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General Abstract 

The general wellbeing (GWB) of employees is affected by various job, individual and related 

factors, including working conditions, job satisfaction, work-life balance and similar measures of an 

employee’s quality of working life (QoWL). These factors in turn can be affected by the set of 

overarching values that can give value and meaning to the work undertaken by employees. These 

values could come, in part, from the national or religious culture people grow-up in. Although there 

has been much research conducted on the quality of working life and wellbeing of employees, most 

of this research has been undertaken in western countries and based on western values. Very little 

of this research has been conducted on how the QoWL and wellbeing of workers is related to these 

values in a majority Islamic (e.g. Turkey) country, or have directly compared this to a non-Islamic or 

non-religious majority society (e.g. the UK).  

To investigate this gap in the research, the present thesis addresses four main objectives: (i) 

to explore and understand the concept of the QoWL and wellbeing in employees working in Turkey; 

(ii) to determine the extent to which such values affect the QoWL and wellbeing of Turkish workers 

and whether this effect is influenced by the religiosity of workers; (iii) to investigate if the observed 

relationship between wellbeing and religiosity on these values can also be observed in UK 

employees and (iv) to determine if these values affect the wellbeing of Turkish and UK religious 

workers differently.  

Both qualitative and quantitative designs were employed across the studies of this thesis. An 

initial study used semi-structured questions across six focus groups (n = 42 participants) and found 

evidence of religion and job characteristics having an impact on the wellbeing and work satisfaction 

of Turkish employees. Based on the results of this study, a survey containing questions about the 

QoWL and Islamic Work Ethic (IWE) values was then distributed to Turkish employees (n= 453). A 

translated and adapted version of this survey was then used to examine the same aspects of a UK 

sample of employees (n= 481). In the final stage of the project, the data for the Turkish and UK 

workers were compared to come to an understanding of how IWE values differentially influenced 
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the experience of work and general wellbeing of these employees. The qualitative data were 

analysed using applied thematic analysis and the quantitative data was analysed using structural 

equation modelling.  

The results indicated that IWE values indirectly affected the General Wellbeing (GWB) of 

highly religious Turkish workers, as well as, somewhat surprisingly, for both religious and non-

religious UK workers. When only religious employees from the two countries were compared, it was 

found that the relationship between IWE and GWB was mediated by different job characteristics. For 

example, whilst Work-Life Balance was a strong mediator for Turkish religious workers, Job-Career 

Satisfaction was the strongest mediator between IWE and GWB for religious UK workers.  

The findings of this thesis contribute to the literature of several disciplines including 

occupational psychology, business ethics, management, and wellbeing, and provide an important 

insight into how workers’ work ethic values relate to their wellbeing and how this relationship is 

relevant to HR practitioners. 
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Chapter 1: 

General Introduction to Thesis 
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1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 Employment Research 

Anyone who has ever worked can testify to the importance of being employed; working 

provides self-esteem, a regular schedule, and ultimately, provides a source of income to support a 

family and enable access to goods and services (Martel & Dupuis, 2006). One of the most basic 

concerns of human resources departments and occupational researchers has always been work 

satisfaction. According to Jones (1970), within an organisation, the “the achievement of work 

satisfaction is a primary or even the primary object” of a worker’s life (pp. 7). Early work satisfaction 

research was concerned with observable work issues such as teamwork (Jones, 1970), supervision 

(Mitchell, et al, 1975), social reward (Roy, 1953), motivators (Herzberg, 1969), and working 

conditions (Geist, 1963). Despite early success and take up with work satisfaction theories, this 

approach has come to be criticised mainly due to the limited number of factors that could be 

measured in workplace, (Henne and Locke, 1985; Wishner, 1991). It is safe to claim that traditional 

work satisfaction research often times does not include the factors outside the job or individual 

workers, while considering overall work satisfaction (i.e., Locke, 1969; Wanous & Lawler, 1972). 

Later research has showed that factors and satisfaction with issues outside the work, such as home 

factors, also affect an employee’s overall satisfaction with job (Ganster & Schaubroeck 1991). Of the 

more modern theories of work based satisfcation and wellbeing, the Job Demand Resource (JD-R) 

model (Bakker & Demerouti 2014) is perhaps the currently best known.  

The Job Demand Resource (JD-R) model is based on older theories of worker burnout 

relating to the propensity “to fail, wear out or become exhausted by making excessive demands on 

energy, strength or resources” (Freudenberger, 1975 p.73) and the recocogition that burnout is one 

of the most common consequences of severe work dissatisfaction (David Harrison, 1980). 

Freudenberger (1975) posited that burnout tends to begin after the first year of employment in 

cases where a high degree of ‘caregiving’ is required from employees, particularly in settings such as 
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hospitals, clinics, and voluntary humanitarian organisations. This observation led to explicit links 

being made between burnout and the detrimental effects on employees’ physical and psychological 

wellbeing. Maslach and Jackson (1984, p.133) even presented burnout as a general social problem, 

describing its symptoms as “emotional exhaustion, depersonalization and reduced personal 

accomplishment”. Of course, organisations were not entirely populated by unhappy and 

unproductive employees; they were also characterised by devoted workers who can be considered 

to be fully engaged with their jobs, the direct opposite of “burnt-out” workers (Kunte, & Rungruang, 

2017).  

Researchers described work engagement as a positive factor in work-place wellbeing; unlike 

workers with burnout, when confronted with difficult work tasks, more-engaged workers tend to be 

more resilient, have higher energy levels, and report better concentration due to being more 

enthusiastic about their work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Although both burnout and engagement 

studies have improved the literature and helped researchers better understand worker wellbeing, 

earlier studies were criticised for over-specifying wellbeing issues and of failing to consider other 

perspectives, falling behind constantly changing job trends, and remaining static (Bakker et al., 

2014). Thus, the need for a more inclusive theory of worker wellbeing was born.  

Although many inclusive theories of worker wellbeing were designed to include burnout and 

engagement into an overall understanding of workers’ experiences of the workplace, the job-

demand resource model (JD-R) became highly popular among researchers (Schaufeli & Taris, 2013). 

According to Bakker and Demerouti (2014), worker burnout could be avoided by maintaining a 

healthy balance between demanding work factors and the resources available to employees. It 

highlights that job demands are important predictors of exhaustion, somatisation, and repetitive 

injury, whereas job resources are important predictors of motivation and engagement. To date, the 

JD-R model has been used to understand workers’ experiences in relation to motivation (i.e., Fernet 

et al., 2012; Radic et al., 2020), engagement (Kwon & Kim, 2020), job satisfaction (Urien et al., 2017) 
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and burnout (Yulita et al., 2021). However, the JD-R model essentially fails to define particular job 

demands, resources, or any other outcomes (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Although this might be seen as 

a flexible approach it limits the generalisability of the research produced; therefore, additional 

theoretical models are needed to explain the causal relationships between demands and resources 

(Schaufeli & Taris, 2014). Additionally, the JD-R model assumes a unidirectional relationship –– 

meaning that resources reduce the negative effects of the demands. However, a longitudinal study 

by Hakanen et al. (2008) demonstrated that the relationship between demands and resources can 

be reciprocal. Thus, to develop a more inclusive multidimensional model to help researchers 

understand the nature of work and workers’ experiences, a more inclusive model is necessary. While 

job satisfaction theories are limited to factors directly affecting someone's job, and largely ignoring 

those personal and non-work factors that also affect someone's perception of their job, and the JD-R 

model is mainly focussed on the balance between work demands and resources. Quality of Working 

Life (QoWL) theory was developed to investigate employees’ work experiences in their entirety; it 

even claims to be able to investigate the impacts of work experiences that influence workers’ 

identities (Beder, 2000). According to QoWL theory, employees’ work experiences are not separate 

from their domestic/private lives –– each influences the other (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). The main 

advantage of QoWL theories is that they attempt to assess the factors involved in the full context in 

which people think about their work and the factors that influence it (Easton & Van Laar, 2018). 

These factors does not only include work factors, but also include individual factors (including 

personality and health), and even external factors such as local culture, as well as intercations 

pbetween these such as thehome-work interface. QoWL has been argued to also cover the wider 

national or even international context in which people do their work (Shani & Chalasani, 1992). 

Two broad perspectives have guided research into the elements that determine the quality 

of working life of employees: (i) need-satisfaction-based approaches, and (ii) holistic approaches. 

The former approach is rooted in Maslow’s needs theory (1954), which defines a hierarchy of needs 

that must be fulfilled; when the top tier of needs has been met, only then can people achieve self-

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01070/full#B46
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actualisation. In industrial research, need-satisfaction-based approaches posit that peoples’ needs 

can be satisfied, at least in part, via their work experiences (Loscocco & Roschelle, 1991). One of the 

current pioneers of the need-satisfaction approach, Sirgy et al. (2001), developed his QoWL 

framework, which posits that achieving an acceptable measure of QoWL requires satisfying job 

satisfaction needs as well as work-related needs. In this approach, if workers’ needs are satisfied by 

their work-related tasks and employment setting, they will “enjoy a sense of QoWL” (p. 246). 

Additionally, Sirgy et al. (2001) claimed that the satisfaction of workers’ needs –– both within the 

work domain and in their domestic lives –– provides the basis of happiness, thus enabling them to 

become productive employees (Greenhaus et al., 1987).  

Despite the merits of need-satisfaction-based theories, they have been criticised for several 

reasons. First, critics point out that this approach to QoWL theory works on the basis of a strict 

hierarchy of needs that prioritises basic survival needs (e.g., food, shelter) over other higher needs 

(e.g. a sense of belonging). This, it is argued, creates the assumption that fulfilling lower-order needs 

is more critical than fulfilling higher-order needs (O’Brien, 1986). Second, critics point out that need-

satisfaction-based theories tend to depend on the notion that a person’s QoWL is derived from the 

extent to which their needs are catered for, which creates the illusion that one’s needs are fixed 

characteristics, when, in fact, they can be subject to change over time and depending on culture 

(O’Brien, 1986). Loscocco and Roschelle (1991) emphasise that having a fixed structure of needs 

cannot be assumed and that individual differences could affect individuals’ perceptions of their 

needs. Another criticism of need-satisfaction-based theories of QoWL is that they fail to take into 

account the sociological aspects of work and are overly focused on addressing present-day problems 

such as employee productivity, which, in turn, creates more problems, as it ignores the base of the 

problem, such as organisational politics (Du Gay, 1988). Thus, it is crucial to adopt a more holistic 

approach to QoWL to fully investigate a wider range of workers’ experiences in relation to their 

employment alongside the nature of the sector in which they are employed. 
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Holistic QoWL theories, such as that developed by Easton and Van Laar (2018), view QoWL 

as a multi-dimensional concept that aims to investigate every relevant aspect of workers’ lives that 

are potentially influenced by their work-related experiences. Building on this approach, Lau and 

Bruce (1998) further posit that QoWL should also be considered as a dynamic concept that not only 

encompasses job satisfaction but also employee training opportunities and participation in decision-

making. In the literature, QoWL has been investigated via the application of a limited number of 

theories, such as spillover and segmentation theory; however, the notion that QoWL can be reduced 

to these theories has been criticised (Loscocco & Roschelle, 1991). This encouraged the 

development of a set of more inclusive QoWL theories (Easton & Van Laar 2018) that seek to include 

one of the most important factors that influence workers’ lives: their cultural beliefs. According to 

Hofstede (1982), if researchers fail to consider the influence of culture on workers’ lives, they cannot 

claim to be able to adequately explain QoWL. For example, Easton and Van Laar’s (2018) holistic 

QoWL model not only explains workers’ experiences but also attempts to consider every work-

related aspect and acknowledges that cultural elements might also influence employees’ 

perceptions of QoWL. Therefore, Easton and Van Laar’s (2018) model claims to offer a better 

explanation of QoWL while also providing scope for cultural adaptations and appropriations by 

guiding future researchers to think about the cultural concept of their area of interest before 

applying their model to different areas or countries (Easton & Van Laar, 2018). 

Critics of QoWL also criticise holistic models for being overly concerned with workers’ 

perceptions of their own QoWL and focussing on interventions to improve workers’ perceptions of 

working conditions (Du Gay, 1988). Specifically, critics assert that by focusing on workers 

themselves, researchers who adopt holistic approaches to QoWL fail to address the underlying 

problems that derive from unfair employment policies and social power dynamics (Du Gay, 1988). 

However, the overall aim of QoWL researcher appears to be to gain a comprehensive understanding 

of the whole working experience of employees and suggest ways of improving their working 

conditions and lives (Easton & Van Laar, 2018). Therefore, if the organisations desire to have policy 
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changes and implement rules on power redistribution, they would need to consider the perception 

of the workers or there might be resistance to the changes (Kalu, 2010). The benefit of 

understanding the QoWL values and attitudes of the employees is strongly supported by previous 

research (Ajala, 2013; Kalyan & Kumar, 20019; Mathur, et al., 2016) and has been demonstrated to 

influence workers positively. Indeed, Albrecht (1983) even credited the QoWL movement for the 

workers’ increased decision-making power demands. 

1.1.2 Importance of Understanding Quality of Working Life 

Since the 1960s, the concept of Quality of Working Life (QoWL) has been developed for use 

in employment research to provide a more comprehensive understanding of workers’ experiences 

(Hsu & Kernohan, 2006). Nowadays, although QoWL remains a firm feature of sociological and 

employment research, it also represents a growing topic of interest for psychology and economics 

researchers (Stefana et al., 2021). One reason for this burgeoning interest in research on QoWL is 

the growing importance of enhancing the employee experience in order to improve productivity via 

better employee performance (Naseer, 2020; Thakur & Sharma, 2019) and reduce employee 

turnover (Lin et al., 2013).  

To be able to accurately measure QoWL, Martel and Dupuis (2006) emphasise the 

importance of adopting a clear definition of QoWL and its associated aspects. Initially, according to 

Boisvert and Thériault (1978), QoWL researchers could be divided into two categories: (i) those who 

assert that QoWL can only explain the work-related aspects of employees’ lives; and (ii) those who 

consider QoWL as not only related to work but also influential in the private lives of employees. 

Researchers who assert that QoWL can only explain the work-related aspects of employees’ lives 

believe that QoWL is not only affected by how employees perceive their employment experiences 

(e.g., Mc Donough, 1975 as cited in Boisvert & Theriault, 1978), but also by the physical environment 

of the job (e.g., Wilson, 1973 as cited in Boisvert & Theriault, 1978). Although much of the QoWL 

research has moved from this simplistic definition (see Easton & Van Laar, 2018), there are still 
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researchers who believe that, in essence, QoWL remains focused on employees’ perception of their 

work-related satisfaction (Sirgy et al., 2001). In some of the earlier attempts to describe QoWL, 

Nadler and Lawler (1983) suggested that QoWL “is a way of thinking about people, work and 

organizations...” (p. 26), and it is therefore difficult to define the concept clearly in all contexts. 

Similarly, Kiernan and Knutson (1990) proposed a broad definition of QoWL as an individualistic 

concept that changes meaning depending on one’s research perspective. However, in a more recent 

conceptualisation of QoWL, Van Laar (personal communication, April 27, 2021) defined QoWL as 

“that part of an individual’s overall quality of life that is influenced by work […] the widest context in 

which an employee would evaluate the influence of work on their life”. This highlights that QoWL 

encompasses all factors related to an individual’s perception of their work-life, which suggests 

anything from personal life to mental health and wellbeing. Figure 1.1 demonstrates the current 

QoWL conceptualisation according to Easton and Van Laar (2018). 
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Figure 1.1 

The area of influence QoWL has on an 

individual’s life according to Easton 

and Van Laar (2018)
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1.1.3 Most Measured Constructs of the QoWL 

Concurrent with the popularisation of QoWL research, the measurement of the concept has 

become a major topic of investigation. From the initial aspects of QoWL developed by Walton (1975) 

to the most popular current aspects (e.g., Edwards et al. 2009; Martel & Dupuis, 2006), the focus on 

working conditions has remained an essential part of QoWL. This could be due to the measurable 

differences in workers’ perceptions of their work experiences in the light of organisational change 

(Martel & Dupuis, 2006). Another widely studied aspect of QoWL is work-life balance; the literature 

provides four main models of how life outside work (e.g., domestic life, other interests) affect 

employees’ overall QoWL. First, disengagement, which posits that individuals may tend to 

psychologically disengage from other aspects of their lives when they are at work or home (Foucher 

et al., 2003 as cited in Martel & Dupuis, 2006). Second, accommodation, which Lambert (1990) 

describes as reducing one’s psychological involvement with one aspect of life to accommodate 

another aspect of life. Third, compensation, which holds that individuals tend to compensate for 

areas of their lives they perceive as suboptimal (or negative) by enacting ways of counteracting them 

(Martel & Dupuis, 2006); for example, making private donations to charity after dismissing 

employees. Fourth, spillover, which asserts that positive and negative experiences both affect all 

aspects of employees’ lives. Apart from the above-mentioned models, the majority of QoWL 

research agrees that work and private life are both important aspects of employees’ lives; therefore, 

to reach a comprehensive understanding of QoWL, most QoWL measures include work-life balance 

as a contract in their scale development (e.g., Edwards et al., 2009; Royuela et al., 2007; Saraji & 

Dargahi, 2006).  

QoWL measurements are centred around two different outcomes. Some researchers assert 

that having an adequate QoWL means that employees are also satisfied with their work-life (Sirgy et 

al., 2001). Seashore (1975) even claimed that job satisfaction represented an unremovable aspect of 

QoWL. However, as a measure of QoWL, job satisfaction alone has not proved to be completely 

satisfactory for most researchers (Martel & Dupuis, 2006; Easton & Van Laar, 2018). Whilst the 
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concept of satisfaction is still important, more recent measurements demonstrates an agreement to 

the statement that QoWL is essentially a multi-dimensional concept (e.g., Edwards et al., 2009; 

Martel & Dupuis, 2006; Rethinam & Maimuhan, 2008); further, job satisfaction, according to Lee et 

al. (2007), is the logical outcome of having an adequate QoWL. However, Lawler (1982) concluded 

that multiple dimensions of QoWL are more closely related to the concept of wellbeing than job 

satisfaction. Today many researchers agree that one of the components of QoWL is wellbeing (e.g, 

Edwards et al., 2009; Rethinam & Maimuhan, 2008). According to Al Muftah and Lafi (2011), 

wellbeing is the core component, and Fontinha et al., (2018) argued that wellbeing is the best 

indication of QoWL.  

1.1.4 Understanding QoWL in Turkey and Muslim majority countries 

It should be acknowledged that like work satisfaction (Jung et al., 2007), QoWL is also under 

studied in non-Western (Sujatha et al., 2018) and Muslim-majority countries (Akram et al., 2018). To 

the best of the author’s knowledge, only five original scales to measure QoWL have been developed 

for participants from Muslim-majority countries (Malaysia: Che Rose et al, 2006; Qatar: Muftah & 

Lafi, 2011; Iran: Doudaran et al., 2021; Saraji & Dargahi, 2006; Saudi Arabia: Subbarayalu & Al 

Kuwaiti, 2017). However, these five scales all appear to assess different aspects of QoWL. According 

to Che Rose et al. (2006), QoWL can simply be measured by understanding a workers’ satisfaction 

with their career. Muftah & Lafi (2011) pointed out that a QoWL consists of three factors: (i) 

physical, (ii) psychological, and (iii) social, while other more complex models emphasise workers’ 

overall satisfaction with different aspects of their job (Saraji & Dargahi, 2006; Subbarayalu & Al 

Kuwaiti, 2017). Interestingly Doudaran et al.’s (2021) model differs from the others: instead of 

focusing on satisfaction, it focuses more on the ethicality of the job, its organisational structure, and 

the influence it has on the job experience. However, none of these models have achieved 

widespread adaptation and still lack any solid theoretical basis. Thus, the majority of studies on 

QoWL in Muslim-majority countries still use QoWL conceptualisations based solely on finding 
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generated by researchers from WEIRD (Western, educated, industrialised, rich and democratic) 

countries. 

Walton’s (1975) original QoWL framework essentially posits that QoWL is a process and that 

how employers respond to the needs of their workers is the deciding factor in determining 

employees’ perceptions of their QoWL. Abdeen (2001) claims that Islamic religiosity is intertwined 

with the perception of QoWL and that Islamic work ethic rules will strongly influence how workers 

perceive their QoWL. Abdeen (2001) suggests that Walton’s (1975) QoWL conceptualisation is 

intertwined with IWE values because several elements of this model are likely to be considered as 

ethical behaviours by Muslims, such as, “social integration in the work organization”, “adequate and 

fair compensation” and “social relevance of work life”. However, Abdeen (2001) bases this claim on 

his own interpretations of QoWL-related elements and does not apply any empirical measurements 

of work ethic values. Most researchers in the area appear to agree with Abdeen, and Walton’s 

(1975) QoWL model has been widely adopted by researchers in Muslim-majority countries without 

modification (i.e., Egypt: Ebby Joseph Idicula, 2020; Iran: Bolhari et al., 2011; Hadizadeh et al, 2015; 

Saudi Arabia: Alqarni, 2016). However, the empirical evidence suggests that the factors included in 

Walton’s QoWL model do not provide an adequate overall representation of QoWL (Fernandes et 

al., 2016). Walton’s (1975) QoWL framework has been modified by many different researchers 

outside Islamic nations to make it more appropriate for use in particular sectors. For example, it has 

been deemed inappropriate for use in higher education (Fernandes et al., 2016) and has been 

difficult to translate appropriately into different languages (i.e., Portuguese: da Silva Timossi et al., 

2008). Outside of Islamic work contexts researchers have also pointed out problems with Walton’s 

model. Martel & Dupuis (2006) criticised Walton’s (1975) model for being overly subjective and 

suggested that from a theoretical standpoint, Walton’s (1975) model does not provide any clear idea 

or model that can explain the relationship between its constructs and serves only as a list of 

seemingly unrelated items (Martel & Dupuis, 2006). In addition, Walton’s (1975) theory does not 

clarify what can be classified as QoWL and its conception of QoWL is strictly tied to particular 



Chapter 1 

13 
 

dimensions of the model. Thus, many researchers have found they could not build a causal 

relationship model using Walton’s approach (Bolhari et al., 2011; Hadizadeh et al, 2015) or have 

instead used the concept of QoWL and all its related items as a single variable (Alqarni, 2016).  

As Western and Muslim-majority countries differ in many respects (religious values, cultural norms, 

and geographical characteristics), adopting a Western-derived conception of QoWL without proper 

exploratory analysis might limit researchers’ understanding of the levels of QoWL reported by their 

respondents. Perhaps for this reason Walton’s (1975) model is not widely used in Turkey and instead 

more recent QoWL conceptual models, such as that developed by Sirgy (2001) or by Easton & Van 

Laar (2007) (e.g., Duyan et al, 2013) have been used instead. However, the QoWL model developed 

by Easton & Van Laar has been criticised in part for not providing an effective culturally aware 

measure of work-related stress among Turkish workers (Duyan et al., 2013). In response to this, 

Easton and Van Laar (2018) claimed that that may be due to Turkey’s unique cultural context and 

that further research should be undertaken to determine how best to adapt the QoWL model to a 

Turkish context. In order to explore this further, the current research project begins by exploring the 

concept of QoWL in Turkey as a Muslim-majority country. This research project also provides a 

review of the existing QoWL literature to identify the most appropriate definition of QoWL and the 

most appropriate research instruments for measuring it. This project will ensure that the results 

accurately explain the work-related factors that impact the participants’ perceptions of their QoWL 

in Turkey and explore the influences of the culture and religiosity on their perceptions of their 

QoWL. 
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1.1.5 Understanding Wellbeing in the Workplace 

To better understand wellbeing, most researchers divide the concept of wellbeing into 

different categories. One of the most popular divisions is eudaimonic wellbeing versus hedonistic 

wellbeing (Broadie, 1991). The Greek philosopher Aristotle, who coined the term eudaimonia, 

posited that it represents “true” happiness beyond the simple pleasures of achievement 

(Dierendonck & Mohan, 2006). Eudaimonia is only attained when one’s true human potential is 

achieved, and when one is behaving virtuously (Ola, 2016). In contrast, hedonistic wellbeing, as 

proposed by Greek philosopher Aristippus, is entirely focused on one’s selfish needs and pleasures, 

and is achieved when one satisfies all of one’s physical and mental needs while avoiding pain (Ryan 

& Deci, 2001). In the literature, most research is focused on hedonistic wellbeing, also known as 

subjective wellbeing, and is measured by life satisfaction values (Bartels et al., 2019). Conversely, 

eudaimonic wellbeing (or psychological wellbeing) tends to be measured using general wellbeing 

questions, which usually focus on the meaning of one’s life experiences (Bartels et al., 2019).  

In a workplace setting, employee wellbeing is investigated in terms of time spent at work, at 

home, and engaged in leisure activities (Sirgy et al., 2008). Researchers of hedonistic wellbeing 

assert that a good indicator of employee wellbeing is job satisfaction (Celma et al., 2018; Fisher, 

2010). However, job satisfaction alone is not enough to explain wellbeing (Duyan et al., 2013); 

Casper et al. (2007) claim that if organisations focus on developing better work-life balance policies, 

they could improve employee wellbeing. Zheng et al. (2015) also posited that favourable working 

conditions provide employees with robust coping mechanisms, mediating the relationship between 

work-life balance and employee wellbeing. In QoWL research, wellbeing is reported as one of the 

main outcomes of QoWL (Fontinha et al., 2018; Rathi, 2009), with some researchers even claiming 

that wellbeing is simply another term for QoWL (Chan & Wyatt, 2007). Thus, in any QoWL research, 

it is immensely important to adopt a robust measure of wellbeing.  
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1.1.6 Religiosity, Wellbeing and Work Ethic 

Although most questionnaires on general wellbeing in the employment research context 

attempt to include both eudaimonic wellbeing and hedonistic wellbeing, they have ignored 

Religiosity and how this contributes to QoWL (or wellbeing). Wellbeing is deeply connected with 

individuals’ beliefs and values, with researchers emphasising that eudaimonic wellbeing is attained 

when one’s beliefs and values are compatible with one’s activities and mental state (Ryan & Deci, 

2001; Waterman, 1993). Therefore, by ignoring religiosity, the results of such wellbeing studies are 

likely lacking in depth and robustness. Spiritual beliefs are also recognised by the World Health 

Organization as an undeniably important part of physical and psychological wellness (Mohan et al., 

2004). Thus, the current researcher asserts that in order to truly understand worker wellbeing, it is 

essential to investigate participants’ beliefs and values, especially in terms of their religiosity and its 

effect on their perceptions of the workplace and their work tasks. Religiosity is “state, 

understanding, and measurement of one’s obedience in believing in a religion” (Saleh et al., 2020 

p.289) and shaping behaviours according to the guidance of said religion’s God (Kagimu, 2015). 

Many studies showed the religiosity has positive effects on wellbeing (Gebauer et al., 2020) and life 

satisfaction (Rosmarin et al., 2009). Rosenberg (1965) points out that people whose religiosity 

matches their current socio-cultural context tend to report having higher levels of self-esteem, 

which Diener et al. (2011) assume is due to them being more positively perceived by their peers, 

ultimately improving their sense of wellbeing. It has been argued that this positive impact could be a 

result of religiosity providing employees with socialisation opportunities (Ellison, & Fan, 2008) and 

giving purpose in life (Park, 2005). Additionally, Fiori et al. (2006) assert that paradoxically, those 

with stronger religious values have a higher sense of control in the sense that they believe giving 

over control of their lives to a higher power (God) empowers them.  

In occupational science, most research focuses on the links between religiosity and work 

using the concept of ethics (e.g., Ali & Al-Owaihan, 2008; Elizur & Koslowsky, 2001; Raja et al., 2019; 
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Yousef, 2001). According to Faler (1974), ethical behaviours are learned in earlier life and “spill over” 

into the workplace. Thus, Conroy and Emerson (2004) posit that to improve the employees’ ethical 

behaviours, they should be encouraged to actively participate in the religion of their choice. Work 

ethic values are known to positively affect job characteristics, such as work-family conflicts (Islamic 

context: Ali & Al-Owaihan, 2008; Sugiyanto et al., 2020; Unspecified context: Dinger et al., 2010), 

performance (Islamic context: Sirianni, 2015), organizational commitment (Protestant context: Elizur 

& Koslowsky, 2001; Islamic context: Yousef, 2001), citizenship behaviours (Islamic context: Ramalu & 

Rashid, 2016), job involvement (Protestant context: Ruh & White, 1974), and job satisfaction 

(Unspecified context: Sapada et al., 2017; Islamic context: Marri et al., 2012). 

The work ethic literature begins with Weber’s (1905) notion that Western culture (British 

and American) is fuelled by (Protestant) religious beliefs, which has had a huge impact on the 

success of the west’s economies. According to Weber (1905), work, under the Protestant ethic, 

represents a type of religious duty: namely, assuaging primordial guilt in the eyes of God and 

securing a place in heaven. Weber (1905) posited that Protestants were hardworking, content, 

motivated in the collection of wealth, and were willing to engage in delayed gratification. It is these 

characteristics upon which he developed the notion of the Protestant Work Ethic (PEW; Weber, 

1905). Although the concept of PEW remains widely accepted, a growing number of researchers are 

asking if it can be applied to other cultures and religions. This has led to several interpretations of 

the concept to investigate employment issues in other (non-western) cultures. For instance, 

the Eclectic Protestant ethic (Ray, 1982); the Confucian work ethic (Lim & Lay, 2003); the Islamic 

work ethic (Ali, 1989); the Catholic work ethic (Tropman, 1992); and the Australian work ethic (Ho & 

Lloyd, 1984).  
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1.1.7 Why Islamic Work Ethic? 

Islam is the world’s second-largest religion in terms of the number of believers (Endress & 

Hillenbrand, 1988). Over the past few decades, the Muslim population in Europe has rapidly 

expanded due to the escalating refugee crisis (Zunes, 2017). Despite the increase in the Muslim 

population and predictions that the Muslim population will account for around 20% of the 

population of Europe in the next 30 years (Savage, 2004), the effect of Islamic culture in Europe 

remains significantly understudied. Most studies focus on migrant adaptation (e.g., Steinhausen et 

al., 2009), integration (e.g., Tomson & Crul, 2007), and acculturalisation (e.g., Gungor et al., 2011). 

However, the literature tends to ignore the cultural changes that accompany the growing number of 

Muslim migrants to the West. Today, the increasing numbers of Muslim refugees and migrants 

coming to Europe tend to be highly educated and quickly become productive members of society in 

their country of settlement (Zunes, 2017). Therefore, it is important to understand the similarities 

between work ethic beliefs of the population in which they have settled. Several research studies 

have followed a similar approach using the PWE (Weber, 1905); however, PWE is no longer 

representative of current Western religious culture (Dawson, 2005). For example, it has been 

reported that Turkish Muslim workers scored higher on PWE measures than British workers (Arslan, 

2000). Thus, it is important to understand the work ethic values, among different cultures, rather 

than the one scales originated in, which may improve the cross-cultural knowledge. Therefore, this 

dissertation aims to investigate the concept of QoWL and understand the effects of the IWE on the 

perceived wellbeing of Turkish and UK employees. Hence, this dissertation explores IWE-related 

antecedents and other job-related factors as mediators to shed more light on the factors affecting 

employee wellbeing.  
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1.1.8 Why Turkey and the United Kingdom? 

Turkey lies on the Southeast border of the European continent, with the majority of its 

landmass linking to Asia. The UK, on the other hand, lies on the Northwest side of the European 

continent with no land connection to mainland Europe. Both countries have vastly different 

identities that separate them from the collective European identity. For example, although the UK is 

a Christian-majority nation similar to the rest of Europe (Stonawski et al., 2014), the religious 

differences between Europe and the UK can be traced back to the establishment of the Church of 

England in the 6th century (Corbett, 2016). Islam is the second-largest religion in Britain, with 

Christianity the largest religion in the country, followed by a growing secular cohort (Muslim 

Population in the UK, 2018). In contrast, as a Muslim-majority nation, Turkey has little to no religious 

connection to wider Europe except through its diaspora (Hurd, 2006). However, due to its unique 

circumstances, Turkish religiosity is also deemed to be different from other Muslim nations as 

Turkish Islam is deeply rooted in Turkish nationalism and therefore has a more Ottoman, rather than 

the more Arabic, influence seen in other Islamic countries (Citak, 2019). Akin to Turkish Islam, 

Christianity in the UK is also heavily linked to national identity to create a uniquely British Anglo-

Saxon church (McKinney, 2011). Although the existing literature compares Turkish and British 

workers’ work ethic values with PWE (Arslan, 2000), there little to no information about both 

countries’ perception of IWE and how it effects their QoWL perception. Hence the current PhD 

thesis will examine this.  

1.1.9 Overall Aims and Objectives 

This study aimed to add to the growing body of knowledge on QoWL as well as identify the 

factors mediating the relationship between IWE and employee wellbeing. It explored the linkages 

between QoWL and employee wellbeing in the Turkish employment setting from the perspective of 

the employees. Specifically, it investigated how IWE values influenced Turkish employees’ 

perceptions of job-related characteristics and how they mediated the relationship between IWE and 

employee wellbeing. This relationship was investigated among Turkish and British employees 
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separately; a cross-cultural comparison was also conducted based on measurement models 

developed from an extensive review of the related literature.  

1.2 Thesis Outline 

The central focus of the current PhD thesis was to explore the concept of QoWL to provide a 

better understanding of the general wellbeing of workers from different cultural and religious 

backgrounds; specifically, the UK and Turkey. The PhD research aimed to investigate the concept of 

QoWL and understand the effects of IWE on the perceived wellbeing of Turkish and UK employees. 

Hence, the current PhD explored IWE-related antecedents and other job-related factors as 

mediators to shed more light on the factors affecting employee wellbeing.  

The current PhD thesis consists of four distinct yet related studies that are presented and 

discussed in four separate chapters. These chapters explore QoWL and wellbeing, investigate QoWL 

in both Turkey and the UK, and offer a detailed comparison between the findings of each, 

respectively. The format of the current PhD thesis is a hybrid between a traditional PhD and a 

compilation PhD. Thus, there is no big literature review, instead each chapter is constructed as 

individual studies with their own introduction, methodology, results, and discussion sections. It is 

important to note that although each chapter is written as a separate article, some elements of 

repetition exist throughout this dissertation due to the similar subject matter.  

Chapter 2 (Turkish Qualitative Study) begins by explaining the concept of QoWL and 

provides details of the QoWL research process, with an emphasis on the narrative dominated by the 

WEIRD research (Yu, 2007). This chapter provides a literature review that explains the need for 

exploratory research in the Turkish context, to help researchers explain QoWL from the perspective 

of Turkish employees. This chapter also highlights the importance of investigating culture and 

religiosity as influential factors acting on Turkish employee’ perceptions of QoWL as Muslims (Abu 

Bakar et al., 2016). Currently there is not enough qualitative data exploring QoWL in Turkish work 

settings, to fill this important gap in the literature, the Chapter 2 employed qualitative data 
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collection methodologies, including semi-structured questions asked within focus groups. The data 

collection was planned for five focus groups, but the process continued until data saturation was 

reached in the sixth focus groups interview. Focus groups were a valuable tool for encouraging the 

participants to discuss in depth not only their current job experiences and wellbeing, but also other 

associated factors that emerge from their religious and cultural background, such as sense of duty, 

support and stress that emerge from religious beliefs. Using thematic analysis, the researcher 

analysed the underlying connections that the participants reported between the characteristics of 

their current employment situation and their religiosity. Consequently, the study presented in 

Chapter 2 revealed that religiosity (Islam) had an undeniable influence on the everyday work 

experiences of Turkish employees. This finding inspired the framework and some specific questions 

for the remaining three studies included in the current thesis (Turkish Quantitative Study, British 

Quantitative Study, and Combinations Study).  

Chapter 3 (Turkish Quantitative Study) built on the findings that emerged from Chapter 2 

(e.g., the focus group results of the Turkish Qualitative Study), and further investigated QoWL and 

Turkish employees’ perceptions of their wellbeing. The researcher selected one of the most popular 

QoWL scales in the literature: The Work-related Quality of Working Life scale (WRQoL). The WRQoL 

scale offers flexibility as it can be applied to a wide range of occupations in the UK and is available in 

multiple languages (Easton &Van Laar, 2018). As the WRQoL scale does not feature any religious 

items or include work ethics as a construct, the researcher also implemented an adapted version of 

the widely used IWE scale (Ali, 1992). According to the previous research a hypothesised 

measurement model was developed, which consisted of five factors: alternative Islamic work ethic 

(aIWE), work life balance (WLB), job career satisfaction (JCS), working conditions (WCS), and general 

wellbeing (GWB). Drawing on spill-over theory, Chapter 3 developed a measurement model that was 

representative of the wellbeing of Turkish employees and included the relevant religious work ethic 

values, which is a topic previously neglected in the literature. The participants were drawn from a 

cohort of employees in Istanbul working in different organisations. The data were collected using 
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paper-based surveys. Participants were divided into two groups according to their level of religiosity: 

high-level of religiosity or low-level of religiosity. As ethical values are a product of one’s upbringing 

and seldom solely a result of workplace experiences (Fiorelli, 1991), the proposed measurement 

model highlighted that IWE values would serve as the independent variables. The focus of the study 

assesses the impact of social-related IWE values on job characteristics, and how the participants’ 

degree of religiosity affects this relationship. In this way, the researcher was able to examine the 

impact of religiosity on workers’ perceptions of their job characteristics and overall wellbeing. The 

result demonstrated that in Turkey only highly religious employees perceive that there is a 

significant positive effect of their IWE related values on their wellbeing.  

Chapter 4 (UK Quantitative Study) aimed to extend the research on the effect of IWE on the 

overall QoWL by investigating these constructs in the context of the UK, as an example of a Western 

Educated Industrialized Rich and Democratic (WEIRD) country using an already established QoWL 

model developed by Fontinha et al. (2018). IWE was incorporated into this model to evaluate 

whether the influence of IWE values on QoWL factors and general wellbeing, as found in the Turkish 

Survey sample, could be generalised to employment contexts in other countries. Since this research 

was conducted during the global COVID-19 pandemic, the proposed measurement model was 

modified to include potential COVID-19-related effects. Similar to the study in Chapter 3, the 

participants were divided into two groups: religious and non-religious. This enabled the researcher 

to measure any potential effect of religiosity on participants perceptions of their QoWL and the 

possible effects of IWE-related values on QoWL. The findings provided support for the already 

existing UK QoWL model (Fontinha et al., 2018) and demonstrated that some IWE values do 

indirectly influence GWB of UK workers regardless of their religion.  

Chapter 5 (Combinations Study) was designed to provide a cross-cultural comparison 

between Turkish and UK employees’ perceptions of their general wellbeing as an outcome of QoWL. 

The rationale for this was to achieve a better understanding of the relationships between specific 
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IWE values and wellbeing in cross-cultural settings (e.g., Turkey and the UK) to improve the literature 

on wellbeing in employment contexts. This combinations study established that although some IWE 

values are positively influencing the QoWL of both Turkish and UK workers, this relationship is not 

mediated by the same work characteristics. The findings demonstrated that, for Turkish workers the 

relationship was mediated mainly by WLB, while for the UK workers the main mediator was JCS.  

