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Abstract For the importance of developing people’s
potential in working, the study aims to develop the scale of
meaning sense at work. Three steps are adopted: 1.
Literature analysis: with foreign research analysis of EFA,
it revealed that Spirituality at Work can be classified into 3
levels, including the individual, the group, and the
organization level. From Milliman, Czaplewski, and
Ferguson's perspective, the individual level explores sense of
meaning at work, including energy obtained from work, the
enjoyable work, and the meaning that work endows the
individual. At this point, the research integrate the aspects of
the individual scales of spirituality at work as sense of
attraction at work, sense of pleasure at work, and sense of
inner life. 2. Expert review: After consulting the items of
scale of spirituality at work, we proposed the draft of 13-item
Three Factor Questionnaire. Then, the questionnaire was
reviewed and modified by three university scholars who had
published paper or books regarding spirituality to provide us
their comment for further modification. Subsequently, a
senior high school teacher with consultation and life
education major offered us practical opinions at the
education site. Finally, one item was deleted, 6 items' terms
were modified, and 6 remained the same. 3. CFA: This part
is categorized into three models. (1) The initial model: the 12
items of Three Factors were edited as 5 point scale. After
investigating 235 teachers, we conducted the first-order CFA
model to verify the fitness. The results of the overall model
are fairly appropriate. However, the factor load of "I often
forget time for teaching or processing administrative
matters" is .29, so we deleted this item. (2) The
modification model: The model after deleting the item is
called the modification model, and the results are fairly
appropriate. With further analyzing the basic fit of the
modification model, it is found that there is no offending
estimation. The fit of the internal structure is acceptable
(including individual reliability, composite reliability, the
average variation extraction, and construct discrimination). 3.
The cross-validity model: since the model had been

modified, we investigated another batch of samples (N＝378)
to confirm the stability of the model. The overall results are
fairly appropriate. Here, the three factor teacher's sense of
meaning at work with 11 items are set up; that is, the three
factor teacher's sense of meaning at work with 11 items is
supported, which is classified into sense of attraction at work
(4 items), sense of pleasure at work (4 items), and sense of
inner life (3 items).

Keywords CFA, Sense of Meaning at Work, Workplace

Spirituality

1. Introduction
Work is the key component for most people in regard to
financial, social and wellbeing matters (Beigi, Shahbolaghi,
Rassafiani, Haghgoo, & Taherkhani, 2015)[1]. Most
importantly, work makes people experience sense of
meaning at work, which means people own sense of
satisfaction and happiness when they are working (Ashmos
& Duchon, 2000)[2]. As McLaughlin (1998)[3] claimed, if
the organization strives to survive in the 21th century, it must
have its employees feel that work is meaningful and
purposeful, because a potential employee will seek for a
workplace that he or she can show the personal inner values.
Hawley (1993)[4] also considered that meaningful work is a
kind of enjoyment, because one can be energized by work.
When lack of meaning at work, people will have alienation
(Aktouf, 1992)[5], and further, the workforce cannot
perform at its potential (Sikka, Morath, & Leape, 2015)[6].
People will gain buffer where greater meaning making at
work was associated with weaker relations between work
stress and the presence of meaning in life (Allan, Douglass,
Duffy, & McCarty, 2015)[7]. Generally, meanings of work
were positively related to the likelihood to engage in
post-retirement employment (Fasbender, Wang, Voltmer, &
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Deller, 2015)[8]. The reason of work volition related to job
satisfaction was from stronger perceived fit with one's work
environment and greater perceived meaning at work (Duffy,
Autin, & Bott, 2015)[9].
According to what mentioned above, we have learned that
sense of meaning at work is quite important, although there
are no studies on sense of meaning at work with the teachers
as the research subject. Therefore, a teacher's sense of
meaning at work serving as the research tool will be helpful
to research on such topic.
Regarding sense of meaning at work, there are a variety of
theoretical foundations, like Ros, Schwartz, and Surkiss's
(1999)[10] research on the theory of basic individual values.
They consider that work goals or values are specific
expressions of general values in the work setting, and their
Work Values Survey can be categorized into four dimensions:
1. the social dimension, with three themes involving
contributing to people and society, work with people, and
social contact with co-workers; 2. the extrinsic with two
themes-- good salary and work conditions and job security
(permanent job and pension); and 3. prestige, including two
subjects authority to make decisions over people and
prestigious and highly valued work; 4. the intrinsic, like
interesting and varied work and work in which you are your
own boss. In addition, meaning at work refers to the value of
a work goal or purpose, judged in relation to an individual's
own ideals or standards (Thomas & Velthouse,1990)[11],
which was adopted by Spreitzer (1995)[12] to compile the
Scale of Psychological Empowerment in the Workplace.
With meaning at work as one of the three dimensions as
follows: 1. the work I do is very important to me; 2. my job
activities are personally meaningful to me; and 3. the work I
do is meaningful to me. Harris, Kacmar, and Zivnuska
(2007)[13] applied these three dimensions as well, exploring
abusive supervision as a predictor of performance and the
meaning of work as a moderator of the relationship.
Based on human needs theory and developmental theory,
as Mor-Barak (1995)[14] developed the concept of meaning
of work, combined Alderfer’s human needs theory and
Erikson’s developmental theory to create four factors of
work meaning (social, personal, financial, and generative
meaning of work). Also, Fasbender et al. (2015)[8] extended
this theme, and divided sense of meaning at work-- 1.Social
meaning: the items were presented by “having contact with
others,” “being accepted and appreciated,” and “fulfilling
expectations of others”; 2. Personal meaning: the statements
were introduced with the following sentences “for me
personally, work means ….”, “having a meaningful task”,
and “finding personal satisfaction; 3. financial meaning,
which is illustrated with “earning money"; 4.generative
meaning: which subjects are “teaching younger workers,”
“passing the knowledge to the next generation,” “sharing
ability with younger,” and “contributing to society.

