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ABSTRACT. Workplace spirituality research has side-

stepped religion by focusing on the function of belief

rather than its substance. Although establishing a unified

foundation for research, the functional approach cannot

shed light on issues of workplace pluralism, individual or

institutional faith-work integration, or the institutional

roles of religion in economic activity. To remedy this, we

revisit definitions of spirituality and argue for the place of

a belief-based approach to workplace religion. Addi-

tionally, we describe the construction of a 15-item

measure of workplace religion informed by Judaism and

Christianity – the Faith at Work Scale (FWS). A stratified

random sample (n = 234) of managers and professionals

assisted in refining the FWS which exhibits a single factor

structure (Eigenvalue = 8.88; variance accounted for =

59.22%) that is internally consistent (Cronbach’s

a = 0.77) and demonstrates convergent validity with the

Faith Maturity Scale (r = 0.81, p > 0.0001). The scale

shows lower skew and kurtosis with Mainline and

Catholic adherents than with Mormons and Evangelicals.

Validation of the scale among Jewish and diverse

Christian adherants would extend research in workplace

religion.
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Max Weber’s provocative work, The Protestant Ethic

and the Spirit of Capitalism, sparked decades of debate

among sociologists and historians over religion’s

contribution to economic growth (cf. Jones, 1997;

Radoki, 2007). Scores of psychologists as well

have explored religiosity’s connection to virtue,

emotion, personality, health, and other aspects of

human functioning (Emmons and Paloutzian, 2003;

Pargament et al., 2005). In both of these research

veins, distinctive and potent connections have been

identified between religiosity and human behavior

and social systems. Sandwiched between the macro

realm of the economy and the micro realm of

psychology, the field of workplace spirituality has

been taking shape (Giacalone and Jurkiewicz, 2003).

For a variety of reasons, however, scholars have

eschewed religion and have focused on spirituality

(cf. Gotsis and Kortezi, 2008; Hicks, 2003; Lund

Dean and Fornaciari, 2007; Smith, 2005). A paucity

of research on workplace religion exists despite the

religious affiliation of a sizable portion of the global

workforce (Baylor Religion Survey, 2006;

Juergensmeyer, 2006).

Many observers have noted that people of faith

often struggle with connecting their religious belief

with their work (Epstein, 2002; Miller, 2006; Nash

and McLennan, 2001; Van Buren, 1995; Van Loon,

2000). Faith-work integration takes on varied forms,

from religion and work being conceptually discon-

nected, to religion serving a therapeutic or ethical

role in work, to religion providing a comprehensive

lens through which all work and life are seen.

Scholars occasionally have ventured into workplace

religion (Conroy and Emerson, 2004; Davidson and

Caddell, 1994; Hicks, 2003; Sandelands, 2003) but

research has been limited by presuppositions about

religion and spirituality, and by an absence of mea-

surement tools targeting workplace religion. We

attempt to contribute to this line of research by

revisiting the treatment of religion in workplace

spirituality scholarship and by developing and testing

a scale to measure the integration of religious belief

and practice about work extracted from Jewish and
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Christian teachings. We conclude the article with

recommendations on future research directions.

Religion and spirituality

The sacred and normative aspects of spirituality have

long posed unique research material for the social

sciences. The sacred exceeds the boundaries and

calipers of social science and spirituality’s normative

content is often viewed as lying within the territory

of theologians and philosophers or the privatized

realm of the individual. As a common and significant

feature of human society, however, religion has long

been contemplated by social scientists.

Functionalism, institutionalism, and quest

One way to make spirituality consistent with the

research pallet of the social scientist is to define it

functionally. Tracing back to Geertz (1973), the

functional approach examines how meaning and

order are created and transmitted through rituals and

symbols. Sacred and normative elements can also be

elevated to the level of the organization, homoge-

nizing the measurement challenges posed by the

pluralistic noise of belief at the individual level.

Casting a broad net over the function of spirituality

or the values of the workplace without distinguish-

ing varying beliefs, traditions, and rituals in the net

allows social science to remain silent on religion’s

normative and sacred content.

Both of these treatments – homogenizing and

elevating – are present in Giacalone and Jurkiewicz’s

(2003) definition of workplace spirituality which is

described as ‘‘a framework of organizational values

evidenced in the culture that promotes employees’

experience of transcendence through the work

process, facilitating their sense of being connected to

others in a way that provides feelings of complete-

ness and joy’’ (p. 13). Mainstream workplace spiri-

tuality research follows Giacalone and Jurkiewicz’s

functional approach in limiting spirituality to values

which reside at the organizational level and by

focusing on outcomes. This approach allows

researchers to avoid the sacred and normative nature

of spirituality, but provides no tools for dealing with

significant realities of post-modern workplaces, such

as workplace religious pluralism and faith-work

integration among employees. Specifying outcomes

of workplace spirituality makes Giacalone and

Jurkiewicz’s approach curiously normative and

perilously utilitarian.

Giacalone and Jurkiewicz’s approach to defining

workplace spirituality reflects the presupposition

among many management researchers that work-

place spirituality is an arcing rubric under which

religious, humanistic, and ecological belief systems

are embraced. Tsang and McCullough (2003), for

example, suggest that workplace spirituality research

may progress hierarchically, moving from general

spirituality to more fine-grained specific faith tradi-

tions. Among other social scientists, however,

spirituality is a sub-domain of religion. Spirituality is

the life inside the cloak of religion.

Moberg (2002) describes the spiritual component

of religiosity as ‘‘the essence of the religious life, a

transcendent quality that cuts across and infuses all of

the core dimensions of religiosity’’ (p. 48). Hill et al.