Finally, Chapter 6 concludes by providing a detailed discussion of the main findings driven by 

the previous four studies and reconsiders the links between the results and the existing literature 

and theory. The chapter continued with a discussion of the limitations of the studies described and 

the practical and theoretical implications of the results. The chapter concludes with several 

suggestions for future research. 

Please note, the ‘compilation style’ of this thesis, where the main chapters are presented 

independently, may lead to some repetition within each chapter (for example in describing the 

background literature) between chapters and arguably limits the author’s ability to signpost and 

guide the reader through the thesis. That said, each consecutive study is connected and represents a 

logical accumulation of the research data. The format of the thesis might also negatively affect the 

reader’s sense of continuity. However, the dissertation was intentionally designed this way: each 

chapter is designed to be submitted for publication –– this format allows each chapter to stand 

alone. Also, contingency notes were added to Study 1, 2, and 3. To overcome these limitations, a 

brief summary of what has come before has been added before the start of each chapter to provide 

this wider context. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 2: 

QUALITY OF WORKING LIFE IN TURKEY: THE 

EFFECTS OF DUTY AND RELIGION   
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2.1 Abstract  

The current research extended the literature on the Quality of Working Life (QoWL) by examining 

the impact of personal culture and religiosity on an individual’s perception of their QoWL. In 

particular, the research investigated whether an individual’s socio-cultural life affects their 

perspective on work, and whether this in turn affects their perception of their QoWL. In addition, 

the research explored whether these perceptions vary among workers from different cultural 

backgrounds and specifically whether the QoWL of employees from a more highly religious, less-

westernised country may be affected by factors that have been overlooked by more prevalent 

Anglo-American conceptualisations. Semi-structured focus group discussions were conducted with 

Turkish city council workers (N = 42). Thematic analysis of the transcript data identified two major 

themes on the employees’ experience of their QoWL: (i) the impact of ‘Western’ organisational 

factors, and (ii) the impact of socio-cultural and religious factors. The most cited organisational 

factors influencing QoWL were work-related demands and stress, career satisfaction, organisational 

commitment and employee engagement, managerial support, work-life interface, and relationships 

at work. Of the socio-cultural factors identified, Turkish employees reported a strong sense of duty 

and civic responsibility as contributing to their perceived QoWL, while paradoxically religion 

represented a key source of both support and stress. These findings indicate that assuming an 

employee’s QoWL is entirely due to a western understanding of organisational behaviour may 

underestimate the effect of socio-cultural and religious factors on employee wellbeing, productivity 

and turnover. 
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2.2 Introduction 

2.2.1 Importance of Understanding the Quality of Working Life 

Adams (1993) claims that, on average, Western employees spend one-third of their lifetime 

at work, and that this percentage is even higher for the rest of the world. This means that, for the 

majority of people, work represents an essential factor for accomplishing happiness, wellbeing, and 

general quality of life (De Neve & Ward, 2017). Koot and Wallander (2001, p.446) define quality of 

life as “…the combination of objectively and subjectively indicated wellbeing in multiple domains of 

life…”. As one of the most important aspects of general wellbeing, work has a crucial impact on 

quality of life, with unemployed people reporting a lower quality of life compared to their employed 

counterparts (De Neve & Ward, 2017). The importance of work for an individual’s wellbeing has led 

organisational researchers to develop a more focused view of work-related quality of life, one of 

which is the concept of Quality of Working Life (QoWL). However, the effect of culture on QoWL has 

mostly been neglected in the Human Resources Management (HRM) literature, whose sampling 

frame is overwhelmingly based on WEIRD (Western, educated, industrialized, rich, and democratic) 

cultures. Therefore, the current research attempts to fill this gap in the literature by focusing on 

QoWL through the less-explored perspective of how it is affected by non-western cultures.  

An individual’s perceived QoWL is not only influenced by their satisfaction with their job, but 

also by non-job and personal factors (e.g., immediate social network, hobbies, and so on) that affect 

life in a broader sense (Easton & Van Laar, 2018). In addition, national and cultural values have been 

found to influence employee job satisfaction (El Din & El Ghetany, 2016), although their impact on 

employees’ QoWL has received little attention, especially in terms of qualitative research. Current 

conceptualisations of employee wellbeing remain dominated by research conducted within 

protestant or secularist WEIRD societies such as Canada, Australia, the United States, and the United 

Kingdom (Yu, 2007).  
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A country’s prevailing national and religious culture has been found to affect its citizens’ 

behaviours and interactions in the workplace (Inglehart & Welzel, 2005; Trice & Beyer, 1993). As the 

boundary between Asia and Europe, Turkey has developed a unique culture that combines elements 

of both continents as the prevalent religion is rooted in Asia, but the style of government has a 

European origin. Turkish society has been found to rate highly on conservatism (Schwartz, 1994), 

collectivism (Aycan et al., 2000), and paternalistic orientation (Kulakac et al., 2006), with Yetim and 

Yetim (2006) suggesting that western organisational cultural values have only limited relevance to 

Turkish workplaces. Therefore, as the Turkish local government employs nearly 10% of the total 

workforce (Turkish Statistical Institute, 2018), the present research sampled a cohort of Turkish city 

council employees to investigate the most important factors determining Turkish employees’ QoWL. 

2.2.2 Quality of Working Life (QoWL) 

In the late 1970s, researchers began to explore how non-work areas of life affected an 

individual’s work-related experiences (Kavanagh & Halpern, 1977). This phenomenon later called the 

Spillover Effect or the Transfer Model, implied that there was no clear distinction between 

employees’ work and private lives. QoWL theory is a spillover-based theory that views QoWL as a 

sub-element of an individual’s perceived overall quality of life. QoWL is a multi-dimensional 

construct (Martel & Dupuis, 2006; Van Laar et al., 2007) and is distinguished from the job 

satisfaction research, which mainly focuses on workers’ experiences at work. Instead, QoWL 

researchers consider the integration of the employee’s experience of work and their wider life. 

Hence, QoWL suggests a wide range of factors must be considered to gain a comprehensive 

understanding of employees’ experience of, and satisfaction with, work. Currently, there is no 

universally agreed definition of QoWL in the literature (Lawler, 1975; Martel & Dupuis, 2006; Sirgy et 

al., 2001), but for the purpose of the present research, the broad definition by Easton and Van Laar 

(2018, p.6) will be used:  
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 “QoWL as a theoretical concept aims to capture the essence of an individual’s work 
experience in the broadest sense. The QoWL of an individual is influenced by their direct 
experience of work and by the direct and indirect factors that affect this experience.” 

Previous research has noted the link between QoWL and positive organisational and 

individual outcomes. For example, Guest (1979) reported that using QoWL-informed interventions 

helped increase productivity among General Motors’ employees whilst also decreasing workplace 

problems. Other researchers have found positive relationships between QoWL and job satisfaction 

(Sirgy et al., 2001), organisational culture (Valizadeh & Ghahreman, 2012), human resources 

productivity (Barzegar et al., 2012), transformational leadership (Dartey-Baah, 2019), work 

engagement (Gillet et al., 2013), and work commitment (Hong et al., 2010). These 

conceptualisations of QoWL have been investigated in different countries such as India (Stephen, 

2012), Singapore (Wyatt & Wah, 2001), Malaysia (Daud, 2010), Iran (Saraji & Dargahi, 2006) and 

Saudi Arabia (Alqarni, 2016) although it is probably true to say that the outcomes are not as well 

understood or known as those from WEIRD societies (Daud, 2010; Stephen, 2012; Wyatt & Wah, 

2001).  

While a small number of studies have investigated Turkish employees’ QoWL, most of these 

studies used survey methods to investigate single professions or specific occupational groups such as 

academicians (e.g., Tasdemir Afsar & Burcu, 2014). The existing QoWL literature also includes very 

few qualitative studies (Ari Kovanci, 2015), and this has been seen as a weakness when attempting 

to formulate a comprehensive understanding of the factors affecting an employee’s perceived 

QoWL, especially when using measures developed in other cultural contexts (Bluhm et al., 2010). 

Since “Happy engaged employees are every HR professional’s dream…” (Schramm, 2014), Turkish HR 

professionals would benefit from a better understanding of their employees’ QoWL based on 

research carried out in Turkish contexts. 
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2.2.3 Religiosity’s effect on work experience 

The impact of religiosity on the different aspects of the job experience has been well 

documented in the HRM literature. For instance, people tend to rely on the religious values that they 

learn when growing up to guide them in their daily lives, and also in their work (Abu Bakar et al., 

2016; Cardoș & Mone, 2016). Faith in God has an effect on work-life balance; it can help believers to 

suppress their work-related conflicts that affect their life and may even enrich their home-life 

(Hassan et al., 2017).  

Religiosity influences people’s habits and attitudes (Rashid & Ibrahim, 2007), social 

interactions, economic decisions and even the trading behaviours of Muslim-majority companies 

(Campante & Yanagizawa-Drott, 2015). There is a possible link between having an employee’s 

religious priorities respected in the workplace and higher employee engagement (Wu et al., 2017). 

Religious sincerity has also been linked to higher general wellbeing, lower stress and anxiety (Magan 

et al., 2016). Singhapakdi et al. (2014) found that when comparing Asian and Western work 

experiences, culture moderated QoWL and organisational socialisation. A positive correlation has 

also been found between subjective wellbeing and religiosity, this is especially true for Islamic 

religiosity (Campante & Yanagizawa-Drott, 2015; Tey et al., 2017). Muslims living in non-Muslim 

cultures prefer to have more control over their work even though it may mean them working in low-

paying, labour intensive jobs (Sav et al., 2010). Indeed, these kinds of jobs might make it easier for 

them to practice their daily religious duties, which most Muslims consider essential, and are not 

typically taken into consideration in WEIRD office environments. Thus, it is anticipated that 

religiosity will heavily influence QoWL in a Muslim-majority country. 
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2.2.4 Study Context 

2.2.4.1 Quality of Working Life in Turkey 

Turkey is the world’s 16th largest country by population and the 13th largest in terms of 

Gross domestic product. Turkey has what has been described as an open economy and is considered 

an emerging high-growth market by the International Monetary Fund (World Economic Outlook 

Databases, 2021). The Turkish social and cultural climate has been described as collectivist (Aycan et 

al., 2000), and thus, Turkish employees’ experience of work can be quite different from that of the 

more individualistic cultures found in organisations in most western countries (Earley, 1993). 

Approximately 99% of Turkish people describe themselves as Muslim, and an estimated 42% pray 

daily (Diyanet Isleri Baskanligi, 2014). Research has found that religiosity has a direct and positive 

effect on job performance (Mattison et al., 2000), and moderates job stress (Jamal & Badawi, 1993). 

Religiosity can also encourage workers to engage positively with others and be involved in socially 

valuable voluntary work (Ruiter & De Graaf, 2006) or civic activities (Mochon et al., 2010).  

Previous works investigating employees’ QoWL in the different countries has found essential 

differences in the interpretation of work and ways of measuring QoWL compared to an Anglo-

American understanding (India – Stephen, 2012; Iran - Saraji & Dargahi, 2006; Malaysia - Rethinam & 

Maimuhan 2008), thus it is expected a similar situation could be also present in Turkey. Focus group 

research (Thomas et al., 2012) provides a way to probe the shared understanding of social 

interactions and beliefs that may be missed when employees’ complete quantitative psychometric 

scales or surveys (Finn et al., 2000). In light of the above, the current research has developed two 

research questions:  

Research Question 1: What general factors are perceived to affect employees’ quality of working life 

in a community-based Muslim-majority country such as Turkey?  
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Research Question 2: What are the specific effects of a non-Western national culture such as Turkey 

on an employees’ experience of their quality of working life?  
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2.3 Methodology 

Since the goal of the current research was to understand how Turkish employees’ job 

experience affects their perception of their quality of life, from a subjective standpoint, a qualitative 

methodology was adopted as the research tool. 

2.3.1 Target Population 

The current study involved the recruitment of 42 city council employees from a wide range of 

occupations and roles from office worker to manager (see Table 2.1).  

Table 2.1: Details of Focus group participants   
Categories Number of 

participants 
Percentage 

Gender Male 28 66.8  
Female 14 33.3 

Age 40 and under 12 28.6  
Between 41 and 50 24 57.2  
Over 51 6 14.3 

Education Level High school 6 14.3  
Bachelor’s degree and 
College 

30 71.4 
 

Master’s Degree 6 14.3 
Job Positions Manager 7 16.7  

Line Manager 12 28.6  
Supervisor 1 02.4  
Office Workers 22 52.4 

Experience in the present 
organization 

5 years and under 3 7.1 
Between 6 and 10 6 14.3  
Between 11 and 15  5 11.9  
Between 16 and 20  2 04.4  
21 years and over 18 42.2 

 

In Turkey, city councils or municipalities are responsible for the provision of most public 

services and employ workers across a wide range of professions and work areas. For the present 

study, office workers were recruited from a single city council that had similar general employment 

conditions (e.g., salary grade, health insurance, retirement plan, etc.). Although non-government 

(e.g., private sector) workers are also employed by the city council, they were excluded from the 

current study as they have different employment conditions to government workers. City councils in 
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Turkey recruit office workers and managers through a public examination process called the Public 

Personnel Selection Examination (Yavuzaslan, 2015). Successful candidates are then placed in job 

roles according to their exam scores, rather than their previous experience or education. In Turkey, 

city councils are responsible for a much larger range of services than in most Western countries. 

Council workers are not only responsible for city governance, cleanliness, and food quality, but also 

for local education and social services, water supply, and even funeral services (Yuceyilmaz & Ozgur, 

2018). According to the Turkish Strategy and Budget Authority (2021), city councils and related 

authorities employ over 15% of all public workers in Turkey, which makes council employees one of 

the largest and most diverse employers in the country (Torun, 2018). The wide range of jobs and 

roles undertake by City Councils is reflected in the wide range of educational and social backgrounds 

of their employees (from teachers to refuse collection workers). For this reason, city council workers 

were selected to take part in this research project to sample a wide and diverse group of employees. 

The interviewees were interviewed across six focus groups (seven participants per group), 

with interviewees volunteering from departments across the city council. To recruit participants, the 

researchers received help from Human Resource (HR) staff to secure a randomised selection of city 

council departments for each group. From within each city council department, each participant was 

selected via convenience sampling. To encourage full discussions and following previous research in 

this type of context, the focus groups were separated by gender (Koca et al., 2009) and job position 

(Hollander, 2004). The six groups consisted of three groups of male office workers, two groups of 

female office workers, and one group of (all male) managers (Males = 28, Females= 14; Mage = 44.60 

years, SD = 01.25). The focus group discussions lasted 67 minutes on average (ranging from 56 

minutes to 82 minutes). All focus group discussions took place in the same meeting room at a city 

council building in Turkey. 
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2.3.2 Sample and Procedure 

As the research questions require information on a specific topic, namely, what employees 

understood by, or what contributes to their Quality of Working Life, a semi-structured focus group 

methodology was utilised to encourage free-flowing discussions, whilst generating high-quality data 

(Jarrell, 2000). The primary researcher, whose native language is Turkish, facilitated each focus 

group discussion. Based on Charmaz’s (2014) recommendations, the researcher and the study’s 

advisory group prepared the ground rules for the discussions as well as an initial set of interview 

questions. To test the effectiveness of the questions and determine approximate timings, two pilot 

studies were conducted, one in English (with students) and the other in Turkish (with Turkish 

workers from the actual sample). All participants signed an informed consent form before they 

participated, and full ethical permission was granted for the research (University of Portsmouth, 

SFEC 2017-077). 

The structure of the focus group discussions and the study protocol were informed by the literature 

(e.g. Charmaz, 2014). To make it easier to identify individual voices in the transcription process, 

three different voice-recording devices were placed around the table to make the transcriptions 

more accurate. Researchers stopped conducting new focus groups when theoretical saturation was 

reached, and no new information appeared to be emerging (Charmaz, 2014). According to Guest et 

al. (2011), data saturation is only possible if new themes no longer emerge, or new focus groups are 

no longer influencing the code structure. In a focus group study, saturation is often achieved when 

carrying out between three to six focus group discussions (Guest et al., 2011). The focus groups were 

conducted on different days; in between the focus group interviews, the researcher conducted 

preliminary data analysis, which formed the basis for the creation of the preliminary code structure 

and the corresponding theme structure. The final theme was added as per the findings of the fourth 

focus group; no new themes emerged in the fifth focus group. Theoretically, the fifth focus group 

would have represented a good point to halt the data collection (Guest et al., 2011). However, the 
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researcher decided to add a further focus group (#6) to ensure that no potential new themes were 

missed, and the recommended number of focus group discussions were carried out (Guest et al., 

2011). As no new themes emerged from focus group 6, the data collection process was halted.  

The focus group discussions began with the researcher welcoming everyone, explaining the ground 

rules and providing a basic definition of QoWL, as derived from Easton and Van Laar (2018). Focus 

group discussions should include questions that prompt in-depth discussion among the participants 

on the topic(s) of interest (Delkhosh, et al., 2021). Thus, the researcher formulated a structured 

series of open-ended questions designed to encourage the participants to discuss the relevant 

aspects of their work experiences and perceptions of QoWL at length (Yearous, 2006) (Appendix 

2.1). The initial question for each group was intended to encourage the participants to discuss their 

ideal working conditions to see without any specific prompts about the kind of issues participants 

would discuss about their work (Would each of you explain what makes work a good place for you?). 

After this question, if the participants did not discuss the issues featured in the majority of the QoWL 

literature, such as work-life balance and stress, these key issues were presented as open-ended 

questions (Batzel et al., 1991; Hoare & Kerley, 1991). As the literature does not appear to have an 

agreed-upon definition of QoWL, the researcher relied on the content of existing questionnaires as a 

guide to pinpoint the most important aspects of QoWL. Specifically, the questions mainly focused on 

three aspects of QoWL: (i) the positive aspects of their work-lives; (ii) the negative aspects of their 

work-lives; and (iii) aspects of their work-lives and external factors that spill over into their 

experiences of work.  

To understand concepts such as job satisfaction, employee engagement, and organisational 

commitment, participants were encouraged to discuss the characteristics of their ideal work 

environment (What would improve the quality of your working life?). To encourage a discussion 

about negative work-related emotions such as stress and burnout, the participants were encouraged 

to share their experiences on this matter (Is there anything challenging about your work?) and how 
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they demonstrate resilience (What makes you bounce back when you are feeling down?). 

Additionally, to encourage the participants to think about the influence of their work on other 

aspects of their lives, they were encouraged to discuss the concept of work-life balance (What do 

you understand by work-life balance?). One final question was added to encourage discussion of 

issues related to religiosity and the effects of religiosity in the workplace (Would you like to 

comment on religiosity or its effect on how you experience affecting your QoWL?). A structured 

focus group procedure was created to remind participants of the previous discussion points that 

included re-worded questions in case the participants did not understand the original set of 

questions or if the discussion went off-topic (see Appendix 2.1 for the full interview procedure). To 

encourage a free-ranging discussion, all questions were worded clearly, so there would be no 

confusion over meaning. 

2.3.3 Data Analysis 

An applied thematic analysis approach was used to analyse the data from the focus group 

discussions (Guest et al., 2011). The applied thematic analysis barrows from different theoretical and 

methodological techniques from grounded theory to phenomenology and adapt them to be efficient 

in the applied research (Guest et al., 2011, p 15). This research employed applied thematic analysis 

as it provides a transparent and credible way of data analysing. After each focus group discussion, 

the audio recordings were transcribed verbatim in Turkish by the researcher. All transcripts were 

structured using guidelines from McLellan et al.’s (2003) study to ensure none of the verbal clues 

relevant to the participants’ true feelings were ignored - For example, commonly used Islamic 

phrases that represent emotions such as Inshallah (Allah be willing) can be used when expressing 

hope for a future event. Also, Mashallah (what God has willed) expresses certainty that good 

fortune is due only to God’s will, which aims to prevent others from feeling envious of another’s 

fortune. These were then translated into English by a bilingual researcher, and instead of verbatim 

translations, the researchers used “fluid descriptions of meanings using various English 
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formulations” (van Nes et al., 2010, p. 315) to produce English equivalents. NVivo 12 was used for 

data analysis. As this study aimed to explore the concept of QoWL among Turkish public-sector 

workers, the research approach was designed accordingly. As the primary researcher has a 

background in organisational psychology, there was a risk of possible bias due to the impact of the 

researcher’s prior training on data collection and coding related to QoWL in the Turkish context. To 

mitigate this, the researcher opted to adopt an inductive qualitative analysis methodology (Saunders 

et al., 2009); this involved identifying the themes and codes that emerged from the empirical data 

rather than imposing pre-existing themes and codes on the data (Guest et al., 2017). Like 

phenomenology (Moran, 1999), this method enabled the researcher to gain a better understanding 

of the lived experiences of the participants and analyse the meanings they attached to these 

experiences. These lived experiences represented ‘snapshots’ of the participants’ lives at the time of 

data collection. Thus, to reveal the common themes present in the data, the researcher opted to use 

applied thematic analysis, which involves using an inductive research approach to investigate the 

emerging codes and their structure, which were then related to the relevant theme structure using 

an interpretative approach (Guest et al., 2011). The transcription of the recordings from the six focus 

groups was done verbatim as “data is only as accurate as its transcription” (Powers, 2005, pp.10). 

Exploratory analysis began with text segmentation to enable the researcher to gather the dataset 

and identify the relevant themes. Each respective segment was coded with a tag that represented 

the interpreted meaning of the participants’ work experience. Each code was then recorded along 

with an accurate description in a dedicated codebook (Appendix 2.2) to construct a code tree so that 

similar codes could be applied to similar segments. The constructed code tree was then reanalysed 

by going over the codes and grouping them into branches, which represent the themes that 

emerged from the data. After the codes were produced, native English-speaker researchers and the 

Turkish bilingual researcher discussed the translations and their meaning. As suggested by Guest and 

colleagues (2011), code frequency was used to identify the patterns between the codes and reduce 

any potential bias across the data. The codebook, which contains information such as descriptions of 



Chapter 2 
 

37 
 

the codes, any relationships between codes, and emerging code patterns, was prepared in English 

according to the guidelines set out by Guest et al. (2011), which helped the analysis to move towards 

an explanatory analysis. 

After transcription, translation and the identification of the open codes, the transcripts were 

then analysed in an iterative manner building up from the open codes into emerging themes and 

sub-themes guided by the two general research questions until a stable thematic structure was 

achieved. Intra-rater reliability was then conducted on four separate occasions with one month 

between each coding to ensure the stability of each theme (Wilczak et al., 2017). At the start of each 

iteration, the open codes were ordered in differently as recommended (Guest et al., 2011), this 

method prevented memorization of the codes and minimised coder bias. An additional bilingual 

Turkish researcher was employed and trained as an assistant coder who was completely unfamiliar 

with the hypothesis and purpose of this research to ensure the reliability of the thematic analysis of 

the translations. The assistant coder was then provided with the initial coding system. The assistant 

coder applied the coding scheme on a random selection of the content from two focus groups (33% 

of the overall data) to assess the accuracy of the coding and its internal consistency. There were 

some minor discrepancies between the researcher and assistant coder; mainly, these discrepancies 

were caused by religious phrases (i.e., Inshallah, Mashallah) as they can be viewed as expressing 

emotions such as hope and envy, as well as religious devotion. At the end of the discussion, both 

coders agreed that these religious phrases were used to express emotions via force of habit and 

cultural influence, making the religious meanings a secondary factor. This issue was also discussed 

with the research team and a decision was made to double code these phrases both in terms of their 

corresponding emotion and their religious meaning. 
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2.4 Results 

Research Question 1: What general factors are perceived to affect employees’ quality of working 

life in a community-based Muslim-majority country such as Turkey?  

As part of the focus group discussions, employees were invited to comment on a number of 

general and organisational factors they felt influenced their QoWL. The six main thematic categories 

derived from the responses to these questions, along with illustrative quotes are provided in Table 

2.2. The themes are presented below in the order of frequency with which the theme-related codes 

were discussed. 

Table 2.2. 

Summary, description, contributing open codes and frequency of mention for themes arising 
from question related to Research Question 1. 

Theme title: number of 
mentions (%) 

Summary 
Description 

Open codes 

1. Job-related demands 
and Stress at Work: 
92 (23%) 

Being affected by 
stressors 

“Politics”, “autonomy”, “regulations”, 
“contract workers”, “responsibilities” 
“hierarchy”, “small community”, and 
“expectations of the civilians” 

2. Career satisfaction: 
84 (21%) 

Derivation of benefits 
from the work itself 

“money”, “work well done”, “training”, 
“teamwork”, “technology”, 
“communications with civilians”, 
“rotation”, and “experience” 

3. Organisational 
commitment and employee 
engagement:  

61 (16%) 

Employees feeling 
motivation and pride 
towards their work 

“Duty”, “voluntary”, “motivation”, “loving 
the job”, “involvement”, “appreciation of 
citizens”, “communication”, “love of the 
city”, and “job satisfaction” 

4. Managerial 
Support:  
57 (15%) 

Having sufficient 
managerial support  

“managers”, “justice”, “support”, 
“appreciation”, “availability”, “manager 
involvement”, and “job allocation” 

5. Work-Life Interface:  
52 (13%) 

The relationship 
between work and 
time with family 
outside working 
hours. 

“friends”, “no home life”, “housewife”, 
“work-eat-sleep” “no time”, “overtime”, 
“city’s needs”, “childcare”, “spillover”, 
and “over-time” 

6. Relationships at work: 
46 (12%) 

Having an 
environment that 
encourages 
teamwork and 
harmony 

“Not being selfish”, “small city”, “peace”, 
“sharing the stress”, “tea-smoke break”, 
“co-worker friendship”, “harmony”, 
“professionalism”, “tolerance”, and 
“exchange of information” 
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Job-related demands and stress at work: When invited to comment on the factors that 

influenced their QoWL, 23% of all participant statements on this topic concerned job-specific stress 

or demands. Generally, City Council employees felt they worked in a high-stress environment, to the 

extent that many workers questioned the occupation choice they had made and felt this had a 

negative overall effect on their QoWL. In particular, long-term responsibility related to making 

decisions that affected other people appeared to increase the pressures employees felt in their 

roles. 

… In the work we do, we are held responsible for the project from when it is built until the end of its 
term of service. This can be up to 50 to 70 years, and at any point, we could be held responsible if 
they ever launched an investigation… (FG #2) 

Well, because we are aware of this [the responsibility of the job], we eat ourselves up [agonise over 
matters], so if there is a stone, I believe I should take that stone from here and put it there as much 
as I can [to help others] (FG #6)  

 
Workers also discussed the pressures they faced in terms of working on projects they may 

not believe in or on projects they have qualms about. For example, a project might require 

participants to implement rules that directly and negatively affect people, such as reducing the 

number of food stamps someone receives, closing workplaces or seizing properties. 

A few years ago, I was [arresting] a hawker… a nearby woman asked, ‘why are you doing this?’... 
She started crying and said, ‘he is my husband, he is earning our bread money by doing this!’… Does 
this mean I am a bad person for doing my job? (FG#1) 

…We built a new underpass near the industrial neighbourhood. I couldn't accept [certify] the 
accuracy of this job, I think we did the wrong thing, but what is it, there is no underpass in our city, 
we did this so that we [could say to others] have an underpass (FG#1) 

 
It was acknowledged that although a stigma exists about mental illness and psychological 

distress in Turkey, instead of feeling ashamed about their stress, the participants reported actively 

seeking psychological help and encouraging others to seek such support or find other methods of 

cooping.  

The [stress of work] is gradually affecting your psychology and afterwards you are forced to get 
psychological help… (FG#4) 
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Shopping is my [coping mechanism]; it makes me feel like I have been to five therapists [at the same 
time] … (FG#5) 

 
Career satisfaction: While discussing factors affecting their QoWL, participants often 

referred to their job positions and responsibilities in a negative way and said they often felt their 

work was not valued as much as it deserved. In particular, the promotion process (whereby less 

experienced employees with unrelated bachelor’s degrees [but who scored more highly at 

interview] were sometimes selected for management positions above more experienced team 

members) was a source of great dissatisfaction. 

Diplomas of the managers should be checked… If we are talking about being qualified it should be 
based on [subject specific] university degrees... (FG#1) 

 
Another factor affecting career satisfaction was the reported lack of opportunities opening 

up across the organisation and how this was perceived to limit or restrict growth and promotions. 

Many workers voiced their desire to experience different learning opportunities, stating that they 

felt that staying in the same job for a long time was making them inefficient. 

… For us to work better, a person should work at most five years in the same place… (FG#1) 

 
Although the male workers were supportive of frequent job change within the city council, 

female workers reported fear of change. According to one female worker, gaining a foothold as a 

woman in a department is already hard and changing departments might lead to a reduction in their 

status. 

As a woman [if you change departments] you are going to experience being a novice again with 
people you never met before…It is so hard. (FG#2) 

 
Organisational commitment and employee engagement: Being employed by the city council 

appeared to be a source of great pride and added positively to the perceived QoWL of most 

employees. Almost all participants had grown up in the city where they worked, and many had 
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several generations of family history in the same city. Thus, when employees were working on a 

project, they would often report feeling happier if they felt the project would help to improve the 

city and the lives of its citizens. 

We become happy when we can improve [the city] … (FG#3) 

If we think not only for ourselves but if [everybody] works for the benefit of the city council, [this 
makes] everything better (FG#2) 

 
In several focus group discussions, participants reported that they believed that being a city 

council worker was a 24-hour-a-day job and if they were not working as hard as they could, citizens’ 

lives would be harder. Some workers also stated that the overtime work they did was completely 

voluntary, and they did it from their “hearts {gönül}” and their experience is improved by the 

harmony in the workplace.  

…now, our work becomes our family, our quality of life… (FG#3)  

 
Managerial Support: During the focus group discussions, workers frequently mentioned the 

positive reinforcement available from their managers as a resource to improve their wellbeing. 

Employees from different departments and levels of seniority agreed that good managers (those 

who encourage employees to produce ideas and to share their opinions) made the job much easier. 

Some workers also strongly emphasised that they believed that receiving “respect” and 

“appreciation” from their managers not only increased their productivity but also positively affected 

their mood. Thus, some suggested that when an employee faces a critical problem, knowing they 

can depend on their manager for help reduced their day-to-day stress and consequently increased 

their QoWL.  

… A person should not think they are alone in dealing with the pressures of the job. If a [unit] manager 
says, ‘If you are in distress, call me’ this will increase the motivation [of the worker]. (FG#3) 
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Work-Life Interface: The focus group discussions revealed how balancing work and home 

pressures had important consequences for maintaining a positive quality of life. Male workers 

especially tended to report they believed that working too much adversely affected their families 

and children, but they also believed that their (over) work was necessary to maintain the city and 

consequently their families. Thus, even outside of work, some employees said they found it hard to 

switch off. The participants shared several anecdotes where they were in social situations and were 

quizzed about city council policies and actions and felt they were repeatedly getting pulled into 

defending their work identity.  

… In the department I serve, being a city council worker is for 24 hours. I mean… even when we go 
to visit somebody, they are asking me about the smallest problems they have with the city council… 
(FG#6)  

Wallaha [cross my heart], work-life balance is for us, we always spend time with our colleagues at 
work; we spend more time with our co-workers, more than [we spend] with our wife and children. 

(FG#6)  

 

Male workers frequently referred to their role in the family as the “breadwinner” and several said 

that, even though they were under great pressure, the aim of their working lives was to earn 

‘acceptable’ (direct translation: “religiously permissible”) money for their families.  

Here we come [to work], as we explained at the beginning; we sit down, if we get angry at our 
manager, if we get angry at our superior, [we digress and say] I am making my daily bread here [for 
my family], I’m going to bring a halal ‘bite’ to my house. [Then] we sit down and [continue to] 

work…(FG#6)  

Similarly, some married female workers appeared conflicted, in that they felt they had to be model 

workers, whilst at the same time being the best mother and housewife possible. Female employees 

spoke of the guilt they often experienced when trying to balance their commitments to work and 

their home life, especially regarding their children.  

… If you have children, it becomes harder, you have to give them less attention and you have to trust 
somebody else with your [child’s care] … (FG#5) 
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I have been at home for years. The housewife can go to the market whenever she wants, invite guests 
whenever she wants, and take her child for a walk whenever she wants. The working woman is 
actually a woman in prison. (FG#2) 

 
Relationships at work: During the discussions, participants often described how the support 

they received from their colleagues helped them. Many participants reported that being surrounded 

by like-minded people, receiving encouragement and being part of a team increased both their job 

and their life satisfaction. Thus, having good relationships at work increased the workers’ emotional 

involvement with the work and their perceived happiness. 

… The job environment and my co-workers are making [the work] better. If the environment and my 
co-workers were not nice, I might not be as happy to come to work… (FG#5)  

The primary reason for improving our work is our working environment, the harmony of our 
colleagues in our work environment, and the social relationships we have established with our 

friends in the other 29 directorates… (FG#1)  

 
Research Question 2: What are the specific effects of a non-Western national culture such as 

Turkey on an employees’ experience of their quality of working life?  

To help answer the second research question, participants were invited to comment on the 

national societal, cultural, and religious factors they felt influenced their QoWL. The four main 

thematic categories derived from this analysis, along with open codes of the thematic analysis are 

provided in Table 2.3. The themes are presented below in the order of the frequency with which 

they were mentioned. 

While investigating the perceived effect of culture on QoWL, it appeared to be the case that 

religiosity and national or personal values were used interchangeably by the participants. Although 

participants were not all practising Muslims, in general, the overall cultural values mentioned were 

mostly shared by the majority of employees, regardless of their reported religiosity1. 

… We know our responsibilities towards the elderly; this is because, apart from our [religious] beliefs, 
we are a country that shares customs, rituals, morals… (FG#3) 

 
1 Although the religiosity level was not questioned by the researcher, some participants, especially participants 
who do not share the common beliefs, declared their standpoint in the religious spectrum. 
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Table 2.3.  

Summary, description, contributing open codes and frequency of mention for themes arising 
from question related to Research Question 2. 

Theme title: number 
of mentions (%) 

Summary 

Description 
Open codes 

1. Sense of Duty: 

62 (58%) 

Providing service to 
people and their 
hometown 

“voluntary work”, “smiling”, “helping”, 
“serving the God”, “meet the needs”, “what 
if”, “ethic is religion”, “responsibility to 
higher power”, “principles”, “religious law” 

2. Religion as a 
source of support: 

24 (22%) 

Not having value conflict 
with the job rules. Using 
religiosity as a source of 
support for social and job 
stressors. 

“Love of God” “Thankfulness”, “positivity”, 
“motivation”, “equilibrium”, “do the right”, 
“religious and legal”, “honesty”, 
“conscience” 

3. Religiosity in 
Relation to Stress: 21 
(20%) 

Using religious behaviours 
and doctrine to cope with 
stress that is affecting 
QoWL 

“religious coping”, “if there was no 
religion”, “religiosity and family”, “personal 
gain”, “seems religious”, “use religion to 
procrastinate”, “unethical behaviours”, 
“feeling forced” “have to be best” “bad 
job”, 

 

Sense of Duty: There was a common belief that the city’s residents were strongly and 

positively supported by the city council. Several employees were not only proud of their contribution 

but also felt it was their (civic) duty to provide the best services they could to their community. 

There was also a sense in which the shared endeavour of the city council meant employees felt they 

had similar values to other city council workers and that this led to a greater sense of 

connectedness, community, and higher perceived life satisfaction. 

When we work more we do better things. We are working in our own hometown, we are working in 
[this city]. When we add something to [this city], we become happy [and] peaceful... (FG#3) 

 
One potential source of stress was identified as the political nature of the city council, 

whereupon they might be pressured, on occasion, to change how they do their job or conversely, 
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they might come across people who accuse them of only doing the jobs of interest to people from a 

specific political party.  

… But you must do what the law and regulations say, even if it’s [against] your own father or your 
brother, you have to do it… (FG#6)  

 
Religion as a source of support: As most of the participants in the discussions were practising 

Muslims, they believed their behaviours were, and should be, affected by their religious values. In 

most focus groups, when participants were asked about the effect of religiosity on their working 

lives, almost all reported that religiosity served as a resource that would guide them to behave with 

patience towards citizens. Many participants believed that if they provided the best possible service 

to the people they serve, then this would please God (Allah) and that this made them feel happier at 

work. 

… We and the people before us were always saying ‘Service to people is service to God’ (Halka hizmet 
Hakka hizmettir), we are trying to live up to this… (FG#3) 

At the end of the day, we are providing a public service for citizens, and this motivates us [to do our 
best at work] …(FG#4) 

 
It was also important that the participants’ ethical values should not conflict with their work, 

and they reported that this had a significant effect on their QoWL. Although laws exist that regulate 

their work, these laws cannot cover all eventualities, and, in these situations, workers often reported 

being guided by their conscience {vicdan} to do what they believed to be right. A considerable 

number of workers felt that their conscience was primarily influenced by their religious beliefs. This 

was explained as being accountable to a higher authority (e.g., God/Allah). Thus, some participants 

reported minimising their internal complaints about their job, for fear of seeming ungrateful to, and 

thus offending, God. One of the effects of religiosity on the workplace was reported as conducting 

ethical behaviours. For instance, participants also said they believed that if they accepted any form 

of “bribe” or “un-earned money” they would displease God. 
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… At least today, I earned the goodwill of God, I did my job, [and] I earned halal [religiously 
permissible] money… (FG#1) 

If we don't think about the haram or halal aspects of the money [we earn, we would not care about 
our work ethics], because we come to work at eight and leave at five. The important thing here is to 
comply [and do your job within your working hours]. (FG#4) 

 
When participants were evaluating their QoWL and their coping strategies, they repeatedly 

referred to the effect of their religion on their mental wellbeing. According to some workers, their 

faith enabled them to better cope with stressors. They also reported that their religious beliefs made 

them more tolerant and understanding and that without these beliefs, they would be unable to cope 

with the demands placed on them by citizens or co-workers.  

… When I am stressed, I can cope by using my spirituality, at least performing a two-Rakat 
[designated movements and words Muslims performed while praying] prayer… If you don’t have 
spirituality, it means… that your stress levels can grow to overtake you [literally ‘to become your 
biological child’] … (FG#1)  

You pray [so that God gives you] patience; I know these [tolerance and patience] are qualities that 
Muslims must have. (FG#2)  

 

Religiosity in Relation to Stress: Religiosity was also sometimes viewed as a potential source 

of stress or conflict, and many participants reported feeling upset when dealing with someone that 

appeared to be using their religious identity to gain an advantage in the workplace. For example, 

participants reported seeing other workers pray in a public space or during the busiest work hours 

when there are facilities and timetables that are designed to work around this. Participants believed 

that such colleagues were misusing their religion to gain extra advantages. This situation was 

reported by some respondents (Muslim and non-Muslim) to lead to a sense of demoralisation. 

[Some people are using religiosity] as a tool, they are deceiving us and those who truly believe. This 
makes me very upset… (FG#6)  

When there is a fire somewhere, you cannot enjoy the fruits of your prayers… If you observe constant 
inequality between people and see that lazy people are cherished, you cannot enjoy your prayers…  
(FG#1)  

 



Chapter 2 
 

47 
 

Many participants voiced how they valued their religion and referred to the manner in which 

they shaped their behaviours according to it. However, participants also stated that they felt that by 

always trying to be their ‘best’ religious self, they were increasing their stress. Some participants 

reported that they felt they had to suppress themselves from complaining, even when it was 

justified because complaining went against their religious views.  