For hedonic (pleasure-oriented) and eudaimonic (growthand purpose-oriented) viewpoint, Steger, Dik, & Duffy
(2012) [15] defined work as not as simply whatever work
means to people (meaning), but as work that is both
significant and positive in valence (meaningfulness). The
Work and Meaning Inventory (WAMI) developed by the
three authors has a total of 10 items, and is classified into
three dimensions: 1. Positive Meaning with "I have found a
meaningful career," "I understand how my work contributes
to my life’s meaning." and "I have a good sense of what
makes my job meaningful," and "I have discovered work
that has a satisfying purpose;" 2. Meaning-Making through
Work with "I view my work as contributing to my personal
growth," "my work helps me better understand myself," "my
work helps me make sense of the world around me;" 3.
Greater Good Motivations with "my work really makes no
difference in the world," "I know my work makes a positive
difference in the world," and "the work I do serves a greater
purpose."
To discuss sense of meaning at work from the angle of
workplace spirituality, Scale of Spirituality at Work
compiled by Ashmos & Duchon (2000)[2] has influenced on
the subsequent studies on work spirituality (Table 1).
From the analysis above, it has been found that the
theoretical foundation of sense of meaning at work is consist
of values, human needs theory, developmental theory,
hedonic, eudaimonic, and spirituality. The latter focuses on
raising the personal inner spirituality, regardless of good
salary and work conditions, job security (permanent job,
pension), or prestige such as authority to make decisions
over people, prestigious, and highly valued work. In addition,
the wage, work duration, and the pension system are all
protected by laws in Taiwan teachers. On the other hand,
teachers in Taiwan belong to high socio-economic status,
they enjoy high prestige, and the job is a kind of highly
valued "elite-cultivated work ". Consequently, this research
compiled Sense of Meaning at Work Scale from the
perspective of spirituality.

