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Abstract
This study explored the relationship between religiosity and contextual work performance and offered empirical evidence for the
mediating role of faith at work, meaning making and work engagement. Participants included 246 employees of Orthodox
Christian faith, from various occupational domains. A path analysis testing both direct and indirect effects of religiosity, faith
at work, meaning making and work engagement on organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) was conducted, and the proposed
model demonstrated a good fit. The study advances the idea that individual religious beliefs that are upheld and manifested in
work settings could generate meaning and sense to work, which further could lead to positive work-related attitudes (i.e., work
engagement) and finally to higher reported levels of an aspect of contextual performance (i.e., OCB).
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Religiosity in the workplace is a relatively recent topic in
academic research (Benefiel, Fry, & Geigle, 2014; Hicks,
2003; Lynn, Naughton, & VanderVeen, 2011; Miller, 2007),
that became increasingly prolific in the past few decades,
alongside the one of spirituality at work (e.g., Ahmad &
Omar, 2015; Ashmos & Duchon, 2000; Ayoun, Rowe, &
Yassine, 2015; Duchon & Plowman, 2005; Hayden &
Barbuto, 2011; Houghton, Neck, & Krishnakumar, 2016;
Milliman, Czaplewski, & Ferguson, 2003; Mitroff &
Denton, 1999; Pawar, 2016). Although the literature has
outlined theoretical reasons for a positive influence of spiritu-
ality and religiosity on certain workplace behaviors
(Houghton et al., 2016; Krishnakumar & Neck, 2002), mainly
due to their perceived potential to render meaningful work
experiences (Gotsis & Kortezi, 2008), empirical evidence to
support these assertions is still sparse (Benefiel et al., 2014).
There are some studies showing, in a rather empirical vein, a
positive relation between religiosity and organizational citi-
zenship behavior (Ahmad, Rahim, Chulan, Ab Wahab, &
Noor, 2019; Kutcher, Bragger, Rodriguez-Srednicki, &
Masco, 2010; Olowookere, 2014), however few comprehen-
sive models regarding the mechanisms behind the impact of

religiosity on job performance (or its components) have been
explored in the literature (e.g., Haq, De Clercq, Azeem, &
Suhail, 2018, who presented the moderating effect of per-
ceived organizational adversity with respect to voluntarism
in the relation between religiosity and change-oriented citizen-
ship behavior). The present study offers evidence to support
the hypothesis that religiosity is related to positive outcomes at
work, when embraced and manifested in work contexts: reli-
gious employees are better employees due to their religion,
when they uphold their beliefs at work and conveymeaning to
their job in the light of those beliefs.

Religion, Spirituality, and Faith at Work

The concepts of “religion” and “spirituality” are still marked
by definitional wrangling (see also Fry, 2003; Hill et al., 2000;
Houghton et al., 2016; Karakas, 2010; Marques, Dhiman, &
King, 2005; Zinnbauer, Pargament, & Scott, 1999). Until the
second half of the twentieth century (Nelson, 2009; Zinnbauer
& Pargament, 2005), spirituality and religiosity were mostly
seen as connected and overlapping – the term “religiosity”
being preferred (see also Benefiel et al., 2014; Hill et al.,
2000; Lynn, Naughton, & VanderVeen, 2009; Miller &
Ewest, 2013; Zinnbauer & Pargament, 2005). The spiritual
component of religiosity was considered to be “the essence
of the religious life, a transcendent quality that cuts across and
infuses all of core dimensions of religiosity” (Moberg, 2002,
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p. 48). Religion is “an organized system of beliefs, practices,
rituals and symbols designed (a) to facilitate closeness to the
sacred or transcendent (God, higher power, or ultimate truth/
reality), and (b) to foster an understanding of one’s relation
and responsibility to others in living together in a community”
(Koenig, McCullough, & Larson, 2001, p. 18), and was seen
as inert when devoid of a spiritual core (Moberg, 2002).

The differentiation between the two concepts appeared on-
ly in the 1960s–70s, with the rise of secularism, when the term
“spirituality” began to be favored, instead of “religiosity”
(Hayden & Barbuto, 2011; Hill et al., 2000; Turner, Lukoff,
Barnhouse, & Lu, 1995). “With the emergence of spirituality,
a tension appears to have risen between the constructs of reli-
giousness and spirituality. In its most extreme form, the two
terms are defined in a rigidly dualistic framework. The most
egregious examples are those that place a substantive, static,
institutional, objective, belief-based, ‘bad’ religiousness in op-
position to a functional, dynamic, personal, subjective, expe-
rience-based, ‘good’ spirituality” (Zinnbauer & Pargament,
2005, p. 24).