Whatever the conditions we are under we have to be happy with our situation as Muslims [to please 
God] … (FG#2)  

If you are not content with less, you cannot have more” (Aza kanat etmeyen çoğu bulamaz). We 
should think about people on the minimum wage and look at them… I think it is not enough, however 
much we are grateful [to God], it is not enough (FG#4)   
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2.5 Discussion 

The aim of the study was to investigate the perception of QoWL and the effects of national 

culture in this perception in a Turkish work setting. When asked about the factors influencing their 

QoWL within the focus group context, participants spontaneously mentioned many of the same 

components that have previously been identified in organisational research conducted within Anglo-

American, individualist, and largely secular settings. Such components included stress, home/work 

interface, manager support, relationships at work, organisational commitment and career 

satisfaction. These components are in line with the existing QoWL literature (e.g. Easton & Van Laar, 

2018). However, in addition to these apparent universal organisational factors, the present study 

also showed that employees’ moral and religious beliefs strongly influenced how they thought 

about, evaluated, and performed in their jobs. It is noteworthy that this is the first time such a 

national and religious cultural effect has been shown to substantially and directly affect employees’ 

perceived QoWL in Turkish occupational research.  

The findings of the current study suggest that specific cultural and religious factors, which 

are not usually considered in the existing organisational literature, have a strong influence on both 

employees’ perceived wellbeing and their work behaviours within a Turkish workplace (Bobowik et 

al., 2010). Although previous QoWL research in the Turkish context has hinted that there is a gap in 

the literature in terms of religiosity and culture (Tasdemir Afsar & Burcu, 2014; Duyan et al., 2013; 

Ari Kovanci, 2015), the current study is the first to produce specific evidence to support that there is 

a relationship between the perception of QoWL and religious beliefs of workers. Similarly, to 

Malaysian workers (e.g., Abu Bakar et al., 2016), Turkish workers also perceive religion as an intrinsic 

part of their daily lives and assert that their work has a spiritual value that gives meaning to their 

lives. Further, participants’ religiosity appears to prevent them from reporting or complaining about 

their stress levels due to a reluctance to “seem ungrateful towards God”. These findings are 
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consistent with the existing HRM literature on religiosity, which also reported that behaviours are 

shaped by the “teachings of religion” (Darto et al., 2015; Weber, 1905). 

In support of previous research, it was found that participants’ interactions with managers 

(Saraji & Dargahi, 2006) and co-workers (Stephen, 2012) were strongly associated with their 

perceived QoWL, and that QoWL was mostly found to decrease when the control or authority of 

workers was limited (Jimoh et al., 2012). In line with Denvir et al. (2008), this was especially the case 

for participants with responsibilities that might have long-lasting effects for the city. 

In the focus group discussions, employees often reported that they needed to actively 

manage the balance of demands and resources in both their work and home lives, this need was also 

reported in the existing literature (Kavanagh & Halpern, 1977; Van Laar et al., 2007). In line with 

Clark (2000), the effects of work-related demands such as working overtime, receiving job-related 

calls outside of work, and an overly connected social and work-life appeared to ‘spillover’ into their 

private life, and increase home/ work conflict. In particular, working mothers, who are generally 

expected to be the primary caregivers in Turkish culture, expressed feelings of guilt about how these 

pressures affected their children, and this, in turn, was believed to negatively affect their QoWL, this 

problem was also reported by Kulakac et al., (2006) for Turkish female Academics. This finding is not 

specific to Turkey as Elvin-Nowak (1999, p.77) claimed that Swedish working mothers also build 

“everyday guilt” due to feeling “insufficient”, especially towards caring for their children.  

The present study’s findings suggest that having a workplace that identifies with workers’ 

personal cultural and religious values might increase job satisfaction and willingness to continue 

working, which provides support for the claims of Yetim and Yetim, (2006). Shared values and beliefs 

within the organisation were shown to be the source of many ethical behaviours and appeared to 

serve as a source of support, this is in line with previous research (Trevino, 1986). One of the shared 

belief factors was religiosity (or at least religiosity-inspired values). It was found that religion was 

seen as an important asset for workers as it appeared to enhance their positive perceptions of work 
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(and decreased negative perceptions) and motivated workers to do their best in the job (Ruiter & De 

Graaf, 2006), especially when employees felt they played a helpful role in helping their fellow 

citizens (Mochon et al., 2010). In addition, it has been reported that people with a high level of 

religiosity are able to receive spiritual satisfaction from their work, especially when their job had 

social relevance (Stephen, 2012); this finding was also illustrated many times in the present study’s 

discussions when employees repeated the common Turkish phrase “To serve the people is to serve 

God” (Kiriş, 2012). This could indicate that religious moral values shape Turkish people’s perception 

of work experience.  

In their Turkey-based study, Yetim and Yetim (2006) argued that protective and supportive 

management was highly valued by workers, and the present study’s findings back this notion. The 

current study also suggests that providing workers with information about the workplace’s positive 

involvement in the immediate community could improve organisational commitment and 

consequently enhance employees’ perceived QoWL. 

2.5.1 Limitations and Future Studies 

Despite its merits, the current study is subject to several potential limitations. First, as this 

study was conducted within a single large-scale organisation in a single country, almost all sharing 

the same faith, it would be interesting to replicate the study in more diverse organisation or 

organisations, and other non-western countries. Second, while the researchers tried to be as 

inclusive as possible, due to the council’s employee profile, more focus groups were conducted with 

male participants, than with females, and, given the very small number of female managers in the 

organisation, no females could be recruited into the manager focus group. Third, although the 

interviewer recruited participants as randomly as possible, due to the city council’s employee 

profile, more highly experienced workers were in the majority. Thus, they also formed the largest 

proportion of the participants. Fourth, participants predominantly described themselves as being 

from a Sunni (an Islamic subgroup) background; however, being conducted in a multi-cultural city, 
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the sample also included other sub-cultures such as Alevis (an Islamic subgroup) and Atheists. 

Although no obvious difference was observed in this data set, it still will be beneficial to examine 

possible work pattern differences in further studies. Fifth, the mothers in the female focus groups 

were particularly concerned about the spillover effect of their jobs on their children, and it would be 

interesting to investigate this and its implications for QoWL in more detail in future 

research. Consequently, these limitations may have impacted results of this study and more 

research in needed to investigate this research’s generalizability.  

2.5.2 Conclusion 

The present study contributes to the current HRM literature by expanding the 

understanding of QoWL in relation to culture, and specifically, to religiosity. First, the findings 

showed that, although it was not reported in the Anglo-American studies, a better understanding of 

religiosity could assist HR practitioners in developing wellbeing-related interventions in Turkey and 

other populations which identify as highly religious (Abu Bakar et al., 2016). Second, the present 

study contributes to what is currently a limited number of qualitative studies on QoWL. This could 

perhaps allow researchers to explore a possible explanation for the undetermined stress-related 

finding that Duyan et al. (2013) discovered in Turkey (although the cause is yet to be identified using 

the existing Anglo-American QoWL tools). 

Employees QoWL in the Turkish context is not only influenced by traditional organisational 

psychological factors, but also by a sense of duty influenced by social, cultural, and religious values. 

Values are an important part of individuals’ psyche and having their values respected could increase 

employees’ productivity. However, the results underline that some workers are able to take 

advantage of these communal principles for self-gain or offend people who do not share the same 

morals, which could negatively influence other workers.  
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The current study aimed to explore Turkish employees self-perceived QoWL by 

understanding their subjective job experiences. The thematic analysis showed that several 

organisational and personal factors, as well as other less well-researched socio-cultural factors, have 

a positive or negative effect on Turkish workers’ QoWL. Indeed, in particular Muslim cultures, QoWL 

may be better understood if the impacts of religiosity and duty are considered. Furthermore, the 

current conceptualisations of the main factors underlying QoWL theories may require current 

measures of QoWL to be reassessed or enhanced to better characterise QoWL factors in non-

western or highly religious countries. 



 

Continuity notes 

The qualitative study described in Chapter 2 explores Turkish city council workers’ perceptions of 

QoWL and wellbeing. This cohort was selected as it allowed the researcher to access a diverse group 

of employees from different educational and occupational backgrounds. The researcher employed 

applied thematic analysis to benefit from its ability to analyse rich and culturally diverse data in an 

organised manner (Guest et al., 2011). The findings demonstrated that the respondents’ perceptions 

of QoWL were very similar to the WEIRD conceptualisation of QoWL; for example, the perceptions 

included concepts such as work-life balance, job-career satisfaction, and working conditions. 

However, one striking difference was observed in the participants’ discussion of their national and 

religious culture. Specifically, the participants mainly focused on the effects of their religiosity on 

their wellbeing and its effect on their desire to behave and seek to earn money in religiously 

approved ways. Thus, the researcher developed the following conceptions of QoWL and wellbeing 

while including the effects of religiosity. To include religiosity and religious rules into the model’s 

development, the researcher decided to include work-ethic rules, as one of the most frequently 

used work-related religious concepts in the literature. The work ethic rules generally refer to 

concepts that influence work-related behaviours and perceptions. Such rules are often reported as a 

reason for positive job outcomes such as hard work and dedication; from Weber (1890) to the 

present, most researchers believe these rules are religion oriented. As Turkey is a Muslim-majority 

country, Islamic work ethic rules were considered to be the most appropriate tool to measure the 

effect of religious culture on Turkish workers’ perception of QoWL and wellbeing.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 3:  

Understanding Wellbeing in Turkish Working 

Environments   



Chapter 3 
 

55 
 

3.1 Abstract 

Extensive literature provides insight of the effect of religiosity on wellbeing, yet the studies 

connecting these two topics in employment concept is scarce. This study investigates the 

perceptions of wellbeing among Turkish employees and the effects of Islamic work ethic (IWE) 

values on these perceptions. The influence of IWE across three key job characteristics (job career 

satisfaction – JCS, work-life balance – WLB, and working conditions – WC) was investigated, as was 

the mediating role of these job characteristics on the influence of IWE on the general wellbeing of 

employees. The effect of religiosity on the relationship between IWE and general wellbeing was also 

considered. Survey data were collected from Turkish employees (N=453) and correlational statistical 

methods were applied to analyse the data. The results suggest that although IWE did not directly 

affect the general wellbeing of employees, it had a significant indirect effect when, mediated by the 

three job characteristics. Furthermore, when this study found that level of religiosity moderated the 

IWE’s predictive power on job characteristics, the results demonstrated that IWE had no effect on 

general wellbeing for employees with lower levels of religiosity, but the job characteristics mediated 

the effect of IWE on general wellbeing for employees with higher levels of religiosity. The findings 

suggest that Turkish employers may be able to improve wellbeing among highly religious Turkish 

employees by implementing interventions that explicitly link to Islamic work ethic values in job-

related tasks and methods of working.  
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3.2 Introduction 

Many researchers have focused on the concept of wellbeing as a measurable outcome of the 

positivity and satisfaction individuals experience (Ruggeri et al., 2020). In Europe, on average, the 

time employees spend working equates to approximately 38 hours per week (Eurofound, 2012), 

making the work an important aspect of adult life (Rathi, 2009). Consequently, the workplace has an 

unquestionable impact on an individuals’ wellbeing (Aboobaker et al., 2019; Gilchrist et al., 2015). 

One outcome of spending the majority of one’s time in the workplace is that one's personal life and 

spiritual beliefs (e.g. religion) often spill over into the workplace, which in turn affects wellbeing 

(Steiner & Spurk, 2019). Ernst Kossek and Ozeki (1998) state that most of the life satisfaction 

literature assumes that such “spillover” is a “good thing”; “those who are satisfied with their jobs 

also tend to be satisfied with their lives and vice versa” (p.140). Therefore, understanding the nature 

of wellbeing and how it can be optimised is vital to improving adults’ Quality of Working Life 

(QoWL), especially in more religious working cultures, such as Islamic countries like Turkey (Avci, 

2017). 

Overall wellbeing is affected by several factors including, but not limited to (i) occupational 

stressors such as a poor work-life balance (2007; Quick & Henderson, 2016); (ii) job-satisfaction 

(Rothmann, 2008); (iii) working conditions (Viitasalo et al., 2008); and (iv) religious work ethic (e.g., 

how one’s religious values contribute to one’s work ethic; Sage, 2018). Many QoWL researchers 

theorise that one or more of these factors are essential in accurately measuring an individual’s 

QoWL (see Appendix 3.1). Although the notion of religious employees being better workers is largely 

ignored and unsupported in the existing literature, Kutcher et al. (2010) reported that many leaders 

of industry assert that workers with strong religious values and beliefs tend to have more positive 

attitudes towards work and work-related matters, better stress coping mechanisms, and stronger 

work-ethic values than workers with weaker or no religious values and beliefs. This body of literature 

on religion’s effect on work originates from decades of work-ethic studies beginning with Weber's 

(1905) Protestant Work Ethic Theory, in which he described how Protestant workers were motivated 
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to work as hard as possible to pursue profit as a way of ensuring they would gain favour with God 

and be accepted into heaven. However, the Protestant work ethic appears to have a negative effect 

on wellbeing, in certain groups (Quinn & Crocker, 1999; Van Hoorn & Maseland, 2013). Moreover, to 

the best of the researcher’s knowledge, no studies have investigated the wellbeing of Turkish 

workers in relation to their religiosity and work ethic –– the majority of work-ethic studies have 

focused on Western countries (Furnham, 1990), especially English-speaking countries (Kim, 2007). 

Thus, it is important to investigate which of the specific factors mentioned in the Western employee-

wellbeing literature also affect Turkish workers' wellbeing. The present study set out to fill this gap in 

the literature by investigating employee wellbeing in the Turkish context, as a Muslim-majority 

country.  

Generally, the concept of wellbeing both inside and outside the workplace has only been 

studied in the context of western-educated industrialised rich and democratic (WEIRD) countries 

with such research primarily examining how Judeo-Christian work ethic values affect wellbeing 

(Radwan & Giffone, 2020). However, in the context of Islam –– as the second-most common religion 

in the world (Maoz & Henderson, 2013) –– the effect of the “Islamic work ethic” (IWE) on workers' 

wellbeing remains largely unexplored. To address this gap in the literature, the present study aimed 

to investigate (i) the culture-specific work-ethic factors Turkish Muslim workers derive from their 

Islamic values; and (ii) how these values affect this cohort’s general wellbeing.  

3.2.1 Wellbeing 

Wellbeing is a popular concept in both psychological and business studies; it has been shown 

to be positively linked to human happiness (Bos et al., 2016), economic growth (Bucciol & Zarri, 

2020; Diener et al., 1999), and productivity (Oswald et al., 2015). However, from a philosophical 

standpoint, wellbeing is divided into two basic forms: hedonistic wellbeing and eudaimonic wellbeing 

(Disabato et al., 2016). Hedonistic wellbeing focuses on how satisfied an individual is presently 

feeling about their current life conditions (Ryff et al., 2004) while eudaimonic wellbeing is linked to 
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an individual’s concept of their true potential, self-actualisation, and having a purpose beyond their 

own self-interest (Ryan & Deci 2001). Researchers suggest that a person’s eudaimonic wellbeing is 

strongly related to their degree of religiosity as religiosity also affects thinking and behaviours 

(Huber & Huber, 2012). 

Joshanloo et al. (2020) claim that many studies focus on hedonistic wellbeing values in an 

attempt to measure overall wellbeing, which focuses on individualistic happiness. However, in 

Eastern societies, the concept of wellbeing is more closely related to community/societal harmony. 

In the west, the term wellbeing is used interchangeably with other concepts such as Quality of Life 

(QOL; Dahlof & Dimenas, 1995; Veenhoven, 2011), life satisfaction (Rojas, 2007), and happiness 

(Duncan, 2005; Eckersley, 2008). However, few studies have examined the concept of wellbeing in 

Eastern contexts (Joshanloo et al., 2020). Taking a broader perspective, wellbeing can be recognised 

as a multidimensional concept (Fancourt & Steptoe, 2018) that requires a consideration of a 

combination of factors. For instance, life satisfaction is the most used measure of wellbeing (Bucciol 

& Zarri, 2020); similarly, in employment settings, self-reported job satisfaction has the strongest link 

with wellbeing (Faragher et al., 2005). Everard (1999) reported that to understand wellbeing in 

adults, it is important to also understand how people work and stay active. Further support for this 

notion is the finding that a poor level of wellbeing due to workplace-related factors tends to spill 

over to domestic and social life in the form of "emotional exhaustion, sleeping difficulties, irritability, 

or social withdrawal" (Kinman & Jones, 2008, p. 44). It is clear that in terms of adult wellbeing, the 

workplace has an undeniable influence and represents a highly worthy area of study.  

3.2.2 Wellbeing in the Workplace: Employee Wellbeing 

The workplace-related wellbeing literature focuses on life domains such as work, family, and 

leisure (Sirgy et al., 2008). In the organisational literature, wellbeing is often referred to as “worker 

wellbeing”, “quality of work life”, “quality of working life” and “work quality of life” (Sirgy, 2012). 

Previous research suggests that measures of wellbeing and job satisfaction are related to the full 
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range of dimensions of wellbeing; namely, life satisfaction, happiness, the presence of positive 

affect, and the absence of negative affect (Davern et al., 2007; Tait et al., 1989; Van de Vliert & 

Janssen, 2002). Thus, many studies report job satisfaction as analogous to employee wellbeing (e.g., 

Celma et al., 2018; Fisher 2010). However, despite the strong links between job satisfaction and 

wellbeing (Faragher et al., 2005), by itself, measures of job satisfaction cannot provide a 

comprehensive explanation of the inevitable complexities of wellbeing (Duyan et al., 2013).  

According to Gropel and Kuhl (2009), how people manage their work as well as their life 

outside the workplace is an important contributing factor to their perception of overall wellbeing. 

Although women’s participation in the workforce has increased over recent decades (in about one-

third of Western heterosexual households the female partner is the main income earner (Kim & 

Luke, 2020), Hoang and Yeoh (2011) report that male partners tend to remain hesitant about sharing 

domestic responsibilities in couples where the female is the primary breadwinner. In Turkey, 

İlkkaracan (2012) reported that 91.3 percent of urban households have a female primary caregiver, 

with many women even refusing to engage in any paid working activity due to domestic 

responsibilities and childcare. In Turkish workplaces, gender-based work-life balance differences 

exist, with female employees often finding it more difficult to achieve a good work-life balance than 

male employees (Helvaci et al., 2017). As a result, Turkish female employees tend to report lower 

levels of life satisfaction compared to their male counterparts (Coskuner, 2013). The physical work 

environment is another important factor for employee wellbeing. For example, the World Green 

Building Council (2014, cited in Kegel, 2017) reported that office environment and design 

significantly impact workers’ perceived wellbeing while Inalhan (2009) reported that employees 

could experience feelings of loss and grief when changes are made to their workplace. 
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3.2.3 Religiosity and Wellbeing 

The relationship between wellbeing and religiosity has been examined in relation to the 

concept of a calling, which has been defined as, “a meaningful beckoning toward activities that are 

morally, socially, and personally significant” (Wrzesniewski et al., 2009, p. 115). Religiosity is cited as 

the source of such a calling for believers; while non-believers can also experience a calling, the 

source of non-believers’ calling differs from person to person (Elangovan et al., 2010). For Muslims, 

the concept of a calling plays an essential part in shaping their behaviours at work (Bouma et al., 

2003) as well as how they perceive the importance of their ethics. High ethical standards are related 

to higher levels of wellbeing and employee efficacy, with most researchers citing spirituality and 

religiousness as possible sources of ethical standards, behaviours, and decision-making 

(Otaye-Ebede et al., 2019). Tejeda (2015) claimed that the ‘spillover’ of employees’ religious values 

into their work life initially creates a buffer effect between negative job circumstances and 

psychological wellbeing. Although the effect of religiosity on eudaimonic wellbeing has been studied 

using broad concepts such as the Protestant Work Ethic (PWE; Cappar, 2016), there is a 

demonstrable lack of research on the effect of IWE on wellbeing, especially in Turkey. According to 

Nasr (2010), IWE encourages balance in both an individual’s religious and secular life, as well as in 

society. Although equivalents of the IWE exist, a general work ethic is acknowledged to have an 

important effect on wellbeing (Zoupanou & Rydstedt, 2017); however, further research is required 

on the effect of religious work ethics on wellbeing. For example, according to Poloma and Pendleton 

(1990), from 556 empirical studies on wellbeing, only 28 included any measurement of the effect of 

religion. The effects of religion on wellbeing in workplace settings are almost entirely ignored in 

research. In attempting to find a reason why researchers tend to ignore the effect of religion on 

wellbeing, Moberg and Brusek (1978) assert that for many researchers, especially those from WEIRD 

countries, religion is not a key part of their own lives, which leads to a perception bias; namely, they 

tend to undervalue the effect of religion on wellbeing and are therefore reluctant to give it any 

weight. To overcome these shortcomings in the existing literature, the current research project set 
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out to acknowledge and investigate the effect of religion on wellbeing in the workplace, with a 

particular focus on the effects of an IWE, as held by members of Muslim-majority societies such as 

Turkey (see Chapter 2).  

3.2.4 Work Ethic and Religiosity 

The work ethic concept has been widely studied by both occupational psychologists and 

ethical philosophers. In the early 19th century with the development of the global economy and 

industrialisation, understanding the effect of employees’ behaviour and attitudes towards work and 

employers became an important area of study. Ely (1886, p.532) pointed out that such new notions 

of the effects of ethics on the economy "places society above the individual because the whole is 

more than any of its parts". Indeed, over the past two centuries, many scholars have aimed to 

explain the sources of ethics and how they affect perceptions of the workplace. As a result, two main 

philosophies have come to the forefront as the source of work ethics: (i) work ethics learned in the 

workforce, and (ii) cultural ethics that influence the work experience. 

In terms of work ethics learned in the workforce, Faler (1974) asserted that, in the post-

industrialised era, the moral values learned in the workplace spill over into employees’ social life, 

which then shapes the resulting society. In 1986, The Packard Commission's interim report utilised 

this philosophy to develop policies to shape employees’ behaviours with the hope of increasing 

"self-policing" (Fiorelli, 1991). However, this mission was unsuccessful and after these policies were 

implemented, the Packard Commission reported that they had not only failed to promote positive 

behaviours but also "may have decreased the sense of individual and corporate responsibility for the 

quality of products and services" (cited in Fiorelli, 1991, p. 163). In addressing this failure, Cressey 

and Moore (1983) pointed out that without addressing the roots of ethical problems, behavioural 

change alone could not facilitate ethical change. This led to the development of a new work ethic 

theory that gave a central role to self-regulation. Gunningham and Rees (1997) argued that people 

operate on the basis of a cognitive self-held moral code that is far stricter than can be enforced by 
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any extrinsic law and which can be used to raise the standard of workers’ behaviour. Thus, beginning 

with studies by Max Weber (1905), work-ethic researchers began to give more emphasis to workers’ 

self-held moral codes, such as religious beliefs, to explain their behaviours.  

While investigating the reasons for the immense economic prosperity in the UK and USA 

following the industrial revolution, Weber (1905) pointed out that the most significant difference 

between these countries and Germany was their respective religious philosophies. Weber posited 

that organisations do not create work-ethic values themselves; rather, the culture in which 

individual employees are raised is responsible for shaping their work ethic values. Further, Weber 

(1905) suggested that the legal system cannot adequately enforce moral behaviour and went on to 

explain that the English and Americans were "governed autonomously" according to their beliefs. 

This was explained by Weber as being due to their religious-cultural values created by the Calvinist 

Protestant doctrine, to produce the PWE. Weber asserted that the PWE’s teachings – frugality, hard 

work, and self-discipline – accounted for the rapid development of capitalism and industrial 

development in the UK and the USA. As workers in these Anglo-Saxon societies widely accepted 

these work-ethic values, eventually, these values were secularised and became widely recognised as 

the universal standard of work-ethic values (Kalemci & Kalemci Tuzun, 2019; Shirokanova, 2015).  

While the WEIRD world was discussing their understanding of the above work ethics, the 

developing industrialisation of the East did not follow the West’s development in terms of 

developing a similar work culture. Indeed, many researchers pointed out that PWE did not represent 

the strong and efficient work culture present in the East. For example, according to Baumann, 

Winzar, and Fang (2018), the work ethic widely found in East Asian countries is a result of ancient 

philosophical doctrines, such as Confucianism, Taoism, Buddhism, and Legalism. Further, Poznanski 

(2017) asserted that although it is not formally accepted by the financial world, the development of 

the Chinese economy is closely related to Confucian philosophy. For example, Chinese workers’ 

characteristic obedience towards "hierarchical authoritarianism" is arguably founded on Confucianist 
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philosophy (Yeh & Xu, 2010, p.111). Poznanski (2017) went on to report that these combinations of 

Confucianism and Taoism separated over time and spread to China, Taiwan, South Korea, and Japan, 

shaping their peoples’ behaviour and culture. Studies on Confucian values report that Confucianism 

promotes "hard work, diligence, frugality and the love of education" (Zhang et al., 2012, p.243). 

Similarly, Middle Eastern countries have also developed their own work-ethic values, as Islam places 

a firm emphasis on both work (Ibrahim, & Kamri, 2013) and private life (Barise & France, 2004).  

3.2.5 Islamic Work Ethic 

After Christianity, Islam is the world’s second-largest religion in terms of numbers of 

believers (Endress & Hillenbrand, 1988). Islamic values encourage devoted Muslims to help others by 

highlighting that Muslims are obligated to be as helpful to those in need as much as possible 

(Altilmisani, 2016). In light of this principle, Ahmed et al. (2019) demonstrated that employees with a 

higher level of IWE have a stronger sense of community, which increases their extent to which they 

are willing to engage in helpful behaviours towards their colleagues.  

Further research on wellbeing indicated that, in Islam, moral behaviour and having positive 

perceptions of others are linked to the spiritual welfare of the believer (Abdullah, 2012). Accordingly, 

research on spiritual values also highlights that some belief systems have a positive influence on a 

believer's quality of life and wellbeing if an individual’s working conditions enable them to act 

according to their religious values (Benefiel et al., 2014; Rousseau, 2014). Abdel-Kalek and Singh 

(2014) reported that the wellbeing of Muslims is strongly positively correlated with IWE. 

The relationship between work ethics and job satisfaction is well researched in the 

occupational psychology literature (Viswesvaran & Deshpande, 1996; Vitell & Davis, 1990). Research 

on the Islamic work ethic shows a positive relationship between the IWE and job satisfaction 

(Haroon et al., 2012), and so the IWE can be used as a tool to enhance job satisfaction. Mohamed et 

al. (2010) and Marri et al. (2012) both support the notion that the IWE does not only influence job 

satisfaction but also positively affects organisational commitment. The IWE has been demonstrated 
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to have a moderating effect on job satisfaction and organisational loyalty (Yousef, 2001), and 

emotional dedication and continuing commitment (Salem, & Agil, 2012). Also, Hayati and Caniago 

(2012) showed that a higher IWE increases an employees’ inner motivation and organisational 

commitment. Relatedly, Gheitani et al. (2019) pointed out that the IWE can encourage intrinsic 

motivation, which in turn, leads to reduced employee turnover and increased job satisfaction.  

In Turkey, approximately 90% of the population identifies as Muslim (Cukur et al., 2004). However, 

as the Republic of Turkey was founded in 1923 as a constitutionally secular country with a Muslim 

majority, Turkish employees’ understanding, and experience of Islamic religious values are likely to 

differ from those of employees in other secular and/or more strictly religious Muslim countries. For 

example, when the PWE surveys were applied to Muslim Turkish managers, they scored more highly 

than their UK counterparts. Arslan (2000) believes this might be a result of a unique Turkish-

Anatolian work-ethic understanding that promotes a strict work-ethic code similar to the PWE. As a 

result, Turkish Muslim entrepreneurs’ values have become more compatible with the needs of 

modern markets (Ozdemir, 2006). Miranty and Wimbarti (2014) suggested that Islamic work ethic is 

strongly correlated with the nature of the job demands and resources found in Muslim-majority 

nations. However, the existing literature is inconclusive about how the work ethic values driven by 

Islamic religiosity affect Turkish workers’ wellbeing or job satisfaction.  
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3.2.6 Conceptual Framework and Research Hypotheses 

Given the previously described research, the current researcher was interested in the 

contribution of IWE and how it relates to or mediates Western occupational psychology variables 

such as working conditions, job satisfaction, work-life balance, and the wellbeing of Turkish 

employees. Gunningham and Rees (1997) suggest that for Muslims, IWE beliefs are derived from 

their personal values, which exist well before employees begin to participate in the workplace and 

are therefore independent of any other work-related wellbeing variables. For example, Muslims with 

higher levels of religiosity might perceive their current job and career to be more positively affected 

by IWE than those with lower levels of religiosity, and this, in turn, may lead to increased job 

satisfaction (Koh & Boo, 2001; Yousef, 2001). Thus, it can be hypothesised that there will be a 

positive relationship between levels of IWE and levels of job satisfaction (Hypothesis 1a). Gebauer et 

al. (2012) reported that in countries with high rates of religiosity, those with religious beliefs tend to 

be happier and more well-adjusted. Since the majority of the population in Turkey identifies as 

Muslim, it is expected that a similar effect will exist among the Turkish employees. Muslims with a 

higher level of perceived religiosity are likely to score more highly in terms of the IWE’s effect on 

their job satisfaction than Muslims with a lower level of perceived religiosity (Hypothesis 1b). Since 

IWE values also promote equilibrium in Muslims’ lives and their individual work life is as important 

as their social life (Kumar & Che Rose, 2010), it is hypothesised that higher levels of IWE will be 

positively associated with a higher satisfaction for their work-life balance (Hypothesis 2).  

The term ‘working conditions’ refers to the various attributes of the physical workplace and 

work-related aspects that individuals perceive as important for the continuation of their 

employment (Iacovides et al., 2003). As Tokuda et al. (2009) reported, understanding the factors 

that benefit working conditions can help improve job satisfaction. However, how job satisfaction 

affects the perception of working conditions in the Turkish context has not previously been studied. 

More specifically, an individual’s satisfaction with their working conditions may be affected by 

several factors such as physical conditions of the work environment that could affect worker health 
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and safety (Easton & Van Laar, 2018). It is therefore hypothesised that Turkish employees will 

perceive their working conditions more positively if they report a high level of job satisfaction than if 

they report a low level of job satisfaction (Hypothesis 3a). Work-life balance was mostly studied 

under the assumption that working conditions aid employees to achieve a beneficial work-life 

balance. However, if such employees’ partners are not willing to help with their share of domestic 

responsibilities (Hoang & Yeoh, 2011), workers might perceive their working conditions more 

negatively. Consequently, it is hypothesised that Turkish employees will be satisfied with their 

working conditions if they perceive their work-life balance positively (Hypothesis 3b). According to 

Veenhoven (2011, p. 5), wellbeing is simply "how much one likes the life one leads". Past research 

informs us that in the Turkish work setting, working conditions have the largest effect on workers’ 

wellbeing (Avci, 2017). Hence, it is also predicted that working conditions will have a positive effect 

on workers’ wellbeing (Hypothesis 4). 

While the existing literature focuses on how working conditions can be modified to accommodate 

Muslim workers’ values (Abbasi, 2015), there is insufficient data on how the IWE affects workers 

perceived working conditions. To target this gap in the research, it is hypothesised that IWE will 

positively influence how Turkish workers perceive their working conditions (Hypothesis 5a). 

Although there is a lack of data available on the effects of the IWE on overall wellbeing, having a 

high level of IWE can enhance positive work outcomes, including improving wellbeing (Raja et al., 

2019). Therefore, it is also hypothesised that a positive relationship will exist between IWE and 

wellbeing (Hypothesis 5b). Additionally, as the literature presented (Faragher et al., 2005) this study 

also hypothesis there is a strong relationship between job satisfaction and wellbeing (hypothesis 6a). 

Similar relationship could also exist between work life balance and general wellbeing (hypothesis 

6b). 

 The Figure 3.1 demonstrated the partial mediation model. 



 

 
Figure 3.1. 
Conceptual Overview of the mediation model from IWE to GWB 
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3.3 Methodology 

3.3.1 Design 

The current study employed a correlational, survey design. The survey consisted of a 

number of subscales that assessed IWE (Ali, 1992) and QoWL (which included variables that assessed 

wellbeing, working conditions, job satisfaction, and work-life balance (Easton & Van Laar, 2018). This 

data collection method allowed for data description whilst also allowing the researcher to determine 

the relationships between the variables included in the above hypotheses (Fontinha et al., 2018; 

Sinval et al., 2019).  

3.3.2 Participants 

A selection of Turkish employers and organisations were contacted about taking part in the 

research. If they agreed, they were provided with a link to an online survey to forward to their 

employees (see Appendix 4). A total of 2000 surveys were distributed (see the Data Collection 

subsection below for more information) and 1000 responses were obtained. Although over 1,000 

paper surveys were returned to the researcher, not all of them were included in the final analysis. 

Elimination criteria were applied to determine so-called ‘dirty data’, which, according to DeSimone 

and Harms, (2017) is any statistically inconsistent data that would create problems in the final 

analysis stage by skewing the distribution of the data. This process began with the elimination of 

surveys with missing data, such as those featuring missing answers for QoWL or IWE items, as AMOS 

is unable to process such data. This eliminated 540 responses including partially filled or empty 

papers submitted in sealed envelopes. The second round of elimination involved using the SPSS to 

detect potential duplication of responses and strings of the same value, which resulted in ten 

participants being eliminated. The final step in data cleaning was to calculate the 

Mahalanobis distance of the data to detect and eliminate outliers; from this step, seven participants 

were detected as outliers and eliminated from the final analysis. A total of 453 valid responses 
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remained for subsequent analysis. Of the 453 responses, 59% (n= 268) of participants were male, 

39% (n= 181) female, with the remaining 1% (n= 4) preferring not to report their gender.  

Participant’s age ranged from 19 years to 68 years (M= 36.42 years, SD= 9.39). In terms of 

participants’ highest educational background, 66% (n= 300) reported having a higher-education 

qualification, 27% (n= 122) had a college (high school) qualification, and 7% (n= 31) had an 

elementary or middle-school qualification. The majority of participants declared their religion as 

Muslim 93% (n= 423), while 3% (n= 14) were Jewish, 2% (n= 9) were agnostic, 1% (n=3) were 

Christian, and 1% (n= 4) reported not having any religion. To investigate participants' perceptions of 

their religiosity, they were asked to rate how religious they perceived themselves to be using a 0%-

100% scale, where 0% indicated they were not at all religious and 100% indicated they were 

extremely religious. The average religiosity score across all respondents was 67.56% and the median 

was 75%. The final sample (N = 453) consisted of 241 (53.2%) participants who scored above the 

median and 212 (46.8%) participants who scored below the median score for level of religiosity. 

Thus, the sample was divided into those with high perceived religiosity and those with low perceived 

religiosity. 

3.3.3 Data Collection 

Ethical approval was obtained from the Faculty of Science and Health Ethics Committee at 

the University of Portsmouth (SFEC 2018-084). The main data collection was conducted from July 

2019 until November 2019. Initial attempts to collect data online were unsuccessful; despite being 

briefed about the confidentiality of the research and participant anonymity, many workers reported 

not having internet access or having trust issues about their privacy. The researcher then targeted 

four different employers in Istanbul, Turkey, and the survey distribution and collection took 

approximately three weeks per company. Participants from each employer were sent questionnaires 

by post with a sealable return envelope and were informed of the location of an anonymous 

collection point set up by the research team where they could return their completed surveys. 
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Participants were sent a reminder via their line managers about the surveys after ten days from the 

start of the survey distributions for each company; another announcement was made to employees 

one day before the final survey collection for their company. A research assistant periodically visited 

the company to collect the submitted survey envelopes from the anonymous collection points. The 

sealed envelopes were then brought to an external office in Turkey to be sorted and coded in to an 

excel file by a Turkish research assistant. To ensure complete anonymity, no personally identifying 

information was required and physical copies of the valid responses were stored in a locked cabinet 

and the non-valid responses (e.g., missing data, low effort data...) were securely disposed of.  

3.3.4 Data Preparation and Scale Development 

3.3.4.1 Overview of data analysis methods 

The current study aimed to test the above-mentioned hypotheses about the participants’ 

religiosity and their perceptions of their quality of life, working conditions, and wellbeing; and 

therefore, the researcher used correlational, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and Structural 

Equation Modelling (SEM) techniques to analyse the dataset. The main tool chosen to help with the 

analysis was IBM's SPSS v25 and SPSS Analysis of a Moment Structures 26 (AMOS) software. AMOS is 

suitable for models featuring complex relationships that reflect the attitudes and/or behaviours of a 

sample group (Hair et al., 2013), especially for models that are grounded in the existing literature 

where theory-based AMOS is highly recommended (Jöreskog & Wold, 1982). As with similar projects 

(e.g. Fontinha et al., 2018), AMOS was employed in the present research for SEM analysis using 

maximum likelihood estimation.  

After initial data cleaning, descriptive analysis, and factor analysis, the data were analysed in 

two main steps: (i) CFA and (ii) model testing (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014). According to Byrne (2016), 

CFA is used when a researcher has an idea of the theoretical structure and underlying content of 

their data and wishes to statistically test the previously known factor structure. Following this stage, 

moderation analysis was carried out using Process Macro v3 (Hayes, 2017), which produces identical 
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results to SEM and allows the bootstrapping of confidence intervals whilst also producing an easy-to-

understand output. The Process Macro v3 model 6 was used to analyse models with more than one 

mediator and moderators considered in series (Hayes, 2017). 

During the CFA and SEM stage, the data were analysed to investigate the adequacy of fit to 

the present study’s model (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014). For model-fit indices, the researcher assumed 

that χ² alone was a poor indicator as it is highly dependent on sample population size. To overcome 

this, in line with Hu and Bentler (1999), other fit indexes for model evaluation were added as applied 

in previous studies (e.g. Fontinha et al., 2018; 2019; Karampas et al., 2020). Specifically, the Tucker–

Lewis Index (TLI) and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) values were used, the results of which should be ≥ 

0.9 for an acceptable model fit, with values higher than 0.95 representing a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 

1999). Also, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) measure was used, which should 

be ≤ 0.08 (Hu & Bentler,1999) as well as the standardised root mean residual (SRMR) value, which 

should be <0.1 (Hair et al., 2013). 

3.3.4.2 Measurements 

This next subsection introduces the Islamic Work Ethic, Work-related Quality of Life, and the 

demographic scales used in this research. 

