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Meaningful work allows individuals to align their jobs with their personal values and 
passions, resulting in greater fulfillment and commitment. When work is meaningful, 
employees develop resiliency during challenging times, viewing challenges as 
opportunities rather than obstacles. However, there is no unified definition of 
meaningful work as different fields attribute different dimensions to the concept. 
Therefore, the evaluation and measure of meaningful work dimensions is important 
and should evolve in response to modern trends. The purpose of this paper is to 
introduce and validate the Multidimensional Scale for Meaningful Work. Following 
a structured scientific search on the acknowledged components of meaningful 
work, three studies were conducted on Content Validity, Response Process Validity, 
and Internal Structure Validity. Utilizing a mixed-methods approach, qualitative 
and quantitative data aided in the development and validation of this scale. The 
combined results of the studies showcase a unified measure assessing the five 
dimensions of Meaningful Work: Job Design/Environment, Meaningful Leadership, 
Organizational Commitment, Work and Life Balance, and Social Impact. Lastly, 
80 items for all dimensions have been indicated and persevered throughout the 
rigorous analysis procedures. The scale provides a transformation of a subjective 
phenomenological concept onto quantitative measurable dimensions. Institutions 
that use the scale can more deeply understand their own organizational climate 
and intervene depending on which dimension is lacking. The scale has been 
designed to measure both the individual experience of the dimensions and the 
organizational experience.
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1 Introduction

In the era of widespread  information communication technologies, increasing job 
automation, and fading work and non-work boundaries, introspective questions about seeking 
meaningful work come forth. Meaningful work is yet to have its own definition or a full 
consensus; however, the general tenets still apply (Sandoghar and Bailey, 2023). In a series of 
publications, a network of academics and industry representatives revealed that meaningful 
work is more easily conceptualized on the tenets of positive significance or purpose, constituent 
components of meaningful work, how individuals and their work fit, and fulfillment through 
work (Sandoghar and Bailey, 2023). While positive significance is related to purpose and 
growth, constituent components of meaningful work rely on finding meaning with one’s work 
and growing, as a positive subjective experience (Martela and Pessi, 2018; Sandoghar and 
Bailey, 2023). Further, the fitness between individuals and their work points out that 
meaningful work is built on characteristics that individuals pursue in their work as an 
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extension of their own values (Lührmann et al., 2024; Sandoghar and 
Bailey, 2023). Lastly, the definition of meaningful work through the 
idea of fulfillment relies on individuals attaining fulfillment through 
their work (Martela et al., 2021). Despite their differences, all of these 
definitions developed over the years center around the main theme of 
the subjective experience of work, and how these subjective 
experiences saturate meaning-making in work. This is supported by 
subjectivism and phenomenologists suggesting that finding meaning 
in one’s work and meaningful work are personal (Van Der Deijl, 2022). 
Therein, meaning-making and meaningful work are manifested 
differently for different people (Michaelson, 2021; Michaelson 
et al., 2014).

Although conceptualizations and frameworks may slightly differ 
for meaningful work, its benefits include increased motivation, 
organizational commitment, engagement, satisfaction, efficacy and 
performance, positive affect, work relationships, life meaning and 
satisfaction (Hu and Hirsh, 2017). Moreover, it significantly facilitates 
the relationship between emotional energy spent and job performance, 
enhancing employees’ productivity by fostering a deeper connection 
to their tasks and responsibilities (Rabiul et al., 2023). To add to that, 
it is also positively correlated to self-efficacy, job involvement, and 
proactive behavior (Kim, 2023). Consequently, meaningful work 
decreases burnout, stress, and counterproductive behaviors (Tan and 
Yeap, 2022).

In the current economic and labor market state, employers face 
challenges finding the right employee with the right skills, therein, 
making meaningful work an increasingly important pragmatic issue 
(Michaelson, 2021; Michaelson et al., 2014). With the integration of 
socio-philosophical concepts into the labor market, there are also 
challenges of meaningful and ethical leadership and the stances which 
organizations take toward employees (Vveinhardt, 2022). Thus, 
meaningful work as a psycho-social and phenomenological concept 
has also emerged in various organizations showing its positive effects 
on employee work engagement, work-life balance, and personal 
growth (Fairlie, 2011; Arora and Garg, 2024). The concept of 
meaningful work is usually used to evaluate the quality of work (Van 
Der Deijl, 2022). It is also related to the degree of meaning that 
employees believe their work has, with their personal values, and with 
their relationships with colleagues and leaders (Rosso et al., 2010). 
Scoping further, recent research results focus on the idea that 
employees seek not only professional growth, but also meaningful 
work and genuine connections integrated to their well-being (Miller, 
2024). This trend indicates that modern work environments are 
correlated with an increased value for financial, emotional, and social 
dimensions (Monteiro and Joseph, 2023). Therefore, to retain, train 
and motivate employees, organizations are obliged to create conditions 
promoting the development of a meaningful work culture. To facilitate 
this, many researchers offer a wide range of strategies for enhancing 
organizational culture to foster meaningful work and employees’ 
adequate understanding of it (Miller, 2024; Pathiranage et al., 2021). 
Miller (2024) suggests that human resource strategies should align 
employee roles with organizational purpose and personal values while 
emphasizing the importance of technology to facilitate collaboration, 
increase trust and develop purpose-driven culture. In terms of work 
engagement contributions, there is a need for organizations to 
construct an environment that facilitates meaningful work to influence 
work engagement and effective commitment to the end of 
organizational transformation (Faisaluddin et  al., 2024). Their 

research showed that work engagement acted as a mediator in the 
relationship between meaningful work and effective commitment 
to change.

Through a digitalization perspective, researchers argue whether 
this process has a positive impact on meaningful work, while others 
see it as a threat (Marsh et al., 2022; Bolli and Pusterla, 2022). On one 
hand, digitalization may result in work fragmentation, repetition, 
algorithmic management and diminished relevance of work using 
digital technologies that can impact its meaningfulness; On the other 
hand, digital technologies make work more meaningful by reducing 
tedious, repetitive tasks and creating more time for employee leisure 
(Arora and Garg, 2024). Considering the contradictory issues of 
digital technologies and meaningful work, Arora and Garg (2024) 
generalize previous research stating that digital technologies created 
a lack of work opportunities, leading to a crisis of meaninglessness. 
Still, work digitalization has increased access to meaningful work for 
people with disabilities. Hence, considering these conflicting findings 
and many important aspects of meaningful work facilitates conditions 
for its complexity.

Seeing the literature trends, meaningful work appears to 
be multidimensional including many areas or dimensions that are 
closely interconnected such as perceived social impact, leadership, and 
work environment (Iždonaitė-Medžiūnienė and Batuchina, 2023). It 
is also linked to other fields such as organizational behavior, 
organizational psychology, humanities, communication studies, and 
ethical implications (Blustein et  al., 2023). Meaningful work 
dimensions are connected to employees’ working contexts which 
highlight contextual dimensions of meaningful work such as 
organization-specific, social context–related, job design–related, and 
employment-related working conditions (Blustein et al., 2023). Other 
research refers to meaningful work as a contribution to personal life 
purpose and its value and usefulness to others through work 
engagement, commitment, and job satisfaction, inclusive and 
meaningful leadership, and ethical leadership (Allan et  al., 2019; 
Charles-Leija et al., 2023; Frémeaux and Pavageau, 2022; Mosquera 
et al., 2024; Shafaei and Nejati, 2024). Blustein et al. (2023) distinguish 
meaningful work impact at the organizational and individual level by 
stating that organizations tend to observe the increased in-role or 
extra-role in organizational citizenship behavior, employee creativity 
and innovation. These authors argue that growing research reveals the 
dark side of meaningful work which results in negative effects on 
employees’ well-being, work–family conflicts, and other personal 
sacrifices due to higher levels of work devotion and meaningfulness. 
Such opposite aspects emphasize the multiple contexts that frame 
meaningful work, which also is embedded in macro level, social, 
organizational, and job-related factors (Blustein et al., 2023).

