How? 

• Additional resource to promote self-reflection: 

proprietary handout listing diverse values (e.g., 

exploration, balance, vitality, perseverance, 

growth, comfort, connectedness) based on research 

by Schwartz and colleagues (2012).  

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D 

Discovery 

phase activity) 

E. “Energy 

Management

” Activity: 

Examining 

Our Levers, 

Pushers, & 

Alignment 

• Activity relating to the “Discover” phase of the 

Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle with the following 

self-reflection prompts for personal journaling:  

o How does my work allow me to utilize my 

strengths?  

o How can I use my strengths to job craft 

towards my dream career? 

o How does my work allow me to align with 

my values?  

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D 

Discovery 

phase activity) 

http://www.viacharacter.org/survey/account/register
http://www.viacharacter.org/survey/account/register
http://www.viacharacter.org/character-strengths
http://www.viacharacter.org/character-strengths
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o What tasks do not align with my values? 

o What tasks do align with my values? 

o What tasks take up the majority of my effort 

and time? 

o How do these high effort and time tasks 

align with my values and strengths? 

o What tasks do I value that I want to spend 

more time on? 

o The “LEVERS”: What future opportunities 

can allow me to:  

 Utilize my top strengths? 

 Develop my lesser-used strengths? 

 Enact my values? 

o The “PUSHERS”: What future/current 

opportunities are not: 

 Related to the strengths I want to 

focus on? 

 Aligned with my values? 

F. Closing 

Meditation: 

Savouring 

Exercise 

• Activity on savouring positive experiences with the 

following guided instructions: 

o Focus on your breathing; take several deep 

breath breaths. 

o Select one positive moment that happened 

to you today, no matter how small. 

o Focus intensely on the details of what 

happened, what was said, and the thoughts 

and emotions associated with this positive 

experience. 

o Notice any extraneous thoughts as they 

arise, without judgement, and re-direct your 

attention back to savouring your positive 

moment. 

• Constructionist, 

Positive, 

Anticipatory 

(discovering 

and harnessing 

the personal 

strength of 

savouring) 

 

Session 3: Career Crafting Workshop 

Component Description AI Principles 

A. Deep-Dive 

“Dream” 
• Activity relating to the “Discover” phase of the 

Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle. 

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D 
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Career 

Crafting 

Activity 

• Participants were instructed to: 

o Write out your (1) values, (2) strengths, (3) 

roles/identities, (4) current tasks and plans 

for future tasks on colour-coded sticky 

notes for each category  

o Organize sticky notes on a large white 

poster sheet; recommended “crafting” 

layout:  

 

 

 

 

o Represent how much “alignment” you feel 

between your values, strengths, 

roles/identities and tasks by drawing 

connector lines of varying strength (i.e., 

thick line = strong alignment, dotted line = 

moderate alignment, no line = no 

alignment). 

o Write any insights in your personal journal.  

Discovery 

phase activity) 

B. Dream 

Future 

Visualization 

• Career visualization to guide participants to create 

a their “Dream Vision” for their career and life as a 

whole as part of the “Dream” phase of the 

Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle. 

• Participants were encouraged to integrate the 

insights they gained from the above crafting 

activity (e.g., areas of greatest alignment) in 

imagining their “Dream Vision.” See “Component 

D” from session 1 for visualization instructions. 

• Aligned with the participatory PSP program design 

approach, this additional “Dream Future” activity 

was prompted by participant feedback from 

session 1. 

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D Dream 

phase activity) 

• Wholeness 

(activity based 

on participant 

input) 

C. Strategic 

Goal Setting 

for 

Designing a 

“Dream 

Future” 

• Activity based on the “Design” phase of the 

Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle. 

• More detailed goal-setting instructions based on 

Locke & Latham’s (2006) research on goal-setting 

to make a more concrete plan for attaining one’s 

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D Design 

phase activity) 
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“Dream Future” was provided to address 

participant feedback. 

• Participants were asked to select a goal related to 

their “Dream Future” to be attained within the next 

6 months. Based on this goal, participants were 

instructed to journal about the following 

“SMART” goal-setting prompts:  

o SPECIFIC 

 What is a broad objective you want 

to attain over the next 6 months? 

 What specific steps do you need to 

take to reach this objective?  

 When, how, where, and with who 

will you take these steps? 

o MEASURABLE  

 What metrics can you use to 

evaluate your progress for each 

step? 

 When and how will you measure 

your progress using these metrics? 

o ATTAINABLE 

 How can you make your goal an 

exciting challenge that is not overly 

difficult?  

 How can you harness “levers” and 

overcome “pushers”? 

