Methods

Work Meaning in Self and World Perspective: A New
Outlook on the WAMI Scale
Malwina Puchalska-Kamińska a, Agnieszka Czerw b, Marta Roczniewska c
[a] SWPS University of Social Sciences and Humanities, Warsaw, Poland. [b] SWPS University of Social Sciences and
Humanities, Poznań, Poland. [c] SWPS University of Social Sciences and Humanities, Sopot, Poland.
Social Psychological Bulletin, 2019, Vol. 14(1), Article e30207, https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.v14i1.30207
Received: 2018-09-30 • Accepted: 2019-03-11 • Published (VoR): 2019-05-15
Handling Editor: Agata Błachnio, The John Paul II Catholic University of Lublin, Lublin, Poland
Corresponding Author: Malwina Puchalska-Kamińska, SWPS University Warsaw, Faculty of Psychology,
Chodakowska 19/31, 03-815 Warsaw, Poland. E-mail: mpuchalska@swps.edu.pl
Supplementary Materials: Data [see Index of Supplementary Materials]

Abstract
Recent research demonstrates that finding the meaning of work (MW) is a growing need among
employees. It thus seems vital to examine the predictors and outcomes of meaningful work with
the aim of identifying practical implications for employees and organizations in this area. However,
there are several different concepts of MW and only a handful of published measures. Using the
framework of the big two we proposed and developed a two-dimensional model of MW: agentic
work meaning (the self-perspective) and communal work meaning (the world perspective). The
aim of our research was to adapt the Work and Meaning Inventory (WAMI; Steger, Dik, & Duffy,
2012) into Polish and to verify the hypothesis of a two-dimensional model of MW, which is a new
perspective on this scale. The three studies conducted amongst employees in Poland (N = 403)
supported our ideas. First, confirmatory factor analysis provided support for the two-dimensional
model of MW in WAMI-PL, i.e., meaning in the self and in world perspectives. In line with previous
studies on MW, these two factors correlated positively with meaning in life, work well-being (work
engagement, organizational commitment) and positive work behaviors (in-role and extra-role
behaviors, job crafting). Moreover, we demonstrated a relationship between MW and the
eudemonic indicators of well-being in the workplace, such as fit and personal development,
positive relationships at work, and contribution to the organization. We discuss the theoretical and
practical implications of this research.

Keywords
meaningful work, eudemonic well-being, big two, WAMI scale, positive psychology

This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
4.0 International License, CC BY 4.0, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
reproduction, provided the original work is properly cited.

A New Outlook on the WAMI Scale

2

Psychologists and human resource management (HRM) practitioners have become in‐
creasingly interested in the meaning of work (MW). In its report on the American labor
market, Gallup Organization (2017) demonstrates that employees increasingly list MW as
one of the most important needs in the professional field. Similarly, when listing future
trends and needs in the field of HRM, the Institute for Employment Studies in the United
Kingdom (Fletcher & Robinson, 2016) demonstrates that it is necessary for organizations
to aid employees in finding the meaning and significance of their work.
It is worth emphasizing that according to recent research, MW is not a preference, but
rather a fundamental human need (Yeoman, 2014), and that work is a key source of
meaningfulness in life (Dik, Sargent, & Steger, 2008) and of identity creation (Kuhn,
Golden, Jorgenson, Berkelaar, & Kisselburgh, 2008). Moreover, according to an increasing
number of studies, finding MW is highly beneficial not only to the employee, but also to
the entire organization. MW, inter alia, is related to employees experiencing positive
emotions more often (Arnold, Turner, Barling, Kelloway, & McKee, 2007), higher work
satisfaction (Kamdron, 2015), the level of employee engagement (May, Gilson, & Harter,
2004), as well as reduced work absence (Truss, Shantz, Soane, Alfes, & Delbridge, 2013)
and a higher quality of undertaken tasks (Rodell, 2013).
Given the growing interest in studies that would demonstrate both the antecedents
and the consequences of MW, we set out to adapt the Work and Meaning Inventory (WA‐
MI; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012) into Polish. The aim of this paper is twofold. First, we pro‐
vide a theoretical background of the meaning of work and propose a new outlook on the
WAMI scale, suggesting that there are two factors of meaning, rather than three as de‐
scribed in the original version of WAMI. To test this assumption, we conducted three
studies to validate the 2-factor structure of the WAMI scale and to its criterion and dis‐
criminant validity. The factors that were revealed by our studies are: meaning in the selfperspective and meaning in the world perspective. Subsequently, we comment on the
theoretical and practical implications of our research.

MW Theories and Measures
The term ‘meaning of work’ may not be a recent one; however, only recently has it sig‐
nificantly gained importance. As early as in the mid-1970s, in their job characteristics
model, Greg Oldham and Richard Hackman placed MW among the key subjective states
of the employee (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). The meaning of work results, among other
things, from the significance of the tasks that one undertakes for the benefit of others or
the organization. It appears that this model has lost its significance, with contemporary
Work and Organizational Psychology rarely using it to explain human functioning. How‐
ever, recent developments suggest that this somewhat forgotten term might become key
in the context of studies on eudemonic well-being at work, since MW seems to be the
quintessence of this perspective on professional well-being (Czerw, 2017a, 2017b). Fol‐
lowing the assumption that MW can be understood as a phenomenon encompassing a
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matrix made of two criteria: micro (specific to organizations) and macro (understood
globally), and egotistic (focused on the Self) and altruistic (focused on others) (Czerw,
2015), it becomes evident that this notion is quite complex and could be measured in a
number of ways.
According to the authors of the WAMI scale (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012), work is
meaningful and significant when it fulfills three criteria: Positive meaning, Meaningmaking through work, and Greater good motivation. Positive meaning, as understood by
the authors of this concept, signifies the subjective conviction of the employee that what‐
ever they are doing is important from their individual perspective. The authors introduce
this concept along with the job characteristics model, which recognizes meaning as a sig‐
nificant parameter of work, related to the subjective conviction of the employee about
the usefulness and importance of their actions. Another factor of meaningful work,
namely Meaning-Making through work, is related to perceiving work as a means for cre‐
ating meaning in one’s life. Based on earlier studies, Steger and Dik (2009) assume that
meaningful work enhances meaning in life by providing reflections on the self and the
surrounding world, which in turn leads to personal development. The third factor of WA‐
MI is perceiving one’s work as having an impact on something greater, transcending the
individual. Steger et al. (2012) define this aspect as Greater good motivation. It is related
to experiencing one’s work as a vocation or calling, i.e., the sense of fulfilling a mission at
work (Wrzesniewski, McCauley, Rozin, & Schwartz, 1997).
A multi-factor approach to MW can also be encountered in other contemporary con‐
cepts of MW (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2009; Rosso, Dekas, & Wrzesniewski, 2010). Based
on long-term studies conducted among employees, some claim that MW is achieved
through maintaining equilibrium between fulfilling the needs of the self and the needs of
others, as well as the need for being (reflection) and the need for doing (action). In a
thorough review of various concepts of MW, Rosso, Dekas, and Wrzesniewski (2010) pro‐
posed a similar theoretical model of MW, in which the employee attains MW by concen‐
trating on the self and others. According to researchers, meaningful work is created or
maintained through the sense of self-agency and self-communion, as well as other-agen‐
cy and other-communion. This approach is analogous to the one proposed by Czerw
(2015), which distinguishes between the egotistic and the altruistic perspectives.
To the best of our knowledge, WAMI is just one of only several MW measuring meth‐
ods used in empirical studies. Another instrument to measure MW is the Comprehensive
Meaningful Work Scale (Lips-Wiersma & Wright, 2012) which measures MW as a single
multidimensional construct. However, rather than measuring the experienced work
meaning, this instrument focuses on examining ways to build meaningful work by em‐
ployees (e.g., item: ‘I can talk openly about my values when we are making a decision’).
Therefore, we do not deem it accurate for the aim we are proposing. Among other meth‐
ods used by researchers to measure MW, there are single questions included in multidi‐
mensional psychosocial questionnaires (e.g., Job Diagnostic Survey, Hackman & Oldham,
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1975; Workplace Spirituality Scale, Ashmos & Duchon, 2000). Although using a single
item may be convenient in terms of space and cost, single-item measures have been criti‐
cized (Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy, 1997) because such measures cannot be used in the
measurement part of structural equation models (which are becoming very popular).
Hence, amongst other methods to measure MW, we chose WAMI as a validated scale
with items directly related to the experience of work meaning.