The above scientific review of literature presents a holistic reflection 
of the meaningful work concept which still does not provide any unified 
understanding, thereby emphasizing the importance of meaningful 
work scales to be comprehensive, inclusive of different dimensions, and 
valid. It is clear that the reason behind the lack of a common definition 
of MW is its multidimensionality and subjectivity component (Both-
Nwabuwe et al., 2017; Sandoghar and Bailey, 2023). However, there is a 
need for the presence of meaningful work within working environments 
and in individuals for the decrease of burnout, and increased motivation 
and perceived social impact. While meaningful work is becoming 
exponentially important, it is equally crucial to have the means of 
assessing this phenomenological concept (Iždonaitė-Medžiūnienė and 
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Batuchina, 2023; Steger et  al., 2012). Previous scales report on 
meaningful work, positive meaning of work, and other variables 
without taking into account perceived social impact (Lips-Wiersma and 
Wright, 2012; Steger et al., 2012). Other issues stand in the cultural 
differences both in-institution, between-institutional, and overall 
different international and intercultural issues (Lips-Wiersma and 
Wright, 2012). As such, the authors of this paper have constructed and 
aim to present the Multidimensional Scale for Meaningful Work 
(herein-after, MSMW). We  acknowledge the work conducted 
previously by other researchers and practitioners in efforts to define this 
concept. Our methodology aimed to structure and outline the most 
supported existing dimensions of meaningful work so as to validate this 
draft of the MSMW through the following research questions:

Q1: What is the construction of the MSMW covering 
various dimensions?

Q2: How valid is the MSMW and its subscales?

2 Development of the MSMW

2.1 Construction of the MSMW

The MSMW was created based on the search of empirical studies 
examining meaningful work in organizational psychology, humanities, 

and other related disciplines. This search of empirical studies in 
English in scientific journals since 1960 was performed during the 
summer of 2023, using APA PsycInfo, PsycARTICLES, Academic 
Search Complete (EBSCO) Psychology Databases, and Google 
Scholars. The main search terms were “meaningful job/work” and 
other synonyms including “purposeful work/job,” “purpose-driven 
work,” “empowering work” and others. More than 11,000 publications 
were considered during the review of empirical and theoretical 
studies. Additionally, the review of MW scales aided in finding a 
distinction between the MSMW with existing ones. We used the final 
constructed meaningful work framework of 99 items based on 
previously conducted research analyses. The Multidimensional 
Meaningful Work framework was introduced by Iždonaitė-
Medžiūnienė and Batuchina (2023), and focused on five major 
dimensions including Job Design, Organizational Commitment, 
Meaningful Leadership, Work and Life Balance, and Social Impact (see 
Figure 1).

3 Study 1—Content validity

The aim of this study was to provide qualitative evidence to the 
validity of the items of the MSMW. Utilizing qualitative in-depth 
interviewing, participants representing small and medium enterprises 
(SMEs) and academicians were involved in the validation of the 
content of the MSMW. Content validity ensures that the items are 

FIGURE 1

Multidimensional Framework of Meaningful Work” (Iždonaitė-Medžiūnienė and Batuchina, 2023, p. 69).
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explored in-depth regarding the language use, translation, order and 
item construction (Lamm et  al., 2020). Therein, its importance is 
highlighted as it provides a solid base for further piloting the MSMW.

3.1 Method

3.1.1 Procedure and sample
Item comprehensibility was tested among 17 in-depth interviews – 

of which, there were Small and Medium Enterprises (n = 9) and 
academicians (n = 8). Several criteria were considered for the selection 
of the participants. For SME representatives, the criteria required 
them to be experts in the field of Human Resources, holding an HR 
position or directly being involved in the construction of the HR 
strategy of the enterprise. In addition, at least 5 years of experience 
were required in this field including participation in learning and 
training activities connected to employee and organizational 
wellbeing. For academicians, the criteria required the participation of 
PhD holders in fields such as education, behavioral psychology or 
similar, having at least one publication related to meaningful work, 
work satisfaction or other related topics. An additional criterion 
required research experience in the construction of psychometric 
questionnaires and tools.

Related to the analysis, research on data saturation analysis found 
that out of 15 concepts identified as most important in their qualitative 
research, 90% of them emerged with an n = 8 research sample, and 
100% with an n = 14 sample; although, some researchers argue that 
data saturation is achieved through 12–30 interviews (Gugiu et al., 
2020; Iždonaitė-Medžiūnienė and Preikšaitienė, 2024). Participants 
were provided with the MSMW prior to the interviews, and were 
asked to go through the items while highlighting confusion or 
inaccuracy. In-depth interviews lasted from 30 to 60 min, and 
included open-ended questions related to the MSMW. Business 
representatives and academicians were able to provide their expertise 
and further offer suggestions or provisions to be made. In the current 
context, in-depth interviews were audio recorded and note-taking 
occurred for the purpose of retaining information provided and the 
discussions occurring.

3.1.2 Analysis
The qualitative research study was based on the data saturation 

principle, which ensures that the data collected is relevant and 
comprehensive. According to Naeem et al. (2024, p.1), saturation in 
qualitative research “denotes the stage at which the data collection and 
analysis have been exhaustively examined and comprehended, and no 
additional themes are emerging.” The items of the subscales were 
checked by expert interviews, consisting of business representative 
experts (n = 9) and academician experts (n = 8) to assess the content 
validity. Participants were provided with the definitions of each 
subscale to evaluate each item against three levels: completely 
representative, somewhat representative, and not representative 
(Bashir et al., 2022).

3.1.3 Results
Business representatives and employees in academia provided 

their insights and recommendations per subscale. Initially, the scale 
contained 99 items and the study sought out to modify the existing 
items and dimensions. The initial scale contained the following:

 1. Job design/environment (19 items)—the dimension was based 
on research by Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) and 
concentrates more on the inner sense of satisfaction of work, 
while leaving only the elements, referring to independence/
autonomy, new opportunities, clarity, and variety of job duties, 
security, feedback, healthy competition, and decision-making.

 2. Meaningful leadership (23 items)—the dimension was based on 
several researchers and practitioners and focuses on the 
modern employee that can contribute to their own meaningful 
work and the meaningful work of their employees (Arnold 
et  al., 2000; Frémeaux and Pavageau, 2022; Houghton 
et al., 2012).

 3. Commitment to the organization (20 items)—the dimension 
was based on the research conducted by Allen and Meyer 
(1990), Benkhoff (1997), Sheldon (1971), Salancik (1977), the 
concept of decent work (Blustein et al., 2023), and includes 
satisfaction, emotional attachment, care about the future of 
organization, loyalty while not omitting commitment-based 
aspects (Mortimer, 2023).