Thus, when viewed as qualitatively different, “spirituality”
has usually a positive connotation – considered as a desirable
preoccupation of modern people, a “contemporary” way of
dealing with life’s profound meanings and existential ques-
tions (e.g., Giacalone & Jurkiewicz, 2003; Mitroff &
Denton, 1999; Park, 2005; Zinnbauer & Pargament, 2005),
whereas “religion” is more likely to have a negative connota-
tion – seen as the “old fashion” style of relating to life, em-
bedded in traditions and religious institutions that, to some
extent, limit a person’s freedom (Hill et al., 2000; Miller &
Ewest, 2013). Spirituality, today, “is often used to denote the
experiential and personal side of our relationship to the tran-
scendent or sacred (Emmons & Crumpler, 1999; Hill et al.,
2000). Those who use the term in this way typically contrast it
with religion, which they define narrowly as the organization-
al structures, practices, and beliefs of a religious group
(Zinnbauer et al., 1999)” (Nelson, 2009, p. 8). Spirituality is
seen as “the personal quest for understanding answers to ulti-
mate questions about life, about meaning, and about relation-
ship to the sacred or transcendent, which may (or may not)
lead to or arise from the development of religious rituals and
the formation of community” (Koenig et al., 2001, p. 18; for
an extensive comparison between traditional and modern
psychological approaches to religiousness and spirituality,
see Zinnbauer et al., 1999).

In organizational settings, most of the research on this topic
started only in the 1990s, therefore focusing rather on spiritu-
ality (e.g., Ashmos & Duchon, 2000; Ayoun et al., 2015;
Brooke & Parker, 2009; Daniel, 2010; Marques et al., 2005),
sometimes overlapped with religiosity (or faith – as synony-
mous term) (e.g., King & Crowther, 2004; Neal, 2013;
Osman-Gani, Hashim, & Ismail, 2013) – depending on the
scholars` preference (see also Lynn et al., 2009). These studies

highlight several components of spirituality such as inner life,
purpose, meaning and community at work (Ashmos &
Duchon, 2000; Chawla & Guda, 2013; Duchon & Plowman,
2005; Gupta, Kumar, & Singh, 2014; Hamilton & Jackson,
1998; Hayden & Barbuto, 2011; Karakas, 2010; Milliman
et al., 2003). Some researchers preferred to take an even
broader perspective to the term spirituality and view it as part
of organizational culture, determined or encouraged by man-
agerial spiritual beliefs, but completely devoid of anything
akin to religiosity (Giacalone & Jurkiewicz, 2003; Houghton
et al., 2016).

Thus, workplace spirituality has “sidestepped” religiosity
“focusing on the function of belief rather than its substance”
(Lynn et al., 2011, p. 227). Yet, this approach cannot shed
light on several issues such as, for example, “individual or
institutional faith-work integration” (Lynn et al., 2011, p.
227).

These definitional positions are important for our study, as
we take upon the classic (yet not, currently, mainstream) ap-
proach, by including religious faith in our focus. In this paper,
our focus is on employee perception regarding the impact of
the “Transcendent” on their own work life, in the context of a
personal religious affiliation (i.e., Christian denomination re-
ligions). We therefore prefer to employ the terms religion,
religiosity, faith at work instead of spirituality. We view the
term “religion” in its historical, classical approach, as a mul-
tidimensional construct (that includes the spirituality dimen-
sion) defined as a system of “beliefs, practices, and rituals
having to do with the ‘Transcendent’ or the ‘Divine’”
(Koenig, Zaben, Khalifa, & Shohaib, 2015, p. 530). We con-
sider that religiosity refers to the “beliefs, knowledge, atti-
tudes, and the perceived importance of religion in the individ-
ual’s life” (Neff, 2006, p. 450).

As for the manifestation of religiosity in the workplace
(i.e., faith at work), there are three main directions in the lit-
erature that approach this topic (Lynn et al., 2011): the
Protestant work ethic (Benefiel et al., 2014; Furnham, 1990;
Jones, 1997), workplace spirituality (Giacalone & Jurkiewicz,
2003; Marques, Satinder, & King, 2009) and workplace faith
(Benefiel et al., 2014; Lynn et al., 2009; Miller, 2007). While
the first two approaches focus on the impact of religious belief
systems on global socio-economic development (the
Protestant work ethic) respectively on the consequences of
spirituality, viewed as a quest, in the workplace (this being,
in fact, not strictly related to “faith at work” but to the previ-
ously discussed and larger field of workplace spirituality), the
third line of research, more recently developed, incorporates
cultural and personal religious influences on work (Hill, 2007;
Lynn et al., 2011); this is the definitional line we adopt in our
study.

Thus, integrating faith with work has been a topic of in-
creasing interest for a number of scholars, yet theoretical ad-
vancement and empirical research has been limited (Benefiel
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et al., 2014; Epstein, 2002; Miller, 2007; Nash & McLennan,
2001). So far, empirical progress was made in documenting
some topics such as the negative correlations between reli-
gious practice (measured on self-reported scales) and work-
related stress and burnout, the tendency of religious beliefs
and practices to be related positively to job satisfaction and
organizational commitment or the positive relation between
religious motivation and job satisfaction, organizational com-
mitment and OCB (Kutcher et al., 2010). Another line of
investigation aimed at uncovering the positive impact of reli-
giosity on leadership practices or management processes
(Benefiel et al., 2014).

One reason for this general paucity of empirical evidences
on the topic is the fact that this field of research emerged
“through theoretical advocacy and organizational case study
rather than by data sets compiled from individual respon-
dents” (Benefiel et al., 2014, p. 178). Another reason is gen-
erated by the lack of reliable measures targeting religiosity in
the workplace (Miller & Ewest, 2013); the first questionnaire
specifically targeting workplace religion appeared only in
2009 (Lynn et al., 2009). Besides this, only few studies, from
the otherwise larger literature on the topic, reported adequate
tests for the reliability and validity of their measures, and can
be considered with confidence (for details, see Benefiel et al.,
2014).