Two-Dimensional Perspectives on MW
A careful analysis of the approaches to MW points to the possibility of a general division
of perspectives on work meaning, i.e., agentic work meaning (for the self) and communal
work meaning (for others). Interestingly, this division is often encountered in the psycho‐
logical concepts of a dualistic dimension known as fundamental dimensions or the big
two (Abele & Wojciszke, 2014). These dimensions refer to various psychological phenom‐
ena, such as social perception (competence vs. warmth; Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007),
identity (masculinity vs. femininity; Bem, 1981), or values (individualism vs. collectivism;
Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). Bakan (1966) was one of the first to present such a division; he
proposed that there are two fundamental modalities of human existence: agency and
communion. Agency is defined as the capacity to act with intentionality in the world and
is linked to the concentration on the self, whereas communion refers to establishing and
maintaining relations with others and is linked with a focus on others (Abele &
Wojciszke, 2014) The duality of agentic and communal content reflects the nature of hu‐
man existence (Bakan, 1966): as individual beings pursuing their own goals (agency) and
as parts of society forming relations (communion). These two types of meaning are logi‐
cally independent and based on different cues. They also function as psychological alter‐
natives in social cognition (Abele & Wojciszke, 2014). For example, research shows that
goal activation is linked with positive implicit evaluations of agentic and negative evalu‐
ation of communal traits (Roczniewska & Kolańczyk, 2014), while global impressions of
other people are better predicted from communal trait ascriptions rather than agentic
ones (Wojciszke, Bazinska, & Jaworski, 1998).
The big two perspectives can also be found in the concepts of meaning in life, in
which the subject creates the sense of life meaning based on self-realization and based on
establishing relations with the world (Emmons, 2005; Schnell & Becker, 2006; Westerhof,
Bohlmeijer, & Valenkamp, 2004). Following this dual perspective on human existence, we
propose a two-dimensional outlook on MW. Namely, we introduce two overarching con‐
cepts of MW: the meaning of work for the self (agentic MW) and the meaning of work
for the world (communal MW).
Meaning of work in the self-perspective encompasses perceiving one’s work as mean‐
ingful to the extent to which the work is consistent with the self and brings personal
benefits to the employee, such as giving meaning to one’s life, endowing with a sense of
development and accomplishing important goals. Understood in this way, it is close to

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.v14i1.30207

Puchalska-Kamińska, Czerw, & Roczniewska

5

the eudemonic dimension of well-being, which (as opposed to the hedonistic dimension
focused on striving to maximize pleasurable experiences in life) signifies a life in harmo‐
ny with the self of the subject (Waterman, 1993). The level of consistence between one’s
personal projects and the most significant aspects of the self (e.g., one’s characteristics,
competences and values) allows prediction of the experienced sense of meaning in life
(McGregor & Little, 1998), and according to studies, this relationship is also significant
for the sense of MW (Shamir, 1991).
Meaning of work in the world perspective refers to the degree to which the subject
perceives their work as having a beneficial impact on others. A similar notion can be
found in the concept of work orientation by Wrzesniewski, McCauley, Rozin, and
Schwartz (1997), who assume that people treating their job as a vocation experience ex‐
ternal motivation for work more often, while declaring a high sense of MW. These as‐
sumptions are also consistent with studies which show that altruistic actions (i.e., ones
that are selfless and focused on others) contribute to long-term well-being (Connor et al.,
2015; Xi et al., 2017).
According to the principles of scientific economy, if reality can be explained using a
smaller number of factors, it is advisable to use a model with a smaller number of factors
(Ockham’s razor). Although the dimensions of the original WAMI scales are clearly pre‐
sented by the authors from a theoretical point of view, it seems difficult to recognize the
difference between the positive meaning dimension and meaning-making through work
while analyzing their operationalization, i.e., specific items from the scale. For example,
the item ‘I understand how my work contributes to my life’s meaning’ from the positive
meaning dimension seems to be similar to an item from the meaning-making through
work dimension, i.e., ‘My work helps me better understand myself’. Both statements refer
to the personal benefits that the employee discovers through work.
Overall, in our adaptation studies, we set out to verify the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: The meaning of work consists of two factors – the self-perspective and
the world perspective in work meaning.

The New Outlook on the Work and Meaning Inventory (WAMI)
Table 1 presents statements in the original language version of the WAMI Scale, i.e., in
English, along with their translation into Polish and the additional information regarding
the scale to which a given question belonged in the original version. Participants famili‐
arize themselves with 10 statements and answer to what extent they agree with each
statement, on a scale from 1 to 5 (from absolutely untrue to absolutely true).
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Table 1
Items From the Work and Meaning Inventory (WAMI) and Their Translation Into Polish (WAMI-PL) With New
Items' Classification in the Frame of Big Two
Subscale

WAMI item

WAMI-PL item

Positive meaning
WMS

1. I have found a meaningful career.

1. Obrałem/am drogę zawodową, która ma znaczenie.

WMS

4. I understand how my work contributes to my life’s
meaning.

4. Rozumiem, w jaki sposób moja praca przyczynia się
do nadania sensu mojemu życiu.

WMS

5. I have a good sense of what makes my job
meaningful.

5. Wiem dobrze co sprawia, że moja praca ma sens.

WMS

8. I have discovered work that has a satisfying purpose. 8. Znalazłem/am pracę, która ma satysfakcjonujący cel.

Meaning making through work
WMS

2. I view my work as contributing to my personal
growth.

2. Uważam, że moja praca przyczynia się do mojego
rozwoju osobistego.

WMS

7. My work helps me better understand myself.

7. Moja praca pozwala mi lepiej zrozumieć siebie.

WMW

9. My work helps me make sense of the world around
me.

9. Moja praca pozwala mi nadawać sens światu, który
mnie otacza.

Greater good motivations
WMW

3. My work really makes no difference to the world. (R) 3. Moja praca nie ma żadnego znaczenia dla świata. (R)

WMW

6. I know my work makes a positive difference in the
world.

6. Wiem, że moja praca zmienia świat na lepsze.

WMW

10. The work I do serves a greater purpose.

10. Praca, którą wykonuję, służy wyższemu celowi.

Note. An R notes that this item is reverse-scored; WMS = Work meaning in the self-perspective; WMW = Work
meaning in the world perspective.