(2000) describe spirituality as a quest for the sacred,

and religion as a quest for the sacred plus other

elements, such as a search for non-sacred goals (e.g.,

identity, belongingness, and meaning) and/or the

validation and support of an identifiable community.

Whether the essence of the religious life or a quest

for the sacred, conceptualizations such as these sug-

gest that the spirituality may be conceptually dis-

tinguished from religion and that spirituality is a

quest or search for meaning and substance and

religion is the specific beliefs, practices, and historical

and institutional scaffolding which complement that

quest. This bifurcation flip-flops the approach of

researchers who see spirituality as the generic and

religion as the particular. Regardless of how one

orders them, they may be easier to make concep-

tually than empirically. Hill and his colleagues con-

clude their survey of definitions stating that the

difference between spirituality and religion may be

attempts to measure spirituality as a separate construct

from religion are difficult…. In the absence of infor-

mation about why an individual engages in a particular

religious or spiritual behavior, it can be difficult to

infer whether that particular behavior is reflecting

religiousness, spirituality, or both (p. 71).

For the same reason that religion has been char-

acterized as being dead when devoid of a spiritual
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core (Moberg, 2002), spirituality is quest until it

finds embodiment in beliefs, values, and/or prac-

tices. Once spirituality finds substance, it becomes

religion or philosophy.1 With this more orthodox

social science approach, workplace spirituality is thus

a misnomer if it takes on substance or outcomes

beyond quest unless it is modified by a particular

religious or philosophical tradition, such as ‘‘Zen

Buddhist spirituality.’’

Benefits of substance

We believe workplace spirituality should be broa-

dened to include specific belief systems. We employ

the term ‘‘workplace religion’’ because it suggests the

addition of substance (e.g., dogma, institution, etc.) to

spirituality’s quest and it is inclusive of deistic and non-

deistic belief systems. Specifically, we argue that:

Spirituality moves beyond quest when belief and

practice are added; spirituality is best understood in its

accompanying context; understanding issues such as

workplace pluralism and work-faith integration in-

vites scholars to tap into spirituality’s substance.

On the first point, spirituality morphs into reli-

gion or philosophy when belief and practice are

coupled with quest. As Hill et al. (2000) define it,

spirituality is the narrow band of searching for

meaning prior to latching on to any particular

beliefs, practices, or structures, but religion or

philosophy are invoked after specific values, beliefs,

practices, and institutions come into play. Important

as it is, workplace spirituality scholars are interested

primarily in what happens after quest has found a

vehicle of embodiment. For many, spirituality car-

ries less baggage than religion does and may even

be perceived as ideology- and institution-free.

But even when spirituality’s roots are syncretistic

or tacit, it is nonetheless not context-free.

Orsi (2006) argues that much of what is labeled

spirituality

…severs religious idioms from their precise locations in

the past, then posits an essential identity among these

deracinated ‘‘spiritual’’ forms, on the one hand, and

between the present and the past, on the other, oblit-

erating difference. ‘‘Spirituality’’ does so without giving

an account of the reasons for its selections, moreover

masking the fact that it is making any selections at all,

authorizing a new canon while pretending to be sur-

veying an established tradition (p. 115).

In sum, once workplace spirituality moves beyond

quest, it ceases being value free and outgrows its

generic label.

A second reason why the workplace spirituality

movement should consider substance is because

spirituality is best understood in its full context.2

Wuthnow (1998) emphasizes that spirituality is in-

complete without external behaviors that employ the

internal, transcendent experience. In The Mystical

Element of Religion, Von Hügel (1923) argues that

spirituality cannot flourish without accompanying

institutional and intellectual dimensions. Echoed by

later social scientists, Von Hügel characterizes religion

as having a tripartite character: An historical and

institutional dimension; an intellectual dimension;

and a spiritual or mystical dimension.3 Von Hügel’s

thesis is that each of these three dimensions correct,

inform, purify, and stimulate the others. Once one or

two of these dimensions are ousted, neglected, or

deemphasized, religion becomes distorted resulting in

‘‘an impoverishing oneness’’ (p. 73).

One impoverishment of religion which has been

highlighted in workplace spirituality writing is found

in the phrase ‘‘institutionalized religion’’ which

suggests the primacy of the institutional and the

intellectual over the spiritual. This primacy inevita-

bly saps religion of its inherent vitality, as echoed by

Moberg (2002) quoted earlier. It becomes a dead

faith of the living that results in traditionalism, ec-

clesialism, and authoritarianism. Workplace spiritu-

ality scholars counsel against polarizing spirituality

and religion as good versus bad or individual versus

institutional (Hill et al., 2000). But the two are

connected more closely than this counsel suggests.

Religion without spirituality denies the search

for the divine and it is this distortion by which

institutional religion has in part earned anti-institu-

tional reactions. For Von Hügel this is not the only

form of impoverishment. Divorced from any form

of institutional or intellectual tradition, spirituality

tends to be highly emotive resulting in a strongly

individualistic, therapeutic, and ultimately relativistic

notion, leaving much of its basis to be found in the

emotive preference of individuals. Thus, spirituality

often is defined so generically that its non-specificity

tends to lack any intellectual or institutional rigor on

which to come to common meaning of what it is,

how it works, or how it differs from other belief

systems.
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The third reason why research in workplace

religion should serve as an extension of workplace

spirituality is that many poignant and potentially

potent issues require understanding fine-grained

beliefs and practices – issues such as pluralism and

work-faith integration. Scholars cannot explore the

sensemaking, coping tools, fit, inconsistencies, and

conflicts of religion and work without considering

spirituality’s substance. Focusing on substance

engages not only the personal but intellectual and

institutional dimensions as well. Integrationist writ-

ings suggest that even for deeply spiritual people, for

whom spirituality and religion are core interpretative

schemas, it can be difficult to conceptualize how

faith and work mesh. The expression of workplace

religion is not uniform across religious traditions or

even within a single religious tradition. Additionally,

homogenizing belief systems does not allow an

understanding of pluralistic spiritual expression

which characterizes the world many workplaces

(Hicks, 2003; Juergensmeyer, 2006). Without

exploring substance, the dynamics of integration and

pluralism cannot be carefully examined. The focus

on the substance of belief and practice moves the

analysis from solely personal commitments to the

role cultural institutions (such as temples, mosques,

churches, and movements) play in business.