2. Literature Discussion
Spirituality-based sense of meaning at work often appear
in some scales of workplace spirituality, which involves the
effort to find one’s ultimate purpose in life, to develop a
strong connection to coworkers and other people associated
with work, and to have consistency (or alignment) between
one’s core beliefs and the values of their organization
(Mitroff & Denton, 1999)[16]. Since Ashmos & Duchon
(2000)[2] edited the Scale of Spirituality at Work, many
scales are designed by adapting this scale. The scales of
workplace Spirituality after 2000 have been organized in
Table 1.
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Table 1. Scale of workplace Spirituality
Name

Year

Scale

Subject

Ashmos & Duchon

2000[2]

Spirituality at Work

Employees in the
hospital

Milliman,
Czaplewski,, &
Ferguson

2003
[17]

Workplace Spirituality
Scale

2004
[18]

Workplace Spirituality
Person-Organization
Fit Scale

Sheep

EMBA

Statistic
Method
Exploratory
factor analysis
(EFA)
Confirmatory
factor
analysis(CFA)

Undergraduates

EFA
CFA

Dimension and Title
1. Meaningful work
2. Community
3. Inner life
1. Meaningful work
2. Sense of community
3. Alignment with organizational values
1.Sself-workplace integration
2. Meaning in work
3. Transcendence of self
4. Growth and development
1. Meaning at work
2. Community
3. Inner life
4. Work unit community
5. Work unit and meaningful work

Duchon, & Plowman

2005
[19]

Meaning and Purpose
at Work Questionnaire

Employees in the
hospital

Cronbach's
Coefficient
Alpha

Kinjerski &
Skrypnek

2006
[20]

Spirit at Work Scale)

employees of
university

EFA

1. Engaging work
2. Community
3. Mystic experience
4. Spiritual connection

Dimension and Title

Table 1. (continued)
Name

Year

Title

Subject

Statistic
Method

Moore & Casper

2006
[21]

Workplace Spirituality
Scale

Company
employees

Cronbach's
Coefficient
Alpha

Rego & e Cunha

2008[22]

Pawar

2009
[23]

Petchsawanga &
Duchon

2009
[24]

Scale of Spirituality at
Work

Company
employees

EFA

Workplace Spirituality

Company
employees

Cronbach's
Coefficient
Alpha

Scale of Spirituality at
Work

Company
employees

CFA

Abdullah & Ismail

2013
[25]

Scale of Malay Version
Workplace Spirituality

Teachers

EFA
CFA

Piryaei & Zare

2013
[26]

Workplace Spirituality

Company
employees

Cronbach's
Coefficient
Alpha

The number of dimensions in the scales in Table 1 differs
between 3-7, mostly 3, because of EFA. Besides, Milliman et
al.(2003)[17] consider that workplace spirituality has
three dimensions: 1. Individual level--meaning at work,
including enjoying work, energized by work, and work
giving personal meaning and purpose; 2. Group Level-sense of community, including sense of connection with
co-workers, employees supporting each other, and being

1.Self-work immersion
2.Interconnectedness
3. Self-Actualization
1. Team’s sense of community
2. Alignment between organizational and
individual value
3. Sense of contribution to the community
4. Sense of enjoyment at work
1.Meaning in work
2. Community at work
3. Positive organizational purpose
1. Compassion
2. Meaningful work
3. Mindfulness
4. Transcendence
1. Work Meaningful Dimension
2.. Community Sense Dimension)
3. Coherent of Organizational Value
Dimension
1. Meaningful work
2. Sense of community
3.Positive organizational purpose