 4. Work and life balance (28 items)—the dimension was based 
on research conducted by Agha et al. (2017), Hayman (2005), 
Warwick (2017) and concentrates on work interference with 
personal life, personal life interference with work, work-
personal life enhancement, health and stress-coping 
strategies. Moreover, job contribution to one’s life purpose 
was also encapsulated in this dimension (Charles-Leija 
et al., 2023).

 5. Social impact (9 items)—the dimension was based on the 
research conducted by Grant (2008), Grant and Campbell 
(2007), Fairlie (2011), Izquierdo and Pérez (2022), and focuses 
on the social impact on colleagues, clients/customers, people 
outside the organization, and global impact.

As can be seen on Table 1, minimal changes are recorded, but the 
data revealed commonalities between academicians and business 
representative responses. Similar responses between the different 
categories of experts in specific items resulted in item modification or 
deletion at the authors’ discretion. After the content validity 
implementation and revision of the questionnaire, 84 items were 
chosen for the stage of response process validity.

4 Study 2—Response process validity

The second study’s aim was to further confirm the validity of 
the MSMW through quantitative measures. Through a small 
sample of 65 respondents, the scale was distributed and further 
tested for validity and comprehension undergoing response 
process validity.

4.1 Method

4.1.1 Procedure and sample
In a construction company with an estimated number of 148 

employees, 68 employees agreed to become involved with the 
MSMW. However, in analyzing the quantitative data, this number 
of employee responses was reduced to 65 (see Table 2). While the 
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MSMW had been constructed in English, it was translated and 
adapted to Lithuanian for this sample. The questionnaire consisted 
of the 5 subscales with a 5-point ranked Likert scale. In total, 84 
questions from these 5 scales were presented in this version. 
Additional demographic questions were included in the 
questionnaire, such as: department, education level, work 
experience, age. Additionally, questions such as “Rate from 0 to 10 
how likely you are to recommend the “Title of the Organization” as an 
employer to your friends or acquaintances?” were added at the 
request of the company’s management. Additional open questions 
were added at the end of the questionnaire to collect 
recommendations and insights from the respondents for the 

questionnaire improvement. The survey was performed in 
accordance with social research ethics rules: anonymity, 
confidentiality, voluntary participation in research and others 
(Badampudi et al., 2022).

4.2 Analysis

To complete the response process validity all items that were 
unclear were revised and tested. Several perspectives were considered 
as important to response process validity according to Lamm 
et al. (2020):

TABLE 1 Results of data saturation (Study 1).

Subscale title Business representative 
recommendations (n = 9)

Academician recommendations 
(n = 8)

Job design/environment (19 items) Experts recommended changing the formulation of the 

item “The job itself provides feedback on my 

performance.”

Recommendations included changing the word head/

boss (of the department) to leader/ manager.

The scale “The job allows freedom, independence, or 

discretion in work scheduling, sequence, methods, 

procedures, quality control, or other decision making”, 

was seen to be broad and repetitive.

Meaningful leadership (23 items) The item “I explain how my work group fits into the 

company” was considered a repetition, and was deleted.

The item “I try to mentally evaluate the accuracy of my 

own beliefs about situations I am having problems with” 

was considered unclear, however, the authors decided 

to subject it for further analysis before deletion.

One academic proposed connecting this set of items 

with the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio 

and Bass, 2004), but the authors will consider it later 

on.

Commitment to the organization (20 items) The formulation of this item was unclear: “I 

am dedicated to this organization because I fear what 

I have to lose in it”, as a result, it was changed to “My 

dedication to this organization is based on the fear of 

losing my job.”

The item “I often feel anxious about what I have to lose 

with this organization” was reformulated to “I often feel 

anxious while working at the organization.”

Also, the item: “I feel it is morally correct’ to dedicate 

myself to this organization” was not clear. As a result, the 

authors removed it.

Recommendation was given to change reverse items, 

such as I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at my 

organization.

The item “I often feel anxious about what I have to lose 

with this organization” also was unclear and, as a result, 

it was deleted.

Work and life balance (28 items) The item “I am satisfied with the overall work situation” 

was considered misleading.

The authors changed it to “I am satisfied with overall 

workload and character.”

The suggestion was to reformulate all the reversed 

items into positive meanings.

The suggestion was to reformulate all the reversed 

scales into positive meanings, such as: “At work 

I am under such pressure that I have no time to do things 

properly”; “There is rarely a day at work when I am not 

stressed and overworked”; I do not have the strength for 

new activities and tasks; My job makes personal life 

difficult”; I am unhappy with the amount of time for 

non-work activities.

Social impact (9 items) The item “Even if I do not like particular organizational 

changes, I comply with those policies if they contribute to 

the continuous prosperity of the institution” was 

considered unclear, and was deleted.

The item I am very aware of the ways in which my work 

is benefiting customers/ was specified with term 

customers and target groups.

The suggestion was to add open questions after every 

group scale to have an opportunity to explain and give 

examples.

The scale: The work performed on the job has a 

significant impact outside the organization was detailed 

by: “The work performed on the job has a significant 

impact on people outside the organization.

The suggestion was to add an opportunity to choose to 

the Likert scale: I do not know, to measure the 

informativeness of the workers.
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 1 From the functional perspective, the authors of this instrument 
ensured that consent and information procedures took place 
prior to research conduction.

 2 From the international perspective, the authors of this 
instrument considered translation and localization issues as 
they translated the scale from English to Lithuanian to adhere 
to the Lithuanian context of these studies.

 3 From the research participants’ perspective, they had a 
possibility to indicate whether the requested response was clear 
or if there was the case of any misunderstanding while 
providing their responses.

4.3 Results

Through quantitative descriptive analyses, the items were 
checked for their comprehensibility and response process validity 
coupled with demographic data. Simultaneously, a simple coding 
and grouping analysis occurred qualitatively to categorize open-
ended responses. The research participants indicated whether 
they understood the requested response, highlighted all 
confusions with the response provision in connection with all 
subscales, and all responses to unclear instrument items were 
analyzed consequently.

5 Study 3—Internal structure validity

After the first two studies, it was important to disseminate the 
MSMW in a larger sample of employees while it contained all the 
revised items. Therein, using a sample of 390 employees from the 
construction field, the MSMW was tested for its Internal 
Structure Validity.

5.1 Method

5.1.1 Procedure and sample
To test the factor structure and validate the scale, an exploratory 

factor analysis was performed. Thus, after performing revisions, a 
questionnaire with 84 questions on 5 scales was provided to another 
organization (working in construction). In total 390 responses were 
received (450 questionnaires were distributed, 390 responses were 
received), however a ratio of five respondents per item is considered 
to be an eligible number to perform factor analyses (Lamm et al., 
2020). Within the given context, 390 is considered to be a reasonable 
number for the analysis since accurate estimates of population 
parameters can be obtained with samples as small as 100 (Fabrigar 
et al., 1999).

5.1.2 Analysis
At this stage several analyses within SPSS were conducted 

including: descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, and an exploratory 
factor analysis (EFA) was completed, and Cronbach alpha coefficient 
was indicated for each of the subscale, and the scale in general. EFA 
and scale development guidelines were closely followed as instructed 
in scale development articles (Carpenter, 2018).

5.1.3 Results
Demographic information showed diversity within the sample for 

this study relating to age, education level, number of years within the 
company. Most of the participants of this study were aged 21–25 (24%) 
and 41 and older (22%), and a majority of participants were Vocational 
Education and Training (VET) graduates (47%). There was also variety 
among participants that had Participants reported varying lengths of 
employment with the company, with 31% indicating they had been 
with the company for 1–2 years, and 29% for 3 years or more (see 
Table 3).