 On a scale of 1-10, how confident 

are you that you will take action 

towards each step?  

o RELEVANT  

 How does your goal align with your 

core values?  

 How does your goal align with 

strengths that you want to develop 

further? 

o TIME-BOUND  

 When will you reach each step? 
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Session 4: Task Crafting Workshop 

Component Description AI Principles 

A. Self-

assessment 

of “Typical” 

Weekly 

Tasks 

• Self-assessment AI “Discovery” phase activity to 

gain realistic view of current state of tasks in 

“typical” week and what tasks are most aligned 

with their core purpose.  

• Participants provided with a blank Monday-

Sunday calendar handout and instructed to: 

o Input their current week’s tasks (or tasks 

from a recent “typical” week). 

o Use highlighters to colour code each task 

into the following categories: (1) tasks that 

are serving my me/my purpose, (2) tasks 

that feel less aligned with my purpose, but 

that I accept as necessary, and (3) tasks that 

feel burdensome that could potentially be 

delegated, reduced, or altered to feel less 

burdensome. 

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D 

Discovery 

phase activity) 

B. Reflection 

on 

Alignment 

between 

Typical 

Weekly 

Tasks and 

career 

“Dream 

Future”  

• Activity incorporating the “Discovery” and 

“Design” phases of the Appreciative Inquiry 5-D 

cycle with the following self-reflection prompts 

for personal journaling: 

o How do you typically determine which tasks 

to say the following to: yes!, no, later, let 

me think on it... 

o What influenced or motivated you in the 

past to agree to tasks that now seem like a 

burden on you? 

o How do the tasks you categorized as 

“burdensome” align (or misalign) with 

your values, strengths, and goals/purpose? 

o How can you craft your job to lessen the 

stress of your “burdensome” tasks and/or 

make them more aligned with your values, 

strengths, and purpose? 

o What 2 strategies/crafting changes can you 

commit to applying in your work within the 

3-6 months? 

• Group discussion to share insights and strategies 

to increase alignment.  

• All 6 

Principles (AI 

5-D Discovery 

and Design 

phase activity) 
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C. Optimizing 

Work 

Engagement 

and 

Reducing 

Distractions 

• Explanation of Steven Covey’s “Big Rocks” 

analogy (source: http://www.appleseeds.org/Big-

Rocks_Covey.htm)  

• Activity relating to the “Design” phase of the 

Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle with the following 

self-reflection prompts for personal journaling: 

o Reflect on your past week… what are your 

distractions/what gets in the way of your 

work (e.g., open-door policy, notifications, 

saying you will always be available to your 

children)? 

o How can you prioritize your “Big Rocks” 

(i.e., the tasks that align most strongly with 

your personal strengths, values, and 

purpose)? 

• Group discussion to share insights and strategies to 

reduce distractions and prioritize the “Big Rocks” 

that align with one’s ultimate purpose/dream 

future.  

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D Design 

phase activity) 

• Wholeness 

(group 

discussions) 

D. Boosting 

Work 

Engagement 

Activity relating to the “Discovery,” “Dream,” and 

“Design” phases of the Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle 

with the following self-reflection prompts for personal 

journaling:  

o How would you honestly rate yourself on 

these questions? Work Engagement Scale 

presented (Schaufeli et al., 2002). 

o When have you felt truly engaged in your 

career? 

o What has helped you feel engaged in your 

past “peak” career experiences, especially 

on difficult or seemingly burdensome 

tasks? 

o How can you create more of these optimal, 

engaging, work experiences into your 

“dream future”? 

o Determine 2 strategies/crafting changes can 

you commit to applying in your work within 

the 3-6 months to promote your work 

engagement. 

• Group discussion to share insights about resources, 

advice, and strategies to help promote mood, 

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D 

Discovery, 

Dream, and 

Design phase 

activity) 

 

• Wholeness 

(group 

discussions) 

http://www.appleseeds.org/Big-Rocks_Covey.htm
http://www.appleseeds.org/Big-Rocks_Covey.htm
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energy, and overall work engagement. 

 

Session 5: Developmental Crafting Workshop 

Component Description AI Principles 

A. Career 

Development 

Opening 

Discussion 

• Group discussion to “Discover” the purpose of 

career development and “Dream” of “what could 

be” the future of academia: 

o What does "Career Development" mean to 

you? 

o What changes do you anticipate over the 

next 1-3 years that may impact... 

 The academic landscape, at all 

levels? 

 Your work? 

o What competencies do you want to 

develop to engage optimally in the future 

of academia? 