linked with a common purpose; 3. Organization
Level--alignment with organization values like feeling
connected to organization’s goals, identifying with
organization’s mission and values, and organization caring
about employees. At this point, sense of meaning at work is
the individual level in workplace spirituality, including
enjoying work, energized by work, work giving personal
meaning and purpose. Also, the individual level in Table 1
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includes: self-workplace integration, engaging work, sense
of enjoyment at work, and mindfulness, self-work
immersion,
mystic
experience,
self-fulfillment,
transcendence of self, growth and development, inner life,
and spiritual connection. Although the terms are different,
they overlap with one another. According to Milliman et al.,
the terms can be classified into three items:
1. Sense of Engaging Work
Sense of engaging work comes from Kinjerski &
Skrypnek's (2006)[20] dimension of engaging work in spirit
at work scale. They indicated that engaging work seemed to
reflect primarily the cognitive dimension from the
definition which was characterized by a sense of being
authentic, (e.g. “I bring my whole self (mind, body, and
spirit) to work”, an awareness of alignment between one’s
values and beliefs and one’s work (e.g., “I experience a
match between the requirements of my work and my values,
beliefs, and behaviors”), and a belief that one is engaged in
meaningful work that has a higher purpose (e.g., “I am
engaged in work that has a higher purpose”). Engaging
work also included a couple of items that were intended to
measure positive affect, that in hindsight could be labeled
enjoyment and fulfillment through work (e.g., “I am
passionate about my work” and “I feel nourished by my
work”) It is what Milliman et al.(2003)[17] called energized
by work; that is, work can bring energy, vitality, spirit, so
people expect and love to work. This research also adopted
engaging work as the dimension, called sense of engaging
work, meaning the engaging work is attractive, and makes
people expect to work.
2. Sense of Enjoyment at Work
Sense of enjoyment at work comes from Rego & e
Cunha's (2008)[22] Spirituality at Work Scale. It comprises
items related to the sense of joy and pleasure at work. It is a
sub-dimension of the larger dimension identified by
Milliman et al. (2003)[17] and Ashmos and Duchon
(2000)[2] as “Meaningful work”. It represents a different
way to achieve meaning at work, and it is the same in
Kinjerski & Skrypnek's (2006)[20] Spirit at Work Scale,
dimension of mystical experience. From the items in the
scale, "at times, I experience a “high” at my work," "I have
moments at work in which I have no sense of time or
space," "at moments, I experience complete joy and ecstasy
at work," "I experience moments at work where everything
is blissful," "at times, I experience an energy or vitality at
work that is difficult to describe." Such items have the same
meaning with the flow in positive psychology. Fullagar &
Kelloway (2009)[27] considered that flow is like Maslow's
peak experience, self-actualization, both stressing the sense
of fulfillment and enjoyment when the individual is engaging
in activities or seeking for the self. Besides, Petchsawanga
and Duchon (2009)[24] mentioned that the dimension of
transcendence in their scale is what Kinjerski and Skrypnek
(2006)[20] said about dimension of mystical experience.
Therefore. this research organized enjoyment at work,

self-actualization, transcendence, and mystical experience,
calling "sense of enjoyment at work," meaning people the
sense of fulfillment and enjoyment when they are engaging
themselves into work.
3. Sense of Inner Life
Milliman et al. (2003)[17] mentioned that work gives
personal meaning and purpose, which is so-called inner life
proposed by Ashmos and Duchon (2000)[2]. They thought
that people found being in work, making them enrich their
inner and outer life, and making them feel meaningful
existence. Therefore, growth and development, inner life,
and spiritual connection all enhance the individual's meaning
of existence, and called as sense of inner life in this research,
referring to the rich inner life brought by work.
To sum up, from the workplace spirituality viewpoint
based on Milliman et al's (2003)[17] individual level, the
scale was developed. They thought that sense of meaning at
work should contain enjoying work, energized by work, and
work giving personal meaning and purpose. After consulting
the related scales, this research also proposed sense of
engaging work, sense of enjoyment at work, and sense of
inner life. We defined sense of meaning at work as sense of
satisfaction and happiness at work that makes people's life
even more meaningful and purposeful. As for out scale, as
the scores of sense of engaging work, sense of enjoyment at
work, and sense of inner life increase, the score of sense of
meaning at work becomes higher.

3. Research Design
(1) Review of Item Pool by Experts
Regarding development of Sense of Meaning at Work
Scale, after drafted according to literature, we had it
reviewed by Professor Shiao, Professor Luo, and Professor
Chen (serving in university, all publishing articles or books
about spirituality) to provide opinions based on theories.
Besides, we consulted Teacher Lu (senior high school
teacher with life education major) for practical opinions.
(2) Research Samples
Sense of Meaning at Work Scale was investigated twice,
the participants rated how they agree with each item was for
them along a 5-point scale ranging from “1= unagree”, “2=
a little bit agree”, “3= partially agree”, “4= mostly agree” to
“5=completely agree”: 1. In the first round: investigated with
pretest questionnaires for the initial model. The sample is
235 people. 2. In the second round: in the first CFA, we
deleted one item to modify the initial model. Then, we had to
investigate another batch of samples (N＝378) for review,
For SEM sample number, Schumacker and Lomax
(1996)[28] thought that most SEM sample number ranges
between 200 to 500, and our samples met such claim.
The background allocation of the two batches of samples
are as Table 2 shows:
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Table 2. The Background Allocation of the Two Batches of Samples of Meaning at Work Scale