Moreover, a reliability analysis was conducted to assess the 
internal consistency of the scale and subscales. The results 
demonstrated that all scales were reliable measures. To scope further, 
Job Environment/Design assesses factors such as job duties, clarity 
and diversity of tasks, autonomy in performing tasks, sense of security, 
and decision-making capabilities. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 
was 0.887, with a scale average of 4.07. Meaningful Leadership assesses 
aspects such as the provision of personal and professional support, 
attitudes toward community members, work and tasks, expression of 
community spirit, and the development of work-friendly relationships. 
The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.897, with a scale average of 
4.16. Further, Organizational Commitment measures personal 
commitment to the organization’s community, identification with the 
organization, pride in the organization, and the desire to remain in the 
community despite alternative options. The Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient was 0.838, with a scale average of 3.56. Work-Life Balance 
evaluates the interference of work duties with personal life and vice 
versa, the complementarity of work and personal life, and the ability 
to balance work and personal life to improve quality of life. The 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.828, with a scale average of 3.06. 
Lastly, Social Impact/Contribution investigates the impact on the 
organization’s community and interested groups (e.g., customers, 
partners), the manifestation of impact outside the organization, and 
striving for the greater good. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 
0.846, with a scale average of 4.01. The item-total correlations (r/itt) 

TABLE 2 Socio-demographic information (Study 2).

Category Frequency Percentage

Age

From 21 0 0

22–25 4 6.2

26–30 7 10.8

31–40 39 59.9

41 and older 15 23.1

Number of years 

in the COMPANY

Less than a 1 year 15 23.1

1–2 years 9 13.8

2–3 years 3 4.6

More than 3 years 38 58.3

Whether you have 

subordinate 

workers

Yes 34 52,4

No 31 47.6

Education

High school 7 10.8

VET 11 16.9

Higher education 46 70.8

Other 1 1.5
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for all items were greater than 0.70. Therefore, the deletion of any item 
would result in a lower Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the remaining 
items, confirming the robustness of the scales.

Later, data were tested for univariate normality. The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was 0.897, 
indicating that the sample was appropriate for factor analysis. 
Furthermore, the findings revealed a five-factor solution, which 
explained 60% of the variance. These indicators suggested that the 
correlation matrix was suitable for factor analysis. Additionally, an 
analysis of the rotated component matrix coefficients for each variable 
showed that not all items exceeded the threshold of 0.60. Consequently, 
it was deemed appropriate to exclude some items from the scale. 
Specifically, the following items were removed: “The job allows me to 
make decisions about what methods I use to complete my work” (Job 
Design); “I worry about the loss of investments I have made in this 
organization” and “I feel it is morally correct’ to dedicate myself to this 
organization” (Commitment to the Organization); and “I try to 
mentally evaluate the accuracy of my own beliefs about situations 
I am having problems with” (Meaningful Leadership; see Table 4).

6 Combined results

We present the matrix of the scale in Table 5 highlighting the scale 
dimensions, number of items for each and item description. 
We grouped all items under each dimension into smaller item groups. 
As the work environment is going to be evaluated, we suggest items 
about opportunities, job performance, and job security and feeling 
good. Evaluation of organizational commitment will go through 
employee feelings about the organization and inside the organization 
as well as organizational loyalty and personal connection with the 

organization. We suggest meaningful leadership as a dimension to 
be  evaluated through items about employee relations with own 
supervisors, employee personal goal management, teamwork, and 
relations with own team members. Work and life balance could 
be revealed through items about employee work balance, life balance, 
and the connection between work and life. Evaluation of social impact 
(value) could be evaluated through items about impact (value) of 
organization and employee personal social impact. All these items are 
interconnected and form a 5-dimension scale of meaningful work (see 
Table 5).

7 Ethics procedures

Data protection and non-disclosure agreement was signed 
between the authors and the organization. The agreement states that 
the data can be  publicly presented only in this publication after 
receiving the approval of the organization’s representatives. Publicly 
available data that is representative of the analyzed dataset can be used 
to apply the methodology described in the article. All studies included 
in this construction and validation process adhered to ethical 
guidelines and data anonymity and confidentiality in accordance to 
the requirements set by the Office of Ombudsperson for Academic 
Ethics and Procedures of the Republic of Lithuania (Guidelines for the 
Assessment of Compliance with Research Ethics, 2020).

8 Discussion

8.1 Implications for theory

The series of studies presented through this paper on the MSMW 
construction and validity contributes conceptually to empirical 
research of meaningful work in companies and proposes several 
theoretical implications. First, the series of studies are focused on the 
construction of the meaningful work scale and its validity. Meaningful 
work as a concept embraces various dimensions such as work 
engagement, commitment, and job satisfaction, including citizenship 
behaviors, life meaning and overall life satisfaction (Allan et al., 2019; 
Hu and Hirsh, 2017). The latter dimensions are reflected through the 
MSMW. Sandoghar and Bailey (2023) specifically discuss the lack of 
clarity of the definition MW results from the several disciplines 
(philosophical business ethics, occupational and organizational 
psychologists, etc.) approaching it. While our scale is not to be used 
as a refined definition of meaningful work, it does intersect the major 
dimensions of the construct including Job design/environment, 
Meaningful Leadership, Organizational Commitment, Work and Life 
Balance, and Social Impact. Related to that, the multidisciplinary 
nature of meaningful work and the MSMW ensures that the construct 
may be analyzed in several contexts including business management, 
occupational psychology, ethics, human resource management, 
organizational management and ethics. Second, the proposed scale is 
broad and comprehensive, therefore, researchers may test the selected 
dimensions as separate in those cases when the full-scale model is not 
vital in certain business situations. Third, the proposed meaningful 
work scale would be  useful for double-level testing inside 
organizations. Such an approach allows researchers and experts to test 
the meaningful work in two hierarchical levels (employee-employer) 

TABLE 3 Socio-demographic Information (Study 3).

Category Frequency Percentage

Age

From 21 81 21

22–25 94 24

26–30 74 19

31–40 57 15

41 and older 84 22

Number of years 

in the company

Less than a 

1 year
75 19

1–2 121 31

2–3 81 20

More than 

3 years
113 29

Whether 

you have 

subordinate 

workers

Yes 127 33

No 263 67

Education

High school 86 22

VET 183 47

Higher 

education
91 23

Other 30 8
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TABLE 4 Rotated component matrix.