We assumed that all WAMI items connected to employee’s personal benefits related to
meaningful work would comprise the first dimension, i.e., MW in the self-perspective.
Given the definition of MW in the self-perspective that we are proposing, this sub-di‐
mension should consist of items that link one’s work with personal meaning and benefits
only. Therefore, we propose that it comprises all items from the positive meaning dimen‐
sion and 2 items from the meaning-making through work dimension (i.e., “I view my
work as contributing to my personal growth” and “My work helps me better understand
myself”).
The proposed world perspective of WAMI-PL refers to the communion dimension of
the big two, i.e., understanding how one’s work benefits others. Therefore, it should com‐
prise all the items that refer to the beyond-individual benefits of the work. We propose
that this sub-dimension consists of all the items from the greater good motivation dimen‐
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sion, and 1 item from the meaning-making through work dimension, i.e., “My work helps
me make sense of the world around me”. This statement relates to the meaning-making
mechanism through realizing values related to collectivism, i.e., perceiving one’s action
from the perspective of the common good (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). Referring to
Bakan’s concept (1966), such an action will be closer to the communion rather than to
the agency perspective since it is focused on others.

WAMI-PL and its Relationship With Other Constructs
Following the authors of WAMI (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012) we assumed that MW and its
dimensions would correlate positively with other variables related to well-being at work,
life well-being and positive work behaviors.
With the aim of examining the validity of the Polish adaptation of the WAMI Scale, in
Study 1 we employed some of the variables used by Steger et al. (2012) so as to compare
both the direction and the strength of correlations with the results obtained in the origi‐
nal validation study. To this end, variables measuring meaning in life and work orienta‐
tions were selected. Based on the concept of meaning in life (Steger, Frazier, Oishi, &
Kaler, 2006), two variables were singled out for this study – the presence of meaning in
life and the search for meaning in life. In accordance with earlier research (Steger et al.,
2012), we assumed that MW will be positively related to the presence of meaning in life,
yet not to the search for meaning in life (H2). This assumption is also based on the theo‐
retical concept of MW, according to which MW could be part of a wider construct, i.e.,
the meaning in life itself (Steger & Dik, 2009). The search for meaning in life, on the oth‐
er hand, is an activity that requires continuous effort, which is undertaken in order to
establish or expand knowledge of the meaning of one’s life (Kossakowska & Kwiatek,
2013). Even though such an activity could lead to the presence of meaning in one’s life, it
is deemed to be an independent category of the construct, since there are individuals
who have a high level of meaning in life and at the same time intently search for it, while
others have a low level of meaning, but display a high level of activity in searching for it
(Steger et al., 2006).
According to the job-career-calling model (Wrzesniewski et al., 1997), work orienta‐
tion is a relatively fixed approach to work that manifests itself in the manner of function‐
ing at work at the cognitive and affective levels, as well as in action. In this model (1997),
we can distinguish people who treat their work as a mission (calling orientation); people
for whom work is a means of satisfying the need for prestige and power through being
promoted (career orientation); and employees who see their work merely as a source of
income (job orientation). Following Steger et al. (2012), we also assumed that MW will be
positively related to the calling orientation only (H3). Calling orientation is linked with
intrinsic work motivation and the sense of calling in one’s profession. Moreover, studies
show that people who treat their work as a calling declare a high level of MW more often
(Wrzesniewski et al., 1997). The remaining styles are: job orientation, i.e., treating one’s
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job as a source of income, which is negatively related to work satisfaction; and, finally,
career orientation related to striving for promotion and satisfying the needs linked to
prestige and power. Therefore, we assume that job orientation—connected with pressure,
obligation and low work satisfaction—will correlate negatively with meaning in work
(H4). As for career orientation, which is chiefly linked with the need for promotion and
surpassing other people, we also expect a negative correlation with MW (H5). This as‐
sumption is once again based on the validation studies conducted by the authors of WA‐
MI and the direction of the obtained relations.
For the validity test, we also decided to use the ‘work engagement’ variable, as it is
often used as an indicator of employees’ well-being (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Czerw,
2017b). Work engagement is defined as a positive state of mind of the employee, which is
characterized by vigor, dedication and absorption in the performed task, as well as a
sense of time flying by quickly (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). Therefore, we assume that en‐
gagement will be positively related to MW (H6).
Another measurement carried out as part of the WAMI-PL validity test concerned eu‐
demonic well-being in the workplace. According to Czerw (2017a) Eudemonic Well-being
in the Workplace involves: perceiving one’s organization as positive, having a sense of fit
to the organization and being satisfied with one’s role in the organization, having good
and friendly relationships in the workplace, as well as having the sense of being impor‐
tant and appreciated for one’s contribution to the company. Since the above-mentioned
concept encompasses aspects of work regarded as components of its meaning, we expect
to observe positive relationships between MW and all facets of eudemonic well-being in
the workplace (H7).
In Study 2, a measure of affective commitment of the employee to the organization
was applied, as well as the employee’s subjective sense of professional effectiveness. Such
a choice of variables allowed us to expand the context of the study into the areas related
to the functioning of the employee in the workplace. Affective commitment refers to feel‐
ing ‘psychologically comfortable’ at work and regards employees’ emotional attachment
and their identification with the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1996). Following the re‐
sults obtained by the designers of WAMI (Steger et al., 2012), we hypothesized a positive
relationship between MW and affective commitment to the organization (H8).
Williams and Anderson (1991) demonstrated that professional effectiveness can be
perceived from the perspective of in-role and extra-role behaviors. The in-role behaviors
refer to the behaviors that are necessary for the completion of responsibilities at work
(e.g., accomplishing duties on time), while extra-role behaviors are not part of the formal
job requirements that enable the organization to function as a social system (e.g., helping
coworkers with a job-related problem). Since studies to date have shown that well-being
in the workplace is related to job performance (Lin, Yu, & Yi, 2014) as well as to positive
behaviors going beyond one’s professional role (Bateman & Organ, 1983), we assume that
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MW will be positively related to professional effectiveness from the perspective of in-role
and extra-role behaviors (H9).
Research demonstrates that employees may craft their jobs to their needs and prefer‐
ences in order to make it more meaningful. Therefore, the aim of Study 3 was to verify
the relationship between MW and job crafting. Job crafting is a proactive behavior on the
part of employees aimed at shaping their job to better suit their needs and preferences
(Tims & Bakker, 2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). According to Tims, Bakker, and
Derks (2012), employees can craft their job in four different ways: by increasing the job’s
structural resources (e.g., gaining skills on their own), increasing social resources (e.g.,
asking coworkers for advice), increasing challenges (e.g., engaging in new projects), and
reducing demands (e.g., avoiding emotionally straining relations). The first three meth‐
ods of job crafting are often distinguished in studies as proactive strategies, whereas the
reduction of demands is considered passive (Roczniewska & Puchalska-Kamińska, 2017;
Mäkikangas, 2018), since, in contrast to increasing resources and challenges, it does not
lead to an increase in the effectiveness and satisfaction of the employee (Rudolph, Katz,
Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017). Therefore, we assume that MW will be positively related to job
crafting through increasing job resources and challenging demands (H10).
To sum up, we predict that MW in the self and world perspective will be positively
correlated with a presence (but not search) of meaning in life as a life well-being indica‐
tor. Additionally, we hypothesize positive relations with work well-being components,
like work engagement, affective commitment, and eudemonic well-being indicators, e.g.,
positive relations with others. We also predict that MW will be positively linked to jobas-a-calling orientation and negatively to just-a-job and job-as-a-carrier orientation.
Moreover, we expect positive correlations between WM and positive work behaviors, i.e.,
in-role and extra-role performance, as well as job crafting.