3.3.4.2.1 Islamic Work Ethic Scale. The Islamic Work Ethic (IWE) scale (Appendix 3.3) used in 

the present research project was adopted from the well-known and widely used IWE scale created 

by Ali (1992). Different researchers have used the IWE survey across a variety of settings (e.g., 

various managers across a range of sectors in Saudi Arabia (Ali, 1992); the banking sector in Malaysia 

(Kumar, & Che, 2010); and the public sector in Indonesia (Hayati, & Caniago, 2012). There is 

conflicting information about the factor structure of this scale; according to Ali (1992), IWE is a single 

factor scale, while other researchers reported finding other structures (e.g., Abu-Saad (2003) found 

three-factors, and El-Kot, & Burke (2014) found two-factors); therefore, an Exploratory Factor 

Analysis was conducted first on the IWE scale in the current study. As the original author (Ali, 1992) 
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also used the same type of 5-point Likert scale as the WRQoL survey (e.g., from strongly disagree to 

strongly agree), there was no need for any changes or an alternative measurement technique to be 

used. The Turkish translation (Appendix 3.4) of this scale was provided by a Turkish researcher who 

conducted a complete back-to-back translation (Ozbek, 2018).  

3.3.4.2.2.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Islamic Work Ethic Scale. Different researchers in the 

existing literature have identified different numbers of factors for the IWE scale, and therefore an 

EFA was first conducted. EFA is recommended when there is an absence of specific predictions about 

the number of factors (Tabachnick & Fidell 2014) and was needed because the IWE is a relatively 

new concept in the Turkish context and the Turkish Islamic culture is known to be relatively different 

to that of other Muslim majority countries (Arslan, 2000; see Appendix 3.5 for the complete English 

questionnaire and Appendix 3.6 for the Turkish Questionnaire). Both oblique and varimax rotations 

were conducted. However, as some of the items belonged to the same concept (and therefore, 

theoretically, they could not be assumed to be separate concepts), oblique rotation was deemed 

more appropriate that varimax rotation (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014). The first step of the EFA used a 

scree test to identify the number of factors, and this revealed that two key factors emerged from the 

data. The scree plot was followed by an EFA that forced the data to create two new factors. Finally, 

two subscales (with seven and six questions each, respectively) were developed.  

The first subscale measured participants’ work ethic and consisted of seven items that 

quantified the participants' perceptions of a job well done, interpersonal relationships at work, and 

how the employee's work benefited wider society. The second subscale measured hard work and 

consisted of six items that focused on personal gain and satisfaction as a result of hard work. 

The researcher selected Cronbach's alpha for reliability testing; specifically, the closer a 

scale's Cronbach's alpha is to 1.0, the higher level of reliability that scale has. In the present study, 

both subscales had satisfactory alphas; however, the first scale exhibited better reliability (.85) 

compared to the latter (.71). Both subscales were tested for normality by using skewness and 
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kurtosis value testing. Both subscales were normally distributed and were within the range of -1 and 

+1 (Marcoulides & Saunders, 2006). A medium-strength correlation was found between the two 

subscales (r= .4 p= .001; see Table 3.1).  

The second subscale also created multicollinearity and discriminant validity problems with 

the QoWL values as it mainly focused on the job career satisfaction. Thus, the measurement model 

and alternative models were developed using the first subscale only, which was named adapted 

Islamic Work Ethic Scale (aIWE). Factor loadings for the first subscale are presented in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1:  
Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Convergent Validity of the Islamic Work Ethic Scale. 

No Dimension Factor 
Loadings  

Adapted Islamic Work Ethic  

1 Dedication to work is a virtue 0.77 
2 Good work benefits both one's self and others 0.75 
3 Justice and generosity in the workplace are necessary conditions for social 

welfare 
0.78 

4 Producing more than enough to meet one's personal needs contributes to 
the prosperity of society as a whole 

0.55 

5 One should carry work out to the best of one's ability 0.66 
6 Work is not an end in itself but a means to foster personal growth and social 

relations 
0.55 

7 Interpersonal relationships in organisations should be emphasised and 
encouraged 

0.66 

 

After exploratory factor analysis using SPSS, the Islamic work ethic factor was assessed as a 

unidimensional construct in AMOS. The items were revised one-by-one according to the 

modification indices and factor loadings. The final outcome suggests a good model fit. The model fit 

indices are: χ² (12) = 48.61; GFI = 0.97; TLI = 0.95; CFI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.08; SRMR = 0.03. 
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3.3.4.2.3 Work-Related Quality of Life Scale. The Work-Related Quality of Life (WRQoL) scale 

(Easton & Van Laar, 2018) was employed to evaluate the factors affecting participants' Quality of 

Working Life (QoWL), and especially their general wellbeing. This scale was chosen because it 

considers participants’ work experiences as a whole across many aspects as well as providing a 

measure of overall wellbeing. The WRQoL scale was validated in Turkish and most of the subscales 

were reportedly highly positively correlated with the Affective Wellbeing Scale in the Turkish work 

setting (Duyan et al., 2013). The WRQoL scale consists of 32 items across seven categories and is 

widely used to assess wellbeing and other occupational factors in employees around the world (e.g., 

Malaysia (Sulaiman et al., 2015); the UK (Fontinha et al., 2018); and Turkey (Akar, 2018; Karaaslan & 

Aslan, 2019). All but five items were positively worded, and the negatively worded items were 

reverse-coded following data collection to aid analysis. As designed by the original developers, this 

survey features a five-point Likert scale (from [1] strongly disagree to [5] strongly agree). 

The original English version of the WRQoL scale (Easton & Van Laar, 2018) was translated to 

Turkish using the 11-step back translation method as recommended by Brislin (1970; see Appendix 

3.7 for further details). Although Turkish translations exist, all known Turkish translations used the 

24-item version of the WRQoL scale; thus the current researcher decided to translate the new 32-

item version. Also, to improve face validity and internal consistency, the current researcher 

translated all the questions at the same time. Initial analysis was undertaken of the WRQoL scores of 

the 453 valid responses and the sub-scale reliabilities were assessed by inspecting the Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficients.  

The WRQoL scale is an established scale with no contradictions related to the number of 

factors and has been used in Turkey since 2013 by several researchers (e.g., Duyan et al., 2013); 

however, EFA was still applied to check the validity of the general structure. It was found that seven 

factors emerged from the data with a mostly similar structure to the original factor structure. Thus, 

different procedures for validity and reliability were followed. The researcher decided to perform 

further analyses of the original six factors as it is the only version used in Turkish settings. Apart from 
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the stress at work (SAW, α=.56) factor, the coefficient-alphas of the WRQoL scale were all > .45 

threshold: general wellbeing (GWB, α=.75), work-life balance (WLB, α=.66), control at work (CAW, 

α=.63), job-career satisfaction (JCS, α=.70), stress at work, and working conditions (WCS, α=.73). Only 

SAW did not achieve the acceptable level of reliability, which, as a general rule of thumb, is over 0.6 

(Ursachi et al., 2015), so SAW was eliminated from the model. CAW was also eliminated as it was too 

close to the .6 threshold. In sum, the WLB (measures the perceived degree of control employees 

have over when, where, and how they complete their work tasks), GWB (measures both 

psychological wellbeing and physiological health, giving researchers an overall understanding of 

workers’ wellbeing), WCS (measures how workers perceive their physical work environment and 

how this affects their level of exhaustion and their occupational health), and JCS (assesses workers’ 

perception and satisfaction of the extent to which their workplace provides them with positive 

qualities) factors were included in the final hypothesised measurement model while CAW and SAW 

were excluded.  

3.3.4.2.3.1 QoWL Further Assessment. The four WRQoL factors used in the analysis were evaluated 

using AMOS. Given that the scale had already been constructed to evaluate multicollinearity, the 

factor loadings were considered (Table 3). As no item exceeded the .9 threshold, no multicollinearity 

was assumed to be present (Hair et al., 2013). However, as the factor scores were insufficient to 

assume multicollinearity, a tolerance test and a variance inflation factor (VIF) test were employed as 

recommended by Hair et al. (2013). Further, multicollinearity in the data was examined by using 

SPSS and analysing the factor scores using linear regression. For each factor, the tolerance was 

greater than .2 and the VIF was >. 5; thus, no multicollinearity was evident. Next, CFA was 

conducted, and one item (I have a clear set of goals and aims to enable me to do my job) from the 

initial JCS was highly correlated with the GWB factor’s items, so was eliminated from the JCS factor 

without sacrificing the hypothesised structural model or the best-performing items (Hoffmann, & 

Zou 1995). It was noted that the same JCS item was also removed from previous Turkish research 

(Duyan et al., 2013). The final scale demonstrated good construct validity.  
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The CFA of the remaining factors showed a good model fit: χ² (93) = 228.792; GFI = 0.94; TLI = 0.92; CFI 

= 0.94; RMSEA = 0.06; SRMR = 0.05 (see Table 3.2 for the included items and factor loadings).  

Table 3.2.  

Factor Loadings for the QoWL items. 

No Dimension Factor 
Loadings  

Work-Life Balance  

1 My workplace provides adequate facilities and flexibility for me to fit work 

around my family life 
0.74 

2 My current working hours/patterns suit my personal circumstances 0.65 

3 I am able to achieve a healthy balance between my work and home life 0.64  
General Wellbeing  

1 I feel well at the moment 0.60 

2 I am satisfied with my life 0.51 

3 In most ways, my life is close to ideal 0.59 

4 Generally, things work out well for me 0.71 

5 Recently, I have been feeling reasonably happy all things considered 0.73  
Job Career Satisfaction  

1 When I have done a good job, it is acknowledged by my line manager 0.65 

2 I am encouraged to develop new skills 0.72 

3 I am satisfied with the career opportunities available for me 0.69 

4 I am satisfied with the training I receive in order to perform my present job 0.49  
Working Conditions  

1 My workplace provides me with what I need to do my job effectively 0.70 

2 I work in a safe environment 0.63 

3 My working conditions are satisfactory 0.71 

4 I am happy with the physical environment where I usually work 0.52 

 

3.3.4.2.4 Demographic and Work Variables. Participants were asked to provide their age in years, 

gender identity, job position, religion, average work hours, and number of dependents.  
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3.3.4.3 Measurement Models.  

In line with previous research (e.g., Fontinha et al., 2018; Fontinha et al., 2019), one 

hypothesised measurement model (MM1) and four alternative models were developed. MM1 

contained the four factors from the WRQoL scale and the one adapted IWE factor. The second 

measurement model (MM2) was a single factor model (Podsakoff et al., 2003) that included all items 

in the MM1. The forced-factor model only explained about 26% of the total variance, which was 

much lower than the threshold of 50% (Dupuis et al, 2017), which meant no common method bias 

existed in the current study. A third measurement model (MM3) was developed by dividing the 

WRQoL factors and the aIWE factor to create a two-factor model. The researcher also tested a three-

factor model with aIWE items and the outcome variable GWB items loaded to their respective 

factors while all items that belonged to any of the mediating variables formed one collective factor 

(MM4). Lastly, a four-factor model was tested with aIWE, GWB, and WCS as separate factors, while 

JCS and HWI were loaded as one single factor (MM5).  

  



Chapter 3 
 

78 
 

3.4 Results 

3.4.1 Common Method Bias 

Before hypothesis testing, it is important to understand if the variance in the data is a result 

of measurement error, rather than the effect of measured the construct itself (Podsakoff et al., 

2003). As all the scales were based on the same type of 5-point Likert scale, the researcher decided 

to test for common factor bias to prevent any unaccounted high correlation(s) between one or more 

of the factors. To achieve this, several common factor bias tests were employed as recommended by 

Podsakoff et al. (2003). As in previous research on the quality of working life (e.g. Fontinha et al., 

2019), Harman's single factor test was employed. As a precaution, the controlling for the effects of 

an unmeasured latent methods factor technique was also employed (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  

To measure Harman's single-factor test, SPSS was used to identify if one common factor 

could account for more than 50% of the variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). An exploratory factor 

analysis was carried out; in the unrotated factor solution table, four factors had Eigenvalues >1.0, 

and the items accounted for 52.77% of the total variance, with the first factor accounting for 26.41% 

of the total variance. The total variance explained using Harman's single factor test gave the 

researcher confidence that no one factor accounted for the majority of the variance in the model.  

One latent common variance factor was also conducted. That is, the researcher allowed all 

the items to load onto this common variance factor. If the correlations were >0.50, this would 

indicate a problem with the regression weight. The results were <0.50, indicating that common 

factor bias was not an issue for the present study (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  

3.4.2 Measurement Model and Competing Models  

The researcher verified that the hypothesised measurement model demonstrated an 

acceptable model fit (χ2
 (231) =522.199***; TLI = 0.90; CFI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR = 0.05) as shown 

in Table 3.3. To further investigate common method bias and control for discriminant validity 
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(Podsakoff et al., 2003), a chi-squared test of difference was applied to compare MM1 with the 

alternative measurement models (MM2, MM3, MM4 and MM5). The results indicated that the 

hypothesised measurement model was significantly better than the competing models, which means 

the factor structure of this study is valid and the indicators were properly loaded to the construct to 

which they were expected to be loaded.  

Table 3.3:  
Goodness of fit statistics of measurement models (best fitting measurement model in bold). 

Models χ2 Δχ2 TLI CFI RMSEA SRMR 

MM1 χ2
 (231) =522.199*** 

 

.90 .92 .05 .05 

MM2 χ2 (245) = 1682.796*** Compared to MM1  
Δχ (14)

2= 1160.597*** .55 .60 .11 .12 

MM3 χ2 (243) =807.278*** Compared to MM1  
Δχ (12)

2= 285.079*** .82 .84 .07 .06 

MM5 χ2 (240) = 694.026*** Compared to MM1  
Δχ (9)

2= 171.827*** .85 .87 .07 .06 

MM4 χ2 (236) = 683.951*** Compared to MM1  
Δχ (5)

2= 161.752*** .85 .87 .07 .06 

Note: ***p < .001.  
χ2 = Chi Squared; Δχ2 = Chi-squared difference; TLI = Tucker–Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Residual. SRMR was not calculated 
because the model was not successfully fitted. 

3.4.3 The Research Model 

Following the statistical evaluation of the data and the measurement tools and model, the 

researcher developed a structural model to investigate which background factors affected wellbeing. 

Some of the dimensions from the quality of working life scale were excluded in line with the data 

gained from the previous study (Chapter 2) and other Turkish studies (Duyan et al., 2013). The model 

was first tested without any variables to moderate the relationships, as shown in Figure 3.2. 
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Figure 3.2.  
Results of The Research Model I: Full Mediation. 

 
 

The full mediation model included Islamic work ethic as an independent variable. Next, job 

career satisfaction and work-life balance represented the mediating variables alongside the 

secondary mediating variable, working conditions, which were all also classified as dependent 

variables. General wellbeing also represented a dependent variable in this study. The full mediation 

model demonstrated a good model fit with the goodness of fit measures: χ² (214) = 461.739***; TLI = 

0.92; CFI = 0.93; RMSEA = 0.05, and SRMR = 0.05. 

As suggested by Hair et al., (2013), the researcher developed a competing model with paths 

that represent the possible hypothesised relationships. This alternative model was tested alongside 

the proposed full mediation model to identify if the full mediation model was the best way of 

explaining the existing relationships within the proposed model. This partial mediation model is 

presented in Figure 3.1. 

The partial mediation model shows direct relationships between the independent variables 

(Islamic work ethic, job career satisfaction, work-life balance), and the dependent variables (working 

conditions and general wellbeing). The goodness of fit statistics for the partial mediation were also 

assessed. 
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The goodness of fit statistics for the partial mediation model were: χ² (210) = 460.841***; TLI = 0.91; CFI 

= 0.93; RMSEA = 0.05 and SRMR = 0.05. Therefore, the partial mediation model implies a good 

model fit similar to the full mediation model.  

Table 3.4 summarises the results of the structural equation modelling analysis for both the 

full and partial mediation models. All possible interactions between independent variable and 

dependent variables are marked with pathways. Table 3.4 demonstrates that the partial mediation 

model does not have a better fit, because the chi-squared test of difference was not statistically 

significant (Δχ (4)
2= .898). Considering the chi-squared difference and the model-fit statistics, the full 

mediation model demonstrated a better model fit than the partial mediation model (Wood et al., 

2008). Thus, further analysis was conducted using the full mediation model. 

The results supported Hypothesis 1a: job satisfaction was positively related to Islamic 

wellbeing (SRW = 0.15, C.R. = 2.65, p < .001). It was hypothesised that employees’ job satisfaction 

(Hypothesis 3a) and work-life balance (Hypothesis 3b) would have a positive relationship to their 

working conditions; the results support this claim (SRW = 0.54, C.R. = 6.68, p < .001; SRW = 0.48, C.R. 

= 7.32, p < .001). The results also provided support for Hypothesis 4 as working conditions were 

positively related to employees’ perceived general wellbeing (SRW = 0.80, C.R. = 11.13, p < .001).  
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Table 3.4:  
Results of the Structural Equation Modelling Analysis: The Full and Partial Mediation Model  

Pathways Relationship 
Full Mediation Partial Mediation 

SWR C.R SWR C.R. 

P1 Islamic Work Ethic → Job Career Satisfaction .15 2.65*** .15 2.61*** 

P2 Islamic Work Ethic → Work-Life Balance .30 4.93*** .30 4.88*** 

P3 Job Career Satisfaction → Working Conditions .54 6.68*** .54 7.11*** 

P4 Work-Life Balance → Working Conditions .48 7.32*** .48 6.20*** 

P5 Working Conditions → General Wellbeing .80 11.13*** .69 4.74*** 

P6 Islamic Work Ethic → Working Conditions - - -.01 -.12 

P7 Islamic Work Ethic → General Wellbeing - - .01 .62 

P8 Job Career Satisfaction → General Wellbeing - - .07 .66 

P9 Work-Life Balance → General Wellbeing  - - .05 .51 

Model Fit Statistics     

 χ² 461.739 460.841 

 df 214 210 

 RMSEA .05 .05 

 SRMR .05 .05 

 GFI .92 .92 

 IFI .93 .92 

 TLI .92 .91 

 CFI .93 .93 

Squared Multiple Correlation (R2)     

JCS .02 .02 

WLB .09 .09 

WCS .78 .76 

GWB .63 .62 

Note: SRW = Standardized Regression Weights; C.R. = Critical Ratio; *** = p < .001; ** = p < .01; * = p < .05; χ²= 
Chi-squared; df = degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness of Fit Index; IFI = Incremental Fit Index; TLI = Tucker–
Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = 
Standardized Root Residual; WCS = Working Conditions; GWB = General Wellbeing  
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3.4.4 Establishing Mediation between aIWE and GWB 

To establish mediation and non-mediation types, the typology criteria by Zhao et al. (2010) 

was used. This asserts that mediation between independent and dependent variables can exist even 

if there is no direct significant path between them. Zhao et al. (2010) posited that a bootstrapping 

test is adequate to establish mediation, therefore the researcher conducted bootstrapping. The 

indirect effects were computed using 5000 bootstrapped samples at a 95% confidence interval 

(Efron & Tibshirani, 1993). Table 3.5 shows the results of the mediation analysis and the 

classification of mediation.  

Table 3.5:  
Summary of the Results of the Hypotheses Testing. 

Relationship 
Direct 

Effect 

Indirect 

Effect 
Classifying Type 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> General Wellbeing .03 .18*** Indirect Only Mediation 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions  -.01 .23*** Indirect Only Mediation 

Work Life Balance  -> General Wellbeing .06 .38*** Indirect Only Mediation 

Job Career Satisfaction  -> General Wellbeing .08 .43*** Indirect Only Mediation 

 
Note: *** p < .001 

 
The results showed that all of the proposed mediations were significant. There was no direct 

relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable and all of the mediations 

were significant indirect-only mediations (Zhao et al., 2010). As only indirect mediations were 

identified, these results support hypothesis 3b is accepted and hypothesis 3a is rejected, which 

proposed that Islamic work ethic does influence Turkish employees’ perception of their working 

conditions through work life balance but not through job career satisfaction (aIWE to WCS = 0.23(CI 

0.14; 0.33)). Similarly, hypothesis 5a was rejected because there was no direct effect of IWE on WCS. 

Hypothesis 5b is partially supported: while the Islamic work ethic did not directly affect the 

participants’ general wellbeing, it had a significant indirect effect on wellbeing (aIWE to GWB = 0.19 
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(CI 0.11; 0.28)). Hypothesis 6a and 6b was rejected as WLB and JJCS did not directly affect the GWB 

of Turkish workers.  

3.4.5 Testing Level of Religiosity as a Moderator for the Full Mediation Model 

The means, standard deviations, and correlation matrix of the population were calculated 

for the combined, and low/high religiosity groups separately (Appendix 5). To test pathway 1b, and 

pathway 2, an independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the means in each factor in 

the model to determine the differences between the high and low religiosity groups. All differences 

were found to be significant: aIWE (t(451)=-3.74; p<.001); WCS (t(451)=-4.78; p<.001); WLB (t(451)=-

3.44; p=.001); JCS (t(451)=-2.80; p=.005); GWB (t(451)=-3.10; p=.002). The results showed that 

participants with lower religiosity tended to report lower scores in all variables related to their GWB 

compared to participants with higher religiosity, which supports hypotheses 5b. 

 
The hypothesised structural model started with direct paths from aIWE to WLB and JCS, and 

from JCS and WLB to WCS, while the last path was from WCS to GWB (see Figure 3.3). This model 

was tested for both the high and low religiosity groups. An acceptable fit was found for both 

religiosity group models (low perceived religiosity: χ2
 (214) =367.783***; TLI = 0.87; CFI = 0.89; RMSEA = 

0.06; SRMR = 0.07; high perceived religiosity: χ2
 (214) =409.635***; TLI = 0.89; CFI = 0.91; RMSEA = 0.06; 

SRMR = 0.07), as well as for the combined model (χ2
 (428) =777.420***; TLI = 0.88; CFI = 0.90; RMSEA = 

0.04 SRMR = 0.07).  

  



Chapter 3 
 

85 
 

Figure 3.3  
Final Structural model, showing the fit statistics and path coefficients for the two religiosity groups. 
(The indirect relationship between IWE and GWB is highlighted with bold arrows) *p < .05. ***p < .01 

 

Note: The results for Highly religious participants (people who were more religious than average) are presented 
in the brackets. 

 

The researcher decided to constrain the structural paths to measure invariance between the 

high and low religiosity groups; thus, all the regression paths in the model were constrained so that 

they were equal for both groups. The constrained model was then compared to the hypothesised 

measurement model using a chi squared difference test. The constrained model produced a 

significantly poorer model fit compared to the hypothesised measurement model (χ2
 (437) =861.695***; 

TLI = 0.86; CFI = 0.88; RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR = 0.11); and achieved a significantly lower fit compared 

to the hypothesised measurement model: Δχ (9)
2= 84.275, p < .001. Thus, the researcher chose the 

hypothesised measurement model to continue with the comparisons of the two groups. Figure 3.3 

illustrates the final measurement model’s standardised estimates. The R2 values produced further 

support for Hypotheses 5b by demonstrating that for participants with higher religiosity, aIWE 

accounted for JCS (High level religiosity = .03***; low level religiosity = .01) and WLB (High level 

religiosity = .13***; low level religiosity= .02), in return explaining more of the variance among the 
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GWB of highly religious participants (see Table 3.6). The researcher also analysed the standardised 

indirect effects according to the two groups. The results showed that aIWE had a positive indirect 

effect on highly religious participants’ GWB (aIWE to GWB = 0.22 (CI 0.11; 0.34)) especially through 

only WLB, and also when WCS acts as a second mediator. The researcher did not find any indirect 

effect between aIWE and GWB for the less religious Turkish employees.  

 

Table 3.6. 
The difference in variance explained between highly-religious and less-religious (Squared Multiple 
Correlations - R2) 

Dependent Variables Highly religious Less Religious 

Job Career Satisfaction 0.03 0.01 

Work Life Balance 0.13 0.02 

Working Conditions 0.85 0.66 

General Wellbeing 0.64 0.59 
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3.5 Discussion 

The primary aim of the current study was to investigate how Turkish workers’ perceptions of 

their general wellbeing are related to their aIWE values. Furthermore, the study aimed to investigate 

how certain job characteristics mediate the relationship between aIWE and GWB, and how the level 

of religiosity moderated the proposed mediation model. According to the proposed hypothesised 

model, Turkish employees’ aIWE-related beliefs would affect their perception of their job 

characteristics (JCS and HWI), and, in return, would mediate the relationship between aIWE and 

WCS, consequently forming a sequential mediation that would connect to GWB. Structural equation 

modelling was chosen to test the hypothesised model, which supported this model and deemed it 

acceptable in its current form.  

In terms of the first objective –– to investigate the relationship between job satisfaction and 

aIWE ––a significant direct effect of the aIWE values scale was found on the perception of job 

satisfaction (H1a). This finding concurs with previous studies (e.g., Haroon et al., 2012; Marri et al., 

2012; Rokhman, 2010), which indicates that work ethic rules do have positive influence on people 

and could be used to enhance job satisfaction. Additionally, when this relationship was moderated 

by level of religiosity, it was discovered that only participants who reported being highly religious 

benefited from the IWE’s effect on their job satisfaction (H1b). In the IWE literature, it is 

commonplace not to question either the religiosity or the level of religiosity of the participants (e.g., 

Haroon et al., 2012). This might be because the majority of such research is carried out in Muslim-

majority nations (e.g., Pakistan, Malaysia, and Iran) where the expectation of researchers is that this 

shared identity will affect all the participants in a particular group uniformly. Thus, to the best of the 

author’s knowledge, the present study represents the first attempt to compare how workers’ level 

of religiosity influences their work ethic values. Interestingly, the results of the current study 

demonstrated that individual workers’ work ethic values appear to vary according to their perceived 

level of religiosity, which was not reported or investigated in other Muslim-majority nations, and this 

might be representing an avenue for future research. Similarly, a strongly significant relationship 
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between IWE and work-life balance was only found for participants with high perceived religiosity 

(H2). Sugiyanto et al. (2020) claim that this is because taking care of one’s family is of prime 

importance to Muslims. Thus, it is expected that highly religious Muslim participants would perceive 

IWE as having a strong positive effect on their job and on their work-life balance. According to the 

spillover theory (Steiner & Spurk, 2019), this might be due to the employees’ religious values 

bringing much-needed relief to their perceptions of their work environment that balances the 

negative effects of an unfavourable work environment. This concurs with Tejeda (2014), who found 

that the spillover of religiosity positively affected the overall wellbeing of Turkish workers.  

Next, the results of the current study suggested that better working conditions had a 

positive effect on employees’ general wellbeing (H3a). This finding strengthens the notion that 

employees tend to be happier if they consider that their physical workplace environment provides 

them with adequate comfort and opportunity to work efficiently (World Green Building Council 

2014, cited in Kegel, 2017). Furthermore, the results indicated that participants with higher levels of 

job satisfaction tend to perceive their working conditions more positively (H3b). This might mean 

that employees who are satisfied with other aspects of their employment tend to perceive their 

working conditions in a more positive light or that they are better able to tolerate unfavourable 

conditions. Similarly, those with higher levels of WLB also scored higher on working conditions (H4). 

These results illustrate that having a greater sense of job satisfaction and work-life balance mean 

that people are less likely to be negatively affected by disadvantageous employment circumstances. 

However, at present, not enough is known about how these factors improve employees’ perception 

of their working conditions, even though these conditions may be the same or similar for other 

employees. Therefore, further longitudinal research is needed to provide a more comprehensive 

understanding of the relationship between working conditions and job characteristics.  

Next, while the results of the current study showed that working conditions directly and 

positively affected general wellbeing, working conditions also acted as a mediator for JCS, WLB, and 
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general wellbeing. Further, two significant indirect pathways existed between the IWE and general 

wellbeing, with working conditions as the secondary moderator. The findings of the current study 

support the claims of Joyce et al. (2010); namely, that the more highly an individual perceives their 

working conditions, the more highly they will rate their general wellbeing. Additionally, although it 

has been reported before (e.g., Rothmann, 2008) that JCS (Hypothesis 5a) and WLB (Hypothesis 5b) 

positively affect an individual’s general wellbeing, it was found that the current study model 

explained individual general wellbeing more accurately if this relationship was moderated by 

working conditions (Hypothesis 4). While the previous literature emphasised the importance of 

working conditions on job satisfaction (Viitasalo et al., 2008), the current findings support the notion 

that having a positive perception of one’s working conditions can facilitate the relationship between 

job satisfaction and wellbeing. Similarly, positive working conditions appear to moderate the 

relationship effects of WLB and general wellbeing, which might be because those who have a 

positive perception of their working conditions might be able to balance their home responsibilities 

more effectively than those who have a negative perception of their working conditions (Joyce et al., 

2010). According to the results, for the positive effects of job satisfaction and work-life balance to 

influence an employee’s overall wellbeing significantly and positively, the employee must also 

perceive their working conditions favourably.  

Despite its merits, the present study is subject to two main limitations. First, the use of the 

common method variance based on self-reported survey data may have affected the results, as the 

variation in the results could, in part, be the result of measurement error. To overcome this 

limitation –– as recommended by Chang et al. (2010) ––a Harman one-factor analysis was conducted 

and was able to establish methodological accuracy. Additionally, the present study used the 

suggestions of the Podsakoff et al. (2003) before using the structural equation modelling to 

eliminate the potential biases and validity problems. Second, because the data were collected from 

employees in Istanbul, Turkey’s most cosmopolitan city, it may not be representative of employees 

in other cities across Turkey or in other majority-Muslim countries. Therefore, future researchers are 
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encouraged to investigate the factors affecting employee general wellbeing in a wider range of 

contexts.  

In terms of its contribution to theory, the present study makes a novel conceptual 

contribution to improving the accuracy of employee wellbeing as a concept in a non-WEIRD-country 

employment context and draws attention to the effects of religious ethics on employees’ 

perceptions of their work experiences. The current research also improves the spillover theory by 

providing support for the claims made by Steiner and Spurk (2019) and Ernst Kossek and Ozeki 

(1998); namely, that personal belief factors spill over into employees’ work life and significantly 

improve their overall perception of wellbeing. While the current results suggest that IWE 

significantly affects Turkish employees’ JCS –– and indirectly, their general wellbeing –– it cannot be 

assumed that similar results will not also be found in a WEIRD country. As Moberg and Brusek (1978) 

reported, the Western literature lacks studies on religiosity, and a study on IWE has not yet been 

conducted in any non-Muslim workplace context, which is an area well worthy of future 

investigation. As the Protestant Work Ethic encouraged the development of other work ethic 

measurements, applying the work ethic questionnaires such as IWE emphasises the need for further 

research on perceived QoWL.



 

Continuity notes  

The Turkish Qualitative study in (Chapter 3) this thesis was developed according to the findings of 

the Turkish qualitative study (Chapter 2) and the extensive literature review. The second study 

focused on the concept of wellbeing as an outcome of the participants’ perception of QoWL and 

investigated how QoWL factors were affected by employees’ Islamic work ethic (IWE) values. The 

data were collected in Istanbul from a variety of full-time workers across different organisations. 

Structural equation modelling was used for data analysis for its ability to handle complex models 

with multiple IVs and DVs. The results demonstrated that IWE rules did affect the perception of work 

characteristics and general wellbeing among Turkish workers. When the sample was grouped 

according to their perceived level of religiosity, IWE rules tended to significantly affect the 

perceptions of highly religious participants. Compared to highly religious participants, those who 

identified as less religious (by mean religiosity) and non-religious participants were more likely to 

report that their wellbeing was indirectly affected by IWE, as well as that IWE also directly affected 

their job characteristics. Thus, the results suggest that Turkish Muslim participants’ perspectives on 

their QoWL and wellbeing are strongly affected by their religious work ethic values. While this might 

also be the case in other countries or non-Muslim populations, there is not enough evidence to 

support this claim and IWE rules have not yet been applied to a Western, largely Anglo-Saxon 

population such as might be found in the UK. In light of these findings, as a next step, the researcher 

decided to apply a IWE based similar model to UK employees. 
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4.1 Abstract 

Most of the literature on industrial/occupational psychology is conceptualised and published by 

Western researchers using mostly western participants. While it is common to see such research 

adapted to non-Western contexts, it is rare for non-western research to be adapted and applied to 

Western settings. To address this gap in the literature, this study aims to investigate the effects of 

holding Islamic Work Ethic (IWE) values on the perceived Quality of Working Life (QoWL) of UK 

employees. As this research took place during the Covid-19 pandemic, items reflecting the influence 

of Covid-19 conditions on the work of the employees’ surveys were also collected. Data were 

collected through survey methods and participants (N=481) were grouped into religious (participants 

who reported holding religious beliefs; 49%, n=237) and non-religious (participants with no religious 

beliefs; 51%, n=244). Structural equation modelling techniques showed IWE values were valid 

predictors of the job characteristics of employees. The final model was able to explain 68% of the 

variance in religious participants’ general wellbeing and 49% of the variance in wellbeing for non-

religious participants. The COVID-19 items collected suggested that the pandemic did not 

significantly affect religious workers’ perception of stress; however, Covid-19 negatively impacted on 

the work life balance (WLB) and working conditions (WCS) of religious employees. Interestingly, the 

opposite relationship was found for non-religious participants, whose WLB and WCS was not 

significantly impacted from lockdown. However, overall, the religious participants reported having a 

higher general perception of their wellbeing compared to the non-religious participants. These 

findings suggest that there was evidence IWE values influenced the UK participant’s QoWL 

perception and religiosity moderated the relationship between IWE and GWB. 

 

 

  



Chapter 4 
 

94 
 

4.2 Introduction 

The concept of Quality of Working Life (QoWL) has been used over the past half-century to 

investigate how work and work-related factors affect employees’ experiences, such as stress and job 

satisfaction (Van Laar et al., 2007). Investigating QoWL can provide insightful information to help 

improve employment conditions to the benefit of both the organisations (Fontinha et al., 2018) and 

the individual employees (Ferguson et al., 2012). In the United Kingdom (UK), QoWL has been 

extensively researched and reliable models have been developed to support further research 

(Fontinha et al., 2018; Easton & Van Laar, 2018). However, as nearly one-third of the UK population 

professes to be secular (e.g., does not hold any particular religious belief; Office for National 

Statistic, 2018), it is of no surprise that the relationship between QoWL and religiosity has not been 

considered by researchers interested in investigating the QoWL of British workers. According to 

Hofstede (1982), national culture is built up over long periods, making it almost impossible for an 

individual of a given culture to recognise the socio-cultural norms that they follow. For instance, the 

work ethic values of Protestant British workers were observed and recognised as important job 

resources for British work culture by a German researcher (Weber, 1905). Weber (1905) stated that 

the Protestant religiosity in the UK and the United States of America (USA) had stimulated the 

economic and industrial development in these countries. This was followed by extensive research 

about the effect of the Protestant Work Ethic (PWE) not only in the UK but also in other nations, to 

evaluate and understand their national work ethic rules. Today, the work ethic literature has also 

established the existence of the Confucian work ethic (Yang, 2007) and the Islamic Work Ethic (IWE; 

Ali, 1989). However, those Eastern work ethics have not been widely investigated in Anglo-Saxon 

countries, such as the UK. In particular, very little is known about IWE, even though Islam is the 

second most followed religion in the UK (Office for National Statistic, 2018). To address this question 

the present study investigated the effect of IWE values on QoWL factors and the general wellbeing 

of UK employees. Additionally, since the COVID-19 pandemic was affecting workers’ lives when the 
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current research was conducted (2020), the effects of the pandemic on the wellbeing of British 

workers were also investigated.  

4.2.1 Quality of Working Life 

Originally, Quality of Working Life (QoWL) was formulated based on the broader concept of 

quality of life, which has many interpretations across the literature (Fallowfield, 2009), and resulted 

in Quality of Live (QoL) being divided into different sub-categories (e.g., health-related QoL; Sirgy et 

al., 2001). In industrial occupational psychology, QoL research focuses on how individual workers 

perceive QoWL (Van Laar et al., 2007). QoWL was first coined by Mayo in 1930 who aimed to 

investigate how improving lighting in the workplace affected productivity and connected the QoWL 

to workers productivity (as cited by Dehghan Nayeri et al., 2011). Extensive research on the QoWL of 

employees then began in the 1960s and early 1970s (Hsu & Kernohan, 2006; Venkatachalam & 

Velayudhan, 1997). Venkatachalam and Velayudhan’s (1997) metanalytic research on QoWL (based 

on studies of teamwork and employee experience from 1969 to 1972 provided an evaluative 

measure of QoWL. Their study showed that from 1969 to 1975, QoWL research focused on 

improving employee performance to achieve better organisational outcomes; from 1972 to 1975, 

studies tended to focus on investigating approaches to work based on physical and socio-economic 

factors; from 1975 to 1980, QoWL research broadened to encompass factors such as job security, 

working conditions, and adequate remuneration. Today, QoWL research is generally concerned with 

investigating all aspects that affect or influence employees’ perceptions of work; namely, “QoWL is 

[…] part of overall quality of life that is influenced by work […] the widest context in which an 

employee would evaluate the influence of work on their life” (D. Van Laar, personal communication, 

April 27, 2021). Thus, many researchers of QoWL have developed their own QoWL models to 

encompass and describe the wide variety of factors in the model (e.g., Duyan et al., 2013; Sulaiman 

et al., 2015). 
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QoWL influences a variety of job outcomes such as increased productivity (Sink & Tuttle, 

1989) and motivation (Srivastava & Kanpur, 2014), while significantly reducing negative job 

outcomes such as absenteeism, minor accidents, complaints, and turnover (Havlovic, 1991). One of 

the most commonly referred to interactions between QoWL and organisational psychology is the 

close relationship between QoWL and wellbeing (Grant et al., 2007; Sinval et al., 2019). Wellbeing 

refers to the overall satisfaction a person derives from their life experiences and the absence of 

negative emotional or physical factors, such as stress and physical injuries (Davern et al., 2007). 

Some researchers posit that wellbeing is one of the main factors affecting QoWL. For example, for 

Grant et al. (2007), wellbeing is “the overall quality of an employee's experience and functioning at 

work” (p. 52). Other researchers, however, assert that wellbeing is the result of satisfactory levels of 

QoWL (Fontinha et al., 2019), and others claim that wellbeing is strongly related to QoWL (Sinval et 

al., 2019). Taken together, this research demonstrates that wellbeing is an important factor in 

explaining and fully understanding the notion of QoWL. Alongside wellbeing, one of the most 

researched and referred to QoWL factor is job satisfaction. Dhamija et al. (2019) claimed that job 

satisfaction is an outcome of QoWL and strongly influences employees’ wellbeing. Hence, job 

satisfaction should also be considered as a factor affecting overall QoWL.  

Loscoco and Roschelle (1991) claimed that in measuring QoWL, researchers should consider 

two important aspects of workers’ lives: need satisfaction and spillover. Stress at work is one of the 

core dimensions of QoWL, alongside working conditions and work characteristics (Lawler 1982), the 

negative or positive influence of the work characteristics can spill over from an employee’s work-life 

to affect other aspects of their life (Sirgy et al., 2001). For example, poor working conditions and 

other sources of work-related dissatisfaction could cause emotional distress (Sirgy et al., 2001) that 

can threaten physical and psychological wellbeing (Ariza-Montes et al. 2001). Indeed, Fontinha et al. 