Items Item acronym Components

1 2 3 4 5

Job design/environment

JDE1 0.786

JDE2 0.758

JDE3 0.756

JDE4 0.747

JDE5 0.745

JDE6 0.745

JDE7 0.742

JDE8 0.737

JDE9 0.734

JDE10 0.734

JDE11 0.723

JDE12 0.722

JDE13 0.715

JDE14 0.712

JDE15 0.709

JDE16 0.7

JDE17 0.699

JDE18 0.695

JDE19 0.595

Commitment to the organization

CO1 0.887

CO2 0.84

CO3 0.835

CO4 0.797

CO5 0.745

CO6 0.745

CO7 0.743

CO8 0.737

CO9 0.734

CO10 0.732

CO11 0.731

CO12 0.722

CO13 0.72

CO14 0.719

CO15 0.712

CO16 0.707

CO17 0.648

CO18 0.591

CO19 0.543

(Continued)
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TABLE 4 (Continued)

Items Item acronym Components

1 2 3 4 5

Meaningful leadership

ML1 0.816

ML2 0.808

ML3 0.802

ML4 0.799

ML5 0.798

ML6 0.78

ML7 0.778

ML8 0.767

ML9 0.754

ML10 0.742

ML11 0.742

ML12 0.731

ML13 0.725

ML14 0.722

ML15 0.719

ML16 0.717

ML17 0.698

ML18 0.698

ML19 0.688

ML20 0.688

ML21 0.62

ML22 0.512

Work and life balance WLB1 0.778

WLB2 0.762

WLB3 0.739

WLB4 0.778

WLB5 0.762

WLB6 0.739

WLB7 0.739

WLB8 0.659

WLB9 0.653

WLB10 0.625

WLB11 0.613

WLB12 0.61

WLB13 0.601

WLB14 0.601

Social impact SI1 0.878

SI2 0.867

SI3 0.762

SI4 0.741

SI5 0.72

SI6 0.715

SI7 0.703

SI8 0.701

SI9 0.657

SI10 0.654
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TABLE 5 Final version of the MSMW (dimensions and item description).

Dimensions Number of items Item description

Job design/environment (18 items)

5 items
Opportunities: teamwork or coworker assistance, learning and growth, independence and freedom, 

close friendships

8 items
Job performance: clear instructions, methods, control, requirements and goals, task variety, decision 

making, depending on others, planning

5 items
Job security and feeling good: possibility for multiple feedback, feeling of achievement, variety of 

knowledge and skills

Organizational commitment (17 items)

10 items

Feelings about the organization and inside the organization: happiness of belonging, accepting 

organizational problems as own, feeling proud, feeling as apart of organization, emotionally 

connected

7 items

Organizational loyalty and connection with the organization: personal loyalty, social, emotional and 

economic loyalty, mission to believe in and corresponding values, personal meaning, care for 

organization

Meaningful Leadership

(21 items)

3 items
Relation with own supervisor: standards and expectations, own contribution to performance, level of 

own contribution

5 items
Personal goal management: establishing specific goals, determination toward own goals, monitoring 

own performance, reflection on the objectives and aspirations, self-evaluation

9 items

Teamwork: teamwork skills, group encouragement for setting goals and giving ideas, collegial 

decision making, considering team ideas even if there is disagreement, helping team, explanation of 

decisions and actions, showing concern for team’s well-being and success, equality of team members

4 items
Relation with own team: training team members, showing good examples, developing good relations, 

caring for team members

Work-life balance

(14 items)

5 items
Work balance: satisfaction at work, time pressure for task completion, correspondence of time and 

energy to task completion, own value at work, dealing with problems

5 items
Life balance: time for leisure and holidays, feelings about the future, energy for spare activities and 

tasks, feeling good, time for non-work activities

4 items
Work and life connection: healthy work-life balance, personal life affecting work and vice versa, job 

gives energy for personal activities

Social impact (value)

(10 items)

3 items
Impact (value) of organization: personal contribution to the continuous prosperity, impact on people 

outside the organization, promoting greater good.

7 items

Personal social impact: impact on people and things through work, awareness of the beneficial ways 

of work, positive impact on customers and other parties of interest, value of personal contributions, 

consciousness of the positive impact, personal work benefits to others.

as different sources which may supply overall data for the detailed 
analysis of meaningful work. Then, the scale’s applicability to these 
different sources ensures the bridging of the different levels of 
institutions, businesses and organizations. Therefore, the proposed 
scale and its validation contributes to the existing theoretical 
background by highlighting the proposed meaningful 
work dimensions.

8.2 Implications for practice

The results suggest that the proposed meaningful work scale is 
valid and may be applied with businesses, and raise several practical 
implications. First, the proposed MSMW includes 5 important 
interconnected dimensions. Therefore, research determining the level 
of impact of each dimension on other dimensions should 
be conducted. Second, most research is focused on the benefits of 
employees, and how employers may benefit from employees’ sense of 

meaningful work (employee meaningful work makes the work 
environment better, increases turnover, decreases personnel changes, 
etc.) (Kim, 2023; Rabiul et al., 2023). Often, meaningful work research 
highlights employees’ potential moral aspirations; however, when 
analyzing the employer’s context, an employer’s potential moral 
obligation is most often highlighted, thus, eliminating the collegiality 
between employer and employee (Michaelson et  al., 2014). 
Additionally, previous research indicates that employers may seek to 
control the existential domain of their employees, and may try to 
manipulate their meaningfulness for performative intent (Bailey et al., 
2017). The lack of research on how the employers evaluate and 
experience meaningful work creates a niche for further research. 
Third, there is a trend of quantitative research related to meaningful 
work (Tan et al., 2023). Considering the multidimensionality and 
subjectivism within meaning-making, research combining qualitative 
and quantitative methods would provide broader and deeper situation 
analysis of meaningful work inside organizations. Fourth, most 
research is instantaneous and is not oriented toward longitudinal 
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research that would create conditions to observe organizational and 
employee personal change in the context of meaningful work after 
certain interventions were made (Iždonaitė-Medžiūnienė and 
Batuchina, 2023). Fifth, the MSMW is oriented toward the personal 
experiences of employees eliminating professional interests, 
organizational policy, structure, culture, and values (Iždonaitė-
Medžiūnienė and Batuchina, 2023). Therefore, further research 
including these aspects would be beneficial for the evolution of the 
proposed multidimensional meaningful work scale.

8.3 Limitations and future research

The research data analysis has several limitations that are 
significant for specifying the research context and contents. First, the 
research is limited to the meaningful work scale constructed from 5 
subscales (job design/environment, leadership, organizational 
commitment, work and life balance, and social impact), while other 
scales include other dimensions. Second, although the research sample 
corresponded to the proposed ratio per item, it should be viewed as 
taking into consideration the context of one geographic area 
(Lithuania) and specific working area (construction). Research of 
meaningful work is also relevant to other cultural contexts (across 
countries), which may determine different experiences and results. 
Saulius and Malinauskas (2025, p. 13) reason that generally cultures 
shape emotion goals and its state of being, e.g., “East Asian cultures 
favor calmness, linking it to better adaptation, whereas Western 
cultures favor excitement, linking it to influence” which may have 
relation to the perception of a different worldview and many work-life 
processes that shape their conception of meaningful work and life. 
Further, previous research states that university students at their 
workplaces regulate their emotions in response to social challenges 
associated with personal priorities, work and communication, 
teamwork, and various types of collaboration (Saulius and 
Malinauskas, 2024) which in turn tend to have a strong impact on 
their meaningful work experience. Therefore, future studies should 
validate the scale with a diverse sample from across other cultures and 
contexts to ensure generalization of the results. It is important to have 
diversity in samples. The authors of this study will continue validating, 
translating, adapting and applying the current scale in other European 
and non-European countries. Third, emphasis has been placed on the 
relationship within an employee and organization to study meaningful 
work showing the impact of employee meaningful work on 
organization via job, organization and social contexts. However, there 
can be  other factors such as an employee’s personal sense of 
meaningful work at an individual level (including gender, religious 
and spiritual beliefs, and generational identity), employee 
communicability and prosocial ability level. Related to the latter, 
research has demonstrated the importance of recognizing and 
holistically measuring meaningful work with contextual factors such 
as gender, age, and religious and spiritual beliefs (Burbano et al., 2024; 
Hoole and Bonnema, 2015; Vveinhardt and Deikus, 2023a). In 
addition, Lysova et al. (2019) propose that people who are pro-socially 
motivated may experience more meaningful work in their jobs. Future 
studies should seek to cover these factors, also including gender 
aspects. Fourth, the limitation of the research lies within the 
organizational context, while experience of meaningful work across 