1. Male
2.Female
1.Elementary
2.Junior High
3.Senior High
1.No
2. Yes
1. Married
2. Unmarried

Gender
School Level
Also Administrative Personnel
Marital Status
Length of service

1st Investigation（N＝235）
Times
%
60
25.5
174
74.0
120
51.1
64
27.2
50
21.3
93
39.6
140
59.6
52
22.1
179
76.2
M＝16.82
SD＝7.64

2nd Investigation（N＝378）
Times
%
122
32.3
255
67.5
141
37.3
131
34.7
106
28.0
166
43.9
212
56.1
23.0
23.2
76.2
76.8
M＝13.54
SD＝8.62

(3) Data Process
The first-order CFA model was employed to examine the three proposed dimensions of meaning at work: Sense of
Engaging Work, Sense of Enjoyment at Work, Sense of Inner Life. The analysis included assessing the model fit, modifying
the model fit, re-verifying the modified model fit. The initial measurement model consisted of three latent variables with their
indicators: Sense of Enjoyment at Work (five indicators), Sense of Engaging Work (four indicators), Sense of Inner Life (three
indicators).

4. Results and Discussion
(1)Review of Item Pool by Experts
After hiring four experts to review the draft of the items, if any of them considered any item should be deleted, we deleted
it. There are 13 items in the initial draft, we deleted one according to the review results, the 6th of the sense of enjoyment at
work dimension, "teaching (or administration) makes me energetic," because it means the same with the 2nd item of the same
dimension "I expect to teach (or process administration) in the school." Besides, six items were modified, such as " I expect to
teach (or process administration) in school" was modified as "I expect to work in school." At last, 6 items remain the same.
Table 3. Results of Review of item pool by experts
Dimension
Sense of
enjoyment
at work

The original
I often go to school happily
Teaching (or administration)
makes me happy

always

Teaching (or administration)
makes forget time

always

I am energetic
administration)

Sense of
engaging
work

in

teaching

(or

I feel everything is good when I am
working
I am often high-spirited in teaching (or
administration)
Teaching (or administration) meet my
value of education and faith
I expect to teach
administration) in school

(or

process

I love educational work
The position now meet my expectation
sense of
inner life

initial
model code
MW1

cross- validity of the
model code
MW1

MW2

MW2

MW3

initial model deleted
for low factor
loading

MW4

MW3

MW5

MW4

Remain the same

MW6

MW5

Modified as:
7. I expect to work in school

MW7

MW6

Review results

Educational work makes me plays an
important part in my life
Educational work makes me happier and
more satisfied
Educational work makes me know more
about myself

Remained the same
Modified as:
2. Teaching (or administration) always makes
me enjoyable
Modified as:
3. I often forget time because of teaching (or
administration)
Modified as:
4. I teach (or process administration)
energetically
Remain the same
Deleted(the same with Item 2)

Remain the same
Modified as:
10. My position now enhance enjoyment in life.
Modified as:
13. Educational work makes me is the most
important part in my life.

MW8

MW7

MW9

MW8

MW10

MW9

Remain the same

MW11

MW10

Remain the same

MW12

MW11
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(2) CFA Test
A. The Latent Variable's Correlation Coefficient
We summed up the scores of dimensions of sense of
meaning at work scale to conduct correlation coefficient, and
the results show the correlation of the three latent variable is
between .63-.77, and all achieve significantly positive
correlation (p＜.001) (See Table 4).
Table 4. The Correlation Coefficient of the Three Latent Variables of
Sense of Meaning at Work Scale and Descriptive Data
Item & No.