In sum, we believe the time is ripe for a more

fine-grained look at specific belief and practice

within workplace spirituality research. Although it is

possible to explore spiritual quest and the function of

belief systems in the workplace without attending to

the substance, the breadth and depth of such treat-

ments is severely limited. While the workplace

spirituality literature has been important to bringing

one’s ‘‘whole self’’ to work, it needs to take more

seriously that religious belief is part of the whole for

many individuals.

With a justification for scholarship in workplace

religion offered, we move on to address a second

need for this line of research to develop – mea-

surement of the construct.

Scale development

With over 150 religiosity and spirituality scales

available (several have been added since Hill and

Hood’s review of 125 scales in 1999), scholars such

as Gorsuch and Miller (1999) and Pargament (1999)

have called for a justification of need prior to con-

structing additional scales. Although related con-

structs such as workplace spirituality (Ashmos and

Duchon, 2000; Kinjerski and Skrypnek, 2006;

Sheep, 2004) and servant leadership (Whittington

et al., 2006) have been the subject of scaling, these

differ from workplace religion. A scale to tap the

degree to which Judaeo-Christian belief and practice

are integrated with one’s work would further

research in workplace religion (Jackson et al., 2006).

Differences in theology among religions make it

difficult to word scale items so they are familiar in

both content and language (Moberg, 2002). Thus,

the present study will be limited to the largest por-

tion of the US workforce – the Judaeo-Christian

religious traditions. Approximately 84% of the US

population is affiliated with Judaism and Christianity

but within them there is substantial diversity in belief

and practice (Baylor Religion Survey, 2006).

Approach

In constructing a scale, we followed Hill’s (2005)

criteria for measures of religion and spirituality as well

as general counsel in scale development (e.g.,

Arthaud-Day et al., 2005; Hall and Edwards, 2002;

Ladd and Spilka, 2006; Seidlitz et al., 2002). Advice

included the need to be sensitive to religious devel-

opment (Levenson et al., 2005), gender (Becker and

Hofmeister, 2001), ethnicity (Neff, 2006), and general

measurement issues in religion (Moberg, 2002). We

utilized Rossiter’s (2002) conceptually focused scale

development model and classic scale development

procedures (DeVellis, 2003; Fowler, 1995;

Netemeyer et al., 2003; Tourangeau et al., 2000).

Three assumptions provided direction in scale

development:

1. Our focus is on individuals and their perceptions

of how and to what degree their religious beliefs

and practices integrate with work. Scales target a

variety of levels of analysis, including the indi-

vidual, work unit, organization, and peers

(e.g., Ashmos and Duchon, 2000; Whitting-

ton et al., 2006). Some assess individ-

ual-organizational fit while others measure

attitude or behavior. Our focus is on individ-
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uals’ self-perceptions. Because religiosity

incorporates belief and behavior (Mockabee et

al., 2001), we were interested in measuring

both.

2. Scale constructs and items should fit a broad range

of Judaeo-Christian traditions, occupations, and

demographics. Christian and Jewish traditions

explicitly or tacitly emphasize a wide range

of views and practices on issues such as

wealth, work ethic, co-workers, and service.

Individuals within denominational traditions

differ greatly in religion-workplace integra-

tion as well. Our interest was in creating a

model which fits addresses core beliefs and

practices relevant to a wide variety of tradi-

tions and whose wording fits workers labor-

ing in a variety of settings and accustomed to

varying religious vocabularies.

3. Workplace religion is formative and not necessarily

linear. Research suggests that spirituality is

developmental (e.g., Mockabee et al., 2001;

Wink and Dillon, 2002) but not necessarily

additive. As Klemmack et al. (2007, p. 165)

state, individuals may be categorized as being

more or less religious but also as being reli-

gious in different ways. It is possible to con-

ceptualize of clusters of individuals located in

various quadrants of a multidimensional reli-

giosity grid as well as maturing developmen-

tally (Klemmack et al., 2007; Miller and

Thoresen, 1999). Our aim is to construct a

scale so summative and cluster research

studies are feasible.

Item development and pretesting

After establishing assumptions about the scale’s

content and boundaries, the next step was to gen-

erate a model of workplace religion informed by

historical, theological, and sociological writings

across Judaeo-Christian traditions and historical eras.

From this survey, several construct dimensions and

indicators were identified through multiple itera-

tions of reflection and discussion among the

researchers (Table I). Over 250 items were gener-

ated by the researchers as potential measures of the

22 indicators. The researchers edited the core

dimensions, indicators, and items for clarity, accu-

racy, and parsimony, independently rating each item

and retaining 150 items which rose above natural

breaks in the item ratings.