Another reason for the lack of adequate empirical research
on the topic is the uncertain entanglement of faith and work
(Benefiel et al., 2014; Miller & Ewest, 2013); while the rela-
tionship between faith and life in general is well researched,
“faith-work integration takes on varied forms, from religion
and work being conceptually disconnected, to religion serving
a therapeutic or ethical role in work, to religion providing a
comprehensive lens through which all work and life are seen”
(Lynn et al., 2009, p. 227). As a result, there are also, as
mentioned earlier, terminological and definitional variations
in the literature, aimed to designate the same field of study
(i.e., “faith at work”, “workplace religion”, even “workplace
spirituality” for some authors), yet, “whatever name one gives
the field, there is general agreement that it is driven by people
desiring to live integrated lives, persons who are no longer
satisfied to park their faith tradition or identity at the door
when they go into work” (Miller & Ewest, 2013, p. 30).

Thus, in this matter of religion-and-work integration we
argue, consonant with Pargament (2002), that religiousness
in itself is necessary but not sufficient (as it doesn’t manifest
intrinsically in the workplace), and that such individual-level
integration of faith and work is critical in order to be able to
assert that faith has an impact on work outcomes. To identify
the impact that religiousness has on an individual’s work,
beliefs have to be integrated with work, embraced, upheld
and manifested in work settings (Miller & Ewest, 2013) and
the religious employee has to be not just a “Christian on
Sunday and atheist on Monday” (Glavaš, 2017, p. 29). In

other words, employees would have to make sense of, and
confer meaning to their work via faith. Therefore, we consider
that faith at work refers to the actual manifestation of religios-
ity in work settings.

In order to establish this important connection, that has
been to some extent shunned in the organizational literature
(see also Benefiel et al., 2014), we advance our first hypoth-
esis as follows:

H1: . Religiosity (in general) is positively related with faith
at work

Meaning, Engagement and Performance
at Work

The literature on the meaning of work has a long tradition (for
a review see Rosso, Dekas, & Wrzesniewski, 2010) and fo-
cused on uncovering its influence on outcomes such as work
motivation (Roberson, 1990), work behavior (Berg,
Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010; Bunderson & Thompson,
2009), engagement (May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004), job satis-
faction (Wrzesniewski,McCauley, Rozin, & Schwartz, 1997),
career development (Dik & Duffy, 2009) or individual perfor-
mance (Wrzesniewski, 2003). “Meaning” is the output of hav-
ing made sense of something, allowing the employee to un-
derstand the role his/her work plays, in the context of his/her
life (e.g., work is a paycheck, a higher calling, something to
do, an oppression) (Pratt & Ashforth, 2003). A number of
components, “primary facets” (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012)
define this concept: (a) psychological meaningfulness of the
work (as defined by Hackman & Oldham, 1976 in their job
characteristics model, i.e., the degree to which people judge
their work tomatter and to be valuable); (b) the construction of
meaning through work (i.e., the degree to which work
contributes to the construction of meaning of life as a whole;
Michaelson, 2005; Steger & Dik, 2010), and (c) greater good
motivations (i.e., the desire to make through one’s work a
positive impact on other people’s lives and on the community;
Grant, 2007; Steger et al., 2012).

Despite the vast array of angles from which the topic of
meaning of work has been studied, there are two main larger
topics that could delineate all the research made on this sub-
ject: the sources of the meaning of work and the mechanisms
through which employees create meaning of work (Rosso
et al., 2010).

The construction of meaning regarding one’s work has
various sources: the self (personal values, motivations, be-
liefs), others (coworkers, leaders, groups and communities,
family), the work context (design of job tasks, organizational
mission, financial circumstances, non-work domains, national
culture) and spiritual life (Rosso et al., 2010; Steger et al.,
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2012). Thus spirituality (not so much religiosity – for the
before mentioned reasons) was studied as a source of mean-
ingfulness and research shows that “spiritual employees per-
ceive their work differently than non-spiritual employees, see-
ing their work behaviors in spiritual terms of caring, service,
and transcendence (Curlin, Dugdale, Lantos, & Chin, 2007;
Grant, O'Neil, & Stephens, 2004; Scott, 2002; Wuthnow,
2004)” (Rosso et al., 2010, p. 107).

However, given the fact that the literature indicates that
“single sources of meaning or meaningfulness have typically
been examined in isolation from other sources” and that “a
variety of different, and often implicit, explanations for the
processes – or mechanisms – through which work takes on
meaning or is perceived as meaningful” exists (Rosso et al.,
2010, p. 93), one of our purposes is to address these short-
comings and to explicitly propose and test such a mechanism
that could explain how work can take on meaning and posi-
tively influence work outcomes, having personal faith as
source.

Examining the literature (e.g., Batson & Stocks, 2004;
Park, 2005; Silberman, 2005), Martos, Thege, and Steger
(2010) conclude that “religiosity has been considered an im-
portant part of how some people construct meaning” (p. 863).
The influence of faith (and even the more documented field of
spirituality at work) on meaning making at work remains con-
siderably understudied (Rosso et al., 2010) because even
though many individuals turn to their faith in making sense
of their life and defining their purpose in life (Lips-Wiersma,
2002; Šverko&Vizek-Vidović, 1995), they “may be reluctant
to discuss it at work” (Rosso et al., 2010, p. 106). Thus, spir-
ituality as a source of meaning (and religiosity, even more)
“needs more rigorous empirical work to supplement, test, and
build upon the extant theoretical perspectives” (Rosso et al.,
2010, p. 107).