1

1. Sense of enjoyment at
work

2

1

2. Sense of engaging work

.77***

1

3. Sense of inner life

.63***

.77***

3

1

M

SD

18.08

2.86

14.66

2.64

11.42

1.96

N＝235. *** p＜.001.

(3) The Initial Model Test
The model with 12 items in Three Factor after reviewed by

the experts is called the initial model. After investigating 235
teachers, we verifies them by CFA. By correlation
coefficient analysis, we confirmed that there is significantly
positive correlation between the three latent variables and the
total score. The inspection results are (See Fig. 1) are: On
overall fit of the initial model, χ2＝128.55, df＝51, p＝.00,
GFI＝.92, AGFI＝.88, RMSEA＝.08, IFI＝.95, TLI＝.93,
and CFI＝.95. Among them, χ2 achieves significantly level,
not meeting the standard of more than .90; AGFI＝.85, not
meeting the standard of more than .90.
To observe the 12 indicators' factor loading, the factor
loading of "MW3"(the item is "I often forget time because of
teaching or (administration)") is .29, and the determining
coefficient is .08, not reaching 10%. Bogozzi and Yi
(1988)[29] proposed the factor loading among the indicators
should range between .50-.95, and Tabachnica and Fidell
(2007)[30] considered that when λ≧.55, it can be regarded
as good. To consider the appropriateness, the inner quality,
and the standard of λ≧.55 of the overall model proposed by
Tabachnica and Fidell, MW3 was deleted.
.59

MW1
.77

.67

MW2

.82
.29

enjoyment at work

e1

.73

e2

.09

MW3

e3

.54

MW4

.78

e4

.62

MW5
.95

e5

.48

MW6

.70

e6

.59
.77

.74

engaging work

.76
.74

MW7
.58

MW8

e8

.55

MW9

.94

e7

e9

.58
.76

inner life

.89
.63

MW10

e10

.80

MW11

e11

.40

MW12
Note: Data on the indicators is individual reliability
Figure 1. The initial model's fit evaluation (standardized estimates)

e12
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.60

MW1

.77

e1

.67
.82

enjoyment at work

.73
.78

MW2

e2

.53

MW4

e4

.62

MW5
.95

e5

.48
.70

MW6

e6

.59
.77

.74

engaging work

.76
.74

MW7
.58

MW8

e8

.55

MW9

.94

e7

e9

.58
.76

inner life

.89
.63

MW10

e10

.80

MW11

e11

.40

MW12

e12

Figure 2. The Modified Model's Fit Evaluation

(4) The Modified Model Test
For overall fit, after deleting MW3in the initial model, it
becomes 11 items of Three Factor, called the modified model
(see Fig. 2). For overall fit of the modified model, χ2 ＝
114.05, df＝41, p＝.00, GFI＝.92, AGFI＝.88, RMSEA
＝.09, IFI＝.95, TLI＝.94, and CFI＝.95. Among them, the
fit indicator χ2 and AGFI fail to meet the standard. Others
like RMSEA, GFI, IFI, TLI, and CFI all meet the standard.
As for Anderson and Gerbing (1988)[31], they claimed that
AGFI ≥0.80. As a whole, the overall fit of the modified
model is fair.
For the modified model's preliminary fit, the results show
that: 1. in the Θε matrix entries, the error variances of ε1 to ε12
are all positive; 2. All error variances' t value is between
5.44-10.21, and all achieve significant standard .001. 3. the
parameter's standard error is between .04 - .12, not big
standard error; 4. the factor loading (λ1-λ12) of the latent
variable and the indicators is between .63-.89, meeting the
standard of more than .50 and less than .95 . For the analysis
above, the inspection results all meet the standard, meaning
the items' quality is good. Therefore, it is not offending

estimation (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998) [32].
(5) Fit of Internal of Model Analysis
For individual reliability, the individual reliability is the
square of the indicator's factor loading. There are 11 items in
the indicator; that is, λ1-λ12 (λ3 has been deleted). Individual
reliability is between .40-.80. Bogozzi and Yi (1988)[29]
considered that individual reliability has to be more than .50;
that is the indicator's factor loading has to be more than .71.
The indicator of this research is MW6 and 12, not reaching
the standard, but the remaining 9 meet the standard. The
overall results meet the standard.
The latent variable's composite reliability: the three latent
variables' composite reliability (ρc) are Sense of enjoyment
at work .85, sense of engaging work .83, and inner life .81.
The three latent variables meet the standard of more than .60,
meaning that the three latent variables' indicators can detect
81% of the potential construct. In other words, the three
latent variables are basically stable in regard of reflecting the
real scores.
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Table 5. Sense of Meaning at Work Scale construct discrimination
Latent variable