Eight panelists representing a variety of occupa-

tions, demographics, and religious affiliations served

on a focus group to pilot-test the 150 potential scale

items. Panel members evaluated each item and were

invited to respond to specific probes about the sur-

vey instrument (cf. Foddy, 1998). Panel feedback

suggested wording modification for a few items and

surfaced 59 items which rose above natural breaks

for each indicator. These items were selected for

distribution to a larger sample of respondents.

Sampling and procedure

An invitation and an Internet link to an electronic

survey containing potential scale, demographic, and

validation items was emailed to a sample of alumni

from business programs in four religiously-related

higher education institutions in the United States.

Sampling was stratified by graduation decade and

limited to individuals ending their studies at the

institution between 1958 and 2005 under the

assumption that many of those older may have exited

the workforce and those younger may have insuffi-

cient experience to reflect upon workplace religion.

In total, 1,800 individuals were emailed. Of these,

516 emails bounced, leaving 1,284 alumni presum-

ably reached. A random drawing for eight gift cer-

tificates was offered as an incentive to complete the

survey. The survey and sampling method was

approved by the institutional review board at the

first author’s institution where the research was

conducted. Permission to contact alumni of the

participating institutions was granted by each school.

The response format asked respondents to indi-

cate the degree to which they agreed with items

using one of the following: 5 = Always or

Frequently; 4 = Often; 3 = Sometimes; 2 = Sel-

dom; and 1 = Never or Infrequently. We asked

respondents to report their gender, race, and age and

were able to ascertain the country and state domicile

of the respondent from the alumni databases.

Employment variables included employment status

and an estimate of the average number of hours
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worked per week. We used the International Stan-

dard Industrial Classification of all Economic

Activities (ISIC Rev. 4 (draft), 2007) to code

respondents’ industries and the International Stan-

dard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-88, 1988)

to classify occupations.

Religious affiliation included self-identified cate-

gories of Catholic, Protestant, Mormon, Orthodox,

Jewish, and other. We asked Protestant respondents to

write-in a specific denominational identifier which

the researchers coded into one of two groups

– evangelical or mainline – following the rubric

developed by the Baylor Religion Survey (2006).

Jewish respondents were asked to identify themselves

as Orthodox, Conservative, or Reform. Those indi-

cating ‘‘other’’ were asked to describe their affiliation

and the researchers coded these appropriately. To test

the convergent validity of the Faith at Work Scale

(FWS), Donahue’s 12-item short-form of the Faith

Maturity Scale (FMS) (Benson et al., 1993) was

included in the survey. The FMS was selected because

of its relevance, brevity, psychometric quality, and

acceptance to a heterogeneous Judaeo-Christian

sample.4 Cronbach’s a for the FMS short form is 0.88.

Results

Sample

Of the 1,284 alumni contacted via email, 272

responded to the survey yielding a 21% response

rate. Surveys from individuals who self-affiliated

with no religion or with a religion other than

Christianity (including Judaism) were too small to

test statistically (n = 11), so they were excluded from

the analysis. Surveys from retirees (n = 14) were

excluded to insure current reflection on religion and

work. Surveys with substantially missing data

(n = 13) were also excluded. This culling left a final

sample of a reasonable size (n = 234) for an

exploratory factor analytic study.

TABLE I

Dimensions and indicators of Judaeo-Christian workplace religion

Dimension Indicator

Called to relationship Aware of God’s presence in the workplace

God guides at work

Co-creates with God

Integrates work and faith

Trusts God and receives strength and peace

Called to meaning Sees work as part of a calling, a mission

Attributes work talents as gifts from God

Pursues healthy work habitsa

Personal identity is not defined by occupationa

Is competent and applies gifts in service to others

Learns and grows in skill and wisdom

Called to community Cares for coworkers who reflect God’s image

Witnesses for Christ in word and deed

Suffers for Christ and loves sacrificially

Reserves time for family, church, friends, and communitya

Called to holiness Consistently ethical even when challengeda

Aware of injustice and acts to correct it

Practices morality and encourages others to as well

Called to giving Sees work as worship, prayer, and a gift to God

Contributes to the common good through work

Stewards rather than owns material things so all can benefit

Conserves natural resources out of love for othersa

aRemoved from the final scale after psychometric testing.
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Sociodemographic, employment, and religious

characteristics of the sample are reported in Tables

II–IV. Slightly more than one-third of the sample

was female (36.8%) which is 10% lower than the

percentage of the US workforce constituted by

women age 20 and older (46.2%) (Bureau of Labor

Statistics, 2007). A significantly smaller proportion of

ethnic minorities were represented in the sample

(4.7%) compared to the US civilian labor force

(26.4%). More respondents were drawn from mid-

western (37.9%) and southwestern (36.6%) states

than from the west, southeast, or northeast, although

respondents were drawn from across the US. Only

one respondent lived abroad. The median age of the

respondents was 37, with a range in age from 22 to

71 years. The sample generally follows the age dis-

tribution of the US civilian work force with more

workers at the younger end of the spectrum (US

Census Bureau, 2007).

In terms of employment (Table III), the vast

majority of respondents were paid, full-time

employees. Three quarters of the sample worked

more than 40 h per week. Employees worked in

small and large organizations in over twenty indus-

tries and in several occupational levels with the largest

groups employed in professional or managerial roles.

As reported in Table IV, the sample had a

significantly smaller percentage of Catholics and

significantly larger proportion of Evangelicals than is

represented among US religious adherents. There

was slightly less Mainline and more Morman

representation than proportionately found in the US

population. Catholics represent approximately 48%

of US religious adherents, Evangelicals 24%, Main-

lines 18%, Jews 6%, and Mormons 3% (Jones et al.,

2002). Two-thirds of the sample attend religious

services once a week or more.