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D 

Discovery and 

Dream phase 

activity) 

B. Reflection on 

Overcoming 

Limiting 

Beliefs to 

Embark on 

Meaningful 

Development  

• Activity incorporating the “Discover” and 

“Design” phases of the Appreciative Inquiry 5-D 

cycle with reflection questions for personal 

journaling aimed at fostering a growth mindset 

in professors to develop their abilities (Dweck & 

Yeager, 2019):  

o What limiting beliefs am I holding on to 

about my ability to develop? 

o Describe a “peak” experience when 

someone believed in your ability and 

growth potential even when you had 

doubts? 

o Describe a time when you reached beyond 

your comfort zone and developed as a 

person/professional. What happened? How 

did you feel? 

o What are your top strengths? How can you 

develop your strengths further to have an 

even greater impact? 

• Group discussion to share insights and strategies 

to increase growth mindset. 

• All 6 

Principles (AI 

5-D Discovery 

and Design 

phase activity) 

• Wholeness 

(group 

discussions) 
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C. Dream Future 

Visualization 
• Career visualization to guide participants to create 

a their “Dream Vision” for their career and life as 

a whole as part of the “Dream” phase of the 

Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle. 

• Participants were encouraged to integrate the 

insights they gained from the above crafting 

activity (e.g., areas of greatest alignment) in 

imagining their “Dream Vision.” See 

“Component D” from session 1 for visualization 

instructions. 

• Aligned with the participatory PSP program 

design approach, this additional “Dream Future” 

activity was prompted by participant feedback 

from session 1. 

• Participants asked to also journal about how their 

“Dream Vision” has changed over the course of 

the PSP program/discovery of their values, 

strengths, and purpose. 

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D Dream 

phase activity) 

• Wholeness 

(activity based 

on participant 

input) 

D. Designing 

Competency 

Development 

• Activity incorporating the “Design” phases of the 

Appreciative Inquiry 5-D cycle with reflection 

questions for personal journaling aimed at setting 

a learning goal for developing competencies 

(Seijts, Latham, & Woodwark, 2013): 

o What competency would you like to 

develop and leverage to align with your 

“Dream Vision” and the ever-changing 

world of work?  

o What short-term (3 months – 1 year), mid-

range (1-2 years), and long-term (3-5 

years) goals can you set to realistically 

and effectively make progress towards 

developing this competency? 

o What current skills/strengths and other 

resource can I leverage and further 

develop to help me make progress towards 

these goals? 

o What internal (e.g., fear of change) and 

external barriers (e.g., organizational 

factors) may I face and what can help me 

overcome these barriers?  

• All 6 Principles 

(AI 5-D Design 

phase activity) 
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o What specific actions will I take?  

o What “signposts” will signal that I am 

making progress towards these 

developmental goals? 

• Additional resources: Participants provided with a 

handout listing diverse competencies relevant to 

Professors (Harvard University, n. d.) and an 

optional personal development planning 

worksheet for learning goal-setting to help them 

design a plan for their competency development 

(Seijts et al., 2013). 

E. Discussion on 

life-long 

Development 

• Participants provided with a list of suggested 

optional resources to help with developmental 

crafting of specific competencies (e.g., free 

conferences, e-learning portal, career and 

wellness workshops).  

• Group discussion on advice, resources, tools to 

help one another with further career development 

and job crafting.  

• Constructionist, 

Positive, 

Anticipatory  

(harnessing the 

personal 

strength of self-

efficacy, 

curiousity, and 

autonomy) 

• Wholeness 

(group 

discussions) 

 

*See Bibliography above for Appendix D references 
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Appendix E 

Personal Strategic Planning Program: Sample Appreciative Inquiry (AI) Personal Report 

(for participants who engaged in a 1-on-1 AI interview) 
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Appendix F 

Appreciative Inquiry Phone Interview Guide for K-12 School Teachers 

 

Introduction: 

Thank you very much for taking the time out of your day to help with the Teach to Thrive 

Program. This interview will last approximately 30 minutes. As stated in the consent form that 

you signed, please know that you are free to leave this interview at any time, skip any questions 

that you like, provide as much or as little information as you wish, and can choose to withdraw 

your information at any time up to 3 months after this phone interview. Your full interview will 

be audio recorded and stored on a password-protected computer and will only be accessible by 

this research team. All publication of results will be anonymous and confidential. This means 

that no one outside of this study’s research team will know that you participated in this study or 

will be able to identify you from the results. For example, if you describe a personal story using a 

student’s name, we will change the name and not disclose other personal details in publication.  

 

Before we begin, do you have any questions or concerns?  

 

Great, thank you. I will now ask a series of background questions. Again, you do not have to 

answer any you do not feel comfortable with. You can simply say “pass” and I will move on! 

Also, please feel free to ask for any clarifications along the way. Please remember, there are no 

right or wrong answers, we are just interested in your honest feedback and experiences.  