Restrictive model（B）

nonrestrictive model（A）

χ2 difference
(B-A）

ρ1

df

χ2

ρ

df

χ2

Δχ2

Sense of enjoyment at work —sense of engaging
work

1

20

159.25

.95

19

70.65

88.60*

Sense of engaging work—sense of inner life

1

14

191.14

.94

13

39.33

151.81*

Sense of enjoyment at work—sense of inner life

1

14

109.18

.74

13

20.52

88.66*

Note: * is that the qui square values of the restrictive model and the nonrestrictive model are bigger than 3.84, meeting the significant standard, .05.

The three latent variables' average variance extracted (ρv)
are sense of enjoyment at work .60, sense of engaging
work .55, and sense of inner life .59. The three latent
variables meet the standard of more than .50, meaning the
indicators can reflect the latent variables.
For construct discrimination, this research adopted
competitive comparison method (Anderson & Gerbing,
1988)[31] to inspect the latent variables' construct
2
discrimination: the chi-square difference value (Δχ ) of the
three restrictive models and nonrestrictive model are: 88.60,
151.81, and 88.66, all bigger than the threshold standard 3.84
2
(p＜.05) (see Table 5), meaning that the Δχ between the
restrictive models and nonrestrictive models achieve the
significant standard .05. The hypothesis that any two paired
latent variables' correlation is absolute correlation (ρ=1) can
not be established, and the latent traits of the three latent
variable are significantly different.
For the analysis above, fit of internal of model is
acceptable. That is. inner quality of the modified model with
11 items of Three Factor is acceptable.
(6) Cross- validity of the Model
Since the model had been modified, we conducted another
investigation for another batch of samples (N ＝ 378) to
confirm whether the 11 items of Three Factor is stable. The
results are χ2 ＝172.81, df＝41, p＝.00, GFI＝.93, AGFI
＝.88, RMSEA＝.09, IFI＝.95, TLI＝.94, and CFI＝.95.
Among them, χ2 and AGFI do not meet the standard. As
Anderson and Gerbing (1988) [31] claimed, AGFI ≥0.80, so
the remaining RMSEA, GFI, IFI, TLI, and CFI all meet the
standard. As a whole, the modified model is fit. Up to now,
Sense of Meaning at Work Scale with 11 items of Three
Factor model is established.

5. Discussion
The purpose of this research is to develop "Taiwanese
Teacher's Sense of Meaning at Work Scale" for related
studies. On the developing process:
Firstly, according to the literature analysis results, we
found that the theoretical foundation of sense of meaning at
work includes values, human needs theory, developmental
theory, and spirituality. Since Taiwanese teachers' work
duration, and wage are protected by law, and their
socio-economic status is high, teaching job becomes a
valuable job without the need to care issues like salary, work