Scale Development and Translation
Our first step was to translate the original WAMI questionnaire into Polish. The transla‐
tion was performed in collaboration with three independent translators; in the end, we
decided on one final version, which in our opinion best rendered the sense of the original
questions. Next, the text was sent to a bilingual psychologist for back translation from
Polish into English. The results of the comparison of the two versions were highly satis‐
fying and allowed us to decide on the final version of the translation.

Methods
Procedure
All data was collected via online forms. Respondents were Polish employees from differ‐
ent occupational sectors recruited using network sampling by 10 research assistants (see
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Demerouti & Rispens, 2014). The tools used for the purpose of psychometric validation of
the WAMI-PL scale were divided into three sub-studies (described as Study 1, 2, and 3) to
test multiple relationships without depleting participants. An average study took 12 mi‐
nutes to complete. An assistant received a link to only one set of scales.

Participants
A hundred and three employees participated in Study 1 (70 women). On average, partici‐
pants were 33.15 years old (SD = 6.81) and had worked for their current organization for
10 years. Study 2 involved 120 participants (106 women) with an average age of 31.98
years (SD = 8.09). Their mean tenure was 6.45 years. Lastly, 180 individuals participated
in Study 3 (148 women). On average, they had worked for 6 years in their current compa‐
ny. The sample for Confirmatory Factor Analysis included participants from Studies 1-3
who responded to every item of WAMI-PL (N = 393).

Measures
In three studies, validated scales were used to assess the relations between WAMI-PL and
other constructs.
Study 1
Meaning in life was measured using the Polish version of the Meaning in Life Question‐
naire (Kossakowska & Kwiatek, 2013) originally developed by Steger et al. (2006). The
scale consists of ten items, which form two subscales: search for meaning in life (e.g., “I
am seeking a purpose or mission for my life”, α = .78); and presence of meaning in life
(e.g., “I have a good sense of what makes my life meaningful”, α = .86). Items are rated on
a scale from 1 (absolutely untrue) to 7 (absolutely true).
Work orientation was measured using Kasprzak’s Occupational Orientation Styles
Scale (Kasprzak, 2012), which was built on the basis of the job-career-calling model
(Wrzesniewski et al., 1997). It distinguishes three main styles of functioning at work: oc‐
cupation, which refers to job orientation in the job-career-calling model and describes
workers who concentrate on financial rewards and treat work as a necessity (e.g., “I treat
my work as a necessity in life”, α = .85), career referring to career orientation and to
workers who focus on promotion and advancement, (e.g., “I try to be better than others”,
α = .65) and mission, which is in line with calling orientation and is typical for people
who enjoy the sense of fulfillment at work and have a sense of calling, (e.g., “I feel that
my work has some sense”, α = .79). The scale consists of fifteen items and participants
rate their agreement with each statement using a scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 6 (to‐
tally agree).
Work engagement was measured with the seventeen-item Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale (UWES; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003) adapted into Polish by Szabowska-Walaszczyk,
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Zawadzka, & Wojtaś (2011). The instrument consists of three subscales to assess vigor,
which refers to the levels of energy and mental resilience while working (e.g., “At work, I
am bursting with energy”, α = .87), dedication, which is a sense of significance, enthusi‐
asm, inspiration, pride, and challenge (e.g., “I am enthusiastic about my job”, α = .90), and
absorption, characterized by being fully concentrated and happily engrossed in one’s
work (e.g., “I am immersed in my work”, α = .89). Participants respond to these items us‐
ing a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (always).
Eudemonic well-being at work was measured using Czerw’s Eudemonic Well-Being
in the Workplace Questionnaire (EWWQ; Czerw, 2017a), which consists of forty three
statements. The subscales of EWWQ measure different aspects of well-being in organiza‐
tions, such as: viewing the organization as generally positive (Positive Organization, e.g.,
“The organization that I work for has more pros than cons”, α = .94), having a sense of
being in the right place and having an opportunity to develop oneself (Fit and Develop‐
ment, e.g., “Thanks to my work I can fulfill my personal goals and realize the values im‐
portant to me”, α = .95), having friendly and supportive relations with coworkers (Posi‐
tive Relations, e.g., “I have a good relationship with coworkers”, α = .95), and assessing
one’s role in the organization as important (Contribution to Organization, e.g., “Thanks
to my work, my company has achieved measurable benefits”, α = .95). Participants rate
their agreement with each statement on a scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally
agree).
Study 2
Affective organizational commitment was assessed with a six-item subscale adapted from
Allen and Meyer’s Organizational Commitment Scale (OCS; Meyer & Allen, 1991) trans‐
lated into Polish by Retowski, Bogdanowicz, Dolata, and Kaźmierczak (2003). An example
item that measures affective organizational commitment is “I would be very happy to
spend the rest of my career in this organization” (α = .91). All items were assessed using
a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Job performance was measured using six items developed by Williams and Anderson
(1991) translated into Polish by (Roczniewska, 2017) with two types of job performance:
in-role and extra-role. An example item that measures in-role performance is “I ade‐
quately complete assigned duties” (α = .81). An example of an extra-role performance
item is “I help others who have been absent” (α = .64). A 7-point response scale was used,
ranging from 0 (not at all characteristic of me) to 6 (very characteristic of me).
Study 3
Job crafting was assessed using three sub-dimensions of the Polish version (Roczniewska
& Retowski, 2016; see: Roczniewska & Bakker, 2016) of the job crafting scale originally
developed by Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012). The dimensions are: increasing structural
job resources (e.g., “I try to develop my capabilities”, α = .67), increasing social job resour‐
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ces (e.g., “I ask colleagues for advice”, α = .74), increasing challenging job demands (e.g.,
“When there is not much to do at work, I see it as a chance to start new projects”,
α = .88). Items were rated on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very often).