Scale structure

Data adequacy

Survey responses were tested to insure they were

appropriate for factor extraction. A Kaiser–Meyer–

Olkin statistic exceeded the recommended minimum

threshold of 0.6 (KMO = 0.95) and Bartlett’s Test of

Sphericity was significant (x2 = 2187.45, df = 105,

p < 0.000), indicating that the data contained adequate

correlations to factor.

Number of factors

Scree plots generated using different combinations of

items consistently suggested that a one-factor solu-

tion best fit the data. (The Scree plot using the final

scale items is shown in Figure 1). A Scree plot is less

prone to overfactoring than Kaiser’s Eigenvalue of 1

rule (cf. Fabrigar et al., 1999; Zwick and Velicer,

1986), and the results were judged to be clear

enough to obviate conducting parallel analysis.

Factor analysis

The factor structure of the scale was tested using

principle axis factoring (PAF) because the rela-

tionship among the supposed factors was theoret-

ically unknown. PAF uses squared multiple

correlations as the initial communality estimate and

iterates to a final communality by incorporating

variance for each measure (Widaman, 1993). To

select final items for the FWS, we chose one item

from each indicator which satisfied four criteria.

We considered whether the item had: (1) high

TABLE II

Sociodemographic characteristics of sample

Category Characteristic n %

Gender Male 148 63.2

Female 86 36.8

Ethnicity White 222 95.3

Asian, Native Hawaiian,

Pacific Islander

4 1.7

Hispanic/Latino 4 1.7

Black or African

American

2 0.9

American Indian or

Alaska Native

1 0.4

Domicile Midwest 88 37.9

Southwest 85 36.6

West 23 9.9

Southeast 22 9.5

Northeast 13 5.6

International 1 0.4

Age

(median = 37)

22–29 75 32.1

30–39 56 23.9

40–49 48 20.5

50–59 31 13.3

60–69 21 9.0

70–71 3 1.3
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correlation with other items and with the scale as

a whole; (2) relatively low skew and kurtosis; (3)

high factor communalities; and (4) high factor

loadings. We inspected items by religious affilia-

tion as well, favoring those with relatively high

intercorrelations across multiple traditions.

TABLE III

Employment characteristics of sample

Category Characteristic n %

Work status Paid 215 91.9

Homemaker 12 5.1

Student 4 1.7

Volunteer 3 1.3

Hours worked <40 h per week 24 10.3

40–49 h per week 132 56.4

50–59 h per week 52 22.2

>60 h per week 26 11.1

Organization size Under 20 employees 67 28.8

20–99 employees 35 15.0

100–249 employees 20 8.6

250–999 employees 30 12.9

1,000–10,000 employees 33 14.2

Over 10,000 employees 48 20.6

Industry Financial activities and insurance 49 20.9

Manufacturing 22 9.4

Retail or wholesale trade 20 8.5

Education 18 7.7

Technical or scientific 17 7.3

Real estate 14 6.0

Medicine, health, and social services 13 5.6

Information and communication 11 4.7

Households goods and services 10 4.3

Administrative and support services 7 3.0

Construction 6 2.6

Religious and pastoral services 6 2.6

Transportation and storage 3 1.3

Arts, entertainment, and recreation 2 0.9

Mining and quarrying 2 0.9

Military 2 0.9

Other services 2 0.9

Public administration 2 0.9

Accommodation and food service 1 0.4

Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 1 0.4

Water supply, sewerage, and waste 1 0.4

Occupation Professional 112 47.9

Manager, senior official, and legislator 65 27.8

Service and sales worker 14 6.0

Clerk 6 2.6

Technician and associate professional 3 1.3

Armed services 2 0.9

Craft and related trades worker 1 0.4

Skilled agricultural, fishery, and forestry worker 1 0.4
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After selecting at least one item for each indicator,

the next step was to decide whether the theoretical

model justified retaining items with relatively poor

performance on the above criteria. Items associated

with three indicators – ‘‘Pursues healthy work

practice,’’ ‘‘Reserves time for family, church,

friends, and community,’’ and ‘‘Personal identity is

not defined by occupation’’ – had consistently low

communalities and factor loadings. Although we

believe these constructs are supported by Judaeo-

Christian theology, the items appear to be tapping an

unidentified latent variable which differs from other

scale items and is not statistically adequate to

add additional factors. We removed these three

indicators and their accompanying items from the

scale. Items measuring ‘‘Conserves natural resources

out of love for others’’ consistently loaded low as

well. We believe this construct is partially tapped by

a related indicator – ‘‘Stewards rather than owns

material things so all can benefit.’’ We eliminated

items associated with the Conservation indicator.

Two items measuring ‘‘Consistently ethical, even

when challenged’’ were strongly kurtotic across

most or all religious affiliations, suggesting that they

would have ceiling effects and be relatively mean-

ingless measures if they were retained. Thus, they

too were omitted. In sum, 17 of the original 22

indicators were retained for the scale and 15 items

were selected to constitute the Faith at Work Scale

(FWS) (Table V).5

The scale’s single factor accounts for 59.22% of the

total variance (Eigenvalue = 8.88) (Table VI), shy of

the 75% recommended by Stevens (2001) but above

average at approximately at the sixtieth percentile of

factor analytic studies in the social sciences (Peterson,

2000). Item intercorrelations were high (Table VII) and

communalities and factor loadings adequate (Tables

VIII, IX). Twelve of the 15 items had communalities

above 0.5 and only two items (Caring and Moral) had

factor loadings lower than 0.7. This significantly

exceeds the average cutoff of factor loadings of 0.4

(Peterson, 2000).