(2018) found that a low level of stressors resulted in better employee engagement and that a lack of 

stress and employee engagement mediated the relationship between wellbeing, job satisfaction, 

and other QoWL factors (home-work interface, control at work and working conditions). One of the 
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most researched stress sources is the imbalance employees perceive between their work and home 

life; namely, work-life balance. Work-life balance is reported to represent a major component of an 

individual’s QoWL (Ahmad, 2013) as workers’ problems at home spillover to other parts of their lives 

and therefore reduce their QoWL (Allen et al., 2000). Consequently, many researchers focus on 

investigating individuals’ perceptions of work-life balance while measuring their QoWL (Sirgy et al., 

2001; Van Laar & Easton, 2018). One solution to improve work-life balance might be to provide 

workers with more autonomy in the workplace (Ogbuabor & Okoronkwo, 2019); thus, it is important 

to be able to measure levels of perceived autonomy or control at work. Finally, working conditions, 

such as a safe working environment, also determine individuals’ QoWL (Arif & Ilyas, 2013). To 

understand QoWL, the present study focused on a previously validated British model of QoWL, 

which includes seven factors and provides a comprehensive understanding of QoWL (Fontinha et al., 

2018): work-life balance (WLB), working conditions (WCS), job and career satisfaction (JCS), control 

at work (CAW), stress at work (SAW), employee engagement (EEN), and general wellbeing (GWB). 

The model has been utilised worldwide to investigate QoWL in countries outside the UK (e.g., Italy; 

Garzaro et al., 2020, Nigeria; Moda et al., 2021).  

Although the effect of employees’ religiosity on QoL is well-studied and acknowledged 

(Abdel-Khalek, 2010), few studies examine the connection between QoWL and work ethics, 

especially in terms of religiosity-based work ethic values. This is a consistent problem across many 

areas of research carried out on Western Educated Industrialized Rich and Democratic (WEIRD) 

countries. Moberg and Brusek (1978) asserted that this might be because western researchers’ own 

secular outlooks may be reflected in their research and they might therefore tend to ignore and/or 

neglect religiosity as a factor affecting everyday activities. However, as the definition of QoWL 

underlines, QoWL measures the perceptions of individual workers, and this perception could be 

affected by a multitude of factors such as workers’ adherence to particular religious ideologies or 

the lack of such adherence.  
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4.2.2 Religiosity in the Workplace 

According to Hicks (2003), many employees believe that their religious beliefs shape their 

lives, by playing an essential role in the development of their identity and by shaping their 

perception of work. Although spirituality and religion are not the same, the research on each 

concept is interconnected (Karakas, 2010). Religiosity enhances QoL (Abdel-Khalek, 2010), helping 

individuals to endure more stress (Byrne et al., 2011), improving employee wellbeing (Krok, 2015), 

and providing a sense of purpose and community (Karakas, 2010). However, today’s constant 

emphasis on money as the sole indicator of success has led researchers to focus on how more 

(empirically) observable aspects of work (e.g., lighting, air conditioning) can improve QoWL (Gull & 

Doh, 2004). Pratt and Ashforth (2003) emphasise questions that arose from the work-life balance 

studies, such as the meaning of work and life in general, which derive from organisational/ethical 

questions. One of the most notable pieces of research connecting these ethical and religious 

questions to organisational research is the Protestant Work Ethic (PWE), as introduced by Weber 

(1905). In his research, Weber (1905) connected organisational ethics to religiosity, which, to this 

day, continue to be studied side-by-side in the organisational literature. Weber (1905) concluded 

that workers’ religious values motivated them to develop strong work ethics, which, in turn, 

increased the workers’ levels of productivity. Specifically, Weber (1905) proposed the notion of 

workers’ self-held moral codes (resulting from their religious beliefs that salvation was assured in the 

‘next life’ for hard workers) as the basis for the development of the PWE. In other words, Protestant 

culture caused religious rules to spill over into unwritten work-related values and ethics.  

Western concepts of work-related values and ethics (e.g., PWE) have been continuously 

adopted and applied by researchers in WEIRD countries, to other countries and cultures. For 

example, PWE has been investigated in Turkey (Arslan, 2001), Spain (Luna-Arocas & Tang, 2004), 

Japan (Engel, 1985), and Nigeria (Ladebo et al., 2011). However, it did not take long for researchers 

to acknowledge the critical cultural differences between non-WEIRD and WEIRD cultures; thus, 

leading to the development of more culturally specific and localised work ethic theories (e.g., Islamic 
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Work Ethic, Catholic work ethic, Confucian work ethic). Even in the western contexts, researchers 

recognise the impacts of the different varieties of Judeo-Christian ideologies on a nation’s work 

ethics, for example, Catholic work ethic values are often held to be essentially different to PWE 

(Höpfl, & Piąatkowski, 2007). Hence, a variety of different work ethic research arise, these 

approaches were mainly context specific. Most of them were based on local religious or 

philosophical beliefs e.g. the Confucian work ethic (Zhang et al., 2012) evident in East Asian cultures, 

as well as Islamic Work Ethic (IWE; Ali, 1989) evident of Middle Eastern cultures. The Islamic work 

ethic approach was developed to facilitate work ethics studies in Arabic and other Muslim-majority 

countries.  

4.2.3 Islamic Work Ethic 

Compared to PWE, IWE is a relatively new concept. IWE emerged from the need to 

understand how religious teachings affect Muslim employees’ work-related attitudes. IWE values are 

driven by Islamic teachings; a high level of IWE increases workers’ likelihood to engage in helping 

behaviour (Ahmed et al., 2019), improving wellbeing (Abdullah, 2012) and QoWL (Benefiel et al., 

2014), whilst also enhancing job satisfaction and employee engagement (Marri et al., 2012; 

Mohamed et al., 2010). Strong levels of IWE are argued to prevent the spill over of domestic 

problems to employees’ work-life (De Clercq et al., 2017), as well as to positively and indirectly affect 

employee engagement in workplaces that Muslim workers perceive align with their [IWE] values 

(Usman et al., 2015).  

Unlike PWE, which has data from almost every religious background (Baguma & Furnham, 

1993), there is little to no application of IWE to workers in western contexts who did not grow up 

with an Islamic background. This means there is little understanding of whether IWE has the same or 

similar effects on non-Muslim employees as it does in Muslim-majority employee groups. The West’s 

shifting demographics and refugee crises both underline the need to understand how Western work 

cultures compare to those of other cultures, especially given that Islam is the second-largest 
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religious group in the UK with over 3 million Muslim’s living in the UK (Muslim Population in the UK, 

2018). As the Muslim population in the UK continuously grows (Haque & Kamil 2012), it is important 

to understand how IWE applies to non-Muslim British employees, because this understanding could 

be used to create resources for a more diverse and equal working environment.  

4.2.4 United Kingdom and Work Ethic 

The ethics and values of workers have long been shown to be influenced by religiosity 

(Weber 1905). Wellbeing has also been shown to be strongly influenced by religiosity (e.g., 

Awaworyi Churchill et al., 2019; Leondari, & Gialamas, 2009). For example, in a longitudinal study, 

Clark and Lelkes (2005) demonstrated that British people who were more religious reported higher 

life satisfaction, while Hayward and Elliott (2009) demonstrated that higher levels of religiosity are 

associated with higher levels of wellbeing. Clark and Lelkes (2005) also reported that higher 

religiosity could contribute to British people having higher rates of life satisfaction following job loss 

than other Europeans. Considering Clark and Lelkes’s (2005) statistical findings religiosity an 

important factor to consider, while conducting life satisfaction research in the UK.  

In Anglo-Saxon religious literature, work is considered a means to assuage one’s primordial 

guilt (Christian; Bendix, 1978, Jewish; Lipset, 1990). In Islam, there is no place for primordial guilt, 

thus the need for work is stimulated by the need for equilibrium and the fulfilment of human needs 

(Abu-Saad, 2003). Declining religiosity and rising secularism mean that it is questionable if PWE can 

provide an accurate representation of work ethic values for workers in the UK; therefore, the 

application of other cultural or religious work ethic values may help to better understand work 

ethics present within the UK. To explain, the UK has seen a continuous decline in participation in 

religious activities (particularly churchgoing) since 1968 (Brown, 2012). Thus, expecting PWE values 

to be present nowadays among UK employees at similar levels as reported by Weber in (1905) 

seems flawed. For example, modern-day studies of PWE values demonstrate that Turkish managers 

from non-Protestant backgrounds score higher on PWE than their British counterparts (Arslan, 
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2000). A similar result might be present for British workers, but no conclusion can be made because 

there is a gap in the literature in terms of religiosity about how the work ethic rules effects the 

QoWL dimensions of UK employees. 

4.2.5 The Mediation Model 

The current study first expanded upon Fontinha et al.’s (2018) QoWL framework by 

introducing IWE. As religiosity and work-ethic values are essentially internalised into one’s values 

during childhood and adolescence (before even starting work - Fiorelli, 1991), these values are highly 

likely to affect workers’ QoWL (Yeo & Li, 2013). The current literature provides evidence that IWE 

values positively affect Muslim workers’ perception of their work-life balance (De Clercq et al., 

2017), job satisfaction (Mohamed et al., 2010), employee engagement (Marri et al., 2012), general 

wellbeing (Abdullah, 2012), and overall QoWL (Benefiel et al., 2014), as well as lowering stress at 

work (Kumar & Che Rose, 2010). Additionally, the IWE scores of Muslim employees were similar to 

those of the UK workers (Arslan, 2000).  

H1a: Islamic work ethic rules will be positively related to QoWL life factors such as work-life 

balance (WLB), job-career satisfaction (JCS), control at work (CAW), working conditions (WCS), 

stress at work (SAW), employee engagement (EEN), and general wellbeing (GWB).  

Previous research has demonstrated that a lack of stress at work and positive employee 

engagement improves employee wellbeing (Fontinha et al., 2018); a similar relationship is also 

proposed in the present study. Considering the influence of IWE values on QoWL factors, it is 

expected that job characteristics and employee engagement will mediate IWE values and general 

wellbeing. A similar sequential mediation might be possible between IWE values and general 

wellbeing via job characteristics and stress at work. It is hypothesised that for UK employees; 

H1b: Job characteristics (WLB, JCS, CAW, WCS) will mediate the relationship between IWE and 

GWB; 
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H1c: Job characteristics (WLB, JCS, CAW, WCS) and EEN or SAW will sequentially mediate the 

positive relationship between IWE and GWB; and 

From an occupational psychology perspective, an individual’s life can be divided into two 

parts - work-life and private life - and countless studies have investigated the relationship between 

these two aspects of life using the concept of work-life balance. Work-life balance is defined as 

dividing one’s life between work and family to reach a beneficial equilibrium that can reduce stress 

levels and improve quality of life (Pandey, & Khare, 2013) employee engagement (Katili et al., 2021), 

and prevent burnout (Salata et al., 2018). Thus, it is hypothesised that; 

 H2a: Work-life balance will be positively related to stress at work (SAW), employee 

engagement (EEN), and general wellbeing (GWB).  

Job-career satisfaction is one of the most important factors of QoWL, which has been 

adopted as a QoWL factor by countless researchers (e.g, Edwards et al., 2009; Rethinam & 

Maimuhan, 2008). JCS improves employee engagement (Fu et al., 2020), reduces work- related 

stress (Faragher, et al 2005), and is positively correlated with wellbeing (Verma, 2019). Therefore, it 

is hypothesised that: 

H2b: Job-career satisfaction will be positively related to stress at work (SAW), employee 

engagement (EEN) and general wellbeing (GWB).  

Control at work refers to having a sense or feeling of autonomy over one’s tasks in the 

workplace. Karasek et al. (1981) posited that higher levels of control at work reduce work-related 

stress, and consequently, reduces the likelihood of developing cardiovascular diseases. Following 

these findings, many other researchers have also found correlations between workers’ positive 

perceptions of CAW and job outcomes, such as EEN (Fontinha et al., 2018) and GWB (Spector 2002). 

Based on these findings, it is hypothesised that: 
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H2c: Control at work (CAW) will be positively related to stress at work (SAW), employee 

engagement (EEN), and general wellbeing (GWB).  

Alongside other work-related factors, Fontinha et al. (2018) reported that WCS influences 

employees’ perception of their work-related engagement, suggesting that if the physical workplace 

environment is appropriate, this is likely to reduce the work-related stress perceived by UK 

employees. Accordingly, also it is hypothesised that:  

H2d: Working conditions (WCS) will be positively related to stress at work (SAW), employee 

engagement (EEN), and general wellbeing (GWB).  

Employee engagement is a crucial concept in quantifying and understanding the overall 

employee wellbeing as employee engagement is documented to positively affect employee 

wellbeing (Fontinha et al., 2018; Meyer & Maltin, 2010). Similarly, work stress is an important aspect 

of organisational research: it is known to be widespread across many occupations and has 

deleterious effects on work outcomes (Mayers, 2018). Likewise, the absence of stress in the 

workplace is reported to increase employees’ perceived wellbeing (Daniels & Guppy, 1994). Based 

on these past research findings, it is hypothesised that: 

H3a: Employee engagement will be positively related to general wellbeing (GWB).  

H3b: Stress at work will be positively related to general wellbeing (GWB).  

In 2019, the world was hit by the COVID-19 pandemic (which is ongoing at the time of 

writing in 2021). COVID-19 sparked either complete or semi lockdowns in almost every country 

across the world (Farham, 2020); the UK was placed into a complete lockdown where members of 

the public were instructed to stay at home and could not travel, even to their workplaces (Leffler et 

al., 2020). Indeed, because this scale of pandemic has not been witnessed in modern history since 

the Spanish Flu, the effects of this situation remain unknown, especially in terms of how COVID-19 

will impact QoWL. Fear of illnesses is likely to have prevented people from completing their usual 
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everyday activities (Kohler, 2017), reducing their QoWL. It is therefore expected that COVID-19 will 

cause long term mental illnesses for people who suffered from it (Dehkordi et al., 2020) and increase 

occupational stress (Singh, 2020). As the present research was undertaken in July 2020, the authors 

felt it necessary to incorporate a measurement of the impact of COVID-19 on employees. This 

enabled us to investigate the effects of the pandemic, whilst also taking these effects into 

consideration when analysing the relationship between IWE and GWB. Hence, it is expected that: 

H4: the COVID-19 pandemic will negatively affect workers’ perception of QoWL. 

Although no studies in the literature compare how IWE varies between religious employees 

and secular employees, in the present study, it is expected that IWE will have more of an effect on 

religious employees’ job characteristics compared with those of secular employees. It is thus 

hypothesised that: 

H5: The religious employees, perception of the effect of their IWE and QoWL will be 

significantly better compared to non-religious employees. 

Figure 4.1 shows the conceptual framework to illustrate the relationship between Islamic 

work ethic, quality of work-life (e.g., work-life balance, job-career satisfaction, control at work) and 

general wellbeing. 



 

Figure 4.1.  

Conceptual Overview of the mediation model from IWE to GWB 
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4.3 Methodology 

4.3.1 Data Collection Methods 

The present study used self-report surveys and correlational methods to measure a variety 

of work-related factors and their effect(s) on workers. The subscales employed were an adapted 

version of the Islamic Work Ethic (IWE) scale (Ali, 1992) and the Work-Related Quality Life-2 

(WRQoL) scale (which includes factors assessing wellbeing, working conditions, job satisfaction, and 

work-life balance; Easton & Van Laar, 2018). Due to the global COVID-19 pandemic being 

experienced at the time of the current study, a short survey was also included to measure the 

effects of COVID-19 on work and wellbeing. Descriptive information was collected to categorise 

participant data based on age, gender, religiosity, and work positions (Fontinha et al., 2018; Sinval et 

al., 2019).  

4.3.2 Demographics 

530 participants were recruited from the British employee participant sample in the UK. 

Following basic data cleaning procedures, such as detecting and deleting low-quality data (data from 

participants who put significantly less effort on their answers, such as duplications or string data- 

DeSimone & Harms, 2017) and the elimination of participants with missing values (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2014), the remaining sample consisted of 481 participants. 28% of the participants were male, 

71% were female, and 1% did not wish to report their gender. In general, the participants were 

highly educated: 77% were university graduates, 18% were college (high school) educated, 5% 

graduated from secondary school, and 1% reported having no further education after primary 

school. The participants’ ages ranged from 19 to 66 years (M = 37.8 years; SD = 10.42). The majority 

of participants identified as Christian (43%), with the remaining participants being Jewish (1%), 

Muslim (2%), or other, such as Buddhist, Spiritual, Sikh, etc. (3%). All participants that identified a 

religion were grouped together under the title of “religious” (49%, N=237). Those who identified 
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that they were not religious were grouped under “non-religious” (51%, N= 244). 10% of the 

participants reported having an immediate relative or friend who had been hospitalised due to 

COVID-19 and 4% reported losing a close friend or family member to the illness. COVID-19 also 

affected where people were working; 63% of the participants reported working from home due to 

the pandemic, whilst 14% of workers had experienced no change in their workplace, 12% had to 

work from home for half of the time, and 11% reported other unspecified changes in their work 

arrangements. 

4.3.3 Procedures 

Ethical approval was obtained from the Faculty of Science and Health at the University of 

Portsmouth (SFEC 2018-084). The data were collected through Prolific Academic 

(https://www.Prolific.co), a crowdsourcing platform to advertise and recruit participants. Each 

participant was paid the equivalent of £11 per hour to respond (£1.86 per person). Prolific offers 

access to more than 121,000 potential participants with the majority of users from the UK (35%; see 

https://www.prolific.ac/demographics; accessed September 21st, 2020). Prolific also offers 

candidates of similar quality to other online crowdsourcing platforms (Palan & Schitter, 2018). 

Prolific-sourced participants were recruited from those in the UK government, public administration, 

and education sectors. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, many workers in the UK had either been 

made redundant or furloughed; thus, participants not currently working and participants with a 

Prolific prior submission approval rating of less than 90% were excluded from the sample. All 

participants received an information sheet that briefly summarised the study. Upon volunteering to 

take part, participants were provided with a full consent form that asked for their electronic consent 

to taking part. Participants were asked to answer three attention-measurement questions (e.g., if 

participants made two or more mistakes in the attention checks and/or spent less than four minutes 

on the survey, then these candidates were automatically eliminated from the study without 

payment). The survey took place during September 2020 which was after the first lockdown and 

when the UK government had temporarily eased the lockdown procedures and opened non-



Chapter 4 
 

108 
 

essential workplaces. The researcher, alongside the supervisors, developed and piloted a nine-

question COVID-19 questionnaire designed to measure the immediate effects of COVID-19 on 

participants. The details of this survey are reported below alongside the other survey tools. 

Participants provided basic demographic information for data grouping purposes. Participants were 

asked to provide their age in years, gender identity, job position, religion, average work hours, and 

number of dependents. Immediately after completing the questionnaire, participants were 

debriefed with information about the support they could access if they felt the questionnaire had 

negatively affected their overall wellbeing.  

4.3.4 Data Preparation, Reliability and Validity of Measures 

4.3.4.1 Overview of data analysis methods 

The data were analysed using a combination of three different programs: (i) IBM SPSS 

version 25; (ii) AMOS version 26; and (iii) Process Macro v3. First, demographic information analysis 

(calculating the frequency of age, gender and education for the complete dataset) and simple 

regressions, reliability analyses (using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha), and exploratory factor analyses 

were conducted using IBM SPSS version 25. The model was then developed and analysed using 

structural equation modelling (SEM) with maximum likelihood estimation, which was conducted 

using AMOS version 26. The current research used a two-step SEM approach in line with Kline 

(2015), which enabled the factor structures of the scales to be checked individually, before the 

overall measurement model analysis was conducted. 

To determine initial model fit, a chi-squared (χ2) test was used, however, chi-squared is 

known to be heavily reliant on sample size: the larger the sample size, the more significant the 

results are likely to be (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999; Hu & Bentler, 1999). Thus, other model fit indexes 

were employed to accurately test the measurement model (see Fontinha, Easton & Van Laar, 2018; 

Karampas et al., 2020). The Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI) and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) values were 

selected as model fit measures; for an acceptable model fit, these indexes should be ≥ 0.9 while 
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values higher than 0.95 are indicative of a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The root mean square error 

of approximation (RMSEA) was selected as an additional fit indicator that should be ≤ 0.08 (Hu & 

Bentler, 1999), and was used alongside the standardised root mean residual (SRMR) value which 

should be <0.1 for a good model fit (Hair et al., 2014). The factor loadings for each item were 

checked: None were >.9 (see Tables 4.1 and 4.2), and so no multicollinearity was assumed. However, 

to further test the assumption of no multicollinearity, the variance inflation factor (VIF) was used as 

recommended by Hair et al., (2013). No VIF scores were > 3 (the threshold for VIF is > 5); therefore, 

the assumption of no multicollinearity was met. As AMOS cannot be used on non-parametric data, 

skewness and kurtosis values were examined alongside a visual check of the histogram graphs. This 

established that each factor was within the range of -1 and +1 (Marcoulides & Saunders, 2006); 

indicating that the data did not markedly differ from a normal distribution.  

4.3.4.2 Measurements  

The published scales used were created in English by the original authors; however, due to 

the Islamic Work Ethic survey’s heavy use of Islamic theological terms and Americanized jargon, 

equivalent (easier to understand logical equivalent) questions were utilised. 

4.3.4.2.1 Work-Related Quality of Life Scale. The conditions that affect every aspect of a 

worker’s life were measured using the Work-Related Quality of Life Scale-2 (WRQoL-2; Easton & Van 

Laar, 2018). This survey was used as it provided a comprehensive measure of all aspects predicted to 

affect employee Quality of Working Life (QoWL). The WRQoL-2 was developed to include employee 

engagement, which is an important aspect of overall QoWL (Easton & Van Laar, 2018). The Likert 

scale format remained unchanged, providing five options from [1] “Strongly disagree” to [5] 

“Strongly agree” for each question. The WRQoL scale is extensively used and validated in the UK for 

different occupations, including but not limited to; healthcare workers (Van Laar et al., 2007), 

academic staff (Fontinha et al., 2018), and the police (Easton et al., 2013). Overall, higher scores 

indicated that participants perceived more positively about particular items, however, as the stress 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/03075079.2016.1203890
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/03075079.2016.1203890
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at work (SAW) questions measured workplace stress, which meant that higher scores indicated 

negative emotions. Thus, SAW items were reverse coded to generate a factor to measure what 

Fontina et al. (2018) called an absence of stress at work. The seven factors of the WRQoL-2 scale 

were subject to a Cronbach’s alpha (α) reliability test score for each factor (see Table 4.1 for a list of 

the seven factors and the associated reliability values). 
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Table 4.1.  
Working Quality of Life reliability scores and factor loadings of items. 

Factor/ 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 Items 
Factor 

Loadings 

GWB 1 I feel well at the moment 0.54 

α = 0.84. 2 I am satisfied with my life 0.73 

 3 In most ways my life is close to ideal 0.70 

 4 Generally, things work out well for me 0.55 

 5 Recently, I have been feeling reasonably happy all things considered 0.73 
    

HWI  

α = 0.79 
6 

My workplace provides adequate facilities and flexibility for me to fit 

work around my family life 
0.63 

 7 My current working hours / patterns suit my personal circumstances 0.67 

 8 I am able to achieve a healthy balance between my work and home life 0.59 
    

JCS 9 I have a clear set of goals and aims to enable me to do my job 0.41 

α = 0.76 10 When I have done a good job it is acknowledged by my line manager 0.49 

 11 I am encouraged to develop new skills 0.62 

 12 I am satisfied with the career opportunities available for me 0.58 

 
13 

I am satisfied with the training I receive in order to perform my present 

job 
0.52 

 

 

 

 

CAW 14 I feel able to voice opinions and influence changes in my area of practice 0.70 

α = 0.80 15 I am involved in decisions that affect me in my own area of practice 0.62 

 
16 

I have sufficient opportunities to question managers about change at 

work 
0.60 

    

WCS 17 My workplace provides me with what I need to do my job effectively 0.48 

α = 0.73 18 I work in a safe environment 0.53 

 19 My working conditions are satisfactory 0.57 

 20 I am happy with the physical environment where I usually work 0.50 
    

SAW 21 I often feel under pressure at work 0.70 

α = 0.85 22 I often feel excessive levels of stress at work 0.75 

 23 I have unachievable deadlines 0.64 

 24 I am pressured to work long hours 0.64 
    

EEN 25 The organisation communicates well with its employees 0.62 

α = 0.83. 26 I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organisation 0.71 

 27 I would recommend this organisation as a good one to work for 0.77 

Note: α = Cronbach’s Alpha, GWB=General Wellbeing; HWI= Home-Work Interface; JCS= Job Career 
Satisfaction; CAW= Control at Work; WCS= Working Conditions; SAW= Stress at Work; EEN= Employee 
Engagement 
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4.3.4.2.2 Islamic Work Ethic. The Islamic Work Ethic Survey was developed by Ali (1989) and 

is one of the most widely used scales to measure IWE in Muslim countries such as Turkey, Kuwait, 

United Arab Emirates, Malaysia, and Iran. The measure used in the current study was adapted from 

the 17-question IWE survey of Ali (1989). Although the original author reported only one factor for 

the scale, there is conflicting information in the literature; for example, El-Kot and Burke (2014) 

found two factors while Abu-Saad (2010) reported three factors within the scale. The overall analysis 

of the 17 items in the present data set suggested two possible factors in the IWE scale. At the end of 

the exploratory factor analysis, only one reliable factor emerged, with 10 items (table 4.2). Other 

items did not fit a secondary factor and did not meaningfully load onto the newly generated factor 

as their factor loadings were too low; thus, this adapted scale was named Islamic Work Ethic Values 

(IWEv). The newly generated scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.72, indicating good reliability. The 

original scale was measured with a five-point Likert scale that was similar to the WRQoL format, thus 

the scaling was not changed for the current study.  

Since the English scale was developed by a researcher in the United States, it was piloted with 

five native UK nationals for evaluation. The results indicated that UK nationals did not understand the 

underlying meaning of two questions, which increased the response time in the initial piloting. As the 

questions are rooted in Islamic philosophy’s Americanised descriptions, some concepts were 

unfamiliar for those with no Islamic background. Thus, with the help of five Muslim academics, these 

questions were re-written to create an equivalent, so that the meaning of the original questions were 

easier to understand by UK workers. This scale was piloted in a discussion environment with British 

evaluators and piloted with 30 people from the target population (see Appendix 3.1 and 3.2 for more 

information).   



Chapter 4 
 

113 
 

Table 4.2. 
Islamic Work Ethics items, reliability and Factor loadings. 

Factor  Items 
Factor 

Loadings 

IWEv 1 Dedication to work is a virtue 0.43 

 2 Good work benefits both one’s self and others 0.49 

 3 Producing more than enough to meet one’s personal needs contributes to 

the prosperity of society as a whole 
0.40 

 4 One should carry work out to the best of one’s ability 0.46 

 5 Work is not an end in itself but a means to foster personal growth and 

social relations 
0.31 

 6 Work enables people to benefit the wider world 0.55 

 7 Creative work is a source of happiness and accomplishment 0.38 

 8 Anyone who works is more likely to get ahead in life 0.39 

 9 Work gives one the chance to be independent 0.46 

 10 One should constantly work hard to meet responsibilities 0.41 

 4.3.4.2.3. COVID-19. The emergence of the global pandemic was an unforeseen problem; 

however, it undeniably affected the wellbeing of all members of the public and the perception of 

“normal” work and home conditions. Thus, to consider the effects of the pandemic and the new 

work environment, a short survey of questions was implemented within the current study. These 

COVID-19 questions were placed at the end of the survey (see Table 4.3). The first five questions 

were designed as “sliding-bar” questions to ask about participants’ general perceptions of their 

current work and wellbeing while the remaining questions were multiple-choice. 

  



Chapter 4 
 

114 
 

Table 4.3.  
COVID-19 scale questions and the type of question. See appendix 4 for full details (e.g., of anchors and 
wording) 

Number Question Type 

1 How has the COVID-19 situation affected where you work? Multiple choice 

2 To what extent has the COVID-19 situation affected the amount of 

work you have been able to do compared to before March 2020? 

Sliding Bar 

3 To what extent has the COVID-19 situation affected the difficulty of the 

work you are currently doing compared to before March 2020? 

Sliding Bar 

4 To what extent has the COVID-19 situation affected the amount of 

stress you have experienced due to work, compared to before March 

2020? 

Sliding Bar 

5 To what extent has the COVID-19 situation affected your general 

wellbeing compared to before March 2020? 

Sliding Bar 

6 To what extent has the COVID-19 situation affected the amount of 

money you can earn, compared to before March 2020? 

Sliding Bar 

7 Have any of the people you live with, or your immediate family (e.g. 

children, parents, grandparents) or close friends been officially 

diagnosed with COVID-19 as far as you know? 

Multiple choice 

8 Have any of the people you live with, immediate family or close friends 

been hospitalised or died because of COVID-19 as far as you know? 

Multiple choice 

9 Are you currently furloughed? Multiple choice 

 

The COVID survey format and questions were separately piloted using 30 participants, from 

the target sample. Preliminary analysis showed that the questionnaire was easy to understand. If 

participants in a particular category formed an outlier, all participants answering that question in the 

same way were eliminated (e.g., question 9 was used to eliminate participants who reported that 

they were not actively working). Exploratory factor analysis was applied to the graphical rating 
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questions in the COVID questionnaire, and one major factor emerged (Q2, Q3, Q4) with a Cronbach’s 

alpha of 0.72 (see Table 4.4). 

Table 4.4.  
COVID-19 items and factor loadings. 

Factor  Items 
Factor 

Loadings 

COVID 

 

1 To what extent has the COVID-19 situation affected the amount of work 

you have been able to do compared to before March 2020? Drag the circle 

to answer 

 

0.46 

 2 To what extent has the COVID-19 situation affected the difficulty of the 

work you are currently doing compared to before March 2020? Drag the 

circle to answer 

 

0.57 

 3 To what extent has the COVID-19 situation affected the amount of stress 

you have experienced due to work, compared to before March 2020? Drag 

the circle to answer 

0.60 

 

4.3.5. Measurement Models.  

To test the confirmatory factor analysis and possible common factor variances, four 

measurement models were developed as recommended by previous literature (e.g., Fontinha et al., 

2019; Podsakoff et al., 2003). This approach used several alternative models and made comparisons 

with the hypothesised measurement model. The first model was the hypothesised measurement 

model (MM1), which was a combined Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of 7 factors of the WRQoL 

scale, the adapted version of IWEv, the COVID-19 factor, and religiosity as a latent variable. A single-

factor model was also developed, which was the second measurement model (MM2), where all the 

items loaded onto one factor. An additional two-factor model was developed to indicate one single 

factor for WRQoL-2 scale items as one aggregated factor –– namely QoWL –– and another factor 

indicating the remaining variables: IWEv, level of religiosity, and COVID (this was the third 

measurement model; MM3). An alternative model (MM4) was also developed that included the 
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same single factor for WRQoL-2 items in the single factor while the rest of the variables were placed 

in their independent individual factors. Finally, a five-factor model (referred to as the fifth 

measurement model; MM5) was developed that represented IWEv, religiosity, and COVID scales as 

individual factors and divided the QoWL factor into three groups according to the structural 

theoretical model validated in previous studies (Fontinha et al., 2019). The three groups of QoWL 

factors were divided as follows; the first factor included all job characteristics as they are the first 

mediators of WLB, WCS, JCS, and CAW subscales, the second factor included the secondary 

mediators of SAW and EEN subscales, and the last factor only included GWB.   
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4.4. Results 

The analysis started with a correlation matrix and as expected most of factors of the WRQoL 

scale were correlated with each other (r values ranged from -.02 to .62; p-values ranged from 0.00-

0.60; see Appendix 5).  

4.4.1 Common Method Bias  

The data analysis began by eliminating the possibility of “common method bias” (Podsakoff 

et al., 2003) in order to remove the possibility of unaccounted-for high correlations between one or 

more factors. The first test used was Harman’s single factor test as recommended by Podsakoff et al. 

(2003). An exploratory factor analysis was conducted, and the results showed that the items in the 

model accounted for 57.63% of the total variance. Next, a forced factor extraction was used to 

produce only one factor, and this factor accounted for 25.70% of the total variance, which was 

below the 50% threshold of variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Using AMOS, one latent common 

variance factor was used and allowed all items to be loaded into one factor. The results showed 

0.08% of common variance which was also below the 50% threshold set by Podsakoff et al. (2003). 

This means that no single factor explained more than 50% of the variance; thus, this model was 

assumed not to feature common method bias.  

 4.4.2 Measurement Model and Competing Models  

The hypothesised measurement model (MM1) and alternative models were used to conduct 

a series of confirmatory factor analyses that showed the hypothesised measurement model had an 

acceptable model fit (χ2 (693) =1191.328***; TLI = 0.92; CFI = 0.93; RMSEA = .04; SRMR = 0.5). 

Discriminant validity was further investigated with additional measurement models (Podsakoff et al., 

2003), and a chi-square test of difference was performed that compared the hypothesised 

measurement model to the rest of the alternative models, in line with previous research (Fontinha 

et al., 2016; Fontinha et al., 2019). The results showed that the hypothesised measurement model 

had the strongest model fit and was distinctly different from all other possible models that this set of 
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items could produce, indicating statistical support for the hypothetical measurement model (see 

Table 4.5). 

 Table 4.5:  
Goodness of fit statistics for the proposed and competing measurement models (best fitting 
measurement model in bold). 

Models χ2 Δχ2 TLI CFI RMSEA SRMR 

MM1 χ2
 (693) =1191.328***  .92 .93 .04 .05 

MM2 χ2 (738) =3701.248*** Compared to MM1 Δχ (45)
2= 

2509.920*** 
.55 .58 .09 --* 

MM3 χ2 (736) =3146.656*** Compared to MM1 Δχ (43)
2= 

1955.328*** 
.64 .66 .08 --* 

MM4 χ2 (732) =2809.452*** Compared to MM1 Δχ (39)
2= 

1618.124*** 
.69 .71 .08 .08 

MM5 χ2 (723) =2162.778*** Compared to MM1 Δχ (30)
2= 

971.450*** 
.78 .80 .06 .08 

***p < .001. SRMR was not calculated because the model was not successfully fitted. 
* The model was not successfully fitted. 
χ2 = Chi Squared; Δχ2 = Chi-squared difference; TLI = Tucker–Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardised Root Residual 

 

4.4.3 The Research Model 

As recommended by previous research (e.g., Fontinha et al., 2019), a structural equation 

model based on the previous literature was developed and analysed (see Figure 4.1). Since 

religiosity-related ethical values were hypothesised to be values that people learn before they begin 

their working lives, it was hypothesised that IWEv would be an independent variable affecting QoWL 

values which in turn would affect general wellbeing (H1l-H1m). The final overall structure of the 

QoWL model was driven by previous research (Fontinha et al., 2019). The full mediation model 

demonstrated a good model fit (χ2 (678) =1210.501***; TLI = 0.92; CFI = 0.93; RMSEA = .04; SRMR = 

0.05). 
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As recommended by Hair and Black (2013), a partial mediation model was then developed that 

included all possible pathways between variables (see Figure 4.1). Each possible pathway of 

interaction for the hypotheses is marked as pathway (P). The COVID sub-scale was placed as a 

covariate into this model. The partial mediation model was tested for model fit statistics and 

demonstrated acceptable fit (χ2 (664) = 1195.072***; TLI = 0.92; CFI = 0.93; RMSEA = .04; SRMR = 

0.05). Table 4.6 shows the model fit statistics for both the partial and full mediation models and 

Table 4.7 demonstrates the fit statistics. Although the GFI value was below the usual threshold of .90 

it was still deemed acceptable within the liberal limits for cut-off points proposed by Garson (1998). 

After applying a chi-squared test, the partial mediation model was a better fit, but it was not 

statistically significant (Δχ2
 (14) = 15.43), and so the decision was made to move ahead with further 

analysis using the full mediation model.  
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Table 4.6:  

Results of the Structural Equation Analysis: The Full and Partial Mediation Model. 

 Note: SRW = Standardised Regression Weights; C.R. = Critical Ratio; *** = p < .001; ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 

 

  

Pathways Relationship 
Full Mediation Partial Mediation 

SWR C.R. SWR C.R. 

P1 Islamic Work Ethic Values → Work Life Balance .19 3.30*** .21 3.53*** 

P2 Islamic Work Ethic Values → Job Career Satisfaction .44 6.61*** .43 6.43*** 

P3 Islamic Work Ethic Values → Working Conditions .50 7.40*** .49 7.09*** 

P4 Islamic Work Ethic Values → Control at Work .30 4.93*** .30 4.97*** 

P9 Work Life Balance → General Wellbeing .19 2.34* .35 2.98* 

P10 Work Life Balance → Stress at Work .69 12.40*** .67 7.25*** 

P11 Job Career Satisfaction → Employee Engagement .31 4.17*** .26 2.62* 

P12 Job Career Satisfaction → General Wellbeing .77 5.70*** .73 5.41*** 

P15 Control at Work → General Wellbeing -.28 -2.87*** -.22 -2.21* 

P17 Working Conditions → Employee Engagement .57 7.25*** .44 3.41*** 

P18 Working Conditions → General Wellbeing .37 2.34* .19 1.21 

P20 Employee Engagement → General Wellbeing -.36 -3.22** -.25 -2.61* 

P22 COVID → Home Work Interface -.26 -4.53*** -.27 -4.51*** 

P25 COVID → Working Conditions -.14 -3.10*** -.17 -2.90* 

P27 COVID → Stress at Work -.21 -4.36*** -.19 -4.00*** 

P5 Islamic Work Ethic → Employee Engagement - - .07 1.265 

P6 Islamic Work Ethic Values → Stress at Work - - -.09 -1.657 

P7 Islamic Work Ethic Values → General Wellbeing - - .07 1.154 

P8 Home Work Interface → Employee Engagement - - .06 0.89 

P13 Job Career Satisfaction → Stress at Work - - -.05 -0.458 

P14 Control at Work → Employee Engagement - - .11 1.32 

P16 Control at Work → Stress at Work - - -.08 -0.909 

P19 Working Conditions → Stress at Work - - .15 1.063 

P21 Stress at Work → General Wellbeing - - -.14 -1.497 

P23 COVID → Job Career Satisfaction - - -.08 -1.396 

P24 COVID → Control at Work - - -.01 -0.223 

P26 COVID → Employee Engagement - - .01 0.12 

P28 COVID → General Wellbeing - - .05 -1.003 
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Table 4.7: 

The model fit statistics for the full and partial mediation models 

Model Fit Statistics  
Full Mediation Partial Mediation 

 χ² 1309.306 1294.693 

 df 715 702 

 RMSEA .04 .04 

 SRMR .05 .05 

 GFI .89 .88 

 IFI .92 .92 

 TLI .91 .91 

 CFI .92 .92 

      

Squared Multiple Correlation (R2)  

Full Mediation Partial Mediation 
HWI .10 .12 

JCS .19 .19 

CAW .09 .09 

WCS .27 .26 

EEN .68 .66 

SAW .60 .62 

GWB .56 .56 

Note: χ²= Chi-squared; df = degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness of Fit Index; IFI = Incremental Fit Index; TLI = 
Tucker–Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = 
Standardised Root Residual; HWI = Home Work Interface; JCS = Job Career Satisfaction; CAW = Control at 
Work; WCS = Working Conditions; EEN = Employee Engagement; SAW = Stress at Work; GWB = General 
Wellbeing  
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4.4.4 Hypothesis Testing  

A hierarchical regression test was applied to examine the mediation of the job 

characteristics and EEN and SAW. These factors contributed to the overall R2 (General Wellbeing: 

ΔR2 = 0.37, ΔF 7.473 = 40,298, p < .001). After establishing the necessity of the mediations, 

bootstrapping was conducted to test the indirect effects of the results.  