Results
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
To test whether the proposed two-factor solution fits the data better than the original
three-factor solution (Hypothesis 1), we performed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
using Mplus 7.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). To assess model fit, we used four indices: the
χ2/df ratio, the Tucker-Lewis Index, the Comparative FitIndex (CFI; Bentler, 1990), and
the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1992). With
respect to the χ2/df ratio, values below three generally indicate good model fit (Kline,
1999). Values of 0.90 and above for TLI and CFI indicate acceptable fit (Hu & Bentler,
1995). For RMSEA, values of 0.08 and below are considered acceptable, while values of
0.05 and below are considered good fit (Byrne, 2001). Finally, we compared the two-factor
model fit with the fit of the alternative models (original three-factor and control one-fac‐
tor solutions) by testing the change in χ2 across models.
The analysis was conducted on the combined samples from Studies 1-3 to increase
statistical power (N = 393). Missing data were deleted list-wise. In Step 1, we tested for
the multivariate normal distribution. Significant coefficients of skewness and kurtosis (ps
< 0.001) indicate that this assumption cannot be accepted. Consequently, we used the
Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) estimator instead of Maximum Likelihood (ML) esti‐
mator to test the fit. Furthermore, we compared the models using Satorra-Bentler scaled
chi-square (Bryant & Satorra, 2012; Satorra & Bentler, 2001).
The results of the CFA regarding the goodness-of-fit indices of the tested models are
presented in Table 2.
Table 2
Confirmatory Factor Analyses of the WAMI-PL Scale (N = 393)
Model
One-factor (A)
Three-factor (B)
Two-factor (C)
Two-factor: modified (D)

χ2

df

χ2/df

RMSEA

90% CI

CFI

TLI

223.08
157.17
104.23
66.37

35
32
34
33

6.37
4.91
3.07
2.01

0.117
0.100
0.073
0.051

[0.103, 0.132]
[0.085, 0.116]
[0.057, 0.089]
[0.033, 0.068]

0.90
0.94
0.96
0.98

0.87
0.91
0.95
0.98

The results revealed that the one-factor model consisting of all ten items fits the data in‐
adequately (Model A); the same holds true for the original three-factor solution (Model
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B). The goodness-of-fit indices exceed the acceptable cut-off values for both Models A
and B; in line with expectations, they reach acceptable values for the two-factor solution
(Model C). The proposed two-factor model fits the data significantly better than Models
A (Δχ2 = 55.93, Δdf = 1, p < .001) and B (Δχ2 = 84.92, Δdf = 2, p < .001).
Modification indices pointed toward a high covariance between the error terms of
items 4 and 5 (see Table 1). Closer inspection of the content reveals a similarity between
the items, i.e., they both relate to cognitions (“I know” and “I understand”) about how
one’s work allows for meaning-making. Bowen (2014) points out that if test items use
similar vocabulary or phrasing, random ambiguity or systematic misunderstanding could
cause correlation of position errors. Here, the similarity may have been amplified by the
fact that these items appear one after the other. This is a substantial justification for in‐
troducing changes to the proposed model. Including this covariance in the model (Model
D) yielded a better and satisfactory model fit: the goodness-of-fit indices of the model
were 0.98, while RMSEA was small (0.05), which supports the acceptability of the fit. Fur‐
thermore, the χ2/dfratio was also smaller than 3, indicating a good fit. Finally, all items
loaded significantly on the latent factors, with coefficients ranging from 0.56 to 0.92 (ps
< .001). The correlation between the two factors is relatively high, r = .88, p < .001. Table
3 presents factor loadings and the reliability coefficients of the WAMI-PL scale.
Table 3
Factor Loadings of the WAMI-PL Scale (N = 393)
Factor / Item

Factor loading

Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability

Meaning of work in the self-perspective
WAMI 1
.81
WAMI 2
.81
WAMI 4
.79
WAMI 5
.78
WAMI 7
.74
WAMI 8
.91

.92

Meaning of work in the world perspective
WAMI 3
.56
WAMI 6
.88
WAMI 9
.92
WAMI10
.85

.88

Criterion-Related and Discriminant Validity
Intercorrelations of variables tested in Study 1, 2 and 3 are presented in Table 4. Fisher’s
r-to-z transformation was performed to test for potential differences between correla‐
tions (Lee & Preacher, 2013).
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Table 4
Intercorrelations of the WAMI-PL Subscales
MW in the self-perspective MW in the world perspective
Measure

∆r

r

95% CI

r

95% CI

Z

p

Study 1 (N = 103)
MW in the self-perspective
MW in the world perspective
Presence of meaning in life
Search for meaning in life
Occupational style
Career style
Mission style
Vigor
Dedication
Absorption
Positive Organization
Fit and Development
Positive Relations
Contribution to Organization

.73**
.42**
-.03
-.48**
.03
.64**
.54**
.65**
.44**
.59**
.84**
.62**
.54**

[.25, .57]
[-.22, .16]
[-.62, -.32]
[-.16, .22]
[.51, .74]
[.39, .66]
[.52, .75]
[.27, .58]
[.45, .70]
[.77, .89]
[.48, .73]
[.39, .66]

.36**
-.02
-.51**
-.11
.66**
.56**
.70**
.47**
.55**
.72**
.57**
.41**

[.18, .52]
[-.21, .17]
[-.64, -.35]
[-.30, .09]
[.53, .76]
[.41, .68]
[.59, .79]
[.30, .61]
[.40, .67]
[.61, .80]
[.42, .69]
[.24, .56]

0.90
-0.14
0.48
1.09
-0.38
-0.34
-0.98
-0.47
0.69
3.02
0.88
2.07

.369
.890
.631
.270
.706
.737
.326
.641
.493
.003
.378
.039

Study 2 (N = 120)
MW in the self-perspective
MW in the world perspective
Affective commitment
Extra-role performance
In-role performance

.83**
.59**
.36**
.36**

[.46, .70]
[.19, .51]
[.19, .51]

.49**
.29*
.33**

[.34, .62]
[.12, .45]
[.16, .48]

2.26
1.38
0.60

.024
.167
.551

Study 3 (N = 180)
MW in the self-perspective
MW in the world perspective
Increasing structural job resources
Increasing social job resources
Increasing challenging job demands

.78**
.55**
.42**
.57**

[.44, .64]
[.29, .53]
[.46, .66]

.44**
.35**
.44**

[.31, .55]
[.21, .47]
[.31, .55]

2.60
1.54
3.11

.009
.124
.002

Note. Confidence intervals are given in square brackets. ∆r = correlation difference; Z = Fisher’s r-to-z transfor‐
mation.
*p < .01. **p < .001.