 

Opening Background Questions: 

 

1. What is your age? 

2. What is the gender that you identify with?  

3. What type of institution do you teach at? (i.e., grade level, private vs. public, catholic) 

4. What is your current role? (Ask for grade level/subject if they don’t mention it) 

5. How many years have you been in this role?  

 

Appreciative Inquiry interview lead-in: 

 

Before we dive into our questions, I would first like to set the context for our interview and help 

you get into the mindset of exploring your optimal teaching experiences.  

 

In this interview we want to discuss what really drives and inspires you in your teaching. 

Creating a culture of teacher wellbeing and vitality in your work and life can create a powerful 

ripple effect of positive change for students, our community, and world at large. As a teacher, 

you likely came into this profession with your own version of a vision to change lives for a 

happy and thriving future – we want to hear about this teaching vision from you! We know that 

over the course of your career, you have undoubtedly had ups and downs, but for this 

conversation, we invite you to reflect back on those peak experiences as a teacher. I invite you to 

take a moment and simply think about your most optimal experiences in teaching: moments 

when you felt most alive, thriving, effective, engaged, happy, and healthy at work and making a 

positive impact on those around you.  
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Questions looking backwards into teacher’s peak experiences and inwards into values: 

 

1. Let’s first talk about what inspired you to become a teacher. What (or who) inspired you to 

join the teaching profession?  

• Potential follow up questions:  

• Was there any particular event that sparked this interest for you? 

• What do you value most about the profession of teaching? 

• What does the profession of teaching mean to you?  

• Did you have any other career aspirations? What made teaching stand out?  

 

2. Now, thinking back on your career, which has of course had ups and downs, I would like you 

to think about a peak experience. This could be anything, as long as it was a time that you 

remember feeling highly effective and happy as a teacher.  A time you really were thriving. I 

can give you a few moments to get recall that memory… let me know when you have your 

example ready.  (WAIT 30 SECONDS OR UNTIL PARTICIPANT IS READY). Can you 

describe that peak experience?  

8. Potential follow up questions:  

• Please describe this peak experience in detail (e.g., Where were you, who was 

involved, what exactly happened, what was said and done?) 

• How were you feeling? 

• What were you thinking at the time?  

• How did those around you impact you? 

• How did you impact other people/your students/their families?  

• What did you do to make this experience possible?  

• What do you think contributed to creating this peak moment (personal, 

situation factors, motivators)? 

• What can help create more of these moments in the future for you?  

• Can you think of the long term impacts this had on yourself or the student? 

• Based on your experience, what advice would you give to other teachers? 

 

(If by the end of the FULL interview there are still 5-10 minutes left, ask the 

participant this question again to share another peak teaching experience).  

 

3. Reflecting on this peak experience, what does that tell you about what you value most about 

yourself as a teacher?  

• Potential follow up questions:  

• What impact does this strength have on your wellbeing? 

• What impact does this strength have on your students/other teachers/your 

family? 

• What strength do you want to further develop?  

• What do you admire about your favorite teacher(s)? 
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4. Thinking beyond yourself as a teacher, but as a part of a larger school community… what do 

you value most about your school when its thriving, or at its MOST effective?  

• Potential follow up questions:  

• What are the factors that help support it when it is at its best? 

• What makes this possible at your school? 

• What impact does this have on you? 

• What impact does this have on your students/other teachers/your family? 

• What do you want to further develop at your school?  

• What about your School Board, does anything stand out that you admire? 

 

Questions looking forward into teachers’ desired “dream” future 

 

5. Now we will look into the future. Imagine a positive teaching environment where everyone – 

students and teachers alike – feel happy, effective, thriving, and making a difference in their 

daily lives. Imagine YOUR ideal classroom – how would you describe it? 

• Potential follow up questions:   

• Imagine if you were to create a school from scratch – you are fully in control, 

no limits – what would this school look? 

• Now imagine even further, what does the whole school look like?  

• How would teachers feel coming to work every day?  

• How would students feel coming to school everyday? 

• How would you interact with your students?  

• What would your home life look like coming home from work everyday?  

• What current resources does your school have in place that can help make this 

dream future a reality? 

• What other resources or support do you have that can help create your dream 

future?  

• What personal characteristics do you possess that can help you live out this 

dream future?  

 

CLOSING 

 

Thank you very much for your time and input! Do you have any final questions or comments? 

 

 

 

* General follow-ups as needed: 

 

• (If participant mentions feeling very burned out/stressed): “You mention you feel 

_______. When you feel this way, what keeps you going?” 

• (If participant hits on everything but really generally): “you mentioned 

_________, could you describe more/describe this in more detail? 
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