As individuals consider religious beliefs and experiences as
a source of meaning in their life in general (Dahinden &
Zittoun, 2013; Fletcher, 2004; Schnell & Becker, 2006), we
are interested in uncovering whether religious employees con-
struct meaning for their work through their faith and if this
meaning further impacts their work-related attitudes (i.e., the
way they subsequently engage in their work) and their work-
related behaviors (i.e., performance). We, therefore, advance
our second hypothesis:

H2: . Faith at work is positively related to meaning of work.

Among all work attitudes, work engagement has one of the
most consistent relationship with job performance (Christian,
Garza, & Slaughter, 2011; Halbesleben, 2010; Kim, Kolb, &
Kim, 2013) and was therefore selected as a critical variable in
this paper. Engagement was defined as “a positive, fulfilling,
work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, ded-
ication and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-

Romá, & Bakker, 2002, p. 74). Vigor is associated with high
energy levels and with activation while at work. Dedication is
related to “enthusiasm, feeling proud because of the work
done, being inspired by one’s job, and feeling that one’s work
is full of meaning and purpose” (Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008,
p. 118), while absorption refers to a state of full concentration
in work. The second dimension of work engagement – dedi-
cation – explicitly includes meaning, suggesting that engage-
ment may be one important variable in the “path” from reli-
giousness to work performance. In other words, engagement
is about the purposeful involvement of “self” in the work
(Rayton & Yalabik, 2014; Saks, 2011), and is influenced, as
other work-related attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction, organiza-
tional commitment) by various contextual antecedents related
to job characteristics (e.g., job control, feedback, variety) and
by individual differences (e.g., achievement motivation, ac-
tion orientation) (Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008). Aside from
these theoretical arguments, empirical studies have also
shown, in different contexts, that meaning of work may ap-
pear as an antecedent of work engagement, for example in its
relationship with organizational commitment (Beukes &
Botha, 2013; Geldenhuys, Laba, & Venter, 2014), transfor-
mational leadership (Ghadi, Fernando, & Caputi, 2013), or
work-role fit (Rothmann & Hamukang’andu, 2013;
Rothmann & Olivier, 2007; Van Zyl, Deacon, & Rothmann,
2010).

We are interested to uncover whether religiousness may be
one of the individual differences that acts as an antecedent of
work attitudes in general and of job engagement specifically,
and we are interested in investigating the relation between
meaning and engagement in a different variable mix, one that
includes religiosity. Hence, we hypothesize that:

H3: . Meaning of work is positively related to work
engagement.

Performance is currently understood as being a multi-
dimensional construct (Gunnesch-Luca & Moser, 2019),
comprised of task performance (i.e., behaviors directly
related to the attainment of individual objectives; Campbell,
1990), contextual performance (i.e., behaviors not directly
related to individual objectives but that contribute to the
advancement of the company as a whole; Borman &
Motowidlo, 1993; Borman &Motowidlo, 1997) and adaptive
performance (i.e., workplace adaptability; Sonnentag,
Volmer, & Spychala, 2008). Contextual performance is in
turn conceptualized as positive (organizational citizenship be-
haviors, OCB) and negative (counterproductive work behav-
iors, CWB). The literature supports the idea that employee
engagement is an antecedent for OCB and has potential to
drive OCB directly (Ariani, 2013; Kataria, Garg, & Rastogi,
2012), as well as indirectly, i.e., to mediate between various
variables (job characteristics, leadership styles or dispositional
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characteristics) and OCB (Babcock-Roberson & Strickland,
2010; Bakker & Albrecht, 2018; Christian et al., 2011; Lyu,
Zhu, Zhong, & Hu, 2016; Macey & Schneider, 2008). Other
studies promote the idea of work engagement and OCB being
same-level variables, acting either both as mediators
(Meynhardt, Brieger, & Hermann, 2020) or being both con-
sequences (Farid et al., 2019; Singh et al., 2016; Zhang, Guo,
& Newman, 2017) in the interaction between different other
variables in organizational settings.

Yet, the relationship between religiosity, work en-
gagement and the performance domain (in this case,
OCB) is still insufficiently documented in the literature
(Ahmadi, Nami, & Barvarz, 2014; Albuquerque, Cunha,
Martins, & Sá, 2014; Chawla & Guda, 2013; Garcia-
Zamor, 2003; Houghton et al., 2016). Therefore, we
take up this line of investigation and search for evi-
dence for the fact that religiosity is significantly associ-
ated with an aspect of contextual performance, namely
with OCB, through the mediating effect of work en-
gagement. We hypothesize that:

H4: . Work Engagement is positively related to OCB.

In summary, the current study was undertaken to address a
number of limitations in the literature. First, opposed to other
studies that tended to focus on religiosity in general, we focus
on workplace religiosity insomuch as religiosity is embraced
and present in the form of beliefs or practices (and not
concealed, avoided or even denied by the employee) in
the workplace. Second, we propose and test a mecha-
nism through which religiosity generates meaning in the
workplace, and thus influences important work attitudes
and behaviors. We examine if religiosity directly influ-
ences OCB or if it influences OCB only indirectly via
meaningful work and engagement.