Scoring, skew, and kurtosis

Scores on the FWS can range from a low of 15 to a

high of 75. The mean score of the respondents in

this study was 52, which places the sample mean at

the 62nd percentile on the scale – skewed slightly

negatively (toward a positive response). Analysis of

Variance tests across religious affiliations on each of

the 15 FWS items were significant, as were differ-

ences across religious affiliations on the overall FWS

score (F = 16.72, df = 3, p > 0.001). The highest

means were evidenced by the small sample of

Mormon respondents (n = 12) with Evangelicals

being slightly lower, followed by Mainlines and

Catholics (Table X). Scale items for Mainlines and

Catholics were normally distributed with few

exceptions. With the relatively large Evangelical and

smaller Mormon influence in the sample, however,

six items had a negative skew of 2 or greater (toward

a positive response) (Table XI). One item (Part-

nering) was significantly kurtotic using the )3 to +

3 rule of thumb for acceptable kurtosis. Two items

(Growing and Witnessing) had a mean score on

skewness that exceeded 4.0.

TABLE IV

Religious characteristics of sample

Category Characteristic n %

Affiliation Catholic 45 19.7

Evangelical 138 60.3

Mainline 34 14.8

Mormon 12 5.2

Religious service Less than once a year 8 3.4

Attendance Once or twice a year 8 3.4

Several times a year 26 11.1

Once a month 9 3.8

2–3 times a month 30 12.8

Once a week 82 35.0

More than once a week 71 30.3
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Figure 1. Scree plot of Faith at Work Scale.
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Reliability and validity

A reliability calculation (Cronbach’s a = 0.77) sat-

isfies the rule of thumb minimum of 0.7 for scale

internal consistency. The FWS correlates signifi-

cantly with the Faith Maturity Scale (Benson et al.,

1993) (r = 0.81, p > 0.0001), indicating strong con-

vergent validity with the FWS.6

Discussion

In this study, we have attempted to broaden and

deepen workplace spirituality by highlighting the

benefits of exploring belief and practice, not just

function. Religious belief and practice connect to

life and work in potent and unique ways and, we

argue, are best understood holistically with spiri-

tuality, practice, and belief examined together.

Examining substance in spirituality opens doors to

exploring workplace pluralism and workfaith

integration. It extends research into measuring the

trends of spiritual beliefs and practices connected

with work, changes across age in workplace religion,

the comparison of belief and practice internationally

and interculturally, and the interaction, melding, and

clash of various expressions of workplace religion.

Studies of outcomes associated with spirituality can

be connected more specifically with religious beliefs

and practice.

To further empirical research into workplace

religion, we describe the development and initial

testing of a measure of Judaeo-Christian workplace

religion.

The FWS is based on a broad, multi-tradition

reading of Judaeo-Christian theology and is designed

TABLE V

Faith at Work Scale core dimensions and items

Dimension Item

Abbreviation Complete wording

Relationship Aware I sense God’s presence while I work

Partnering I view my work as a partnership with God

Meaningful I think of my work as having eternal significance

Integrated I see connections between my worship and my work

Coping My faith helps me deal with difficult work relationships

Meaning Called I view my work as a mission from God

Equipped I sense that God empowers me to do good things at work

Diligent I pursue excellence in my work because of my faith

Growing I believe God wants me to develop my abilities and talents at work

Community Accepting I view my coworkers as being made in the image of God

Witnessing My coworkers know I am a person of faith

Caring I sacrificially love the people I work with

Holiness Moral When I am with others and alone, I practice purity in my work habits

Giving Just I view my work as part of God’s plan to care for the needs of people

Stewarding I view myself as a caretaker not an owner of my money, time and resources

TABLE VI

Eigenvalues and variance explained by Faith at Work Scale

Factor Initial eigenvalues Extraction sums of squared loadingsa

Total % of variance Total % of variance

1 8.88 59.22 8.47 56.46

aExtraction method: principal axis factoring.
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to apply to a variety of occupations and work settings.

The single-factor, 15-item scale reflects five dimen-

sions of relationship, meaning, community, holiness,

and giving. The scale meets expectations in construct

and convergent validity and in scale internal con-

sistency. Items highly correlate and exhibit adequate

TABLE VII

Means, standard deviation, and correlation matrix for Faith at Work Scale items

Item abbreviation Descriptives Pearson correlationsa

Mean Std. dev. Awa Par Mea Int Cop Cal Equ Dil Gro Acc Wit Car Mor Jus Ste FWS

Aware 3.16 1.14 1.00

Partnering 3.17 1.27 0.79 1.00

Meaningful 2.90 1.24 0.62 0.74 1.00

Integrated 3.12 1.20 0.68 0.78 0.70 1.00

Coping 3.88 0.95 0.56 0.60 0.46 0.58 1.00

Called 2.91 1.25 0.65 0.72 0.79 0.72 0.51 1.00

Equipped 3.75 1.06 0.64 0.65 0.57 0.60 0.64 0.61 1.00

Diligent 3.63 1.10 0.59 0.65 0.55 0.63 0.63 0.60 0.64 1.00

Growing 4.07 1.03 0.52 0.62 0.54 0.65 0.61 0.56 0.62 0.62 1.00

Accepting 3.47 1.16 0.59 0.61 0.50 0.54 0.50 0.54 0.52 0.56 0.49 1.00

Witnessing 4.05 1.12 0.52 0.64 0.49 0.59 0.54 0.53 0.49 0.59 0.58 0.62 1.00

Caring 3.33 1.03 0.51 0.53 0.49 0.45 0.40 0.53 0.46 0.42 0.37 0.59 0.52 1.00

Moral 3.82 0.91 0.41 0.48 0.39 0.48 0.43 0.46 0.33 0.58 0.33 0.47 0.47 0.33 1.00

Just 3.50 1.19 0.61 0.66 0.67 0.66 0.54 0.70 0.64 0.63 0.56 0.58 0.53 0.55 0.45 1.00