IWEv had a direct effect on job characteristics, and therefore Hypothesis 1a is supported 

through P1, P2, P3 and P4 were all supported. P5 did not support hypothesis 1a as IWEv did not have 

an effect on employee engagement. The effect of IWEv on stress at work was also not direct; this 

provides evidence for rejecting the notion that pathway P6 could support hypothesis 1a. P7 did also 

not support the hypothesis 1a as no direct relationship between IWEv and GWB was evident. Thus, 

hypothesis 1a was partially supported as WLB, JCS, CAW and WCS is directly and positively 

influenced by IWE, while GWB and SAW and EEN did not. To measure the indirect effects and 

sequential mediations, a 2000 bootstrapping sample was used with a 95% confidence interval to 

reanalyse the structural model for indirect effects using process macro. These results showed that 8 

out of 10 possible indirect effects were significant (see Table 4.8). The results also demonstrated 

that, apart from CAW, all other job characteristics mediated the relationship between IWE and GWB; 

this means that P7a (IWEv to WLB to GWB = 0.06 (CI 0.02; 0.10)), P7b (IWEv to JCS to GWB= 0.18 (CI 

0.12; 0.26)) and P7c (IWEv to WCS to GWB= 0.04 (CI 0.01; 0.07)) supported the hypothesis 1b while 

while P7d (IWEv to CAW to GWB = 0.01 (CI -0.00; 0.03)) did not support Hypothesis 1b.  

The results showed that IWEv was indirectly related to EEN, SAW, and GWB. Additionally, 

the indirect relationships between IWEv and EEN were subject to inconsistent mediation: according 

to MacKinnon et al. (2007), this is because although mediation is present, not all job characteristics 

act as mediators between IWEv and EEN. Thus, individual mediation analysis was recommended for 

each path to investigate the respective mediating paths. For the individual mediations, Process 

macro (model 6) was used to analyse the individual pathways (see Appendix 6). The results 
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demonstrated that the indirect relationship between IWEv and EEN were significant through most of 

the job characteristics (e.g., IWEv to WLB to EEN = 0.05 (CI 0.02; 0.10); IWEv to JCS to EEN = 0.21 (CI 

0.13; 0.31); IWEv to WCS to EEN = 0.09 (CI 0.04; 0.15)), except for CAW (IWEv to WLB to EEN = 0.02 

(CI -0.00; 0.04)). Only one sequential mediation was evident, which demonstrates that IWEv had a 

negative indirect influence on the GWB of UK participants via WCS and EEN (IWEv to WLB to EEN = -

0.01 (-CI 0.02; -0.00)) subsequently rejecting the hypothesis 1c which hypothesis that IWE would 

have a positive indirect influence on the GWB of the workers (SAW did not sequentially mediate the 

relationship between IWEv and GWB alongside the job characteristics). 

Table 4.8:  
Summary of the Results of the Hypotheses Testing. 

Relationship 
Direct 
Effect 

Indirect 
Effect 

Classifying Type 

Islamic Work Ethic -> General Wellbeing .07 .63*** Indirect Only Mediation 

Islamic Work Ethic -> Employee Engagement .07 1.02*** Indirect Only Mediation 

Islamic Work Ethic -> Strass at Work -.09 .36*** Indirect Only Mediation 

COVID -> General Wellbeing .05 -.003*** Indirect Only Mediation 

COVID -> Employee Engagement .01 -.004*** Indirect Only Mediation 

COVID -> Strass at Work .19*** -.01*** Competitive Mediation 

Working Conditions -> General Wellbeing .19 .38*** Indirect Only Mediation 

Job Career Satisfaction -> General Wellbeing .73*** .43*** Complementary Mediation 

Note: *** p < .001 

While the work-life balance of the UK participants did not significantly affect their EEN, their 

work-life balance positively influenced their GWB (P9: SRW = -0.19, C.R. = 2.34, p < .05), and SAW 

(P10: SRW = -0.69, C.R. = 12.40, p < .01) partially supporting hypothesis 2a. Neither job carer 

satisfaction nor working conditions influenced SAW; but job career satisfaction positively influenced 

GWB (P11: SRW = 0.77, C.R. = 5.70, p < .01) and EEN (P12: SRW = 0.31, C.R. = 4.17, p < .01) partially 

supporting hypothesis 2b. Working conditions positively influenced GWB (P18: SRW = 0.37, C.R. = 

2.34, p < .05) and EEN (P17: SRW = 0.57, C.R. = 7.52, p < .01) and partially supported the hypothesis 

2c. All job characteristics investigated had a positive relationship with GWB, expect for CAW, which 

negatively influenced GWB (P15: SRW = -0.28, C.R. = -2.78, p < .01), rejecting Hypothesis 2d as it 

predicted a positive relationship. Surprisingly, EEN directly and negatively influenced GWB (P20: 
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SRW = -0.36, C.R. = 3.22, p < .05); the researcher hypothesised that this relationship would be 

positive, thus the hypothesis 3a was rejected. SAW also did not directly affect GWB, and so 

hypothesis 3b was also rejected. 

No direct influence of the COVID subscale questions to GWB or EEN was found; however, 

the results showed that the COVID situation had a small but significant negative indirect effect on 

job outcomes. SAW was both directly and indirectly affected by the COVID-19 pandemic (P27: SRW = 

-0.21, C.R. = -4.36, p < .01), which also had a significant negative effect on WLB (P22: SRW = -0.26, 

C.R. = 4.53, p < .01) and WCS (P25: SRW = -0.14, C.R. = -3.10, p < .01), while there was not direct 

effect of COVID-19 on JCS (P23), CAW (P24), EEN (P26) and GWB (P28), partially supporting the 

hypothesis 4.  

4.4.5 Validity of the Research Model by Religious Group  

For further analysis, SEM analysis was conducted and used the religiosity of the participants 

as a moderator. Participants were grouped as religious (participants who reported having religious 

beliefs) and non-religious (participants who did not report having any religious beliefs). The 

complete data set had an acceptable fit when religiosity was used as moderator (χ2 (1432) = 

2158.69***; TLI = 0.89; CFI = 0.90; RMSEA = .03; SRMR = 0.07), and each group demonstrated a good 

fit when they were separated (Religious: χ2 (716) = 1065.21***; TLI = 0.90; CFI = 0.91; RMSEA = .05; 

SRMR = 0.07; non-religious: χ2 (716) = 1093.48***; TLI = 0.89; CFI = 0.90; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = 0.07). 

To measure the invariance across the groups, all existing paths were constrained, and a chi-square 

test of difference was conducted to compare the constrained measurement model (χ2 (1461) = 

3063.56***; TLI = 0.77; CFI = 0.78; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = 0.18) with the hypothesised measurement 

model. The results showed that (Δχ2
(29) = 904.89***) the hypothesised measurement model was a 

good fit for further analysis. Figure 4.2 provides the final standardised estimates for both the 

religious and non-religious groups.  



 
Figure 4.2. 

The Direct Effects OF Islamic Work Ethic values and COVID-19 on job characteristics (Religious vs. Non-Religious). *p < .05. ***p < .01 
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Figure 4.3. 

The direct effect of job characteristics on General Wellbeing [The Indirect Effects OF Islamic Work Ethic values are highlighted with bold arrows. (Religious 
vs. Non-Religious). *p < .05. ***p < .01 
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Table 4.9. 
The difference in variance explained between religious and non-religious (Squared Multiple 
Correlations - R2). 

Dependent Variables Religious Non-religious  

Job Career Satisfaction (JCS) 0.17 0.21 

Home Work Interface (HWI) 0.20 0.06 

Working Conditions (WCS) 0.31 0.26 

Control at Work (CAT) 0.03 0.17 

Employee Engagement (EEN) 0.62 0.74 

Stress at Work (SAW) 0.56 0.63 

General Wellbeing (GWB) 0.68 0.49 

 

Table 4.9 demonstrates the squared multiple correlations, and consequently, the proportion 

of variance explained by each factor for the religious and non-religious groups. The proportion of the 

variance explained toward the JCS for the religious group is 17% while for the non-religious group it 

is 21%. The predictive power was higher in the religious group for WLB, WCS and GWB, compared to 

the non-religious group. The religious group explained 20% of the variance in WLB, 31% of the 

variance in WCS and 68% of the variance in GWB; in contrast, the non-religious group explained 6% 

of the variance in WLB, 26% of the variance in WCS and 49% of the variance in GWB. For the CAW, 

EEN and SAW variables, the non-religious group explained a higher variance than the religious group, 

with the non-religious group explaining 17% of the variance in CAW, 74% of the variance in EEN and 

63% of the variance in SAW, compared to the religious group explaining 3% of the variance in CAW, 

62% of the variance in EEN and 56% of the variance in SAW. Thus, rejecting hypothesis 5 as there 

was not enough significant difference between religious and non-religious UK workers. 
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Table 4.10:  

Results of Structural Equation Analysis for Religious vs. Non-Religious Group. 

 

Note: SRW = Standardised Regression Weights; C.R. = Critical Ratio; *** = p < .001; ** = p < .01; * = p < .05 

 

Table 4.10 demonstrates the SEM analysis results. Although a path coefficient should not be 

more than 1.0, the religious group revealed a relationship between GWB and JCS with a path 

coefficient of 1.08. Since the assumption of no multicollinearity was met, this is likely to be due to 

the sample size of the religious group. The overall partial model and the non-religious group partial 

model did not show similar mistakes yet the relationship between GWB and JCS was similar and 

therefore it was decided that the analysis could continue. Seven relationships demonstrated 

differences across the groups: the relationships between EEN and JCS; EEN and WCS; GWB and WLB; 

and SAW and COVID were significant for the non-religious group while they were not significant for 

the religious group. Similarly, relationships between WLB and COVID; WCS and COVID; EEN and WLB 

Pathways Relationship 

Religious Non-religious  

SRW C.R SRW C.R 

P1 Islamic Work Ethic Values → Home Work Interface .21 2.58** .19 2.41* 

P2 
Islamic Work Ethic Values → Job Career 
Satisfaction 

.41 4.16*** .46 5.06*** 

P3 Islamic Work Ethic Values → Working Conditions .52 4.84*** .41 5.63*** 

P4 Islamic Work Ethic Values → Control at Work .17 2.03* .50 4.68*** 

P9 Home Work Interface → General Wellbeing .28 1.34 .25 2.49** 

P10 Home Work Interface → Stress at Work .68 8.14 .72 9.37*** 

P11 Job Career Satisfaction → Employee Engagement .20 1.62 .34 3.77*** 

P12 Job Career Satisfaction → General Wellbeing 1.09 2.96*** .66 3.90*** 

HP15 Control at Work → General Wellbeing -.28 -2.09* -.29 -1.92 

P17 Working Conditions → Employee Engagement .61 4.68*** .59 6.17*** 

P18 Working Conditions → General Wellbeing -.06 -0.14 .49 2.35** 

P20 Employee Engagement → General Wellbeing -.17 -1.56 -.46 -2.57** 

HP22 COVID → Home Work Interface -.40 -4.64*** -.14 -1.80 

P25 COVID → Working Conditions -.21 -3.37*** -.06 -0.91 

P27 COVID → Stress at Work -.14 -1.92 -.25 -3.82*** 
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were significant for the religious group while they were not significant for the non-religious group 

(see Table 4.11).  

Table 4.11:  

Results of 2000 Bootstrapping with 95% confidence intervals for each group (significant indirect 

effects are in bold). 

RELIGIOUS Indirect Effect Lower Bounds Upper Bound 

General Wellbeing← Islamic Work Ethic  .36 .18 .52 

General Wellbeing← COVID  -.08 -.18 -.01 

General Wellbeing ← Working Conditions  -.11 -.35 -.05 

General Wellbeing ← Job Career Satisfaction  -.04 -.24 -.04 

Stress at Work ← Islamic Work Ethic  .14 .05 -.25 

Stress at Work ← COVID  .27 .44 -.14 

Employee Engagement ← COVID  -.13 -.24 -.04 

Employee Engagement ← Islamic Work Ethic  .40 .27 .53 

NON-RELIGIOUS  Indirect Effect Lower Bounds Upper Bound 

General Wellbeing← Islamic Work Ethic  .29 .14 .42 

General Wellbeing← COVID  -.05 -.13 .02 

General Wellbeing ← Working Conditions  -.27 -.73 -.06 

General Wellbeing ← Job Career Satisfaction  -.16 -.39 -.03 

Stress at Work ← Islamic Work Ethic  .14 .01 .27 

Stress at Work ← COVID  -.10 -.21 .01 

Employee Engagement ← COVID  -.03 -.12 .04 

Employee Engagement ← Islamic Work Ethic  .46 .33 .58 

 

The grouped data were reanalysed using Process macro to identify the mediations and any 

possible differences between the religious and non-religious participant cohorts. The results 

suggested that WLB, JCS, and WCS mediated the relationship between IWE and GWB for the 

religious participants, while for the non-religious participants, only WLB and JCS mediated this 

relationship. No significant sequential mediation was evident.  
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4.5 Discussion 

The current study presents a new and detailed understanding of (i) the influence of IWEv on 

job characteristics (WLB, CAW, WCS, JCS); (ii) how the relationship between IWEv and job stress 

(SAW), job engagement (EEN) and GWB are mediated by such job characteristics; and (iii) the effect 

of holding religious values or not on the overall perception of GWB among a group of UK workers. It 

is important to note that this data was gathered online in the UK during the COVID-19 pandemic 

(November 2020), thus a factor was created and included in the overall model as a covariate to 

account for the influence of COVID-19 on the overall perception of QoWL.  

The results of the current study partially supported Hypothesis 1, which stated that IWEv 

would positively affect participants’ perception of the QoWL factors. There was a positive effect of 

IWEv on job characteristics (JCS, WCS, WLB, CAW). These results are in line with previous research 

using non-WEIRD samples, which investigated the effect of IWE in Islamic nations (e.g., De Clercq et 

al., 2019; Mohamed et al., 2010). Although the previous literature reported a direct influence of IWE 

(Marri et al., 2012), further analysis demonstrated no direct path from IWEv to SAW or EEN, 

however, small indirect effects were observed partially supporting all QoWL factors were affected 

from IWE values, while some are not directly but indirectly influenced. Unlike previous research 

(e.g., Abdullah, 2012), the results of the current study did not support the idea that IWEv would 

affect the perception of GWB directly, however, an indirect effect was found and the sequential 

mediation was mostly through EEN. There was no sequential mediation through SAW as there was 

no direct effect of SAW on GWB. Evidence was obtained from the current study to suggest that IWEv 

did reflect the values held by participants, even though they did not grow up in a Muslim culture. 

This is a positive finding because it suggests that many of the IWEv items were, in fact, 

representative of universal work ethic values affecting participants’ overall perceptions of work.  

It was anticipated that the source of work ethic is usually strongly connected with the 

participants’ religious values; and therefore, individuals who hold any type of religious belief in the 
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UK might perceive effects of IWEv on their QoWL factors while those who reported having no 

religious values do not perceive a significant effect. No differences in the effect of IWEv on QoWL 

factors was found, only job characteristics were significantly affected by IWEv, however there was 

not significant difference; both religious and non-religious people’s work characteristics were 

strongly affected by the IWEv, with this findings hypothesis 5 was rejected. However, level of 

religiosity effected how employees perceive their job characteristics effected their perceived general 

wellbeing. It was found that IWEv could be a useful predictor of WLB and WCS in religious 

participants compared to non-religious participants, while IWEv was better at predicting the CAW of 

non-religious employees, compared to religious employees. Consequently, religiosity might provide 

individuals with resources, which allows them to better manage their WLB and WCS. However, 

religious people might also not be as satisfied as non-religious individuals in their perception of WLB 

and WCS. This finding is in line with previous research, which reported that, compared to non-

religious individuals, religious individuals expect more control over their work and to adjust their 

work tasks around their religious commitments such as praying (Kasser, 2011). Additionally, the 

findings suggest that for non-religious individuals, JCS and WCS are associated with higher EEN 

scores, while the same relationship is not present for religious individuals. This suggests that 

religious and non-religious individuals perceive EEN and the factors affecting EEN differently. It was 

anticipated that the GWB of religious individuals would be higher than that of non-religious 

individuals. This concurred with other findings that suggest religious individuals perceive their GWB 

to be higher than those with a stated religion (Hayward & Elliott 2009; Karakas, 2010). This is 

believed to be due to religiosity providing resources for religious individuals to cope with issues that 

might negatively affect their wellbeing (Krok, 2015). The results of the current study add to this body 

of knowledge by supporting the findings of Byrne et al. (2011); namely, that although religious 

workers report better wellbeing, this might not be due to their overall satisfaction with all their 

work-related resources; rather, this is likely to be because their IWE values enable them to endure 

more stress at work than secular employees. 
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The COVID-19 situation affected both those in the UK and other countries worldwide; thus, 

the impact of COVID-19 on participants’ perception of QoWL factors was examined. The results 

demonstrated that COVID-19 only directly affected WCS, WLB, and SAW partially supporting 

hypothesis 4. This might be because COVID forced people to start working from home, which 

disrupted their WCS, which, in turn, negatively affected participants’ work-life balance, all of which 

raised levels of SAW. The grouped analysis also pointed out that only religious employees reported 

that the pandemic had a negative effect on their perceptions of WLB and CAW, while reporting that 

the pandemic did not increase their SAW. This finding can be explained by reference to two studies 

in the literature. First, the probable effect of primordial guilt (Bendix, 1978; Lipset, 1990); because 

employment provides significant meaning to workers’ lives, the pandemic is likely to have increased 

these workers’ sense of primordial guilt due to the sense of a lack of control they experienced by not 

being able to go to work as usual to assuage this guilt. Second, the religious workers’ IWE values are 

likely to have buffered the direct negative effects of the pandemic-induced stress (Byrne et al., 

2011); so, unlike the non-religious employees, the religious worker’s stress levels did not significantly 

increase due to COVID-19. However, COVID-19 had a significant negative indirect effect on the 

religious participants’ EEN and GWB, which was not the case for non-religious participants. Although 

the non-religious employees were stressed due to COVID-19, this did not influence their perception 

of GWB. Although the IWE values buffered the significant stressors for religious workers, it appears 

that these values failed to help religious workers avoid the negative consequences ofCOVID-19. One 

assumption that could be driven by this result is that although the religious participants’ stress was 

not primarily due to COVID-19, this cohort was better at masking their reactions to this stress. 
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4.5.1 Limitations and Future Research 

The current study was the first large scale test of IWE on general employees in the UK; 

however, there are two main limitations. First, the current study was conducted during the first year 

of the COVID-19 outbreak. Although the researchers tried to minimise the effects of the pandemic 

by selecting the target population from those who had not lost their job or been furloughed, it is 

likely that the pandemic did directly or indirectly affect the working lives of the responses. 

Furthermore, in situations of uncertainty, people tend to turn to their religious beliefs for comfort 

(Rounding, 2016) and therefore it can be assumed that participant religiosity and how they 

perceived their work ethics would have been affected by the current pandemic. Despite this, the 

study did seek to control for the pandemic by implementing a COVID effects scale. Nevertheless, it is 

recommended that future researchers should replicate this study at a later date when little or no 

COVID restrictions are in place. Second, the current study used online self-report questionnaires, 

although self-reported questionnaires could create biases such as common method bias. The effects 

of possible biases were minimized according to the recommendations of Podsakoff et al. (2003) and 

the selection of structural equation modelling as the methodological tool also minimized the 

possible common method bias (Kenny, 2007).  

4.5.2 Implications and Concluding Remarks 

The current study makes three main contributions to the existing literature. First, it extends 

the QoWL literature to investigate religiosity on QoWL and shows that at least some aspects of work 

ethic values may be universal and driven by religiosity in general instead of by one specific religion 

such as Christianity or Islam. Second, it contributes to the cross-cultural work ethic literature by 

comparing religious and non-religious participants and how they perceive religious-based work ethic 

rules affect their wellbeing and their broader perceptions of QoWL. Third, the results of the current 

study suggest that religiosity is an important factor in how the IWEv affected the UK cohort; 

particularly in terms of how the religious cohort’s wellbeing was affected by IWEv.  
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In conclusion, the religious employees achieved a higher overall QoWL score than the non-

religious participants. Furthermore, it was found that including the IWE measure within a wider 

WRQoL survey allowed the researchers to better explain wellbeing compared to previous research 

which reportedly explained only 74% (for permanent university staff) and 59% (for temporary 

university staff) of perceived wellbeing (Fontinha et al., 2018). These results are relevant as the 

current literature tends to avoid measuring the effects of religiosity, which prevents organisations 

from identifying and addressing work-related problems that religiosity and religious work ethics 

could cause. To adequately measure the QoWL of religious people, companies should pay more 

attention to the effects of religiosity and religious work ethics on productivity. 



 

Continuity notes 

The British Qualitative study’s (Chapter 4) findings demonstrated that there are valid ways to 

apply non-WEIRD (i.e., non-Western) scales to a WEIRD population and this could produce valuable 

information about how workers perceive the religious rules of other nations. The QoWL model that 

featured in this study had been created and validated in the UK. In addition to using the QoWL and 

IWE scales, as this study was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic after the first lockdown; to 

measure the pandemic’s apparent effect on every facet of peoples’ lives, a new Covid impact sub-

scale was developed and included to measure the effect of the pandemic compared to the pre-

pandemic model. The study found that IWE values did have a positive indirect effect on British 

workers’ perceptions of their general wellbeing. This study also divided participants into two groups 

but did not find similar differences to the findings of Turkish Qualitative Study between religious and 

non-religious workers. However, similar to religious Turkish workers, religious participants’ 

perception of their wellbeing was slightly higher than non-religious participants as a result of the 

indirect influence of IWE. Identifying this difference encouraged the researcher to compare the 

similarities and differences between British and Turkish workers with religious beliefs. 
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Chapter 5: 

The Effects of Islamic Work Ethic Rules on 

Employees Perception of Wellbeing in a 

Cross-Cultural Context  
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5.1 Abstract 

The Quality of working life (QoWL) includes all workplace-related factors that may affect an 

individual’s wellbeing and the impact of work on their quality of life. As the QoWL concept is 

influenced by an individual’s subjective perspective of their quality of their working life, it is 

especially affected by individual’s particular religious beliefs. Although, the impact of religiosity on a 

person’s quality of life has been widely studied, much of the research has been from a western and 

Protestant Christian viewpoint and cross-cultural studies are relatively rare. Islam is the second-

largest religion in the world, as well as in the UK. Although Western-based work ethic scales have 

been investigated in non-Western countries, Muslim-majority countries no such research has 

investigated the role of Islamic Work Ethic values in Western or cross-cultural contexts. The first aim 

of this study was therefore to evaluate the influence of Islamic Work Ethic (IWE) values on the 

perception of work characteristics in religious employees. The second aim was to compare the 

influence of IWE values and work characteristics of a Christian-majority UK sample of employees, 

with that of a sample of Muslim-majority Turkish workers. Data were collected using survey methods 

and compared a cohort of religious Turkish participants (n=241) with a cohort of UK religious 

participants (n=237). The results showed that IWE values significantly predicted job satisfaction (JCS) 

and work-life balance (WLB) for both Turkish and UK religious employees. The JCS and WLB factors 

were found in turn to mediate the relationship between IWE values and working conditions (WCS). 

For Turkish employees, general wellbeing (GWB) was found to be indirectly affected by IWE values 

through the sequential mediation of WLB and WCS, while for UK employees’ GWB was seen to be 

affected through the sequential mediation of JCS and WCS. These findings have implications for 

enhancing the general wellbeing of Turkish and UK employees by supporting Islamic work ethic 

values at work. 
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5.2 Introduction 

Wellbeing is one of the most used keywords in psychology research (Alexandrova, 2012); 

Dodge et al. (2012) define wellbeing as attaining a balance between the resources and challenges 

one encounters, while Michalos et al., (2006) reported that wellbeing is directly related to concepts 

such as life satisfaction and quality of life. Thus, as wellbeing is a broad concept, most wellbeing 

research focuses on one particular aspect of the concept to seek an in-depth understanding. For 

instance, occupational psychology research focuses more on workers’ wellbeing (Navajas-Romero et 

al., 2020). The present research project investigates employee wellbeing in a comparative context - 

in relation to work ethic values and to particular job characteristics in relation to religious Turkish 

and UK employees. 

In occupational psychology research, employee wellbeing has been studied under different 

terms such as quality of work-life (Shamir & Solomon, 1985), happiness (Eddington, & Shuman, 

2005), wellness (Hermon, & Hazler, 1999), and life satisfaction (Smith & Diekmann, 2017). Previous 

research has demonstrated that employee wellbeing measures can predict employees’ intentions to 

resign (Wright & Bonett, 2007), employee commitment (Alagaraja, 2020), performance (Peiro et al., 

2019), as awell as quality of working life (Oliveira et al., 2019). Although the effects of religiosity on 

an individuals’ perceptions of their wellbeing are well researched in other areas of psychology, there 

is a research gap in terms of understanding how individual wellbeing is affected by one’s religious 

culture and especially one’s religious work ethic rules; in this regard, cross-cultural research into 

wellbeing is especially scarce (Knoop & Delle Fave, 2012). To address this gap in the literature, we 

developed a cross-cultural framework linking the Islamic work ethic (IWE) concept to an employee’s 

perception of their general wellbeing; this framework was investigated comparatively among Turkish 

and UK workers. Figure 5.1 shows the conceptual framework. 
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Figure 5.1.  

Conceptual Overview of the mediation model from IWE to GWB 
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5.2.1 Islamic Work Ethic 

IWE has been extensively studied in Muslim-majority countries in terms of a range of 

job-related characteristics and overall QoWL (e.g., Ghashghaeizadeh, 2019). As a 

multidimensional concept, QoWL is measured by several work characteristics (e.g., job 

satisfaction, work-life balance and working conditions) and outcome variables (e.g. employee 

engagement and wellbeing) (Fontinha et al., 2018). Some of these job characteristics are known 

to be directly influenced by IWE values (e.g., job satisfaction) (Mohamed et al., 2010). There is 

also evidence that IWE enhances workers’ work-life balance as Islam places a strong emphasis 

on the importance of social life and family relationships (Kumar & Che Rose, 2009). IWE is also 

positively correlated with favourable perceptions of wellbeing among employees (Abdel-Kalek & 

Singh, 2014), as well as strong employee engagement (Ramalu & Rashid, 2016). Thus, the 

researcher also hypotheses that IWE has a positive influence on Work-life balance, job career 

satisfaction, working conditions, employee engagement and general wellbeing dimensions of 

QoWL, as outlined below.  

H1a: Islamic Work Ethic values are positively related with work characteristics (WLB, JCS), 

positive work outcomes (EEN and GWB), and WCS. 

H1b: Work characteristics (WLB and JCS) mediate the positive relationships between Islamic Work 

Ethic values and GWB and WCS. 

H1c: Work characteristics (WLB and JCS) and WCS sequentially mediate the positive relationships 

between Islamic Work Ethic values and GWB. 
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5.2.3. Work Life Balance and Job Career Satisfaction  

Work life balance (WLB) and job career satisfaction (JCS) are two important components 

of organisational research; countless studies have investigated the positive effects related to 

WLB and JCS (e.g., organisational commitment and employee engagement (EEN) - Wachyuni & 

Purba, 2020) as well as their negative effects (e.g., turnover intention – e.g., Pienaar et al. 2007; 

Rahim, et al, 2020). The previous study (Chapter 3) also reported the significant influence of WLB 

and JCS on employees’ perception of working conditions and general wellbeing. Hence, this study 

hypothesises that if workers are satisfied with their basic job characteristics, this will positively affect 

their perception of other outcomes, and therefore that JCS and WLB will positively influence job 

outcomes (EEN and GWB). Thus, it is hypothesised that:  

H2: Work-life balance and/or Job career satisfaction is positively related with positive work 

outcomes (EEN and GWB) and working conditions. 

5.2.4 Working conditions 

Working conditions refer to the physical working environment and how this 

environment influences employees. Fontinha et al. (2018) reported that better working 

conditions improve employees’ perception of engagement and indirectly affect their perceived 

wellbeing. Thus, this study also hypothesises that employee engagement will be positively 

affected by working conditions and general wellbeing. Hence, the following hypotheses are 

proposed. 

H3: Working conditions are positively related with positive work outcomes (EEN and GWB). 

5.2.5 Employee Engagement 

Soane et al. (2012, p.532) describe employee engagement as “the extent to which one is 

socially connected with the working environment and shares common values with colleagues”; 

evidence shows that the factors affecting employee engagement under specific circumstances likely 
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depend on the cultural background of the employees (Munsterteiger, 2019). Therefore, in such a 

cross-cultural setting as investigated in the present study, it is expected that the influence of 

employee engagement on general wellbeing will vary between the Turkish and UK participants. 

Specifically, the following hypothesis is suggested. 

H4: Employee engagement will be positively related with General Wellbeing. 

5.2.6 Why Compare Turkey and United Kingdom 

Those living in different countries that are geographically distant from each other tend to 

exhibit variations in their beliefs, personalities (Allik & McCrae, 2004) and culture. Both Turkey and 

the UK are, geographically speaking, European countries, although they both have little or no land 

connection to the continent. Turkey is a collectivist Muslim-majority country (Cukur et al., 2004; 

Aydin, 2020), while the UK is a majority Christian nation (Office for National Statistics, 2018) that has 

a more individualistic culture (Hofstede, 1991). In the past, the effects of the Protestant Work Ethic 

(PWE), a value system that promotes the idea of hard work as the main way to seek assurance that 

one has been forgiven for primordial sin (Bendix, 1978) were well recorded in Britain. However, over 

recent decades, UK workers have increasingly begun to view work as a means to achieve self-

actualization (Dubin, 1982), which is arguably similar to the Islamic Work Ethic value of work as self-

fulfilment (Abu-Saad, 2003). Nevertheless, both countries’ work structures promote longer work 

hours compared to other European nations: according to the European Statistical Agency (Eurostat), 

in 2019, an average full-time employee worked about 42.5 hours per week in the UK and 48.5 hours 

per week in Turkey, which are both higher than the European average of 41.1 hours (Eurostat, 

2019). This means that UK and Turkish workers spend over one-third of their day at work; it is known 

that such long working hours can directly cause stress and burnout (Barnett et al. 1999). Although, 

religiosity is known to improve the perception of one’s wellbeing (Huber & Huber, 2012); however, 

few studies have compared UK and Turkish employees’ levels of religiosity and perceptions of 
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wellbeing, or how work ethics and certain job characteristics influence these perceptions. To 

examine this relationship, it is therefore hypothesised that: 

H5: Employees’ country of origin will moderate the relationship between IWE and other job-

related factors (JCS, WLB, WCS, EEN, and GWB). 
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5.3 Methodology 

5.3.1 Design 

The researcher selected to use a self-reported survey method for data collection. 

Specifically, two separate surveys were conducted at the same time: (i) the Work-Related Quality 

Life-2 (WRQoL) surveys (Easton & Van Laar, 2018) (which include factors assessing wellbeing, 

working conditions, job satisfaction, and work-life balance) and (ii) the Islamic Work Ethic (Ali, 1992). 

Also, demographic variables such as age, gender, education, and marital status were collected.  

5.3.2 Demographics 

The distribution of the demographic data per country is provided in the Table 5.1. 

Table 5.1. 
The Demographic distribution of number of people across Countries. 

Demographic Variables Turkey 
(N=241) 

 
% 

UK 
(N =237) 

 
% 

Religion     
Muslim 237 98% 10 4% 
Christian 2 1% 207 78% 
Jewish 2 1% 3 1% 
Other 0 0% 17 7% 

Marital Status     
Single 84 35% 78 33% 
Married 141 59% 122 51% 
Divorced 14 6% 11 5% 
Widowed 2 1% 5 2% 
Other 0 0% 21 9% 

Gender     
Female 104 43% 181 76% 
Male 136 56% 55 23% 
Other 1 0% 1 0% 

Education     
Primary Education 19 8% 18 8% 
Secondary Education (High school) 68 28% 42 18% 
Higher Education 154 64% 177 75% 

Age Groups     
Under 19 14 6% 1 0% 
20-29 180 75% 47 20% 
30-39 45 19% 83 35% 
40-49 1 0% 62 26% 
50 and over 1 0% 44 19% 
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This study was conducted with 241 Turkish and 237 UK workers (N=478); the participants 

include UK workers who reported having a religious belief. Due to Turkey’s rich cultural heritage, 

although most people report being Muslim, not all Muslims share exactly the same level of beliefs; 

for some, religion is a cultural entity that only represents only a minor part of their life (Yilmaz, 

2013); thus, from the sample of Turkish workers, only those who reported having an above-average 

level of religiosity were included in the dataset. In the complete data set, 40% were male and 60% 

female, and less than 1% of participants preferred to be called by other pronouns. The majority of 

the participants were married (55%), 34% were single, and 5% reported being divorced. When asked 

about their religiosity, 52% reported being Muslim, followed by 44% Christians, 1% Jewish, and 4% 

reported having other religions. Data was only collected from participants over 18 (3% under 19; 

48% between 20–29; 27% between 30–39; 13% between 40–49; 9% 50 and over).  

5.3.3 Data Collection 

The Turkish data were collected during the summer of 2019 (see Chapter Three for more 

information); to continue the data collection in UK researcher needed additional funding and 

additional funding was requested from the Turkish Government. While the main funding was 

pending the COVID-19 pandemic started. Due to the pandemic, the UK data were collection was 

postponed until the first lockdown measures were eased (see Chapter Four for more information). 

As during the pandemic, most employees worked from home and so the UK data were collected 

online as it was the safest data collection methodology for both the researcher and participants 

using Prolific.co. As no reliable survey website was identified that would allow the researcher to 

collect the data online, the Turkish data were collected via paper surveys (see Chapter Three for 

more information).  
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5.3.4 Data Preparation and Scale Development 

5.3.4.1 Overview of data analysis methods 

The data were analysed using IBM SPSS (version 26) and IBM AMOS (version 26). The SPSS 

package was used for basic regression, calculating Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, classifying the 

demographic information, and building the correlation matrix and data preparation. After the basic 

analysis, Amos was used to perform a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to demonstrate the model 

reliability for both national groups. As the data were collected from two groups of employees (UK 

and Turkish) before and after COVID-19, a metric invariance test was used to confirm there was 

equivalence between the factor loadings between the groups (Lee, 2018). A two-step Structural 

Equation Modelling analysis was employed, with an initial factor analysis conducted being followed 

by specific model testing (Kline, 2015). Overall, the data were found to be normally distributed with 

acceptable levels of kurtosis and skewness (Marcoulides & Saunders, 2006). On this basis, the 

researcher began the AMOS analysis with the assumption of normality. 

To prepare the data for analysis an initial measurement invariance test was conducted, 

followed by tests of model fit. Model fit was initially assessed using an overall chi-squared (χ2) test, 

followed by other more reliable (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999; Hu & Bentler, 1999) indices of model fit 

such as the Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Incremental fit Index (IFI). Hu 

and Bentler (1999) report that the TLI, CFI and IFI all need to ≥ 0.9 to indicate acceptable model fit. 

The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and the standardised root mean residual 

(SRMR) measures were also applied to ensure an acceptable fit: with these factors expected to be ≤ 

0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and <0.1 (Hair et al., 2014) respectively if a good fit has been achieved. 

None of the factors had any item that loaded to the factor more than .9 and (Table 3); thus, no 

multicollinearity was assessed to be present. To further check this assumption, the variance inflation 

factor (VIF) was calculated; Hair et al. (2013) reported that the VIF score should be > 5 to ensure that 

no multicollinearity exists; and the scores in the present data did not exceed 3. The Process-macro 

software addon for SPSS (Hayes, 2017) was used to calculate any mediation effects. 
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5.3.4.2 Survey scales 

The Work-Related Quality of Life scale and Islamic Work Ethic scale were applied in the same order 

and the participants received the scales in the official language of their country of residence.  

5.3.4.2.1 Work-Related Quality of Life Scale.  

As one of the most frequently used and psychometrically strong QoWL measures, the WRQoL 

(Work-related Quality of Life) (Easton & Van Laar, 2012) scale was deemed appropriate for the 

purposes of this study. The scale consists of six main factors; work-life balance (WLB), working 

conditions (WCS), job and career satisfaction (JCS), control at work (CAW), stress at work (SAW) and 

general wellbeing (GWB); and a seventh employee engagement (EEN) factor. This Study model is 

applied the model from the Chapter 3 (Turkish quantitative study). The Turkish model is modified to 

include the EEN factor, which was not present in the chapter 3. EEN is a factor that could be affected 

from the cultural climate of the workers’ home country (Munsterteiger, 2019), which is important to 

consider in the cross-cultural structure of this study. Table 5.2 presents the Cronbach’s alpha 

internal reliability scores alongside for each factor and group. To be acceptable for further analysis a 

criteria of a minimum Cronbach’s alpha score of 0.65 was employed (Vaske, 2008).  

Table 5.2 
WRQoL Factors and Reliability scores. 

Factors Combined α UK α Turkey α 

Home–work interface .72 .79 .69 

Working condition .75 .72 .77 

Job and career satisfaction .72 .75 .70 

Employee engagement .80 .84 .76 

General wellbeing .81 .85 .78 

Stress at Work .67 .85 .59 

Control at Work .72 .82 .62 

Note: α stands for Cronbach’s alpha  
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As previous studies had already established that due to cultural factors, the reliability of the 

SAW factor is usually low for the Turkish samples (Duyan et al., 2013). For this reason, it was 

dropped from further analysis. In the present study the CAW factor also indicated poor scale 

reliability (< 0.65) and so was also not included in the model development.  

Previous research has shown that the first item within the JCS factor (Q1: I have a clear set 

of goals and aims to enable me to do my job) was known to cause multicollinearity problems for 

both samples (see Chapter 3 and Chapter 4), thus with was dropped from subsequent analysis. With 

this item, Cronbach alphas scores were 76 (UK) and .71 Turkey. The factor loadings of each individual 

question are presented in Table 5.3. 
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Table 5.3. 
WRQoL items and Factor loadings for the combined, UK only and Turkey only sample groups.  
 