Our theoretical model (Fig. 1) hypothesized that religious-
ness will have a positive impact only if is embraced and man-
ifested at work; this is first associated with construction of
meaning of work and then with positive attitudes towards
work and further with desirable behaviors at work. Our study
therefore explored the pathways that connect religiosity to
positive work outcomes (OCB) via the religious beliefs em-
braced by employees (faith at work), meaning making
(through religious beliefs) and work engagement. Therefore,
our fifth hypothesis is:

H5: . Work engagement and meaningful work mediate the
relationship between religiosity and OCB.

Method

Participants

The sample consisted of 246 Romanian speaking adults
(34.6% male n = 85; 65.4% female n = 161; M age =
36.77 years, SD age = 8.11). The majority of participants were
Eastern Orthodox Christians (81.7%) followed by other
Christian religions (6.6%) and non-religious (11.7%). The
marital status reported by participants was: married (53.3%),
in a stable relationship (23.6%), single (15.4%), divorced/
separated (5.7%) and other situations (2%). For those married
and in a stable relationship the duration of their relation had an
average of M = 9.98 (SD = 7.86) years. In terms of education,
14 of the participants (5.7%) were high school graduates, 112
had bachelor’s degree (45.5%), 111 (45.1%) had master’s
degree and 9 of them (3.7%) had PhD studies. A wide range
of occupations were represented in the sample, including ac-
counting professionals, economists, banking specialists and
managers, information technology specialists, administrative
assistants, accounts managers and sales personnel, human re-
sources specialists and managers, medical and pharmaceutical
personnel, engineers and technical professionals, military
personnel.

Procedure

Participants were recruited using the convenience sampling
method; they responded to an e-mail invitation sent on a pro-
fessional social network (LinkedIn) to self-administer a bat-
tery of questionnaires on a web-hosted survey page. The e-
mail invitation was sent to approximately 2300 employees (all
the Romanian-speaking employees from a former “generalist”
head-hunter’s personal LinkedIn network – with contracts in
all industries and the majority multinational and large local
companies active in the Romanian market) and the 246 re-
spondents represent a response rate of about 10%.
Previously to enrolling into the study, participants received
no details regarding the exact topic of the study: the invitation
did not mention that the study referred to religiosity, in order
to avoid self-selection bias for religiously oriented

Religiousness

• Religiosity (in 
general) 

Religiosity embraced 
in the workplace

• Faith at work 

Meaning making

• Meaning of work 

Work outcomes: 
attitudes

• Work engagement

Work outcomes: 
behaviors

• Organizational 
citizenship behaviors

Fig. 1 Initial Hypothesized model for the relationship between religiousness, faith at work, meaning making of work through religiousness and work
outcomes: attitudes and behaviors
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participants. All participants gave their informed consent in
participating to the study and data were collected
anonymously.

Measures

ReligiousnessBeing one of themost frequently used “general”
religiosity scale, we opted for the Duke University Religion
Index (DUREL, Koenig,Meador, & Parkerson, 1997) to mea-
sure religiosity. The scale comprises five items (e.g., “In my
life, I experience the presence of the Divine”): the first two
items measure the organizational respectively non-
organizational dimension of religion, whereas the last three
items are on intrinsic or subjective religiosity (Hill & Hood,
1998; Koenig & Büssing, 2010). A Romanian version of this
scale was developed using the translation-back-translation
procedure (Brislin, 1986) for this study. The translation was
conducted by a team of professional translators (comprising
fluent speakers of the Romanian and English languages, as
well as psychologists). Items were scaled differently, depend-
ing on content: the first item on a 6-point Likert scale from 1
(“more than once/week”) to 6 (“never”); the second item on a
6-point Likert scale from 1 (“more than once a day”) to 6
(“rarely or never”); the last three items on a 5-point Likert
scale from 1 (“definitely true for me”) to 5 (“definitely not
true”). The Alpha Cronbach coefficient was .90 (see Table 1).

Faith at Work The Faith at Work Scale (FWS, Lynn et al.,
2009), which was used to measure faith at work, is a 15-
item measure of Judeo-Christian workplace religion (e.g., “I
sense that God empowers me to do good things at work”). We
chose this scale because our participants were Romanians – a
country where, according to the latest (2011) population cen-
sus, over 90% of the population identify themselves as
Christians (INS, 2013). A Romanian version of this scale
was also developed using the same translation-back-
translation procedure (Brislin, 1986). Items were scaled on a
5-point Likert scale from 1 (“Never or Infrequently”) to 5

(“Always or Frequently”). Cronbach’s α for scores on the
FWS was .95 (see Table 1).

Meaningful Work The Work and Meaning Inventory (WAMI,
Steger et al., 2012) was used to measure “meaningful work”.
This is a 10-item scale (e.g., “My work helps me make sense
of the world around me”) that measures three aspects: the
experience of positive meaning in work, sensing that work is
a “key avenue for making meaning” and the desire to make a
positive impact on the greater good. For this scale also, we
used a Romanian version, developed using translation-back-
translation procedure (Brislin, 1986), as well. Items were
scaled on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (“Absolutely
Untrue”) to 5 (“Absolutely True”). Cronbach’s α for scores
on the WAMI was .87 (see Table 1).