As illustrated in Table 4, both dimensions of MW, i.e., the self and the world perspective,
correlate similarly with the remaining variables used in all the studies. Both perspectives
on MW correlate positively and moderately with the presence of meaning in life, while
simultaneously we did not observe a significant relationship between both facets of MW
and searching for meaning in life. This pattern supports Hypothesis 2. In line with Hy‐
pothesis 3, both MW indicators correlate positively with calling orientation and their re‐
lationship is moderate. The predicted direction was also observed for Hypothesis 4,
which demonstrates a negative relationship between both MW perspectives and just-ajob orientation (also moderate in this case). Contrary to our predictions in Hypothesis 5,
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a negative relationship with career orientation was not observed, and the relationship is
insignificant.
In line with Hypothesis 6, both MW perspectives are positively related to work en‐
gagement. This relationship is moderate for vigor and absorption. The relationship be‐
tween both MW facets and dedication, on the other hand, is high. A similar, positive rela‐
tionship was observed for all the dimensions of eudemonic well-being in the workplace,
which is in line with Hypothesis 7. The dimensions of EWWQ, such as Positive Organi‐
zation, Positive Relations and Contribution to Organization correlate moderately with
work meaning, whereas the dimension of Fit and Development is highly related to work
meaning in both perspectives. There are significant differences between correlations of
MW perspectives and Contribution to Organization (Z = 2.07, p = .039) as well as Fit and
Development (Z = 3.02, p = .003), indicating that this relation is stronger for MW in the
self-perspective dimension.
The results of Study 2 are also in line with our predictions. MW in the self and world
perspective is positively related to affective commitment (Hypothesis 8) and the relation‐
ship is moderate. Moreover the relation with affective commitment is significantly stron‐
ger for MW in the self-perspective (Z = 2.26, p = .024). The MW in the self and world
perspective is also related positively to extra-and in-role behaviors (Hypothesis 9); how‐
ever, the strength of these relationships is low.
The results of Study 3 are in line with Hypothesis 10 on the positive relationship be‐
tween MW perspectives and job crafting. These relationships are moderate and MW in
the self- perspective is significantly more strongly associated with increasing structural
demands (Z = 2.60, p = .009) and increasing challenging demands (Z = 3.11, p = .002) than
MW in the world perspective. There are no such differences for job crafting through in‐
creasing social resources.

Discussion
In this paper, we integrate the big two model (Abele & Wojciszke, 2014) with work mean‐
ing literature to 1) introduce an agentic vs. communal perspective on WM, and 2) to
present a Polish adaptation of the WAMI scale corresponding to the proposed model. Be‐
low, we expand on these contributions.