Factor Items 
Factor 

Loadings 
Total 

Factor 
Loadings 

UK 

Factor 
Loadings 
Turkey 

GWB I feel well at the moment 0.47 0.53 0.44 

 I am satisfied with my life 0.59 0.73 0.51 

 In most ways my life is close to ideal 0.62 0.71 0.58 

 Generally, things work out well for me 0.63 0.62 0.63 

 
Recently, I have been feeling reasonably happy all things 
considered 

0.66 0.72 0.63 

WLB 
My workplace provides adequate facilities and flexibility 
for me to fit work around my family life 

0.54 0.62 0.49 

 
My current working hours / patterns suit my personal 
circumstances 

0.61 0.68 0.58 

 
I am able to achieve a healthy balance between my work 
and home life 

0.49 0.59 0.45 

JCS 
When I have done a good job it is acknowledged by my 
line manager 

0.55 0.49 0.61 

 I am encouraged to develop new skills 0.49 0.59 0.43 

 
I am satisfied with the career opportunities available for 
me 

0.53 0.58 0.49 

 
I am satisfied with the training I receive in order to 
perform my present job 

0.47 0.52 0.43 

WCS 
My workplace provides me with what I need to do my job 
effectively 

0.50 0.47 0.53 

 I work in a safe environment 0.57 0.53 0.58 

 My working conditions are satisfactory 0.62 0.57 0.63 

 
I am happy with the physical environment where I usually 
work 

0.52 0.49 0.53 

EEN The organisation communicates well with its employees 0.55 0.61 0.49 

 
I am proud to tell others that I am part of this 
organisation 

0.68 0.71 0.63 

 
I would recommend this organisation as a good one to 
work for 

0.74 0.79 0.69 
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5.3.4.2.2 Islamic Work Ethic. The Islamic Work Ethic Survey was developed by Ali (1992) and is one 

of the most popular methods of measuring IWE. The scale used in this study was adopted from the 

IWE scale according to an exploratory factor analysis. The current scale includes 7 questions and was 

named as adopted Islamic Work Ethic (aIWE - Table 5.4). The overall Cronbach’s alpha reliability 

score for the IWE scale for the combined data set was found to be .80; for the Turkish participants 

only, reliability was .85; for the UK participants, the score was .66 (see Chapter Three for more 

information). According to Comrey and Lee, (1992) only one of the items has poor factor loading, 

which is under 0.32, however as the combination data results demonstrated a higher score the 

question still deemed usable. 

Table 5.4. 
aIWE items and Factor loadings. 

 

5.3.4.2.3 Demographic and Work variables. In this study, additional standard demographic 

information such as age, gender and marital status. 

  

Factor Items 
Factor 

Loadings 
Total 

Factor 
Loadings 

UK 

Factor 
Loadings 
Turkey 

IWE Dedication to work is a virtue 0.52 0.41 0.63 

 Good work benefits both one’s self and others 0.50 0.45 0.55 

 Justice and generosity in the workplace are necessary 
conditions for society’s welfare 

0.62 0.36 0.71 

 Producing more than enough to meet one’s personal 
needs contributes to the prosperity of society as a whole 

0.59 0.41 0.68 

 One should carry work out to the best of one’s ability 0.58 0.39 0.66 

 Work is not an end in itself but a means to foster 
personal growth and social relations 

0.47 0.35 0.51 

 Interpersonal relationships in organisations should be 
emphasised and encouraged 

0.48 0.26 0.60 
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5.4 Results 

5.4.1 Measurement invariance 

The measurement invariance test was necessary to compare the two different cohorts on 

two different timelines. As the UK data were collected using two different languages, during the 

COVID-19 pandemic, this was still an issue that actively affected the participants’ working 

experiences, while the Turkish data were collected before the pandemic. Therefore, it was decided 

to conduct several measurement invariances tests to identify if the UK and Turkish participants 

understood the questions in the same way. A chi-squared difference test was applied; the results 

were not statistically significant (Δχ2(20) = 31.34); also, the reduction of difference chi-squared was 

not statistically significant, meaning that the equality constraint did not statistically reduce the 

model fit; namely, that there is a possible metric invariance. One of the most commonly used tests 

of metric invariance is ∆CFI developed by Cheung and Rensvold (2002); here, when the 

measurement model CFA (Confirmatory Factor Analysis) is compared to the results of a fully 

constrained CFA, the score should be ≤.01. In our case, the results were ∆CFI = .92 (configural) - .91 

(metric) = .003. This value is less than the ≤.01, which means the decrease in the model fit is not 

substantial after the imposition of the equality constraints. McDonald's (1989) Noncentrality Index 

(NCI) (ΔMc NCI) and the results were ΔMc NCI was =.01 which is less than the recommended 

threshold of .02 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002), which means each item load on to its designated factor 

in a similar magnitude for both Turkish and UK participants (Lee, 2018).  

5.4.2 Common Method Bias 

Although a common method bias - when a single factor would account for the majority 

variance between the measures- measure was calculated separately for both groups in Chapters 4 

and 5, due to the combination of both groups used in the present chapter it is again calculated using 

the recommended methodology by Podsakoff et al. (2003). Overall, in the exploratory factor analysis 

56.16% (Turkey = 59.53%; UK = 58.94%) of the total variance was explained. When forcing the data 
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to extract one factor, it was found to explain 29.61% (Turkey = 30.44%; UK = 29.67%) of the total 

variance. This explained variance is below the 50% threshold that was reported by Podsakoff et al. 

(2003) as being indicative of common factor bias. To further validate these results, one common 

latent variable was created in AMOS, with a loading of 0.09, again demonstrating that there was no 

common factor bias as it was less than the 50% threshold (Podsakoff et al. 2003). 

5.4.3 Measurement Models.  

After the initial measurement model was developed, alternative models that compete with 

the structural measurement model to measure the possible common factor variances were 

developed (Podsakoff et al. 2003; Fontinha, et al., 2019). Following usual practice, we named the 

hypothesised structural measurement model measurement model one (MM1), then we developed a 

single-factor model loading for all items in the model into a single common factor (MM2). The third 

measurement model included two factors with all aIWE question items being included in one factor 

and all other work-related variables in the second factor (MM3). The fourth measurement model 

divided the work-related factors into two factors, placing all the items from the GWB into a separate 

factor and creating a three-factor model (MM4). The final measurement model had four factors as 

the aIWE and GWB loaded as their own factor, WLB and JCS were loaded as the third factor, and EEN 

and WCS were loaded as the last factors (MM5). Please see Table 5 for a summary of the 

measurement models and their respective fit statistics.  

The hypothesised structural measurement model and the alternative models were used to 

conduct CFA analysis on AMOS and the results demonstrated that the hypothesised structural model 

had the best fit (χ2
 (276) =621.96***; TLI = 0.91; CFI = 0.92; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = 0.5). We also applied 

a chi-square difference test to compare hypothesised structural measurement model’s fit with 

alternative models to further validate the discriminant validity (Podsakoff et al. 2003). We 

established that the hypothesised structural measurement model has the best fit and was distinctly 

different from the competing models, indicating a reliable and valid model.  
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Table 5.5:  
Goodness of fit statistics of measurement models (best fitting measurement model in bold). 

Models χ2 Δχ2 TLI CFI RMSEA SRMR 

MM1 χ2
 (276) =621.961***  .91 .92 .05 .05 

MM2 χ2 (291) =1705.651*** Compared to MM1 Δχ (15)
2=  

1083.69*** 
.65 .69 .10 .09 

MM3 χ2 (290) =1197.468*** Compared to MM1 Δχ (14)
2=  

575.507*** 
.78 .80 .08 .06 

MM4 χ2 (288) =988.678*** Compared to MM1 Δχ (12)
2=  

366.717*** 
.83 .85 .07 .05 

MM5 χ2 (285) =846.852*** Compared to MM1 Δχ (9)
2=  

224.891*** 
.86 .88 .06 .06 

***p < .001. χ2 = Chi Squared; Δχ2 = Chi-squared difference; TLI = Tucker–Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit 

Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardised Root Residual 
 

5.4.4 The Structural Equation Analysis of the Research Model 

After establishing the discriminant validity, we moved on to the model testing using the 

hypothesised full structural model and additionally the partial mediation model. Figure 5.1 

demonstrates the full mediation model. The full mediation model (hypothesised structural model) is 

nested in the partial mediation model and while the literature evidence to support both partial 

mediation model and full mediation models, James et al., (2006) claims full mediation is the base 

line when evaluating the mediation. Thus, this paper decided to conduct a chi-square difference test 

to determine the best fitting model. 

The hypothesised structural model demonstrated that workers’ ethical values do 

significantly impact their working conditions (SRW = 0.06, C.R. = 1.30, p > .05) because these ethical 

values are a result of their upbringing and possibly their religious beliefs (Weber, 1905). The model 

of the work-related values was developed for the Turkish population (Chapter 3) and this model is 

heavily influenced by the QoWL definition of Fontinha et al., (2019) and recognize GWB as an 
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outcome of QoWL. The full mediation model demonstrated an acceptable model fit (χ2 (281) 

=629.08***; TLI = 0.91; CFI = 0.92; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = 0.05). 

Usage of Partial mediation modelling (Figure 2) was also used as it was recommended by 

Hair and Black (2013), James et al., (2006) claims that the partial mediation model represent the best 

choice as a base model. The model fit for the partial mediation was acceptable (χ2 (276) = 621.96***; 

TLI = 0.91; CFI = 0.92; RMSEA = .04; SRMR = 0.05) and when a chi-squared difference test was 

applied the partial and full mediation model did not represent a statistically better fit to the data 

(Δχ2
 (5) = 7.12). Thus, it was decided to continue the remaining analysis using the full mediation 

model. Table 5.6 demonstrates the summary of results for both partial and full mediation model and 

all possible pathways between independent and dependent variables.  
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Table 5.6: 

Results of the Structural Equation Analysis: The Full and Partial Mediation Model. 

 
Note: SRW = Standardised Regression Weights; C.R. = Critical Ratio; *** = p < .001; ** = p < .01; * = p < .05; 

  

Pathways Relationship 

Full Mediation Partial Mediation 

SWR C.R. SWR C.R. 

P1 Alternative Islamic Work Ethic → Job Career Satisfaction .26 4.05*** .23 3.67*** 

P2 Alternative Islamic Work Ethic → Employee Engagement .13 2.87*** .14 3.08*** 

P5 Alternative Islamic Work Ethic → Work-Life Balance .30 4.77*** .29 4.62*** 

P7 Work-Life Balance → Working Conditions .38 7.12*** .46 6.76*** 

P9 Work-Life Balance → Employee Engagement .58 5.85*** .25 2.71*** 

P10 Job Career Satisfaction → Working Conditions .30 7.95*** .59 7.78*** 

P11 Job Career Satisfaction → General Wellbeing .25 2.85*** .40 2.93*** 

P12 Job Career Satisfaction → Employee Engagement .58 9.13*** .51 4.17*** 

P13 Working Conditions → General Wellbeing .57 5.92*** .49 2.85*** 

P4 Alternative Islamic Work Ethic → Working Conditions - - .06 1.30 

P6 Alternative Islamic Work Ethic → General Wellbeing - - .07 1.37 

P8 Work-Life Balance → General Wellbeing - - .08 0.86 

P14 Working Conditions → Employee Engagement - - .11 0.70 

P15 Employee Engagement → General Wellbeing - - -.17 -1.95 
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Table 7: 

Model fit statistics: The Full and Partial Mediation Model. 

Model Fit Statistics  Full Mediation Partial Mediation 

 χ² 629.080 621.961 

 df 281 276 

 RMSEA .05 .05 

 SRMR .05 .05 

 GFI .91 .91 

 IFI .92 .92 

 TLI .91 .91 

 CFI .92 .92 

      

Squared Multiple Correlation (R2)      

WLB .09 .08 

JCS .07 .05 

WCS .83 .82 

EEN .65 .65 

GWB .62 .63 

Note: χ²= Chi-squared; df = degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness of Fit Index; IFI = Incremental Fit Index; TLI = 
Tucker–Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = 
Standardised Root Residual; WLB = Work-Life Balance; JCS = Job Career Satisfaction; WCS = Working 
Conditions; EEN = Employee Engagement; GWB = General Wellbeing  
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5.4.5 Hypothesis Testing  

The full mediation model was used to examine the hypotheses being tested. The first set of 

hypotheses examined the direct effects of aIWE on job characteristics (JCS, WLB and WCS) and work 

outputs (GWB and EEN). The results demonstrated that aIWE significantly directly affect JCS (SRW = 

0.26, C.R. = 4.05, p < .01), EEN (SRW = 0.13, C.R. = 2.87, p = .004), and WLB (SRW = 0.30, C.R. = 4.77, 

p < .01). However, aIWE was not found to have a direct effect on the WCS and GWB measures, thus 

partially supporting hypothesis 1 through pathway 1, P2, and P5, but failing to support through 

pathways 4 and P6.  

Hypothesis 2 is also partially supported; WLB has a direct significant influence on WCS (SRW 

= 0.13, C.R. = 7.12, p < .01), and EEN (SRW = 0.31, C.R. = 5.85, p < .01), but no direct effect on GWB. 

This means that pathways 7 and 9 are supported the hypothesis 2 while pathway 8 is refuted.  

Pathways 10, 11, and 12 were also supported hypothesis 2 as there was evidence that job 

career satisfaction positively related to working conditions (SRW = 0.61, C.R. = 7.95, p < .01), 

employee engagement (SRW = 0.58, C.R. = 9.12, p < .01), and general wellbeing (SRW = 0.25, C.R. = 

2.84, p = .005). 

Hypothesis 3 stated that WCS was expected to positively affect GWB and EEN. The 

hypothesis was partially supported as only GWB was significantly affected from the WCS (SRW = 

0.57, C.R. = 5.92, p < .01).  

The results demonstrate that there was no significant relationship between employee 

engagement (EEN) and general wellbeing of workers, thus rejecting Hypothesis 4 (SRW = 0.11, C.R. = 

0.70, p > .05). 

Next, a hierarchical regression test was applied to test if the mediation analysis is necessary; 

the results demonstrated the hypothesised mediation relationships demonstrated in the partial 

mediation model (H1b) generated a significant R2 difference for GWB (General Wellbeing: ΔR2 = 
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0.45, ΔF 5,472 = 78.49, p < .01). After establishing the mediation analysis was necessary, 

bootstrapping was conducted to test the indirect effects that may exist in the hypothesised 

structural measurement model. 

5.4.6 Establishing Mediation between aIWE and GWB 

According to Hayes (2017) although the aim of a researcher is to investigate the relationship 

between two variables this relationship is often not direct and it is intervened by other factors called 

mediators. Zhao et al. (2010) mentions three types of mediation that could exist between variables 

contained in a complex research model. These three mediation classifications are direct-only 

mediation (when the mediated variables do not have any direct relationship); complementary 

mediation (when there is an indirect mediation and a direct effect exists in the same direction); 

competitive mediation (when a direct and an indirect relationship both exist, but their pointed 

directions are opposite to one another). To analyse the indirect effects the 95% confidence interval 

and 5000 bootstrapping iterations were used as recommended by Hayes (2017). Table 8 

demonstrates all the direct and indirect effects supported by the full mediation model alongside the 

mediation classification of the relationships in the hypothesised measurement model. These results 

appear to indicate that all possible indirect relationships are positive and significant.  

Table 5.8:  

Mediation analysis according to Zhao et al. (2010). 

Relationship 
Direct 

Effect 

Indirect 

Effect 
Classifying Type 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> General Wellbeing .07 .41*** Indirect Only Mediation 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions  .06 .40*** Indirect Only Mediation 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Employee Engagement .14*** .54*** Complementary Mediation 

Work Life Balance -> General Wellbeing .08 .28*** Indirect Only Mediation 

Job Career Satisfaction  -> General Wellbeing .40*** .41*** Complementary Mediation 

Note: *** p < .005  
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A sequential mediation analysis was conducted using the Process macro model 6 (Hayes, 2017), due 

to its inability to account for estimated errors in the analysis not all analysis was conducted with 

process macro, but in this analysis the error variance is already accounted for with the AMOS. 

Hypothesis 1c states that JCS and WCS are expected to act as multiple mediators between aIWE and 

GWB and sequentially mediate the relationship; this hypothesis was supported (IE= .0186, 

95%CI=.0011, .0412). Hypothesis 1c is also supported as the relationship between aIWE and GWB 

was mediated through the sequential mediation of WLB and WCS (IE= .0279, 95%CI=.0124, .0476).  

  



 

Figure 5.2. 

Final structural model moderated by country of origin (covariates omitted for ease of presentation/ indirect relationship between IWE and GWB is 

highlighted with bold arrows). *p < .05. ***p < .01. 
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5.4.7 Mediation Analysis using Country of Origin as a Moderator 

After establishing the full mediation model the data was divided according to the participants’ 

country of origin and a grouped analysis was performed. The SEM analysis of the grouped data had 

an acceptable fit (χ2 (562) = 939.34***; TLI = 0.91; CFI = 0.92; RMSEA = .04; SRMR = 0.06). An analysis 

was also conducted separately for Turkey and the UK; the results demonstrated an acceptable fit (UK 

= χ2
 (281) = 417.88***; TLI = 0.93; CFI = 0.94; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = 0.5; TR = χ2

 (281) = 521.46***; TLI = 

0.89; CFI = 0.91; RMSEA = .06; SRMR = 0.5). To establish invariance across groups the parameter 

constraint –constraining pathways for each factor to equality- was used to constrain all pathways (χ2 

(576) = 1016.88***; TLI = 0.90; CFI = 0.91; RMSEA = .04; SRMR = 0.7) there was no significant decrease 

in fit. After applying a chi-squared difference test (Δχ2
(14) = 77.55***), it was established that the 

hypothesised model is a good fit for the data and there is no need to constrain the factor loadings to 

equality (Byrne, 2016). This means for both groups each factor is measured by the same items and 

there is configural invariance (Cieciuch & Davidov, 2016). 

Table 5.9. 

The difference in variance explained between Turkey and UK (Squared Multiple Correlations - R2). 

Dependent Variables Turkey United Kingdom 

Job Career Satisfaction 0.03 0.22 

Work-Life Balance 0.13 0.03 

Working Conditions 0.89 0.83 

Employee Engagement 0.78 0.60 

General Wellbeing 0.64 0.58 

 

Hypothesis 6 suggested that employee country of origin moderates the relationship between the 

aIWE and dependent variables (JCS, WLB, WCS, EEN and GWB). As shown in Figure 5.2, there are a 

number of differences between the significant paths for each country of origin group. The R2 results 

according to the participants’ countries of origin are presented in Table 7. According to these results, 
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on the one hand, the predictive power of aIWE towards JCS is much higher for the UK sample, 

accounting for 22% of the total variance, while aIWE only predicts 3% of JCS in the Turkish sample. 

On the other hand, the relationship between aIWE and WLB was highly significant for Turkish 

employees (SRW = 0.36, C.R. = 4.25, p < .01), whereas this relationship was not significant for the 

UK employees (SRW = 0.17, C.R. = 1.83, p > .05). In total aIWE predicted 13% of the variance in WLB 

in the Turkish group. Meanwhile, the total variance of WCS was close between the two samples, as 

89% of the Turkish variance and 83% of the UK variance were explained by this model. The total 

variances of EEN and GWB explained were one of the biggest differences between the UK and 

Turkey: for the Turkish group, 78% of EEN and 64% of GWB total variance were explained by the 

hypothesised measurement model. For the UK sample, far less of the total variance of EEN (60%) 

and GWB (58%) were explained by the combined effect of the antecedents in the full mediation 

model.  

Table 5.10: 

The summary of the Results of Structural Equation Analysis according to country of origin 

Note: SRW = Standardised Regression Weights; C.R. = Critical Ratio; *** = p < .001; ** = p < .01; * = p < .05  

The analysis of the hypothesised pathways in the full mediation model for the Turkish and 

UK samples are presented in Table 8. Two relationships show the difference between the two 

Hypothesis Relationship 

Turkey United Kingdom 

SWR C.R. SWR C.R. 

P1 Islamic Work Ethic Values → Job Career Satisfaction .17 2.08** .47 3.24*** 

P2 Islamic Work Ethic Values → Employee Engagement .17 2.98*** .15 1.83*** 

P5 Islamic Work Ethic Values → Work-Life Balance .36 4.25*** .17 1.83 

P7 Work-Life Balance → Working Conditions .55 5.60*** .39 4.44*** 

P8 Working Conditions → General Wellbeing .69 4.87*** .32 2.29** 

P9 Work-Life Balance → Employee Engagement .33 4.28*** .28 4.12*** 

P10 Job Career Satisfaction → Working Conditions .55 5.25*** .70 5.89*** 

P11 Job Career Satisfaction → General Wellbeing .13 1.09 .47 3.27*** 

P12 Job Career Satisfaction → Employee Engagement .62 6.28*** .55 6.19*** 
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groups. The other significant difference was only for UK participants’ job career satisfaction, 

which significantly and directly affected their general wellbeing (SRW = 0.47, C.R. = 3.27, p < .01). 

To examine the sequential relationships and indirect effects, the Process Macro (Hayes, 

2017) for its ease of use and ability to identify indirect effect results even if a direct path is not 

significant. First, both country samples were combined and analysed together; it was found that 

the indirect effect of aIWE on GWB was significant for both WLB and JCS. Next, country-specific 

analyses found that the sequential mediation model through aIWE to GWB using WLB and WCS 

only produced significant results for the Turkish employee group. The results showed that aIWE 

indirectly affects Turkish workers’ GWB thorough WLB and WCS used as moderators 

sequentially (aIWE -> WLB -> WCS -> GWB: Indirect Effect = .0393, 95%CI=.0122, .0517), which 

supports hypothesis 5 through pathway 6a for the Turkish data, however pathway 6b did not 

support it. In contrast, pathway 6c demonstrate a pathway through the job career satisfaction 

for the UK data (aIWE -> JCS -> WCS -> GWB IE= .0416, 95%CI=.0087, .0915) while pathway 6d 

was not supported for the UK data. All these differences also provided strong support for 

hypothesis 5: that employee country of origin is a moderator between GWB and some of the work 

characteristics and demonstrated that JCS only have predictive power over GWB in UK. 
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5.5 Discussion 

The current study aimed to examine whether Islamic work ethic (IWE) values affected the job career 

satisfaction (JCS), work-life balance (WLB), and working conditions (WCS) or participants and 

consequently improved their perceived general wellbeing (GWB). This study also sought to 

determine whether this relationship held for both Turkish and UK employees who stated they were 

religious. Overall, the findings indicate that although both the Turkish and UK religious workers 

reported that IWE had an indirect effect on their GWB, the factors mediating this relationship 

differed by country. 

An analysis of the relationships between IWE and GWB found a significant sequential 

pathway between IWE, through WLB and WCS to GWB, as suggested by previous literature (Zheng et 

al. 2016) but only for Turkish employees. This may suggest that for Muslim employees, the values 

encapsulated in the IWE positively affect perceptions of work-life balance, which in turn affect how 

working conditions are experienced. Given the Islamic ethical value that work should produce 

meaning in life and benefit others (Ali & Al-Owaihan, 2008), this may therefore lead to feelings of 

greater general wellbeing feelings than in the UK sample. 

Both Turkish and UK employees reported that IWE had a positive direct effect on JCS. It was 

already expected that the Muslim employees would perceive the positive effect of IWE on JCS, as 

work provides a source of self-fulfilment for Muslims (Marri et al. 2012; Yousef, 2001). The 

Protestant Work Ethic (PWE) concept, prevalent in the West, is more focused on the idea of hard 

work being a way to demonstrate faith (Bendix, 1978), thus, not many previous studies have 

reported a positive effect of PWE on JCS for UK employees as the most obvious effect of PWE was 

productivity (Weber, 1905). However, employees in the West have more recently started to see 

their work as a way to achieve self-actualization (Dubin, 1982), therefore, the idea of self-fulfilment 

promoted in Islam (Abu-Saad, 2003) might now be more clearly linked to the type of work ethic 

values influencing the UK workers’ understanding of their work than the PWE. The JCS also acts as a 
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mediator in the relationship between IWE and GWB–– positively and indirectly affecting the UK 

workers’ wellbeing. Surprisingly JCS did not mediate the IWE’s predictive power on GWB in the 

Turkish data, this finding is in contrast to the existing literature. Raja et al., (2019) claimed IWE 

would enhance JCS and GWB of Muslim workers, but this study did not support this claim. 

The results of this study confirm that the reported IWE of employees is positively and 

indirectly related to perceptions of general wellbeing; however, differences exist between the UK 

and Turkish cultures in how this relationship is mediated. By investigating the same structural model 

in religious participants from Turkey and the UK, two different ways that IWE affects wellbeing were 

observed. While the Turkish participants reported the positive effects of IWE on JCS, this effect did 

not mediate any relationships indirectly affecting GWB. However, it is obvious that the social 

relationships encouraged by IWE (e.g., Good work benefits both one’s self and others; Work is not 

an end in itself but a means to foster personal growth and social relations) significantly influenced 

the UK employees. Thus, organisations and managers in UK need to acknowledge the importance of 

the IWE values has an important influence on religious workers’ job satisfaction and wellbeing. 

Second, as it was also reported especially in the Muslim countries (Ali & Al-Owaihan, 2008; 

Sugiyanto et al., 2020), the researcher also found that IWE values are linked to higher WLB for 

Turkish believers. WLB also mediated the relationships between IWE and GWB for the Turkish 

participants. Future research on both these findings will improve the understanding of wellbeing. 

The employee wellbeing literature is generally dominated by WEIRD research; thus, the 

majority of workplace wellbeing research ignores religiosity as a factor (e.g., Easton & Van Laar, 

2018; Sirgy et al, 2001). Studies applying non-Western survey instruments such as the IWE to a 

Western population, or explicitly cross-cultural comparison studies, to researcher’s best knowledge 

there is no example of such research. Thus, future researchers could enrich the literature by seeking 

to apply non-WEIRD research findings to WEIRD populations via cross-cultural study designs, while 

examining possible invariances.  
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The, the present research project shows that there is a level of heterogeneity between the 

Turkish and UK cultures that might specifically be useful for multinational companies to 

acknowledge. It is recommended that further studies be carried out in cross-cultural contexts, to 

examine non-western based ethic scales. This could be helpful in improving the global business 

ethical standards that researchers are calling for (Power et al., 2013), as well as acknowledging the 

country-specific variations in understanding the effect of work ethic concerns (D'Cruz et al., 2016).  

The present study has four main limitations. First, it was acknowledged that due to the 

global pandemic, the Turkish and British data were collected in different circumstances the Turkish 

data collected before the pandemic and the UK data was collected during the pandemic. To seek to 

account for this, we applied Metric invariance test, which provided some assurance that there was 

little to no variance in the interpretation of most items (Lee, 2018). However, it might be useful for 

future researchers to replicate this study post COVID. One of the major differences between the 

Turkish and the UK data was due to the unexpected and sudden influence of the COVID-19 

pandemic. Almost overnight, the pandemic closed many workplaces, with workers asked to work 

from home. Prior to the pandemic, the Turkish data had already been collected from a diverse 

cohort using paper-based surveys. However, due to the UK national lockdown, it became impossible 

to distribute paper-based surveys to the UK respondents; thus, in the second phase of the data 

collection, the researcher was forced to use online survey tools. Although the web-based surveys 

and associated sample selection tools proved valuable in helping control for some participant 

characteristics, such as working situations (home vs workplace) and occupation, it was almost 

impossible to control for all characteristics. For example, it was impossible to match the age and 

gender distributions of the UK participants with the Turkish data. Compared to the UK (where the 

mean age of the whole population is 40), Turkey has a significantly younger population (Mean 

sample age of the Turkish population as a whole is 29), (World Population Prospects - Population 

Division - United Nations, 2019). Besides, according to the OEDC (Pensions at a Glance, 2021), 

Turkish employees retire earlier on average (48 for women and 51 for men) than their UK 
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counterparts (66 for males and females). Therefore, the researcher expected to find a higher 

proportion of younger workers in the Turkish population (99% in the Turkish sample and 55% in the 

British sample were aged between 20–40). Additionally, this study only included those who claimed 

to be highly religious; however, women are more likely to have religious or spiritual beliefs than men 

(Freese, 2004). Thus, gender and age variations between the Turkish (43%) and UK (76%) 

respondents were anticipated. To check for the influence of these differences, additional analyses 

were conducted. The researcher used gender and age as mediating variables and measure each 

group separately to see if there is any significant influence of gender or age on the perception of 

general wellbeing. Gender and age did not significantly influence the perception of general wellbeing 

in either the Turkish or British samples. This suggests, that although there may well be important 

differences between the samples which may limit the generalisability of the findings from this study, 

there did not constitute a significant difference between the samples. Third, as this study employed 

a cross-sectional design it might be useful for future researchers to apply a longitudinal study 

methodology to better understand the perceptions of wellbeing over time. Last, another possible 

limitation of the present research was that common factor bias could have resulted from the self-

report nature of the data collection; however, to overcome this, Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) 

recommendations were applied to ensure that the structural model is robust.  

5.5.1 Conclusion 

This study provides evidence that particular IWE values influenced the perceptions of both 

Turkish and the UK religious employees towards job characteristics and general wellbeing and 

similarly affected the religious workers. Specifically, it adopted a cross-cultural comparative research 

focus to address the gap in the existing literature: namely, its narrow focus on the Anglo-Saxon work 

ethic, and primarily the PWE. To overcome this, the present study sought to investigate the 

influence of IWE values on Turkish and UK religious employees’ perceptions of job characteristics 

and general wellbeing using a cross-cultural comparative approach. It is hoped that this study 

provided a useful contribution to the literature by further examining how the perceptions of 
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commonly held IWE values influence religious workers’ perceptions of their job characteristics and 

general wellbeing. Specifically, this study examined the effect of IWE values on job characteristics, 

how these job characteristics would mediate the relationship between IWE and GWB, and if the 

country of origin (i.e. the UK or Turkey) influences the predictive power of IWE towards employees’ 

job characteristics and overall perception of GWB. Crucially, this research project demonstrated that 

IWE indirectly improved both the Turkish and UK religious employees’ perceptions of their GWB; 

however, this interaction was mediated by different job characteristics for each group, respectively: 

among the Turkish employees, the impact of IWE on GWB was mediated by WLB and WCS; among 

the UK workers, the impact of IWE on GWB was mediated by JCS and WCS. 

Understanding the influence of IWE values in cross-cultural contexts represents a crucial 

research area for future research as the world becomes increasingly globalised and interdependent, 

especially with the growth of online teams composed of members from a diverse range of nations. 

As the Muslim population in the UK and WEIRD nations continues to grow, achieving a better 

understanding of how IWE values affect job Muslim employees’ perceptions of job characteristics 

and general wellbeing could help Muslim workers integrate more successfully and straightforwardly 

into workplaces in WEIRD contexts. Future research could also build on the findings of this research 

project by investigating a wider range of work ethic rules to attempt to discover a set of “universal” 

work ethic rules.
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6.1 General Discussion Outline 

This chapter provides a general discussion of the four individual studies included in this 

dissertation and sets out to provide a comprehensive overview of the constructs used to investigate, 

Quality of working life (QoWL) and employee wellbeing. This chapter will begin by highlighting the 

importance of employee wellbeing in Turkey and Britain, as well as providing a cross-cultural 

comparison between Turkish and UK religious workers. It also examines the theoretical and practical 

implications of the findings for organisational research and organisational policy-making. 

Suggestions are made for future avenues of QoWL research and how it may link to work-ethic 

research, especially the application of non-Western Educated, Industrialised Rich and Democratic 

(non-WEIRD) work ethic surveys – that include constructs such as Islamic Work Ethic (IWE) – to 

employees in WEIRD countries. Additionally, this Chapter considers key methodological issues 

highlighted during the programme of research and discussed potential limitations. Lastly, to improve 

the existing literature, this chapter outlines potential future research directions this research 

project’s findings uncovered and provides an overall conclusion.  

The wellbeing and QoWL research literatures are primarily focused on Western research 

contexts; this means that the majority of researchers in this area tend to adopt these westernised 

concepts often without proper exploratory analyses –– even though an employee’s cultural 

background (e.g., race, education) represents a crucial aspect of how they perceive their respective 

work-and-life-related factors (Lambert et al., 2020). Although the concept of QoWL is widely used in 

Turkey, with its strongly collectivist, Muslim-majority population, little exploratory evidence exists 

that WEIRD-derived (e.g., Western) understandings of QoWL can adequately explain the wellbeing of 

Turkish employees (e.g., Akar, 2018; Duyan et al., 2013; Karaaslan & Aslan, 2019). Accordingly, to 

address this research gap, the current thesis explored the perceptions of QoWL and wellbeing 

among Turkish workers to establish the relevance and validity of using QoWL concepts in the Turkish 

context. This came about, in part, because previous Turkish QoWL research had demonstrated that 

it has not been possible to accurately measure the perception of stress at work among Turkish 



Chapter 6 

171 
 

workers using existing WEIRD QoWL scales because of cultural factors (Duyan et al., 2013). This work 

was then built upon in the subsequent studies which sought further information about (i) the 

perception of the QoWL in Turkey and whether this was related to the religiosity of participants; (ii) 

whether a similar study with a UK population would provide similar results when incorporating 

further questions about employees’ with religious and ethical values and beliefs. 

The overall methodology chosen in this dissertation was to implement a mixed-method 

research design. The qualitative research methods provided in-depth investigation of the variables, 

which were consequently examined during the quantitative methods phases to strengthen and 

define the proposed models (Bluhm et al., 2010). As part of this quantitative analysis and 

considering the already-multidimensional concept of QoWL and the additional IWE construct 

derived from the Turkish qualitative study (Chapter 2), the utilisation of Structural Equation 

Modelling (SEM) techniques enabled the researcher to construct a complex model of the 

relationship between IWE and wellbeing, together with multiple mediating factors (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2014).  

 6.1.1 Overview of main findings 

The purpose of the Turkish qualitative focus group Turkish Qualitative Study (Chapter Two) 

was to explore the concept of QoWL and how Turkish workers understand and describe the concept 

based on their own experiences; this addresses a gap in the literature as there is a lack of evidence 

of the relevance of QoWL in the Turkish research. Most of the Turkish QoWL literature features 

studies that use surveys designed by researchers from WEIRD countries (e.g. Karaaslan & Aslan, 

2019). For this reason, the present study collected data by using semi-structured focus groups, which 

were then were analysed using applied thematic analysis. In this study Turkish Workers discussed 

their perceptions of QoWL with their peers and answered questions about their workspace and 

national culture and the possible effects on their QoWL. Two major findings emerged from the 

analysis, first that the Turkish employees’ understanding of QoWL is very similar to the Western 
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understanding of QoWL in the literature (e.g., Easton & Van Laar, 2018; Sinval et al., 2019). However, 

the second theme highlighted a major difference between Turkish employees’ understanding of 

QoWL and Western employees’ conceptualisation; namely, the strong influence of socio-cultural and 

religious factors on employee wellbeing and their experience of work and how this influence varied 

among highly religious and less-religious employees. Highly religious employees were found to 

report that their religiosity positively affected their wellbeing and work life balance. This in turn 

influenced the employees’ willingness to stay in their current employment and suggested that their 

perception of their job satisfaction was strongly influenced by their religious values (Yetim & Yetim, 

2006) through the social support systems that religious values can create (Ellison & George, 1994). In 

contrast, non-religious participants and those with weaker religious beliefs mostly reported having 

lower levels of employee wellbeing and having negative feelings about particular aspects of their 

work experiences. For example, both religious and non-religious employees reported they felt that 

some openly religious employees exploited their religious identity to develop friendly ties with upper 

management and gain unfair advantage at work. 

The findings of Turkish Qualitative Study are important for several reasons. First, they 

indicate that using Western scales to measure the QoWL and wellbeing of Turkish workers can 

produce valuable results; however, this finding required further investigation. This is because 

religious values appear to provide substantial psychological resources for Turkish religious workers 

and have a strong influence on their wellbeing perception, which reflects to their behaviours in the 

workplace (Bobowik et al., 2010; Weber, 1905). However, the Western measurement of QoWL does 

not include a measure for participants’ level of religiosity nor a measure for the possible effects of 

religiosity on their work behaviour.  

Turkish Quantitative Study (Chapter 3) built on the findings of the first study it was seen 

that a religious based behavioural scale should be included to this study. According to the Weber 

(1905), ethical behaviours in the workplace is strongly affected by the major religiosity, and for 
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Turkey this is Islam. Thus, IWE scale was included to measure the effects of religiosity on the 

perception of QoWL. By employing a culturally valid translation of the well-known WRQoL QoWL 

scale (Easton & Van Laar, 2018), which includes the General Wellbeing (GWB) subscale, as well as 

work-related factors such as job career satisfaction (JCS), working conditions (WCS) and work-life 

balance (WLB) (Fontinha et al. 2018). The inclusion of items from the most commonly used IWE scale 

(Ali, 1992) in conjunction with the WRQoL questions and related biographical items, allowed the 

predictive power of IWE values and level of religiosity on the perception of job characteristics and 

wellbeing to be assessed. Using SEM techniques to model and analyse the data, the data analysis 

began by using CFA to assess the relationships between observable variables, constructs, and latent 

variables (Tomás et al., 2012). It was determined that work characteristic-related items correctly 

loaded to their proposed constructs (WLB, JCS, and WCS); and that general wellbeing (GWB) items 

also loaded to their own construct; and as expected the remaining items significantly loaded to IWE. 

This hypothesised measurement model was found to provide a better fit to the data than the 

standard competing models (χ2 (231) = 522.2***; TLI = 0.90; CFI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR = 

0.05). The research model constructed as a sequential mediation model. When the hypothesised 

measurement model was tested, the findings demonstrated that the adapted IWE (aIWE) values had 

a significant positively influence on both the JCS (Haroon et al., 2012; Rokhman, 2010), and WLB 

(Sugiyanto et al., 2020) of Turkish workers. Further analysis was able to demonstrate that the JCS 

and WLB factors mediated the relationship between aIWE and WCS. Also, aIWE positively indirectly 

affected the workers’ GWB; this relationship was mediated by a sequential mediation through which 

employees’ JCS or WLB affected their perception of WCS which in turn influence the perception of 

GWB. When investigating the effect of participant religiosity, the hypothesised measurement model 

was shown to only be significant for highly religious participants. The Turkish Quantitative study 

provided very similar results to other comparable studies in the current IWE literature; it showed 

that the relationships between IWE did influence JCS and WLB perception of both Turkish and UK 

workers positively as expected. Although the direct positive effect of aIWE was not found on GWB, a 
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sequential mediation model was found (especially through paths from WLB to WCS) to provide 

substantial evidence of a positive indirect relationship between aIWE to wellbeing. Meaning people 

who are happier with their work life balance perceive their physical work conditions more 

favourably and consequently perceiving higher general wellbeing. This variation between the highly 

religious and less religious participants might be due to the cultural understanding and application of 

Islamic values among the Turkish employees (Arslan, 2000).  

United Kingdom Quantitative Study (Chapter 4) had two aims: firstly, to examine the 

relationship between Islamic culture-based work ethic rules and QoWL perception among the UK 

employee participants. Secondly, as this part of the research was conducted when the COVID-19 

pandemic had forced the UK into a year-long lockdown, COVID-19 was to be examined as a covariate 

in the hypothesised measurement model. Investigating the overall quality of life of workers was 

measured using the WRQoL QoWL scale (Van Laar et al., 2007); and the general wellbeing subscale 

was found to be explained by the work-related aspects of QoWL (Fontinha et al., 2018). UK 

Quantitative Study used a pre-existing QoWL model, developed pre-pandemic and validated with UK 

workers (Fontinha et al., 2018), together with the IWE scale to examine the antecedents and 

predictors of employee wellbeing. To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, this was the first time 

such a scale was used to sample UK non-Muslim employees. In this study the participant cohort was 

divided into (i) those with religious beliefs and (ii) non-religious participants. The SEM analysis began 

by defining and testing a CFA; the results showed that the hypothesised measurement model was 

the best-fitting model among the competing models (χ2 (693) =1191.33***; TLI = 0.92; CFI = 0.93; 

RMSEA = .04; SRMR = 0.5). The results showed that Islamic Work Ethic Values (IWEv) positively and 

directly affected the perceived job characteristics (JCS, CAW, WCS, HWI) of UK employee 

participants. This finding suggests that work characteristics positively mediate the relationship 

between IWEv and General Wellbeing, and that work characteristics indirectly affect employee 

engagement and stress perception. In contrast, COVID-19 negatively and indirectly influenced EEN, 

SAW and GWB. There was a significant direct negative influence of COVID-19, especially on home-
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work interface and working conditions. The moderation analysis showed that only religious 

employees’ WLB and CAW were negatively affected by COVID-19. In comparison, only non-religious 

participants’ stress at work significantly increased due to the pandemic. As IWEv is a religious-based 

work ethic scale, the religiosity level of participants was assumed to influence perceptions of IWE. 