Stewarding 3.49 1.09 0.55 0.62 0.51 0.56 0.48 0.54 0.46 0.66 0.48 0.58 0.53 0.38 0.48 0.55 1.00

FWS total 52.22 12.90 0.81 0.88 0.79 0.84 0.73 0.83 0.77 0.81 0.74 0.76 0.75 0.65 0.61 0.81 0.73 1.00

aListwise n = 200; all correlations are significant with an a > 0.001.

TABLE VIII

Communalities of Faith at Work Scale items

Item abbreviation Initial Extractiona

Aware 0.68 0.63

Partnering 0.79 0.77

Meaningful 0.70 0.60

Integrated 0.71 0.69

Coping 0.55 0.51

Called 0.72 0.66

Equipped 0.63 0.57

Diligent 0.68 0.63

Growing 0.59 0.52

Accepting 0.58 0.53

Witnessing 0.58 0.52

Caring 0.47 0.38

Moral 0.42 0.33

Just 0.64 0.64

Stewarding 0.55 0.49

aExtraction method: principal axis factoring.

TABLE IX

Factor matrix of Faith at Work Scale items

Item abbreviation Factora

Aware 0.79

Partnership 0.88

Meaningful 0.77

Integrated 0.83

Coping 0.71

Called 0.81

Equipped 0.75

Diligent 0.80

Growing 0.72

Accepting 0.73

Witnessing 0.72

Caring 0.62

Moral 0.57

Just 0.80

Stewarding 0.70

aExtraction method: principal axis factoring; 1 factor

extracted; 4 iterations required.

Faith At Work Scale 237



communalities and factor loadings across a diverse

sample of Catholic, Evangelical, Mainline, and Mor-

mon respondents. The scale’s single factor moderately

captures the construct of workplace religion from a

Judaeo-Christian perspective, explaining 59.22% of

the variance.

The sample used to test the FWS was diverse in

Christian tradition, age, occupation, and industry

but was deficient in its representation of ethnic

minorities. Although scale items were extracted

from Jewish and Christian sources, there were too

few Jewish respondents in the sample to adequately

test the scale across Orthodox, Conservative, and

Reform Jewish traditions. Orthodox Christian tra-

ditions were inadequate in number to test as well.

All but one respondent lived in North America,

suggesting the scale may not generalize to other parts

of the world. Thus, in terms of follow-up studies,

obtaining scale responses from a broad cross section

of ethnic minorities and Jewish respondents, and

testing it in various nations and cultures would fur-

ther scrutinize the scale’s psychometric qualities.

Beyond general scale testing, confirmatory factor

analysis could be used to construct and examine

various theories of workplace religion. Additionally,

comparative studies of religious traditions could

enlighten understanding in faith-work integration,

not only from a summative perspective but also in

multidimensional religious space, investigating how

faith adherents may conceptualize of faith-work

integration differently.

In sum, exploring substance surrounding work-

place spirituality promises additional insight into

what to this point has been limited to mostly con-

jecture, anecdotal observation, and homogenized

measures. In cultures flourishing in pluralistic

religion, it seems both appropriate and timely to

refine theoretical conceptualizations and augment

empirical measures which allow exploration of

workplace religion.

TABLE X

Means and standard deviations of Faith at Work Scale items by Christian tradition

Item abbreviation Christian traditionsa

Catholic (n = 45) Evangelical

(n = 138)

Mainline (n = 34) Mormon (n = 12)

Mean Std. dev. Mean Std. dev. Mean Std. dev. Mean Std. dev.

Aware 2.79 0.94 3.32 1.08 2.97 1.31 3.55 1.13

Partnership 2.40 1.19 3.44 1.16 2.73 1.21 3.45 1.21

Meaningful 2.35 1.11 3.12 1.23 2.55 1.18 3.45 1.04

Integrated 2.47 1.20 3.39 1.09 2.76 1.35 3.90 0.88

Coping 3.30 0.94 4.06 0.78 3.48 1.18 4.27 1.27

Called 2.28 1.13 3.14 1.18 2.74 1.41 3.09 1.30

Equipped 3.35 1.10 3.90 0.97 3.55 1.03 4.27 0.65

Diligent 3.05 1.01 3.91 0.97 3.15 1.09 4.27 0.91

Growing 3.60 1.08 4.28 0.85 3.79 1.02 4.91 0.30

Accepting 2.93 0.94 3.66 1.11 2.91 1.05 4.27 0.79

Witnessing 3.30 1.36 4.39 0.95 3.44 1.27 4.82 0.41

Caring 3.05 1.15 3.47 0.97 3.03 1.06 3.27 0.91

Moral 3.28 0.97 3.98 0.75 3.40 1.07 4.80 0.42

Just 2.82 1.10 3.70 1.11 3.17 1.05 4.00 1.41

Stewarding 2.90 1.02 3.76 0.99 2.93 1.20 4.30 0.82

Total 43.34 11.44 55.69 11.06 46.25 13.87 64.11 5.18

aJewish responses were insufficient in number to be statistically meaningful and so are omitted.
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Notes