conditions, permanent job, pension, prestige, and the like.
Therefore, this research adopted the perspective of
spirituality, focusing on teacher's work leading to
enhancement of the personal inner spirituality.
From the perspective of spirituality, we discussed sense of
meaning at work from scales that mostly on workplace
spirituality. From Table 1, most scales include sense of
meaning as one of the main dimensions, such as Ashmos &
Duchon(2000)[2],
Milliman,
et
al.
(2003)[17],
Sheep(2004)[18], Duchon, & Plowman(2005)[19], Kinjerski
& Skrypnek(2006)[20], Rego & e Cunha(2008) [22],
Pawar(2009)[23], Petchsawanga & Duchon(2009)[24],
Abdullah & Ismail(2013)[25], Piryaei & Zare (2013)[25],
and so on. However, these scales have not agreed with one
another on sense of meaning at work, because in the pre-test,
sense of meaning at work resulted from adopting EFA
includes elements like engaging work, Sense of enjoyment at
work, mindfulness, Self-work immersion, mystic experience,
self-actualization, self- transcendence, inner life, and so on.
Since the elements come from different scales, they overlap
one another in concept. As for Milliman et al., they
considered that sense of meaning at work can be further
divided into enjoying work, energized by work, work gives
personal meaning and purpose, so we integrated the concepts
by the three items. After integrating, they were called sense
of engaging work, sense of enjoyment at work, and sense of
inner life, respectively. According to these three dimensions
and referring to the related items in the scales in Table 1, the
draft of the 13 items of Three Factor was compiled.
Next, the draft of the 13 items of Three Factor were rated
the relevance of proposed items to make the items more
appropriate (Thunborg, von Heideken Wågert, Götell,
Ivarsson, & Söderlund, 2015)[33], and with more content
validity. Then, since "teaching (or administration) often
makes me energetic" overlaps with "I am often happy when I
am teaching (or processing administration)," we deleted the
former. Besides, there are 6 items that were modified or
remained the same, respectively. With the four experts
providing theoretical and practical opinions, the items meet
the realistic demand.
Thirdly, we edited the 12 items of Three Factor into
questionnaire to conduct the first investigation (N=235), and
proceeded correlation coefficient with the data obtained. The
results show that it achieves significantly positive correlation.
The higher the sense of engaging work level, the higher
sense of enjoyment at work and sense of inner life will be,
and it is the same in contrast. As Milliman et al. (2003)[17]
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considered, sense of enjoyment at work means work can
bring energy and vitality, so that the individual expects to
work and love to work. In other words, work is attractive, so
if we can engage in work, we will have a sense of happiness
and fulfillment, and our life will be richer.
Fourthly, after analyzing correlation coefficient, in order
to understand whether the initial model is appropriate or not,
we conducted CFA. The results show that the initial model is
appropriate as a whole, but the indicator "MW3's" factor
loading is too low, only .29, meaning that this item is now
influential, and does not meet the standard proposed by
Bogozzi and Yi (1988) [29] and Tabachnica and Fidell
(2007)[30]. As a result, we deleted this item-- "I often forget
time because of teaching (or administration)." Teaching is
meaningful, but people who "often forget time because of
teaching (or administration)" are rare, because they have to
take care of their family as well.
After deleting one item, it becomes 11 items of Three
Factor, so we proceeded CFA again, called the modified
model. The result presents overall model fit. We further
analyzed preliminary fit, the result is unlike what Hair et al.
(1998） called "offending estimates." In addition, for fit of
internal of model, including (individual reliability,
composite reliability, and average variance extracted are fit
as well, showing that the inner quality of the modified model
is acceptable as well.
Lastly, since the model was modified, we conducted
cross- validity for another batch of samples (N=378), called
cross-validity of the model. it shows overall model fit,
meaning that the model of 11 items of Three Factor is
established. It proves that Milliman et al's (2003)[17] claim
that sense of engaging work, sense of enjoyment at work, and
sense of inner life can function as the factors of sense of
meaning at work. From the scales of workplace spirituality,
sense of meaning at work is just one of the dimensions, but
our research raised it as a variable for scale development, and
is supported. On the other hand, sense of engaging work
refers to that work itself is attractive to the individual, so it is
contains sense of enjoyment at work, which further leads to
fulfillment of inner life. This is the causal relationship among
the three factors.
Scale development is an iterative, multimethod,
qualitative, and quantitative process of item generation,
refinement, evaluation, and selection (Selbo‐Bruns, Floyd,
& Haynes, 2015)[34]. This scale development began at
literature analysis, through expert review, and CFA
(including initial model, modified model, cross-validity
model), the final confirmation of scale of dense of meaning
at work with 11 items of Three Factor is supported, so it can
be used by the subsequent researchers as they investigate
teachers' sense of meaning at work.
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