different industries or sectors would be an implication for further 
research considering profit and non-profit oriented organizations, or 
educational or medical organizations, which may confidently provide 
a reinforced sense of meaningful work for employees. Fifth, further 
research should include the other stages as described by Lamm et al. 
(2020): external structure validity completion, and consequential 
validity implementation. Sixth, the other limitation of this research is 
its disposable nature. Future research opportunities should include the 
need for longitudinal data collection (pre-test and post-test): after 
completing the meaningful work study inside any organization, 
recommended actions should be implemented, and repetitive study 
should be completed to assess the change in meaningful work data. 
Finally, organizations may benefit from experimentally applying this 
measure including a linear approach (pre-test measurement through 
the MSMW, strategic intervention in the organization, post-test 
measurement of the MSMW). Strategic interventions may differ on 
which topics and issues they may tackle. Vveinhardt and Deikus 
(2023b) explored religious strategies to be  implemented in the 
workplace for workplace mobbing. Others have explored gender-
based interventions for gender equity in the workplace (Tricco et al., 
2024). While generation-based interventions are scarce, strategic 
interventions for meaningful work must be  explored and applied 
based on the context of the organization including relevant factors 
such as male–female employee ratio, religious and spiritual beliefs. In 
turn, the combination of these aspects may have a realistic impact on 
organizations as well as on the research surfacing through these 
organizations and the use of the MSMW.

9 Conclusion

The research and validation processes have created several 
important theoretical and practical aspects. Thus, based on the 
scientific review and performed validation process of the meaningful 
work scale several conclusions can be  formulated. Firstly, the 
meaningful work idea is a very subjective concept and really depends 
on the beliefs, ideas, goals and aims of the employee. Here lies a 
challenge of definition and understanding of meaningful work. 
Secondly, the importance of meaningful work goes beyond job 
satisfaction, performance and commitment to the organization’s ideas. 
However, by prioritizing meaningful work organizations can 
maximize the productivity and well-being of the employees. Thirdly, 
modern processes such as digitalization, always on working culture, 
hybrid working conditions might have an impact on the understanding 
of meaningful work. Moreover, meaningful work is a complex and 
multidimensional concept, also depending on the different job factors 
and circumstances, and as such should be studied alongside concepts 
such as leadership style, organizational structure, and 
demographic factors.

From the practical point of view, a deep and detailed validation 
process, which included both qualitative and quantitative methods, 
showed that the constructed multidimensional meaningful work 
questionnaire is a reliable instrument, while the implemented stages 
offered the instrument added value, rigor and quality. Ultimately, the 
proposed tool can be used as a valuable tool for measuring meaning 
at work, identifying and detecting the areas for individual and 
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organizational improvement with the goal of increasing overall 
employee satisfaction, commitment, and performance.

Data availability statement

The datasets presented in this article are not readily available 
because data protection and non-disclosure agreement was 
signed between the authors and the organization. The agreement 
states that the data can be  publicly presented only in this 
publication after receiving the approval of the organization’s 
representatives. Publicly available data that is representative of 
the analyzed dataset can be  used to apply the methodology 
described in the article. However, they can not be  shared, 
anonymized or otherwise as this was a restriction imposed by 
third parties involved in this research (e.g., participating 
companies). Requests to access the datasets should be directed to 
aleksandra.batuchina@dest.smk.lt.

Ethics statement

Ethical approval was not required for the studies involving 
humans because data protection and non-disclosure agreement 
was signed between the authors and the organization. The 
agreement states that the data can be publicly presented only in 
this publication after receiving the approval of the organization’s 
representatives. Publicly available data that is representative of 
the analyzed dataset can be  used to apply the methodology 
described in the article. All studies included in this construction 
and validation process adhered to ethical guidelines and data 
anonymity and confidentiality in accordance to the requirements 
set by the Office of Ombudsperson for Academic Ethics and 
Procedures of the Republic of Lithuania (Guidelines for 
Evaluating Compliance with Research Ethics, 2020). The studies 
were conducted in accordance with the local legislation and 
institutional requirements. The participants provided their 
written informed consent to participate in this study.

Author contributions

AB: Conceptualization, Data curation, Formal analysis, 
Investigation, Methodology, Validation, Writing – original draft, 
Writing – review & editing, Resources. II-M: Conceptualization, Data 
curation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Methodology, Validation, 
Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing, Resources. RL: 
Conceptualization, Data curation, Formal analysis, Investigation, 
Methodology, Validation, Writing – original draft, Writing – review & 
editing, Resources.

Funding

The author(s) declare that no financial support was received for 
the research and/or publication of this article.

Conflict of interest

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

Generative AI statement

The authors declare that no Generative AI was used in the creation 
of this manuscript.

Publisher’s note

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

References
Agha, K., Azmi, F. T., and Khan, S. A. (2017). “Work-life balance: scale development 

and validation” in The work-family balance in light of globalization and technology. eds. 
M. L. Heras, N. Chinchilla and M. Grau (Newcastle upon Tyne, UK: Cambridge Scholars 
Publishing), 109–130.

Allan, B. A., Batz-Barbarich, C., Sterling, H. M., and Tay, L. (2019). Outcomes of 
meaningful work: a meta-analysis. J. Manag. Stud. 56, 500–528. doi: 10.1111/joms.12406

Allen, N. J., and Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of affective, 
continuance and normative commitment to the organization. J. Occup. Psychol. 63, 1–18. 
doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8325.1990.tb00506.x

Arnold, J. A., Arad, S., Rhoades, J. A., and Drasgow, F. (2000). The empowering 
leadership questionnaire: the construction and validation of a new scale for measuring 
leader behaviors. J. Organ. Behav. 21, 249–269.

Arora, N., and Garg, N. (2024). Meaningful work in the digital age-a comprehensive 
review and framework. Hum. Resour. Dev. Int., 1–25. doi: 10.1080/13678868.2024.2336866

Avolio, B. J., and Bass, B. M. (2004). Multifactor leadership questionnaire (TM). Menlo 
Park, CA: Mind Garden, Inc.

Badampudi, D., Fotrousi, F., Cartaxo, B., and Usman, M. (2022). Reporting consent, 
anonymity and confidentiality procedures adopted in empirical studies using human 
participants. e-Inform. Softw. Engin. J. 16:220109. doi: 10.37190/e-Inf220109

Bailey, C., Madden, A., Alfes, K., Shantz, A., and Soane, E. (2017). The mismanaged 
soul: existential labor and the erosion of meaningful work. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 
27, 416–430. doi: 10.1016/j.hrmr.2016.11.001

Bashir, M., Alfalih, A., and Pradhan, S. (2022). Sustainable business model innovation: 
scale development, validation and proof of performance. J. Innov. Knowl. 7:100243. doi: 
10.1016/j.jik.2022.100243

Benkhoff, B. (1997). Disentangling organizational commitment: the dangers of the OCQ 
for research and policy. Pers. Rev. 26, 114–131. doi: 10.1108/00483489710157823

Blustein, D. L., Lysova, E. I., and Duffy, R. D. (2023). Understanding decent work and 
meaningful work. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psych. Organ. Behav. 10, 289–314. doi: 
10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031921-024847