1 Over a decade ago, Spilka (1993) concluded that

understandings of spirituality in the psychological literature

may be gathered under three categories: Religious spiritu-

ality based in theology (e.g., Orsi, 2006); natural spiritual-

ity drawing on ecology (e.g., Zsolnai and Ims, 2006); and

humanistic spirituality emphasizing anthropological sources

(e.g., Pava, 2003). Schumacher (1979, p. 116) similarly de-

fined three aspects of good work: ‘‘To act as spiritual

beings, that is to say, to act in accordance with their moral

impulses – Man as a divine being. To act as neighbors, to

render service to his fellows – Man as a social being; To act

as persons, as autonomous centers of power and responsi-

bility, that is, to be creatively engaged, using and develop-

ing the gifts that we have been blessed with – Man himself

and herself.’’ Although Schumacher doesn’t mention ecol-

ogy, the last point links with his emphasis upon small

technology and industry which, he argued, respects and

preserves the natural environment. These three categories

of spirituality are not mutually exclusive as Tucker (2007)

suggests.
2 Zinnbauer et al. (1997, p. 911) state: ‘‘For those who

find the whole of life to be sacred, there is little difference

between the two processes.’’ Similarly, Pargament et al.

(2005, p. 668) observe that ‘‘…to the religiously minded,

the sacred is not illusory. It is not a means to achieve

psychological and social ends devoid of spiritual value. It is

not merely one part of living. It is the core of life.’’ Work-

place spirituality on the individual level is not merely a

treatise on ethical work or a theology of work, but a lived

experience which transforms the work and workplace in

transcendent ways, imbuing it with meaning beyond its

immediate context (Raidt, 2001). Thus, to understand

workplace spirituality, its potential as an encompassing

world view should be recognized. Nevertheless, for some,

religion may be reduced to moralistic therapeutic deism –

general moral platitudes divorced from the intellectual tra-

dition of their religion. Others struggle with how their

faith and work coincide.

TABLE XI

Skew and kurtosis of Faith at Work items

Item abbreviation N Mean Std. deviation Skewnessa Kurtosisb

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std.

error

Statistic/Std.

error

Statistic Std.

error

Statistic/Std.

error

Aware 227 3.15 1.13 )0.07 0.16 )0.41 )0.68 0.32 )2.11

Partnering 228 3.11 1.26 0.03 0.16 0.21 )1.05 0.32 )3.27

Meaningful 229 2.87 1.24 0.22 0.16 1.34 )0.93 0.32 )2.91

Integrated 226 3.11 1.22 )0.05 0.16 )0.31 )0.91 0.32 )2.83

Coping 229 3.81 0.99 )0.67 0.16 )4.18 0.26 0.32 0.82

Called 224 2.90 1.25 0.22 0.16 1.32 )0.91 0.32 )2.82

Equipped 226 3.75 1.03 )0.60 0.16 )3.69 )0.21 0.32 )0.65

Diligent 225 3.64 1.08 )0.47 0.16 )2.91 )0.53 0.32 )1.64

Growing 225 4.07 1.01 )1.05 0.16 )6.44 0.72 0.32 2.22

Accepting 223 3.43 1.14 )0.20 0.16 )1.21 )0.81 0.32 )2.50

Witnessing 223 4.06 1.10 )1.20 0.16 )7.39 0.83 0.32 2.56

Caring 222 3.32 1.03 )0.29 0.16 )1.75 )0.37 0.33 )1.13

Moral 213 3.82 0.90 )0.68 0.17 )4.10 0.53 0.33 1.59

Just 215 3.45 1.19 )0.26 0.17 )1.58 )0.87 0.33 )2.62

Stewarding 216 3.50 1.10 )0.23 0.17 )1.40 )0.77 0.33 )2.33

FWS Total 200 52.22 12.99 )0.30 0.17 )1.74 )0.52 0.34 )1.52

aSkewness is a measure of a distribution’s asymmetry; a normal distribution has skewness of zero. Positive and negative

skewness reflect long right and left tails, respectively. In this case, a negative skew is toward a positive item response. Items

may be considered skewed if they exceed the range of +2 to )2 when the skew statistic is divided by the item’s standard

error.
bKurtosis is an indicator of whether the distribution of responses to an item is peaked or flat. A normal distribution has

kurtosis of zero. Positive and negative kurtosis reflects less or more spread than normal, respectively. An item may be

considered kurtotic if it exceeds +3 to )3 when divided by the standard error.
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3 Recent research supports the view that spiritual

transformation is strongly tied to religious participation

(Smith, 2006).
4 To make the Faith Maturity Scale (Benson et al.,

1993) relevant to Jewish respondents, the wording of

‘‘My life is committed to Jesus Christ’’ was altered to

‘‘My life is committed to God.’’
5 We employ the term ‘‘workplace religion’’ because: It

suggests the addition of substance (e.g., dogma, institu-

tion, etc.) to spirituality’s quest; it is inclusive of deistic

and non-deistic religion; and it can incorporate humanis-

tic and ecological belief systems as well as religious ones.

‘‘Faith at Work’’ is the name given to the scale developed

in this research because it suggests a relationship with a

deity which extends beyond the dogmatic and institu-

tional intonation of the word ‘‘religion.’’
6 Due to sampling particularities, Evangelicals (South-

ern Baptists) were dropped from the mostly Mainline

Christian sample that was used to develop the Faith

Maturity Scale study (Donahue et al., 1993). That

Evangelicals were included in the present study along

with Catholics, Mainlines, and a small sample of

Mormons suggests that the FWS potentially has broad

reasonable application across Christian and, yet to be

tested, Jewish audiences.
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