Theoretical Contributions
In line with previous research (e.g., Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2009; Rosso, Dekas, &
Wrzesniewski, 2010), it appears that MW could be achieved in the self and the world per‐
spective. This way, MW has both an agentic and a communal aspect. In our research
these two factors, although strongly linked with each other, differ in the degree to which
MW is attained by focus on the ‘self’ vs. ‘others’. The agentic dimension subscale of MW
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(MW in the self-perspective) along with all the corresponding questions indicates that
the perception of one’s work is important for personal reasons, allows for the realization
of significant and satisfying goals, and influences the sense of development and the de‐
gree of attained meaning of life. MW understood in such a way is similar to the mecha‐
nisms of creating meaning in life presented in the literature (Baumeister & Leary, 1995),
which show that self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977) is significant for building a personal sense
of meaning. In the field of work, such a conviction could strengthen the sense of agency
and the perception of oneself as a person who through their actions has an impact on
themselves and their work environment (Grant, 2008). The sense of self-efficacy also
manifests itself in responding to challenges and overcoming barriers on the path to one’s
goal, which results in the sense of learning and developing one’s knowledge and skills at
work (Spreitzer, Sutcliffe, Dutton, Sonenshein, & Grant, 2005). The sense of development
at work and its positive relationship with the sense of meaning was also observed by
Lips-Wiersma and Morris (2009) in their long-term qualitative research on employees in
organizations. Employees perceiving MW on a personal level could also result from a
strong link between the self and work and from the fact that many people deem work to
be one of the more significant areas of functioning (Blustein, 2008).
The communal dimension subscale of MW (MW in the world perspective) indicates to
what degree a person perceives their work as significant to the world and having a posi‐
tive impact on others. According to earlier research, apart from self-oriented needs, rec‐
ognizing the value of one’s actions is also positively related to the sense of meaning in
life (Reker & Woo, 2011). In turn, this mechanism corresponds to the world perspective,
which focuses the employee on noticing the value of their work in the world. According
to Frankl (1963) meaning-making can take place through the realization of goals focused
beyond the self, and through serving others. This is in line with the results of research on
volunteering, which demonstrate that employees could enhance their MW by engaging
in voluntary and pro-social activities supported by their organization (Rodell, 2013).
In accordance with our theoretical assumptions, confirmatory factor analysis demon‐
strated that the two-factor solution is a better fit to the collected data compared to the
initial one-factor model or the three-factor model postulated by Steger et al. (2012); the
three-factor structure is not a good fit to the data, since it creates redundant factors. The
appropriate indices for the goodness of fit were obtained by a simpler two-factor model,
which – according to the principles of scientific economy – favors this solution. Most
factor loading of items are high and above 0.70 in each dimension. Only item 3 has a rela‐
tively lower loading than others (i.e., 0.56), probably because it is the only question that
is reversed, and this sentence construction may not be noticed by some participants.
However, this result is still satisfactory and in line with recommendations from the litera‐
ture, i.e., for factor loading to be above 0.35 (Osborne & Costello, 2005).
The majority of our hypotheses for the validity of WAMI-PL were confirmed, as the
direction and the strength of the relationships obtained in the study are close to those
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obtained during the validation of the original WAMI scale (cf. Steger et al., 2012). The re‐
lationship between WAMI-PL and the calling orientation indicates the theoretical validity
of the adapted tool. According to the Job-Career-Calling model (Wrzesniewski et al.,
1997), people who perceive their job as a calling report high levels of meaning in work;
and according to Steger et al. (2012) these constructs are related to each other. Job orien‐
tation, on the other hand, which is associated with obligation and low work satisfaction
(Kasprzak, 2012), has shown a negative relationship with MW. However, contrary to Hy‐
pothesis 3, career orientation is not negatively related to WAMI-PL, although it should be
noted that in the validation studies by the creators of WAMI, the relationship between
these constructs was low and it possibly revealed itself only due to the homogeneity of
the studied group, i.e., university employees. It seems that amongst people from different
professional backgrounds, career orientation does not determine the lack of MW. More‐
over, our result is in line with another study conducted among Polish employees, which
demonstrated a lack of relationship between career orientation and work satisfaction
(Kasprzak, 2012).
A positive relationship between the presence of meaning in life and MW is consistent
with the validation studies by Steger et al. (2012), which demonstrated a similar, positive
yet moderate relationship between the two constructs. This relationship indicates that
the sense of MW is closely related to the subjective sense of well-being of an individual,
also in a non-professional context, and that meaningful work provides benefits to em‐
ployees in their life as a whole (Steger, 2016). On the other hand, the lack of relationship
between the search for meaning in life and WAMI-PL indicates the divergent validity of
the tool and is in line with previous studies, which reveal that the search for meaning in
life is not significantly related to the sense of well-being (Steger et al., 2006; Steger et al.,
2012; Kossakowska & Kwiatek, 2013).
The instrument validity results that we obtained are also in line with previous re‐
search, according to which meaningful work benefits people and implies positive conse‐
quences in the quality of their work life (e.g., Arnold et al., 2007). The results of Studies 1
and 2 have shown that both perspectives of MW are related to work engagement and af‐
fective commitment to the organization. Interestingly, amongst the measures of work en‐
gagement, MW has the strongest relationship with the dimension of dedication. This di‐
mension pertains to the conviction that work is meaningful and that performing it is im‐
portant and can engender pride (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). This is close to the definition
of MW proposed by Steger et al. (2012), according to which MW is related to assessing
one’s actions as important and valuable. The similarity of our validation results to the re‐
sults obtained by the creators of the original WAMI scale also emerges in the case of the
affective commitment variable. A study by the authors of WAMI (Steger et al., 2012) dem‐
onstrated a similar relationship between all WAMI factors and positive commitment to
the organization, which is expressed by one’s willingness to identify with the organiza‐
tion and by engagement in organization-related matters and issues. Interestingly, as in
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the original Study by Steger et al. (2012), we find that this relation is slightly higher for
MW in the self than the world perspective. Affective commitment arises through em‐
ployees’ sense of competence (Allen & Meyer, 1996) and thus may be more related to the
agency that refers to such experiences as competence, achievement, and power (Bakan,
1966).
It is also worth emphasizing that moderate and high correlations between WAMI-PL
and all the EWWQ indicators are in line with earlier theoretical assumptions (Czerw,
2017a; Steger, 2016), according to which the sense of MW is close to the eudemonic per‐
spective of employees’ well-being. According to the theoretical concepts of MW presen‐
ted earlier (Lips-Wiersma & Morris, 2009; Rosso, Dekas, & Wrzesniewski, 2010), positive
relations with others is one of the factors that condition the sense of MW. Positive rela‐
tions could enable the fulfillment of the employees’ need for belonging, which is deemed
universal and significant for the sense of meaning in life (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Fur‐
thermore, the relationship with contribution to the organization indicated that employees
who are convinced that their work is important and valued by their organization, also
have a sense of MW in a wider context, but stronger for the self than the world perspec‐
tive. The positive perception of one’s impact on the organization can also enhance selfefficacy, which is often mentioned as a factor boosting the sense of meaning in the agen‐
cy perspective (Rosso, Dekas, & Wrzesniewski, 2010).
The relationship between Positive Organization and WAMI-PL reveals that there is a
link between noticing meaning in one’s work and the positive perception of one’s work‐
place. Such a result is consistent with contemporary research on employees’ needs
(Fletcher & Robinson, 2016), which demonstrates that employees expect their organiza‐
tion to take actions that enhance their sense of meaning. Finally, the ‘Fit and Develop‐
ment’ subscale indicates a significantly stronger relationship with agentic rather than
communal MW. This result is consistent with our assumptions: MW in the self-perspec‐
tive is a dimension corresponding to the sense of deriving personal benefit from work,
and self-development in particular. Fit and development represent individual rather than
communal motives, and as such benefit the employee. Indeed, studies demonstrate that a
fit between a person and the organization with regard to goal pursuit is linked to positive
consequences for the individual, i.e., higher job satisfaction and better mental health
(Roczniewska & Retowski, 2014).
The relationships between MW and work behaviors that we obtained in Studies 2 and
3 are in line with research to date and confirm the relationship between employees’ wellbeing, their initiative and behaviors that the organization perceives as desirable
(MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Ahearne, 1998; Wright, Cropanzano, & Bonett, 2007). Accord‐
ing to organizational support theory (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986)
employees who view their organization as supportive of their needs are more favorable
with regard to, and more invested in, their organization. In line with this theory, our
findings may indicate that meaningful work constitutes a need that, when satisfied, leads
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people to do their best at work. The relationship between job crafting and work meaning
is also consistent with earlier longitudinal research, which demonstrated that employees
who craft their job by increasing resources and challenges experienced a higher level of
MW (Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016). According to Tims et al. (2016), employees who pro‐
actively craft their job experience a better fit at work, which, in turn, leads to a higher
sense of MW. Interestingly, our study indicates that job crafting through increasing struc‐
tural resources and challenging job demands is significantly more strongly related to
MW in the self-perspective. A meta-analysis by Rudolph et al. (2017) revealed that,
among all crafting behaviors, only those two dimensions positively predict self-related
performance and thus are more agentic than increasing social resources. Our results are
in line with those findings, indicating that MW in the self-perspective is more related to
behaviors aimed at increasing one’s own efficacy, whereas crafting through social resour‐
ces, which is, e.g., asking for advice or support, can be an agency and communal behav‐
ior at the same time.