Work EngagementWork engagement was measured using the
17-items version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
(UWES, Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003) (e.g., “At my work, I feel
bursting with energy”). The Romanian version of this scale
(Vîrgă, Zaborilă, Sulea, & Maricuțoiu, 2009) was used. Items
were scaled on a 7-point Likert scale from 0 (“Never”) to 6
(“Always/Every day”). Cronbach’s α for the UWES total
score was .95 (see Table 1).

Work Behavioral Outcomes OCB was measured using the
long form (20 items) of the Organizational Citizenship
Behavior Checklist (OCB-C 20, Fox & Spector, 2009) (e.g.,
“Offered suggestions for improving the work environment”).
Items were scaled on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (“Never”)
to 5 (“Every day”). The Alpha Cronbach coefficient was .92
(see Table 1).

Analytic Strategy

First, as all the scales used in this study are well established in
the literature, a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA)
were conducted for each variable, to test if the data fits the
hypothesized (unidimensional) models underlying each of
these constructs (see Table 2 and also Appendices Tables 4
and 5 – for details). These analyses computed Comparative Fit
Index (CFI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA), and Chi-Square (χ2).

Then, we examined basic correlations between our vari-
ables and then proceeded to test our path model using Mplus
7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012). Our statistical model in-
cluded direct and indirect paths from the predictor variable
(i.e., general religiosity) to the outcome variable (i.e., OCB)
via mediator variables (i.e., faith at work, meaningful work
and work engagement). We used the maximum-likelihood
method of parameter estimation to examine simultaneous
multiple direct and indirect predicted paths (Holmbeck,
1997) and interpreted the global indices of fit between our

Table 1 Mean and standard deviations for the variables used in the
study and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for multi-item measures

Variable Measure Mean SD Possible Range α N

Religiosity DUREL 14.94 6.61 5–27 .90 229

Faith at work FWS 38.12 16.13 15–75 .95 231

Meaning of work WAMI 35.67 7.36 10–50 .87 233

Work engagement UWES 71.70 18.66 0–102 .95 238

OCB OCB-C 64.75 13.75 20–100 .92 237

Note: OCB = Organizational citizenship behavior; DUREL = Duke
University Religion Index; FWS = Faith at Work Scale; WAMI = The
Work and Meaning Inventory; UWES = Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale; OCB-C =Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist
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theoretical model and the obtained data (chi-squared value,
the root-mean-square error of approximations [RMSEA],
and the comparative fit index [CFI]).

Results

The results of the CFA show that all items loaded significantly
on the expected constructs. The overall goodness-of-fit indi-
ces were found to be within the recommended range (for
details, see Hu & Bentler, 1999): for DUREL (χ2[10] =
1520.977; RMSEA = 0.035; CFI = 0.999; TLI = 0.998;
SRMR = 0.021); FWS (χ2 [105] = 4522.389; RMSEA =
0.000; CFI = 1.000; TLI = 1.000; SRMR = 0.005); WAMI
(χ2 [45] = 5510.911; RMSEA = 0.141; CFI = 0.971; TLI =
0.960; SRMR = 0.058); UWES (χ2 [136] = 5620.941;
RMSEA= 0.083; CFI = 0.967; TLI = 0.958; SRMR = 0.071)
and for OCB-C (χ2 [190] = 2150.319; RMSEA = 0.046;
CFI = 0.955; TLI = 0.949; SRMR= 0.043).We have conclud-
ed that the data collected has a very good to acceptable fit with
the unidimensional structure hypothesized for each variable.

Means, standard deviations and Cronbach’s alpha coeffi-
cients for the study variables are presented in Table 1.

After examining the bivariate correlation between our var-
iables (Table 3), we found that correlations were in the direc-
tion we hypothesized. Religiosity is positively related to faith
at work (r = .82, p < .01), meaning of work (r = .16, p < .05)
and OCB (r = .17, p < .01). We did not find a statistically
significant association between religiosity (in general) and
work engagement but we found a statistically significant pos-
itive correlation between faith at work and work engagement
(and all the other variables as well). We also found positive
correlations between meaning of work, work engagement and
OCB. This all suggests that we can proceed to a more com-
prehensive investigation (through path analysis) in order to

verify our hypotheses: that if an individual holds religious
beliefs then these must be manifested at work (e.g., faith at
work) before they will impact his/her work attitudes.

Our model presents the following indices (Fig. 2):
RMSEA = .00; CFI = 1.00; SRMR = .00; χ2 = 458.25,
p < .001; N = 229). Although a significant chi-square result
suggests a misspecification of the model (Chen, Curran,
Bollen, Kirby, & Paxton, 2008), chi-square tests are suscepti-
ble to sample size, particularly when N = 200 and above
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). In
these cases, researchers are led to consider other fit indices:
RMSEA (cutoff points of less than .06 or .05 have been
proposed to indicate a good fit; Byrne, 2001; Hu & Bentler,
1999; Schumacker & Lomax, 2010) or CFI (cutoff points
indicating a good fit are of .90 or .95; Byrne, 2001;
Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Thus, our model demonstrated
a good fit. Figure 2 shows the unstandardized coefficient and
standard errors for the statistically significant paths of interest.
Religiosity (in general) predicted faith at work (b = 2.04,
SE = .08, p < .01), supporting our first hypothesis that religi-
osity (in general) is positively related to faith at work. This
was positively related to meaning of work (b = .25, SE = .05,
p < .01), thus supporting our second hypothesis that stated
that: faith at work is positively related to meaning of work.
Subsequently meaning of work predicted work engagement
(b = .08, SE = .01, p < .01) that was positively related to OCB
(b = 3.85, SE = 1.08, p < .01) supporting thus our third and
fourth hypothesis (that is: meaning of work is positively relat-
ed to work engagement and the one that stated that: work
engagement is positively related to OCB).