Bolli, T., and Pusterla, F. (2022). Decomposing the effects of digitalization on workers’ 
job satisfaction. Int. Rev. Econ. 69, 263–300. doi: 10.1007/s12232-022-00392-6

Both-Nwabuwe, J. M. C., Dijkstra, M. T. M., and Beersma, B. (2017). Sweeping the 
floor or putting a man on the moon: how to define and measure meaningful work. Front. 
Psychol. 8:1658. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01658

Burbano, V. C., Folke, O., Meier, S., and Rickne, J. (2024). The gender gap in 
meaningful work. Manag. Sci. 70, 7004–7023. doi: 10.1287/mnsc.2022.01807

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1578825
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
mailto:aleksandra.batuchina@dest.smk.lt
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12406
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8325.1990.tb00506.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2024.2336866
https://doi.org/10.37190/e-Inf220109
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2016.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2022.100243
https://doi.org/10.1108/00483489710157823
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031921-024847
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12232-022-00392-6
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01658
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2022.01807


Batuchina et al. 10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1578825

Frontiers in Psychology 13 frontiersin.org

Carpenter, S. (2018). Ten steps in scale development and reporting: a guide for researchers. 
Commun. Methods Meas. 12, 25–44. doi: 10.1080/19312458.2017.1396583

Charles-Leija, H., Castro, C. G., Toledo, M., and Ballesteros-Valdés, R. (2023). 
Meaningful work, happiness at work, and turnover intentions. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public 
Health 20:3565. doi: 10.3390/ijerph20043565

Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., MacCallum, R. C., and Strahan, E. J. (1999). Evaluating 
the use of exploratory factor analysis in psychological research. Psychol. Methods 4, 
272–299. doi: 10.1037//1082-989X.4.3.272

Fairlie, P. (2011). Meaningful work, employee engagement, and other key employee 
outcomes: implications for human resource development. Adv. Dev. Hum. Resour. 13, 
508–525. doi: 10.1177/1523422311431679

Faisaluddin, F., Fitriana, E., Nugraha, Y., and Hinduan, Z. R. (2024). Does meaningful 
work affect effective commitment to change? Work engagement contribution. SA J. Ind. 
Psychol. 50:a2143. doi: 10.4102/sajip.v50i0.2143

Frémeaux, S., and Pavageau, B. (2022). Meaningful leadership: how can leaders 
contribute to meaningful work? J. Manag. Inq. 31, 54–66. doi: 10.1177/1056492619897126

Grant, A. M. (2008). The significance of task significance: job performance effects, 
relational mechanisms, and boundary conditions. J. Appl. Psychol. 93, 108–124. doi: 
10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.108

Grant, A. M., and Campbell, E. M. (2007). Doing good, doing harm, being well and 
burning out: the interactions of perceived prosocial and antisocial impact in service 
work. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 80, 665–691. doi: 10.1348/096317906X169553

Gugiu, C., Randall, J., Gibbons, E., Hunter, T., Naegeli, A., and Symonds, T. (2020). 
Pns217 bootstrap saturation: a quantitative approach for supporting data saturation in 
sample sizes in qualitative research. Value Health 23:S677. doi: 10.1016/j.jval.2020.08.1661

Guidelines for the Assessment of Compliance with Research Ethics. (2020). Office of 
the Ombudsperson for academic ethics and procedures. Available online at: https://
www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/2c05c6603d4011ec992fe4cdfceb5666/asr (Accessed Dec 
14, 2024).

Hayman, J. (2005). Psychometric assessment of an instrument designed to measure 
work-life balance. Res. Pract. Hum. Resour. Manag. 13, 85–91.

Hoole, C., and Bonnema, J. (2015). Work engagement and meaningful work across 
generational cohorts. SA J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 13:1. doi: 10.4102/sajhrm.v13i1.681

Houghton, J. D., Dawley, D., and DiLiello, T. C. (2012). The abbreviated self-leadership 
questionnaire (ASLQ): a more concise measure of self-leadership. Int. J. Leadership Stud. 7, 
216–232.

Hu, J., and Hirsh, J. (2017). The benefits of meaningful work: a meta-analysis. Acad. 
Manag. Proc. 2017:13866. doi: 10.5465/AMBPP.2017.13866abstract

Iždonaitė-Medžiūnienė, I., and Batuchina, A. (2023). A multidimensional concept of 
meaningful work: theoretical framework. Social Welfare 13, 59–75. doi: 
10.15388/SW.2023.13.14

Iždonaitė-Medžiūnienė, I., and Preikšaitienė, L. (2024). Disposition of improving 
quality of life in older adults: the case of Lithuania. Aging Clin. Exp. Res. 36:26. doi: 
10.1007/s40520-023-02687-2

Izquierdo, A. L. G., and Pérez, A. M. C. (2022). Work characteristics and occupational 
health: validation and proposal of a shortened version of the work design questionnaire. 
Anal. Psicol. 38, 149–162. doi: 10.6018/analesps.480481

Kim, J.-S. (2023). Effect of psychological meaningfulness on job involvement, 
proactive behavior, and performance: focusing on the mediating effect of self-efficacy. 
Sustain. For. 15:10208. doi: 10.3390/su151310208

Lamm, K. W., Lamm, A. J., and Edgar, D. (2020). Scale development and validation: 
methodology and recommendations. J. Int. Agricult. Extension Educ. 27, 24–35. doi: 
10.4148/2831-5960.1115

Lips-Wiersma, M., and Wright, S. (2012). Measuring the meaning of meaningful 
work. Group Organ. Manage. 37, 655–685. doi: 10.1177/1059601112461578

Lührmann, J., Stehle, H., Gehrau, V., and Röttger, U. (2024). Personal values and 
their impact on the opinion leadership of managers and employees in internal 
communication. J. Public Relat. Res. 37, 151–172. doi: 
10.1080/1062726X.2024.2409652

Lysova, E. I., Allan, B. A., Dik, B. J., Duffy, R. D., and Steger, M. F. (2019). Fostering 
meaningful work in organizations: a multi-level review and integration. J. Vocat. Behav. 
110, 374–389. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2018.07.004

Marsh, E., Vallejos, E. P., and Spence, A. (2022). The digital workplace and its dark side: an 
integrative review. Comput. Hum. Behav. 128:107118. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2021.107118

Martela, F., Gómez, M., Unanue, W., Araya, S., Bravo, D., and Espejo, A. (2021). What makes 
work meaningful? Longitudinal evidence for the importance of autonomy and beneficence 
for meaningful work. J. Vocat. Behav. 131:103631. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103631

Martela, F., and Pessi, A. B. (2018). Significant work is about self-realization and 
broader purpose: defining the key dimensions of meaningful work. Front. Psychol. 9:363. 
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00363

Michaelson, C. (2021). A normative meaning of meaningful work. J. Bus. Ethics 170, 
413–428. doi: 10.1007/s10551-019-04389-0

Michaelson, C., Pratt, M. G., Grant, A. M., and Dunn, C. P. (2014). Meaningful work: 
connecting business ethics and organization studies. J. Bus. Ethics 121, 77–90. doi: 
10.1007/s10551-013-1675-5

Miller, A. J. (2024). The key to human performance: elevating wellbeing by 
bridging skills with meaningful work. Strateg. HR Rev. 23, 16–19. doi: 
10.1108/SHR-11-2023-0065