Study Limitations and Future Research
Certain limitations of this research must be recognized. First of all, our studies and factor
analysis of the tool are not in agreement with results obtained using the three-factor
structure postulated by the authors of the original version of the tool. This difference
may result from the method of analysis we adopted. Confirmatory Factor Analysis has
strict requirements that may result in a misfit for models with multiple factors when the
number of items is high (Marsh, Morin, Parker, & Kaur, 2014). However, it is worth not‐
ing that in their publication on the tool, Steger et al. (2012) presented only the three-fac‐
tor solution, without comparing it to a two-factor solution. For this reason, we cannot
know whether the result presented here is typical only of the Polish population that we
studied and linked with cultural differences, or whether perhaps it could be reproduced
for other nationalities as well. To the best of our knowledge, there are no other WAMI
adaptations into other languages. It would be worthwhile to verify the factor structure of
the tool in other countries, even though research on MW to date has shown that, despite
cultural differences, common elements in the understanding of MW by employees out‐
number differences in this area (International Research Team, 1987, as cited by Rosso,
Dekas, & Wrzesniewski, 2010).
One of the limitations of our study is that we did not fully verify the discriminant val‐
idity of the MW in the self and other perspective. We do, however, demonstrate that
there are organizational well-being indicators and positive work behavior that are better
predicted by MW in the self-perspective rather than MW in the world perspective. Future
studies might reveal more differences between those two dimensions of WAMI-PL, indi‐
cating that there are employees with different levels of MW in the self and world per‐
spective. This could be achieved by carrying out comparative research in organizations
characterized by different lines of business, values, and missions. It would be informative,
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for instance, to compare the levels of MW in NGO employees against that of people em‐
ployed in organizations where it might be challenging to identify a positive impact of
their work on the world, e.g., tobacco companies. Another idea to examine differences
between MW in the self and world perspectives is to study the personal values of em‐
ployees and their sense of fulfilling them at work. Using the framework of the Schwartz
values theory (Schwartz, 1992) we may predict that employees who value self-enhance‐
ment will be more interested in developing their MW in the self-perspective, while em‐
ployees for whom self-transcendence is important will invest their efforts in building
MW in the world perspective.
The professional specifics of the studied population could have also led to the abovementioned difference in results. The studies by the authors of WAMI were carried out
amongst university employees, whereas our research was carried out online, using snow‐
ball sampling, and involved employees from different organizations. Unfortunately, we
do not possess more specific data with regards to the education levels or specific profes‐
sions in our study sample. It must be mentioned that the prevalence of women in our
studies is another study limitation. Therefore it would be beneficial to carry out future
studies on a more diverse population. We also need to address the fact that we did not
verify the time stability of WAMI-PL. Future research with the Polish version of the WA‐
MI scale may examine whether WM is a stable construct or whether it might be subject
to changes over time or under organizational or personal interventions.
The above-mentioned online-based procedure constitutes another limitation of our
study. Studies carried out in this fashion give less control over the quality of the obtained
data and over engagement in the filling in of the questionnaires. Although the issue of
participants’ carelessness pertains to pen-and-paper research as well (Huang, Liu, &
Bowling, 2015), it can be more severe in online studies. Another limitation of our studies
is their correlative nature, which does not allow for verification of the prognostic validity
of the tool. Therefore, we cannot assume that meaning in work leads to well-being in the
organization or to positive work behaviors. Due to a cross-sectional study design, our re‐
sults could be subject to common method bias (CMB; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003). To test the construct validity of our measures, we conducted a series of
confirmatory factor analyses, which demonstrated a better fit of a multi-factor model
over a one-factor model in both Study 2 and Study 31. We simultaneously administered
Harman’s single factor test (Bido, Mantovani, & Cohen, 2017) and found that a single fac‐
tor did not account for the majority of the covariance among the measures in either of
the studies. These results reduce the chance that common-method variance affected our
results. However, for the sake of measuring the predictive validity, future studies should
adopt a longitudinal design, i.e., space the questionnaires over time, or use distinct sour‐
ces of data to measure outcomes, e.g., supervisor assessment of employee job perform‐
1) Confirmatory Factor Analysis in Study 1 resulted in an unidentified solution because the number of parame‐
ters exceeded the sample size.
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ance. Nonetheless, for strictly psychometric purposes, the strength and direction of the
obtained relationships allowed us to confirm the theoretical validity of the tool.
In future studies we also propose to change the order of items in WAMI-PL to sepa‐
rate Items 4 and 5 (see Appendix), which are similarly phrased. This solution may pre‐
vent the high covariance between the error terms of those items that was found in our
studies. It must be noted, however, that this remark refers only to the Polish version of
WAMI, since the translation of phrase from item 5 ‘I have a good sense’ refers to the Pol‐
ish phrase ‘I know’, which is close to the expression ‘I understand’ used in Item 4.

Practical Implications
Studies of the field of MW transform the interest in and care for employees’ well-being
from a sole hedonistic perspective, common in organizations, into the eudemonic dimen‐
sion, considered to be more permanent and influencing the general sense of life satisfac‐
tion more strongly (Czerw, 2017b; Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 2006; Schueller & Seligman,
2010). The WAMI-PL tool, as an empirically confirmed tool for the study of MW, could
enable organizations to monitor the level of MW and to make decisions that facilitate an
increase in work meaning. This seems particularly significant from the point of view of
organizations that carry out various social missions, e.g., schools and hospitals, since jobs
performed in such organizations are linked with fulfilling MW in the macro perspective
(e.g., for the good of society). An assessment of MW using the WAMI-PL questionnaire
could also be useful in professional consultancy or career coaching. It seems that the per‐
spective of fit to work (rather than to the organization) is best represented in this tool.
Therefore, the perspective of industrial and organizational psychology and the support of
professional development based on seeking work solutions that bestow a sense of MW
will probably constitute a prime application for this tool. This is particularly true since
the two factors of MW obtained in our studies, i.e., the self and the world perspectives,
demonstrate that from the employee’s point of view it is significant to see both personal
as well as global benefits of their work. These two perspectives could also be a hint for
designing interventions setting out to increase MW, which on the one hand should focus
on increasing the sense of influence and self-development at work, while on the other
should concentrate on opportunities for carrying out professional goals that serve the
greater good.
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Appendix
Table A.1
The Work and Meaning Inventory Adapted Into Polish (WAMI-PL)

2

Zdecydowanie prawda

1

Raczej prawda

1. Obrałem/am drogę zawodową, która ma znaczenie (SPO)

Nie mam zdania

Zdecydowanie
nieprawda
Raczej nieprawda

Praca może mieć bardzo różne znaczenia dla ludzi. Poniżej znajdują się stwierdzenia dotyczące tego, w jaki sposób
można myśleć o swojej pracy. Zastanów się nad znaczeniem pracy dla Ciebie. Wskaż w jakim stopniu zgadzasz się
z każdym z poniższych stwierdzeń.

3

4

5

2. Uważam, że moja praca przyczynia się do mojego rozwoju osobistego (SPO)

1

2

3

4

5

3. Moja praca nie ma żadnego znaczenia dla świata (R) (SPG)

1

2

3

4

5

4. Znalazłem/am pracę, która ma satysfakcjonujący cel (SPO)

1

2

3

4

5
5

5. Wiem dobrze co sprawia, że moja praca ma sens (SPO)

1

2

3

4

6. Wiem, że moja praca zmienia świat na lepsze (SPG)

1

2

3

4

5

7. Moja praca pozwala mi lepiej zrozumieć siebie (SPO)

1

2

3

4

5

8. Rozumiem, w jaki sposób moja praca przyczynia się do nadania sensu mojemu życiu (SPO)

1

2

3

4

5

9. Moja praca pozwala mi nadawać sens światu, który mnie otacza (SPG)

1

2

3

4

5

10. Praca, którą wykonuję, służy wyższemu celowi (SPG)

1

2

3

4

5

Note. (R) = punktacja odwórcona / An (R) notes that this item is reverse-scored; SPO = Sens pracy w perpekty‐
wie osobistej / Work meaning in the self-perspective; SPG = Sens pracy w perpektywie globalnej / Work mean‐
ing in the world perspective. The order of items 4 and 8 was changed compared to the original version used in
the described studies (after the final analysis of the structure) due to the high covariance between the error
terms of Items 4 and 5.
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