Although we did not find support for the direct effect of
religiosity on contextual work performance (in our case OCB)
we did find support for indirect effects via faith at work, mean-
ing of work and work engagement. Thus, we found support
for our fifth hypothesis that suggested the mediating effect of
work engagement and meaningful work in the relationship
between religiosity and OCB. Specifically, we found a signif-
icant total indirect effect of religiosity on OCB via faith at
work, meaning making and work engagement (b = .81,
SE = .20, p < .001).

Table 3 Bivariate correlations between the variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Religiosity

2. Faith at work .82**

3. Meaning of work .16* .28**

4. Work engagement .10 .21** .65**

5. OCB .17** .28** .24** .37** .18**

Note: OCB =Organizational citizenship behavior
* p < .05. ** p < .01

Table 2 CFA results summaries

Measure χ2 df RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR

DUREL 1520.98 10 0.035 0.999 0.998 0.021

FWS 4522.39 105 0.000 1.000 1.000 0.005

WAMI 5510.91 45 0.141 0.971 0.960 0.058

UWES 5620.94 136 0.083 0.967 0.958 0.071

OCB-C 2150.32 190 0.046 0.955 0.949 0.043

*p < .05, **p < .001, ***p < .0001

Note: OCB = Organizational citizenship behavior; DUREL = Duke
University Religion Index; FWS = Faith at Work Scale; WAMI = The
Work and Meaning Inventory; UWES = Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale; OCB-C =Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist;

CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA= root mean-square error of ap-
proximation; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; SRMR = standardized root
mean square
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Discussion

Previous empirical research on work-faith integration is lim-
ited and originates in conceptual controversy (Houghton et al.,
2016), with scholars habitually favoring the concept of spiri-
tuality in the workplace over the one of religiosity (see also
Day, 2005). Nevertheless, in the past years, the interest to
explore the impact of faith in the workplace began to gain
more terrain in organizational studies (Benefiel et al., 2014).
In order to advance the knowledge in this field, we proposed
and tested a series of mediators that help clarify relationships
between these variables. Specifically, we developed a path
analysis model (Fig. 1) to explore the relationship between
religiousness, faith at work, meaning at work (influenced by
faith), work engagement and an aspect of work performance
(OCB). Results (Fig. 2) indicated that faith embraced and
manifested in the workplace by religious individuals is first
associated with conveying a sense of meaning at work and
then is further associated to positive work-related attitudes
(work engagement) and behaviors (OCB). Also, while the
mediating role of work engagement on the relationship be-
tween workplace spirituality (not necessarily religiosity) and
OCB was suggested previously (Ahmad & Omar, 2015), to
the best of our knowledge this is the first study to offer em-
pirical evidence for the mediating role of faith at work, mean-
ing making and work engagement in the relationship between
religiosity and OCB.

We therefore clarify some of the debates in the literature.
First, confirming the perspective according to which religion
is efficacious to the degree that is integrated into the lives of
the religious (Pargament, 2002), our results show that the re-
ligious beliefs of employees have to be manifested in work
settings (faith at work) before they will impact their working
life (and ultimately their contextual performance at work).
Thus, as we have already mentioned, it is not sufficient for
employees to have such beliefs in their private life and to only
manifest them outside of work contexts; the assumption that
employees will automatically manifest their faith at work just
because they are religious (Hicks, 2003; Miller, 2007) is in-
correct, as shown in our path model. Not all religious em-
ployees choose to manifest their religiousness into the work-
place (see, Glavaš, 2017), potential explanations for this might
be the fear of prejudice or discrimination, social embarrass-
ment or the lack of internalizing religious values, etc. (factors

that, of course, should be validated by further research).
Additional studies are needed on these findings, especially
in order to understand how religious beliefs impact not
just work but also family life or other social and/or
individual activities. Holding religious beliefs is not
enough for predicting positive outcomes in interacting
with others in various social contexts but acting upon
these beliefs and integrating them into activities and the
interactions with others (irrespective of context) might
be the decisive factor.