Monteiro, E., and Joseph, J. (2023). A review on the impact of workplace culture on 
employee mental health and well-being. Int. J. Case Stud. Business IT Educ., 7:291–317. 
doi: 10.47992/IJCSBE.2581.6942.0274

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

Mortimer, S. A. (2023). What makes work meaningful? J. Bus. Ethics 185, 835–845. 
doi: 10.1007/s10551-023-05356-6

Mosquera, P., Tigre, F. B., and Alegre, M. (2024). Overcoming organizational politics 
and unlocking meaningful work through ethical leadership. Int. J. Ethics Syst. doi: 
10.1108/IJOES-04-2024-0108

Naeem, M., Ozuem, W., Howell, K., and Ranfagni, S. (2024). Demystification and 
actualisation of data saturation in qualitative research through thematic analysis. Int J 
Qual Methods 23. doi: 10.1177/16094069241229777

Pathiranage, Y. L., Jayatilake, L. V. K., and Abeysekera, R. (2021). Exploring 
strategies to establish an effective organizational culture to enhance corporate 
performance: a concept paper. Wayamba J. Manage. 12:189. doi: 
10.4038/wjm.v12i2.7537

Rabiul, M. K., Mansur Ahmed, S. U., and Rashid, H. (2023). Connecting transformational 
leadership and emotional energy to job performance: the boundary role of meaningful work. 
J. Hosp. Mark. Manag. 32, 1126–1145. doi: 10.1080/19368623.2023.2225506

Rosso, B. D., Dekas, K. H., and Wrzesniewski, A. (2010). On the meaning of work: a 
theoretical integration and review. Res. Organ. Behav. 30, 91–127. doi: 
10.1016/j.riob.2010.09.001

Salancik, G. R. (1977). “Commitment and control of organizational behavior and 
beliefs” in New directions in organizational behaviour. eds. B. M. Staw and G. R. 
Salancik (Chicago: St Clair Press), 420–453.

Sandoghar, A.L., and Bailey, C. (2023). What is meaningful work and why does it 
matter? A guide for practitioners. King’s Business School. Available online at: https://
www.kcl.ac.uk/business/assets/pdf/what-is-meaningful-work-and-does-it-matter.pdf 
(Accessed Dec 14, 2024).

Saulius, T., and Malinauskas, R. (2024). Working students’ perceptions of the emotion 
regulation process. A qualitative study. Curr. Psychol. 43, 10825–10838. doi: 
10.1007/s12144-023-05214-8

Saulius, T., and Malinauskas, R. (2025). How do foreign students from different 
collectivist countries perceive interpersonal emotion regulation? A thematic analysis in 
Lithuania. Educ. Sci. 15:46. doi: 10.3390/educsci15010046

Shafaei, A., and Nejati, M. (2024). Creating meaningful work for employees: the role 
of inclusive leadership. Hum. Resour. Dev. Q. 35, 189–211. doi: 10.1002/hrdq.21512

Sheldon, M. E. (1971). Investments and involvement as mechanisms producing 
commitment to the organization. Adm. Sci. Q. 16, 143–150. doi: 10.2307/2391824

Steger, M. F., Dik, B. J., and Duffy, R. D. (2012). Measuring meaningful work: the work and 
meaning inventory (WAMI). J. Career Assess. 20, 322–337. doi: 10.1177/1069072711436160

Tan, K.-L., and Yeap, P. F. (2022). The impact of work engagement and meaningful 
work to alleviate job burnout among social workers in New Zealand. Manag. Decis. 60, 
3042–3065. doi: 10.1108/MD-05-2021-0689

Tan, K. L., Sim, A. K., Yap, S. S. N., Vithayaporn, S., and Rachmawati, A. W. (2023). A 
systematic review of meaningful work unifying 20 years of theoretical and substantive 
contributions (2000–2020). Journal of Advances in Management Research, 20, 462–512. 
doi: 10.1108/JAMR-11-2022-0225

Tricco, A. C., Parker, A., Khan, P. A., Nincic, V., Robson, R., MacDonald, H., et al. 
(2024). Interventions on gender equity in the workplace: a scoping review. BMC Med. 
22:149. doi: 10.1186/s12916-024-03346-7

Van Der Deijl, W. (2022). Two concepts of meaningful work. J. Appl. Philos. 41, 
202–217. doi: 10.1111/japp.12614

Vveinhardt, J. (2022). The dilemma of postmodern business ethics: employee 
reification in a perspective of preserving human dignity. Front. Psychol. 13:813255. doi: 
10.3389/fpsyg.2022.813255

Vveinhardt, J., and Deikus, M. (2023a). The use of religious resources in helping victims 
of workplace mobbing. Front. Psychol. 14:1288354. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1288354

Vveinhardt, J., and Deikus, M. (2023b). Strategies for a nonviolent response to 
perpetrator actions: what can Christianity offer to targets of workplace mobbing? 
Scientia Fides. 11, 175–195. doi: 10.12775/SetF.2023.021

Warwick (2017) Warwick–Edinburgh Mental Well-being Scale. Available online at: 
https://warwick.ac.uk/fac/sci/med/research/platform/wemwbs/ (Accessed Dec 12, 2024).

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1578825
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2017.1396583
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20043565
https://doi.org/10.1037//1082-989X.4.3.272
https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422311431679
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v50i0.2143
https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492619897126
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.108
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317906X169553
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jval.2020.08.1661
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/2c05c6603d4011ec992fe4cdfceb5666/asr
https://www.e-tar.lt/portal/lt/legalAct/2c05c6603d4011ec992fe4cdfceb5666/asr
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v13i1.681
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.2017.13866abstract
https://doi.org/10.15388/SW.2023.13.14
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40520-023-02687-2
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.480481
https://doi.org/10.3390/su151310208
https://doi.org/10.4148/2831-5960.1115
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601112461578
https://doi.org/10.1080/1062726X.2024.2409652
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.107118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103631
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00363
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04389-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1675-5
https://doi.org/10.1108/SHR-11-2023-0065
https://doi.org/10.47992/IJCSBE.2581.6942.0274
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1321
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-023-05356-6
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOES-04-2024-0108
https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069241229777
https://doi.org/10.4038/wjm.v12i2.7537
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2023.2225506
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2010.09.001
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/business/assets/pdf/what-is-meaningful-work-and-does-it-matter.pdf
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/business/assets/pdf/what-is-meaningful-work-and-does-it-matter.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-023-05214-8
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci15010046
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21512
https://doi.org/10.2307/2391824
https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072711436160
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-05-2021-0689
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAMR-11-2022-0225
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12916-024-03346-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/japp.12614
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.813255
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1288354
https://doi.org/10.12775/SetF.2023.021
https://warwick.ac.uk/fac/sci/med/research/platform/wemwbs/

	Multidimensional scale of meaningful work: construction and validation
	1 Introduction
	2 Development of the MSMW
	2.1 Construction of the MSMW

	3 Study 1—Content validity
	3.1 Method
	3.1.1 Procedure and sample
	3.1.2 Analysis
	3.1.3 Results

	4 Study 2—Response process validity
	4.1 Method
	4.1.1 Procedure and sample
	4.2 Analysis
	4.3 Results

	5 Study 3—Internal structure validity
	5.1 Method
	5.1.1 Procedure and sample
	5.1.2 Analysis
	5.1.3 Results

	6 Combined results
	7 Ethics procedures
	8 Discussion
	8.1 Implications for theory
	8.2 Implications for practice
	8.3 Limitations and future research

	9 Conclusion

	References