Secondly, meaning making proved to be a mediator in the
relation between faith at work and work engagement suggest-
ing that making sense of one’s own work through the lens of
religion leads to greater work engagement and consequently
to positive work outcomes in the form of OCBs. This fact adds
additional clarification to the work engagement literature, spe-
cifically to the Job Demands-Resources Model (JD-R, Bakker
& Demerouti, 2007) where we consider faith at work (viewed
from the individual-centered perspective, as addressed in this
study) to be one of the many personal resources (alongside
resilience, self-efficacy, optimism, etc.; Schaufeli, 2017).
Another conclusion of the present study, related to the JD-R
model, is the fact that meaning making is a key variable me-
diating the relationship between antecedents (in our case, faith
at work) and work engagement, leading to various organiza-
tional outcomes (in our case, OCB). Thus, meaningful work
appears to facilitate the transformation of antecedents (job and
personal resources) into engagement. This phenomenon could
help explain some of the ambiguities in the extant literature,
that sometimes suggest a partial mediation, other times a full
mediation of work engagement in the relationship between
various antecedents (e.g., optimism, flexibility, etc.) and orga-
nizational outcomes (e.g., performance, proactive behavior)
(Beukes & Botha, 2013; Hoole & Bonnema, 2015;
Korunka, Kubicek, Schaufeli, & Hoonakker, 2009; Salanova
& Schaufeli, 2008). It is possible that engagement fails to fully
mediate these relationships when the antecedents (resources
and demands from the JD-R model) do not contribute to
sense-making related to work (that could, in turn, lead
to work engagement). Traditionally, meaning of work
was considered at the very most a job resource in the
JD-R model, but if the suggested prominent role played
by meaningful work will be confirmed by other studies,
this would mandate a change in the JD-R model to

Religiousness

• Religiosity (in 
general) 

Religiosity embraced 
in the workplace

• Faith at work

Meaning making

• Meaning of work 

Work outcomes: 
attitudes

• Work engagement

Work outcomes: 
behaviors

• Organizational 
citizenship behaviors3.85 (1.08) **.25 (.05) ** .08 (.01) **2.04 (.08) **

Fig. 2 Results of path model analysis testing direct and indirect religiosity effects on employees` behaviors at work. Note: Only statistically significant
paths are shown (unstandardized values) and standard errors are displayed in parentheses. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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accommodate meaningful work as a mediator in the re-
lationship between various resources and demands and
work engagement. Further research is however needed
to confirm this addition to the JD-R model.

Third, our results support, as expected (Christian
et al., 2011; Macey & Schneider, 2008), the fact that
engagement relates to, and is an antecedent of OCB.
Engaged employees who manage to convey meaning
to their work through their religious beliefs appear to
be more prone towards undertaking extra-role behaviors,
approaching their work constructively and involving
themselves in positive interactions with others. Our
findings, while agreeing with the fact that work engage-
ment impacts proactive work behavior (Salanova &
Schaufeli, 2008), bring also clarifications concerning
one of the mechanisms that makes this influence possi-
ble. Faith at work is first associated with meaningful
work, and then with work engagement, further being
associated to positive workplace behaviors such as
OCB.

As noted, there is a controversy in the literature re-
garding whether spirituality is an antecedent of OCB
(Movassagh & Oreizi, 2014; Nasurdin, Nejati, & Mei,
2013), or rather OCB is an antecedent and not an out-
come of workplace spirituality (Pawar, 2009). This con-
troversy could be partially clarified by our results, that
present the mechanism leading from religiosity to OCB,
with religiosity as a possible antecedent. This suggests
that spiritual manifestations (either in the form of reli-
giosity, or workplace spirituality) are an antecedent and
not an outcome of OCB.

In terms of practical implications for organizations,
our findings suggest that encouraging workplaces to be
more receptive to individual (including religious) per-
sonal beliefs and values may lead to employees who
are better adapted to the company and its working en-
vironment, as well as more proactive in assuming extra
tasks and providing help to coworkers. Far from being
an undesirable aspect – as may be assumed in today’s
mostly secular organizations, religiousness may lead to
a more self-aware employees who have a more coherent
perspective regarding their role in the company and
their contribution in the workplace. Another practical
implication refers to the possibility of customizing hu-
man resources policies to accommodate potential request
to integrate religion in the working life (e.g., compli-
ance with fasting periods, flexible schedule hours to
accommodate the need to meditate, pray, attend reli-
gious service, etc.). On the other hand, organizations
may need to be vigilant to ensure that the expression
of faith at work does not have negative aspects (e.g.,
employees preaching to coworkers about their religious
beliefs, judging others who have a different faith, etc.).

Limitations and Directions for Future
Research

The current study has a number of limitations. First, the use of
self-report carries with it a risk for common-method bias.
Second, the correlative nature of our study limits our ability
to infer causality. Third, because the study used a non-
representative convenience sample, generalizability of these
results is questionable. Fourth, the focus of this study was
on Romanian Orthodox Christians, and there is need to repro-
duce these results on samples comprising other Christian tra-
ditions and other religions, as well as various other nations and
cultures.

Our findings provide evidence for the importance of
empirical inquiry on the topic of religiosity at work.
Further research is needed on other work-related atti-
tudes and behaviors that might be influenced by religi-
osity (e.g., organizational commitment, job satisfaction,
job involvement, etc.). Future research could also ex-
plore other mediating factors that might impact the re-
lation between religiosity and other performance aspects
(e.g., counterproductive work behaviors).

Another line of investigation might contemplate to
further examine the relation between faith at work and
the Job Demands-Resources Model (JD-R, Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007), following our suggestions that faith
at work (viewed here from the individual-centered perspec-
tive) may be one important personal resource. Our findings
showing that meaning making acts as a mediator in the rela-
tionship between antecedents (in our case, faith at work) and
work engagement might be further explored in relation with
other antecedents and could lead to an update in the JD-R
model. Last but not least, further investigations are needed
to unveil the relation between faith at work and other personal
resources (such as optimism or flexibility) and their impact on
task, contextual and adaptive performance at work.
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