Surprisingly, the IWE values affected the perception of job characteristics significantly, and that IWE 

had a significant positive influence on the job characteristics of both religious and non-religious 

workers. Although the findings did not find a significant difference between the IWEv of religious 

and non-religious employees, the findings did demonstrate that, in line with the existing literature 

(Hayward &Elliott 2009; Karakas, 2010), that IWEv had a positive indirect effect on the wellbeing of 

religious workers and explained more of the variance (R2= 68) of in the general wellbeing of religious 

participants compared to non-religious participants (R2= 49). Religiosity also appeared to help 

religious participants manage the negative effects of their work-related stress, as COVID-19 did not 

significantly affect the religious workers stress perception. However, the negative effects of the 

COVID-19 pandemic on religious participants’ home-work life and perception of work control could 

be due to the effects of primordial guilt which puts pressure on religious people prioritize the work 

(Bendix, 1978; Lipset, 1990), which might not be possible when they are forced to change work 

routine due to the pandemic. This study demonstrated that some IWE items might be universal 

across Turkish and UK cultures and emphasises the importance of culturally sensitive scale 

translations, as it would be easier to understand by the target population and produce more 

accurate results. 

Combinations Study (Chapter 5) follows on from the findings of UK Quantitative Study using 

the proposed measurement model used in Turkish Quantitative Study as a base and incorporated 

employee engagement. Employee engagement was included in Combination Study as the 

understanding of employee engagement and its impact on the wellbeing employees likely varies 

between different cultures (Munsterteiger, 2019). Combination Study evaluated the generalisability 

of the Wellbeing model outside a Muslim-majority context and compares religious Turkish 
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participants with religious UK workers. To provide a solid methodological base, metric and configural 

invariance tests was used to investigate the if the understanding of the scales are equivalent 

between Turkish and UK participants. The sequential mediation model found that social adapted 

IWE (aIWE) beliefs significantly and indirectly affected both UK and Turkish religious participants’ 

perception of their general wellbeing. For Turkish Muslim employees, aIWE was found to be 

significantly linked through perceptions of WLB to GWB, while for the UK employees, the most 

influential factor on mediating wellbeing was found to be JCS. This finding might be due to Turkey’s 

highly collectivist sociocultural norms (Aycan et al., 2000) and the Islamic norms relating to the 

importance of one’s family relationships (Sugiyanto et al., 2020). In contrast, JCS mediated the effect 

of aIWE’s effect on wellbeing of UK participants, suggesting that it was instead the direct experience 

of work rather than family or work-life balance which has the most positive effect on overall 

wellbeing.  

In summary, this dissertation provides empirical evidence that the religious work ethic 

values and employees’ perception of their wellbeing and overall QoWL are significantly related. 

Although the IWE values did not affect any group of participants’ wellbeing perception directly, the 

results indicated that, JCS, working conditions, and WLB are important factors that are affected from 

the work ethic values of workers and depending on the country these mediators could be 

instrumental on perception of GWB. This finding strengthens the notion that work ethic values have 

a positive indirect influence on employee wellbeing, regardless of religious affiliation. 

6.1.2 Overview of main discussion point 

Considering the shortcomings of the existing literature as highlighted in the literature 

review, this research project makes two original contributions to knowledge: (i) providing a 

comprehensive understanding of Turkish workers’ experiences of QoWL in terms of the possible 

impact of religiosity and Islamic work ethic values on their perceptions of their working lives, and (ii) 

using a cross-cultural study to compare these results between Muslim and non-Muslim workers. In 
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particular, the qualitative study on Turkish workers (Chapter 2) was the first to describe Turkish 

workers’ overall experiences of QoWL and identify and highlight the influence of Islamic culture on 

their work-related behaviours. The results highlighted that certain workplace behaviours reported 

by the participants, such as their respect for the citizens and evaluation of how they earn a living 

(e.g., via halal or ethical work practices, see Chapter 2 for more explanation) were shaped by their 

Islamic and Islamic values. This finding concurs with Darto et al.’s (2015) results that Islamic 

religiosity and culture have a significant influence on Indonesian employees’ work behaviours. Clark 

(2000) claimed that the influence of workers’ personal beliefs on their work-related experiences is 

due to the spillover effect, in which the workers’ culturally influenced personal beliefs impacted their 

working lives as the personal values influence the behaviours of employees in and outside their 

work. The results of Chapter 2, the qualitative Turkish study, indicated that employees were better 

able to cope with workplace demands due to their shared cultural and religious values, which is also 

supported by the claims of the previous studies (e.g., Yetim & Yetim, 2006). As Trevino (1986) also 

indicated, religious values might serve as a source of support for workers, which consequently 

enhanced their level of job satisfaction. Although the findings of Chapter 2 may be due to the 

particularly religious nature of the participants sampled or that the study prompted participants to 

concentrate on reflecting on religious aspects of their working lives, in practice, this is unlikely. To 

explain, first, because random sampling was used in the study reported in Chapter 2 (as the levels of 

religiosity among the participants was not particularly high), and second, because the focus group 

discussion transcripts indicate that the participants tended to use religious and Islamic-cultural 

examples and arguments throughout without any prompting from the facilitator. 

The findings of the Turkish quantitative survey study (Chapter 3) demonstrated that Islamic 

work ethic values positively influenced the workers’ perceptions of their jobs, namely, work-life 

balance, job-career satisfaction, and working conditions. These findings are supported by previous 

research (e.g. Haroon et al., 2012; Marri et al., 2012; Rokhman, 2010). This study also found that 

Turkish workers who reported perceiving themselves as Muslim and rated their level of religiosity 
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higher than the general population, tended to report the positive effects of IWE values a being more 

influential on their work-life balance and job satisfaction. Even though in the literature, workers’ 

perception of their general wellbeing appears to be directly influenced by IWE (e.g., Abdullah, 2012), 

surprisingly, the findings of the present study do not support this regardless of the level of 

religiosity. The findings of this study highlighted that although there is no direct influence of IWE 

values on worker’s perception of GWB there is an indirect effect perceived by highly religious 

people. Similar to the findings of the previous research (Rothmann, 2008) IWE values directly 

positively affected Muslim workers’ perceptions of work-life balance and job-career satisfaction, 

which subsequently cause IWE values to indirectly influence their GWB perception. According to the 

findings of Kutcher et al. (2010), religious people report more positive perceptions of their job 

satisfaction and work-life balance, which might be because their values are in line with the 

organisations in which they work. Considering that Islam is the dominant religion in Turkey, it is 

highly possible that the positive influence of IWE on GWB is also the result of this shared Muslim 

identity.  

The UK quantitative survey, study was designed to evaluate if any of the findings were 

unique to Muslim-majority countries or if there was any possibility that the findings on IWE could be 

generalised to other non-Muslim-majority countries. Like the Turkish quantitative survey study 

(Chapter 3), IWE values did not directly influence the employees’ perception of general wellbeing 

and QoWL in the UK (Chapter 4). The influence of IWE on the participants’ perception of their 

general wellbeing was mediated by job characteristics such as work-life balance and job satisfaction, 

which concurs with the previous research (e.g. Rothmann, 2008). Additionally, unlike the Turkish 

employees, the influence of the IWE values on the UK participants was not only evident for religious 

individuals but was affecting every participant. This was surprising because the literature suggests 

that more religious individuals tend to report higher levels of general wellbeing (Hayward & Elliott 

2009; Karakas, 2010), as religiosity may act as a buffer for the perceived work-related stress and 

equip people with better coping mechanisms (Krok, 2015). Given the findings reported in British 
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Quantitative Paper (Chapter 4), it appears that the COVID-19 epidemic may have strongly influenced 

UK workers’ perceptions of their religion, as it was reported that people tend to be more devoted in 

times of crisis (Bentzen, 2020) and might encourage them to follow the religious ethic rules. 

However, this is unlikely as the study presented in Chapter 4 also included non-religious UK 

employees and the results were similar, which shows that certain IWE rules or principles appear to 

be relevant to every worker in the UK regardless of their religious background and the possible 

positive effects of COVID-19 on general wellbeing was unlikely to have any influence on workers’ 

ethical behaviour’ influence on their general wellbeing. 

Finally, in Cross-Cultural Study (Chapter 5) when comparing Turkish and UK religious 

employees, the results indicated that while IWE values similarly indirectly affected workers’ 

perception of their general wellbeing, no direct effect was evident. The most notable difference 

between the highly religious Turkish and UK employees in this cross-cultural study was that in the 

Turkish sample, IWE values strongly and positively influenced their perception of their work-life 

balance while for the latter, job-career satisfaction was instead indirectly affected by their 

perceptions of their general wellbeing. This finding is unsurprising as the primary duty of a Muslim, 

according to the Koran, is to take care of their family (Sugiyanto et al. 2020). In addition, this finding 

concurs with other findings in the literature; namely, that Muslim workers who report having an 

inadequate work-life balance sufficient tend to be dissatisfied with their QoWL and general 

wellbeing (Marri et al., 2012). Moreover, the findings suggest that UK workers’ perceptions of their 

general wellbeing are positively influenced by their positive perceptions of their job-career 

satisfaction. This finding might be due to the common British cultural emphasis on employment as a 

means of attaining self-actualization (Dubin, 1982). This discrepancy between the results for the 

Turkish and UK participants might also be a result of their respective cultural differences; specifically, 

that Turkey is a highly collectivistic nation (Aycan et al., 2000), whereas the UK is much more 

individualistic (Hofstede, 1991). This might explain why Turkish workers’ general wellbeing is more 

positively influenced by their work-life balance while UK employees’ perceptions of their general 
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wellbeing are more influenced by their job-career satisfaction. That said, it must be noted that the 

Turkish data were collected before the COVID-19 pandemic while the UK data was collected after 

the first nationwide lockdown and that this, possibly, may have emphasised careers factors. 

However, there is no clear evidence from our data why this should be a primarily covid-based effect.  

The UK and Turkish samples differed in respect of their gender and age profiles. The UK 

sample was collected online and had a higher proportion of female respondents (76% of the UK 

sample were Female; 43% of the Turkish sample). In comparison, the Turkish sample was 

characterised by younger respondents and more males (99% under the age of 40, while in the UK 

sample this was 55%). Although it is possible to argue that these demographic differences between 

the UK and Turkish respondents may be due to problematic sample biases or even due to Covid 

effects, a wide series of data metrics and configural invariance testing demonstrated that there were 

no differences between the Turkish and UK respondents in terms of their understanding of the items 

on the research instruments for each group. Additionally, when controlling for the effect of gender 

on the results, to see if the gender and age would significantly affect people’s perception of general 

wellbeing, it did not significantly influence the employees’ perception of their wellbeing. 

6.1.3 Implications and Future Research Directions 

The findings have important theoretical and practical implications for managers and 

organisational researchers in both Turkey and the UK, and for the extension of this area of research 

and the QoWL and Work ethic literature.  

6.1.3.1 Theoretical Implications  

A key aim of this dissertation was to explore the effect of IWE-related values on QoWL-

related perceptions of employment among Turkish and UK employees, which helps to understand 

the factors affecting their wellbeing. This aim is based on a compelling pre-existing theoretical model 

that demonstrates how the QoWL-related combination of job and personal characteristics can 

predict employees’ general wellbeing (Fontinha et al., 2018). The current research project 
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highlighted particular work characteristics, such as JCS and WLB that organisations could use to 

develop interventions to improve the QoWL of their workers in specific countries. In addition, the 

QoWL model provides a means to explore the work-related expectations of employees, which, if not 

met, can negatively affect overall wellbeing, such as inability to form a sufficient work-life balance. 

Although the concept of QoWL is widely used throughout the world, the QoWL model, however, is 

largely based on the working conditions experienced by highly educated western employees 

(Fontinha et al. 2018). The present dissertation established the relevance of Fontinha et al.’s (2018) 

QoWL model to the workplace context (e.g. outside its originally intended higher education context) 

cross-cultural context. However, the WEIRD model of QoWL does not consider religiosity as a factor 

of influence in the overall understanding of employee wellbeing. Although spillover theory states 

that work-related factors –– as well as other personal factors –– may affect workers’ overall 

perception of their wellbeing (Ernst Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). From the research presented in this 

dissertation it appears to be reasonable to conclude that religiosity is one of the factors that could 

“spill over” into employees’ perceptions of their work life, perhaps through the understanding or 

religion-based work ethics and values (Steiner & Spurk, 2019). Thus, the most important 

contribution of the current research project to demonstrate how religious values might affect 

employee wellbeing by incorporating IWE values into the existing QoWL model.  

Drawing together the results of the four studies conducted in this dissertation, there is 

substantial evidence that religion-based work ethic values significantly affect the participants’ 

perceptions of their wellbeing, regardless of their country of origin. Additionally, the findings provide 

support for the claim that employee wellbeing tends to be strongly influenced by their level of 

religiosity. These findings arguably demonstrate support for the claims of Moberg and Brusek (1978); 

that the lack of research on the role of religiosity on wellbeing in organisational research is not due 

to the inbuilt biases of the majority of researchers in this field who tend to approach organisational 

research issues through the lens of their non-religious secular world-views. The results of the 

present study suggest that by demonstrating that employee religiosity level not only affects how 
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employees perceive job characteristics but also improves religious participants’ wellbeing compared 

to their non-religious or less-religious counterparts, that religiosity or at the very least work religion-

based ethic-based values should routinely be investigated in such studies. The results in this 

dissertation also provide additional support for spillover theory and concur with the claims made by 

Tejeda (2014) that high levels of religiosity can enhance employees’ positive perception of their 

work-life and increases overall wellbeing. Indeed, our findings suggests that the models proposed by 

the current study is a sufficient model for predicting GWB among religious participants. This further 

implies that work ethic values effect GWB of mostly the employees have religious beliefs.  

One of the major theoretical contributions of the present study was to re-evaluate the IWE 

scale first created by Ali (1992). In his original paper using an Arabic Muslim sample, Ali (1992) 

described his scale as unidimensional; although this had been contested in the previous literature 

that suggested that the Islamic work ethic concept consists of several universal ideals, such as effort, 

teamwork, honesty, and accountability (Kadijah et al, 2015). Taking this alternative view into 

account it might be that the confirmatory factor analysis results from Ali’s (1992) study suggesting a 

one-factor IWE scale might not apply to non-Muslims and non-Arabic-Muslims (such as the UK and 

Turkish respondents targeted in the present study). Thus, the researcher re-analysed the IWE scale 

data using exploratory factor analysis. This exploratory factor analysis demonstrated that the IWE 

scale, at least for our samples, was not unidimensional and could have at least two dimensions, as 

suggested by previous studies (e.g. El-Kot, & Burke 2014). Additionally, the items featured in the 

original scale were somewhat difficult to understand for those with little prior knowledge of Islamic 

teachings and were relatively Arabic-centric. Although the items could have been translated into 

Turkish and still have been understandable for the Turkish respondents, Ali’s English translation of 

the scale appeared to be confusing for native English speakers. This had also been a problem faced 

by previous researchers who attempted to use translations of the scale in other languages such as 

Kurdish (Khorshid, 2016). Accordingly, the equivalency study undertaken in this thesis was shown to 
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produce items that were easier to understand for those with little or no prior Islamic background, 

and which might be used to produce translations into other languages.  

The present study is one of few that has attempted to apply the IWE scale (Ali, 1992) in a 

Western research setting, and examine data to investigate the empirical implications of IWE values 

on Turkish and British workers’ perceptions of QoWL. The current study also represents one of the 

first attempts to link IWE values to Turkish Muslim workers’ perceptions of their general wellbeing 

and link the IWE values of Turkish Muslims to spillover theories (Clark, 2000). The researcher 

hypothesised that Turkish participants with lower levels of religiosity would report that IWE did not 

have a significant effect on wellbeing; it was assumed IWE values would only be relevant to highly 

religious Muslim participants. Our finding supported this notion and we discover that Turkish 

employees who perceive themselves as less religious than their colleagues did not report any 

indirect effect of IWE on their GWB. Surprisingly, when a similar model was used with UK Christian-

majority employees, the wellbeing of both religious and non-religious groups was found to be 

significantly influenced by their IWE. Although religiosity was expected to have an effect for the 

Turkish Muslim workers as arguably religion has strong spiritual and cultural effect on an impact 

almost every aspect of their daily life (Askari & Taghavi, 2005; Praveen Parboteeah et al., 2009), this 

dissertation also demonstrated that the values measured by the IWE scale also had a similar 

association for UK workers. This surprising and original observation highlights the possible existence 

of an underlying set of universal work ethic values that might apply to both Muslim and Christian 

employees. This finding has not previously been mentioned in the literature on IWE-related values, 

although it is hinted at in some of the literature on the Protestant Work Ethic (PWE) (Kalemci & 

Kalemci Tuzun, 2019). Thus, the findings of this study may suggest not that Islamic values are the 

only or main drivers of work-ethic values in Turkish and UK employees, rather that the IWE and the 

PWE value systems both tap into the same underlying universal work ethic, which exist regardless of 

the workers’ personal cultural or even religious background.  
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The impacts of religiosity and spirituality on workers’ perceptions of their work and related 

aspects are very often neglected in the organisational literature, especially in research originating 

from WEIRD countries (e.g., Ali et al., 1995; Borstorff & Arlington, 2011; Syed & Metcalfe, 2014, 

2015).  

However, it has been demonstrated through the Turkish qualitative study described in this 

thesis that Turkish workers’ work-related experiences are affected by their religious values, and 

therefore, the influence of religious values (and the related ethical values) should not be overlooked 

when investigating this area and making recommendations for how best to support the wellbeing, 

job satisfaction and the perceived quality of working life of employees. However, it should be noted 

that the findings of the UK quantitative study demonstrate that religiosity is not as important in 

secular Western work settings as it is in their Turkish counterparts.  

Figure 6.1 demonstrates the theoretical contributions of the present research project by 

conceptualising them in terms of the overall current understanding of QoWL in the literature. The 

original diagram demonstrated that a person’s perception of Quality of life (QoL) is an umbrella 

construct that cowers all major aspects of an individual’s life (Veenhoven, 2000). The diagram 

establishes that QoWL is a subcategory of QoL (Van Laar, et al, 2007). The current study improved 

this diagram by introducing the effects of religiosity level and religious work ethic values as these 

values were mostly neglected by the WEIRD literature of QoWL.
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 Figure 6.1 

The current study’s 

contribution to the QoWL 

theory is marked with red. 
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6.1.3.2 Recommendations for Practical Applications  

The overall results of this research project strongly indicate that certain work ethic values, 

such as dedication to work, influence workers’ perceptions of their work experience and directly 

influence their perception of work-life balance and job career satisfaction. Principally, the results 

indicate that the multidimensional effect of ethical behaviour in the workplace influences workers’ 

overall sense of general wellbeing. The existing literature claims that workers’ experiences of these 

work ethic values are linked to their religiosity and cultural values (Weber, 1905; Ali, 1992). Although 

it is evident that work ethic values such as hard work and honesty appear to be widely held, the 

potential universality of these concepts has important implications for the future of the work ethic 

literature, where researchers might profitably seek to determine if there is an underlying set of 

values, that are not solely based on individual’s religiosity or their personal cultural values or 

personality.  

The IWE values of: effort, trustworthiness, cooperation, and accountability (Kadijah et al., 

2015) closely resemble the main tenets of the protestant work ethic: honesty, hard work, and taking 

care of the less fortunate (Weber, 1905). Overall, the results highlighted that almost all the 

participants, regardless of their religious backgrounds, achieved similar high scores on the IWE scale. 

This was consistent with the predictions of the previous literature as some writers predicted the 

universality of the IWE (Kadijah et al, 2015). However, this does not mean that the complete IWE 

scale is universal and applicable to other cultures. According to Green (2011), although similar 

ethical concepts exist across all major religions, the importance of specific ethical behaviours is 

usually strongly influenced by one’s cultural values. For example, on the IWE scale, some items refer 

to Islamic religious rules; for example, the source of one’s work-related values (“The value of work is 

derived from the accompanying intention rather than its results”), which was not perceived as part 

of the overall work ethic rules among the British (non-Muslim) participants. This does not mean that 

non-Muslims do not perceive their work as valuable but might mean they believe that the value of 
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their work can be measured by other factors, instead of their intentions. This demonstrates that 

although most IWE-related concepts are universal, overall, the IWE scale itself is not.  

Chapters 3 (Turkish Quantitative Study) and 4 (British Quantitative Study) demonstrated that 

certain behaviours, such as dedication to work are universally recognised as good ethical behaviours 

by both the Turkish and UK workers while Chapter 5 (Cross-Cultural Study) demonstrated the similar 

influence these values have on the overall perceptions of the general wellbeing of both cohorts. This 

is particularly significant as similar results were also found by researchers applying PWE-based 

research instruments to non-Christian nations, like Turkey (Arslan, 2000). Based on these results, 

future researchers may be able to identify a new set of common ethical behaviours and ethical 

values that span different cultures to measure the effects of such universal values without the need 

to take cultural-specific influences into account. A more flexible approach to work ethic values 

focusing on behaviours that are universally acknowledged as positive ethical behaviours, such as 

hard work and honesty (see Chapter 5), instead of applying highly cultural-specific behavioural-

related ethical measures such as respecting authority. This would involve a more pragmatic 

approach to work ethic research in which researchers could evaluate common ethical behaviours to 

determine universally ethical behaviours. A more flexible approach to investigating work-ethic-

related values that focuses on how workers’ experiences are affected by understanding what hard 

work means in a broader sense would create a more global understanding of work-ethic-related 

outcomes and broaden the scope of ethics research outside of religious perspectives. The core 

ethical outcomes like hard work and honesty are already a key focus of the religious work ethic 

literature; however, while the rise of secularism across the world is already well-recognised, there is 

little to no discussion of the decline of ethical behaviours in the workplace and its effects. This 

underlines the need to ensure that universal work ethic rules are developed in order to consider 

work ethic values outside the scope of religiosity and create a more global, generalisable framework 

of work-related ethics.  



Chapter 6 

188 
 

It is also acknowledged that the presence of shared work-related values is an important 

indicator of improved perceptions of QoWL among workers (see Chapter 2); indeed, the wellbeing 

literature often refers to shared culture as an important dimension of wellbeing (Yetim & Yetim, 

2006). Religiosity represents one of the most important concepts in shared cultures; notably, 

Alvesson (1996) claimed that organisational culture is shaped by religious beliefs and their 

influences. Both Chapters 3 (Turkish Quantitative Study) and 4 (British Quantitative Study) 

demonstrate that those who identify as being highly religious are more likely to report better 

wellbeing; indeed, the Turkish respondents reported having better levels of wellbeing than the UK 

respondents. A better understanding of how to recognise the influences of religiosity on workers’ 

behaviours in the workplace and its role in creating a shared work culture aside from religious values 

would significantly benefit both religious and non-religious employees. This could help organisations 

to avoid creating conflict among workers and may increase their performance (Bualshawarib, 2014). 

Therefore, gaining a more comprehensive understanding of how religiosity affects the collective 

work culture and most importantly how to include less-religious or non-religious workers within the 

collective work culture would be beneficial to human resources practitioners working to improve 

QoWL. This would be especially useful in countries like Turkey where there is a strong polarisation 

between those who report being highly religious Somer, (2019). 

6.1.3.3 Future Research 

Although the present study has made valuable contributions to both the work ethic and 

wellbeing literature by developing and applying an innovative model to investigate QoWL among 

Turkish and UK employee participants, further research is needed to explain how employee 

perception of wellbeing evolves across time. This is especially relevant considering the possibility of 

future global catastrophes similar to COVID-19; longitudinal studies could provide essential data to 

guide employees and organisations to better cope with such unexpected circumstances. As 

employees across the world are now becoming increasingly secular (Li & Bond, 2009), it is also 

important to consider that through the time some work ethic values become widely accepted to the 
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point to be secularised and applied as a societal norm (King, 2008) not due to the religious 

obligations. The effects of religiosity in improving wellbeing are well-studied (e.g. Huber & Huber, 

2012), and the study of work ethic values (first developed by Weber - 1905) in terms of the 

Protestant religious culture as the source of a specific work ethic. However, the ethical values and 

perceptions of non-religious people have been largely classed together with those of the majority 

religious group in their respective culture –– which might not necessarily reflect their own work 

ethic values accurately. However, the present research suggests that investigating the work ethic 

beliefs of non-religious employees may improve insights in to employee wellbeing and challenge 

current assumptions that those with religious beliefs tend to act more ethically than those without 

religious beliefs (Kutcher et al. 2010). Future researchers might find it worthwhile to test the validity 

of the present study’s results by comparing work ethic beliefs among employees in other Muslim-

majority and secular countries in addition to Turkey and the UK to determine if the present findings 

are unique or ubiquitous. Applying the IWE scale to other populations with different religious 

backgrounds could also provide more information about the level of universal acceptance of Islamic 

WE rule among the adherents of different religions.  

6.1.3.4 General Limitations of the Research  

Although the limitations of each study are highlighted in their respective chapters, this 

section briefly recaps the overall limitations of the dissertation. While this dissertation has made 

important contributions to the wider understanding of the effects of work ethic values on employee 

perceptions of wellbeing, the results should be considered in light of the following limitations. First, 

it was acknowledged the chapter design of this dissertation made caused some repetition between 

chapters. This limited the author’s ability to signpost to guide the reader through the thesis. 

Although each separate study is connected and represents the accumulation of the research 

findings, the chaptered format of the thesis might negatively affect the reader’s sense of continuity. 

The researcher intentionally designed the dissertation in this way as each chapter is designed to be 
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submitted for publication and so this format allows each chapter to exist as a stand-alone study. 

However, to make it easier for the reader, continuity notes are included before Chapters 3, 4, and 5 

that summarise the previous research and provide an explanation of the connection with the next 

chapter. 

Second, self-report methodologies were employed in all four of the studies within this 

dissertation. Although these have been criticised in the literature, self-report studies remain the 

most common form of wellbeing assessments in psychological research and when compared to non-

self-report measurements, have been shown to provide comparable valid data (Sandvik et al., 2009). 

There is also the possibility that the self-reported data of participants might have been affected by 

several biases: namely, social desirability bias and common method bias. To overcome the former, a 

social desirability scale could have been used, however, these scales themselves have been criticised 

as actually measuring how well individual participants are aware of the relevant cultural norms 

associated with research, not necessarily measuring the extent of any bias (Bau Malham & Saucier, 

2016). To minimise common method bias, a suggestion by Podsakoff et al. (2003) was utilised to 

improve the discriminate validity of each of the four studies. Thus, this thesis opted to use scales 

validated in several countries and extensively studied (Easton & Van Laar, 2018; Ali, 1992). 

A third potential criticism is that the comparative data for the present study were collected 

from participants from Turkey and the UK, which are both constitutionally secular countries. 

Although this research decision helped to control the diversity among the participants, it harms the 

generalisability of the results to other contexts. For example, although the present study employed 

the IWE scale, the original IWE scale was developed for, and has generally been applied to, Muslim 

participants of Arabic descent. Thus, the findings of the present study may need to be validated in a 

range of different Arabic and non-Arabic Muslim nations. Similarly, although the UK is, statistically 

speaking, a majority-Christian nation (Muslim Population in the UK, 2018), its’ religious and ethical 

culture differs even from other Anglo-Saxon nations (e.g. Germany, Spain; Corbett, 2016), which also 
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affects the generalisability of the findings to such contexts. That said, the majority of organisational 

research projects are limited in this way – indeed much of the WEIRD country-based research 

articles do not even acknowledge cultural bias, let alone religious assumptions as a limitation.  

A last potential limitation of this research project was the obstacles created by the COVID-19 

pandemic. This manifested through delays in data collection among the UK participants and because 

the lockdown might have harmed participants’ perception of their wellbeing due to the stress 

caused by isolation and job uncertainty. Although the researcher attempted to overcome this 

limitation by selecting participants least affected by the pandemic (e.g., choosing those who 

remained in full-time employment and did not experience any significant income loss), any cross-

cultural comparison is likely to have been affected by the impacts of the COVID-19 lockdown in the 

UK. To help control and overcome these limitations, metric and configural invariance calculations 

were used to ensure there was a valid comparison between the two cohorts and a COVID-19 scale 

was developed and used to control for possible effects of the pandemic on the UK participants’ 

perceptions of their work experiences.  

6.1.4 Original Contributions  

Wellbeing is a key component of organisational research as it facilitates a range of positive 

work-related outcomes; the present research project makes an original contribution to the literature 

on the relationship between work ethic values and wellbeing in Turkey and the UK. This dissertation 

provides a critical analysis of the work ethic literature and the (to-date) dominant WEIRD-centric 

research that has limited research in non-WEIRD contexts. This dissertation has also theoretically 

developed and empirically confirmed a model that demonstrates the positive effect of holding IWE 

values on the wellbeing of employees and identifying job characteristics that act as mediators to 

enhance the relationship between these factors. To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, the 

theoretical framework proposed in the current research project represents a novel and original 

contribution to the literature. It also enhances a better understanding of the effects of religiosity on 
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the relationship between work ethic values and general wellbeing. This study has also found that 

religiosity is an important moderator that shapes how employees perceive work ethic values, and 

how work ethic values act through QoWL-like factors to affect employee wellbeing. To the 

researcher’s best knowledge, the present study is the only study which applied the non-WEIRD IWE 

scale to a Western Anglo-Saxon research cohort. Although Islam is the world’s second-largest 

religion, no previous research has appeared to have applied an Islamic- based survey scale such as 

the IWE to a non-Muslim Anglo-Saxon population. Therefore, the current study also provides a 

useful blueprint for future researchers to understand how to best develop cultural equivalence in 

research tools to gain an accurate and comprehensive understanding of how cultural factors 

developed outside the WEIRD literature could be applied to WEIRD nations and these tools measure 

the constrains’ effect on employees from different cultures.  

6.1.5 Reflexivity statement 

Patton (2002) posited that researchers’ cultural, political, and social backgrounds are 

important factors affecting their work. The reflexivity section demonstrated the ability of the 

researcher to criticise their work and reflect on alternative approaches and the research outcomes 

that might be affected by how the research was conducted, which is considered the mark of a “good 

social science report” (Somekh & Lewin, 2005, p.4). In this section, I reflect on how I, as the 

researcher, may have potentially influenced the research process, how the participants possibly 

perceived me, how I tackled the unforeseeable problems that occurred during my PhD, what I 

learned, and how I have grown as a researcher.  

Several personal characteristics might have influenced the data collection process. First, I am 

a Muslim female in her mid-thirties with a background in psychology. I usually wear a head scarf and 

most UK and Turkish people will probably assume I am a religious Muslim. My religious background 

might have benefitted me while collecting data in Turkey, as questioning religiosity of an individual is 

seen as rather rude and culturally frowned upon by the majority. During data collection, when the 
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researcher did not meet participants face-to-face, some refused to complete the questionnaire, 

claiming that the questions were disrespectful to their religion. The presence of the researcher, as a 

visibly Muslim female, might have reassured the participants that the questions were for research 

purposes only, and did not have racist undertones. A researcher with a non-Muslim appearance 

might have had more difficulty with collecting data that involved questioning the religiosity of the 

(Muslim) participants. The researcher also paid extra attention to not collecting data close to 

religious events and holidays such as Ramadhan, as the participants may have felt more social 

pressure to conform to religious ethic rules on these occasions.  

The researcher’s own religiosity might have also influenced the overall results due to my 

own religious expectations and prior knowledge of the topic affecting my objectivity. Although I did 

not change my religious beliefs during this research project, I believe my critical evaluation skills 

improved; I evaluated every research decision I made, thinking carefully about the influence of my 

religiosity. For this reason, I followed very strict rules for myself in both the qualitative and 

quantitative research studies. For example, I prepared a research script to follow and received 

training on how to run focus group discussions; this taught me how best to ask questions to avoid 

leading participants towards any particular set of answers. For the quantitative research, I carefully 

selected and piloted the IWE questionnaire based on their extensive usage in the literature and the 

philosophical Islamic background that demonstrated where each question is based in the Islamic 

literature. I also received help and guidance from my supervisors and critically analysed each article 

to build a solid research background as far as possible untainted by my potential prejudices. 

My gender might have helped to elicit more in-depth responses from the participants, 

especially during the data collection process for the qualitative study; to explain, the female Muslim 

participants were appeared to more willing to discuss topics openly in women-only discussion 

groups. The researcher, being female, may have encouraged the participants to openly discuss their 

work-related experiences more freely. I do not believe my gender had any negative effect on the 
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male participants –– the discussions were fruitful, and they appeared to be as open to discussion 

with me in the room as their female colleagues. Also, I did not actively work for any of the 

organisations in which the data collection took place and clearly informed the participants about 

how the raw data would be processed. The researcher, being an outsider to the participants’ 

workplaces and offering complete confidentiality, might have reassured the participants to provide 

full and honest answers as there would be no negative repercussions.  

The COVID-19 pandemic did not only delay the research but influenced the researcher’s 

daily life. During the beginning of my PhD, I was studying at the University in an office environment 

with good technological support. During the lockdown, however, I not only had to get used to 

working from home but also had much more limited access to university facilities that were 

important for my work. During the pandemic, I had to re-evaluate my research and investigate the 

influence of the pandemic on wellbeing and QoWL without the help of the previous literature. At the 

time there was almost no literature about global pandemics and almost no record of global 

lockdowns. I received help from my supervisors and other research professionals while navigating 

this situation and created a new and original scale to measure the influence of the pandemic on the 

work experiences of employees. 

Finally, personally and as a researcher, undertaking this PhD has taught me many valuable 

skills, such as critical analysis and given me a new perspective on research. While I began the study 

with a good understanding of the previous literature on the research topic, as I researched the area 

in more depth, I was able to develop my research skills and identify incomplete, irrelevant, and 

incorrect information. In addition, the process of completing my PhD also made me realise that 

finding a “true” answer to a particular research question is, in reality, not the end of the matter: 

rather, it provides new ground on which to base further research. This process taught me how to ask 

better questions, not only for research purposes but also to improve the research skills I will bring to 

my future work and lead me to make better research decisions. I also learned that research is an 
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ever-ongoing process that requires considerable patience, resilience, and readiness to make 

sacrifices.  

6.1.6 Conclusion 

Previous researchers have neglected the cultural aspects of the QoWL construct and applied 

WEIRD-derived conceptualisations of quality of life to a Turkish context without proper background 

research (e.g., Duyan et al., 2013). To address this, the first aim of this dissertation was to explore 

employee wellbeing in Turkey, as a Muslim-majority non-WEIRD country, by using focus group 

discussions to elicit in-depth qualitative data. When the themes arising from the focus group 

discussions were explored further, another neglected research point emerged: namely, a 

consideration of how employees’ religious values affect their perception of their own wellbeing. To 

address this gap in the research, the current thesis investigated this area by using a survey-based 

approach to conduct a cross-cultural comparison between the UK (as an example of a WEIRD 

employment context) and Turkey (as an example of a non-WEIRD employment context). In 

conclusion, the results demonstrated that participants’ work ethic values –– especially those of 

religious workers –– significantly positively enhanced their wellbeing and many work characteristics. 

The findings imply that some work ethic values that encourage better management of social 

relationships could be universal irrespective of country, and so future researchers of wellbeing in 

employment contexts should consider the possible effects of these values when conducting QoWL 

research. 
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Appendix 2.1: First Study Focus Group Script and Question 

Using a number of guideline and example focus groups from online sources I developed a 

script to guide me to do the opening talk. However, the questions are developed specifically for this 

present research.  

Good evening everyone first of all I appreciate your participation thank you for coming. As 

you can see we have tea and biscuits, please help yourself. I am a PhD student in Organisation 

Psychology and this research is for my dissertation. We invited you all to discuss the everyday work 

experiences and your general views about it. This conversation will be recorded on tape. I’ll be 

transcribing the recordings of this session and this recording is only for research purposes and will 

only be used to help jog my memory because I’m frightened I’ll be forgetting important information. 

I assure you no names or personal information will be used in the report. And anything you say will, 

of course, be totally confidential and I request you to keep the conversations in this room to yourself 

after the discussion. In the first part I will ask you several open questions. I’ll ask you a question and 

then ask each of you perhaps to comment on it. I mean you don’t have to answer every question if 

you don’t want to however I’m hoping you will and so we can have a brainstorm where everyone 

says what they think without interruption and then we can have a chance to discuss and say well 

what you mean by that. Where it’s appropriate I might ask you to rank the ideas that come up as the 

most important in your context. Your personal opinions and view are very important for us. There’s 

obviously no right and wrong answers because you’re in very different contexts and please feel 

welcome to express yourself freely during the discussion. I’d like the discussion to be informal, so 

there’s no, need for you to wait for us to call on you to respond to any of the questions that we ask. 

The discussion will last for about one hour. I request you to please switch off your mobile phones 

and please, please give everyone the chance to express their opinion during the conversation. Let’s 

do a quick round of introductions. Can each of you introduce yourselves to the group? 
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Q1. Now very briefly would each of you explain what makes work a good place for you? Who would 

like to start? 

SQ1. So I guess I will go to my right side first if that’s OK? Would you start? 

Q2. What you say is very interesting. Can you tell me what you understand as work Life balance?  

SQ2. What it means to you?  

SQ3. What would good W-L balance look like? 

Q3. This research is focussing on Quality of Working Life concept and with this concept we try to 

understand “the widest context in which an employee would evaluate the influence of work on their 

life”. What would improve the quality of your working life?  

 

SQ4. I mean what could make your life better at work? 

Q4. Is there anything challenging about your work?  

Q5. Some of you had said work can be stressful or demanding at times so can you give me 

examples? 

Q6. When you are stress what makes you bounce back when you are feeling down? 

SQ5. Who has a different perspective on it? 

Q7. That was really interesting, would you like to comment on religiosity or its effect on your 

experience of it affecting your QoWL? 

Thank you so much for your wonderful contributions. I finished my questions and would you 

like to add anything else? Is there anything else we haven’t discussed yet that you think is important 

or relevant? 
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Appendix 2.2: Example of Open Codding
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Appendix 3.1: The Equivalency Procedure 

Since the English scale was developed by a researcher in the United States, it was piloted 

with five native UK nationals for evaluation, our results showed that UK nationals did not understand 

the underlying meaning of two particular questions and increased the response time in the initial 

piloting. To overcome the language problems, two Turkish and two British researchers conducted a 

panel discussion to identify the source of the problematic questions (step I). provided their input on 

how to translate the Islamic meaning, so it is easier to understand by UK nationals. Then two 

questions were translated using more understandable British-English sentences (Q11. Work enables 

people to control nature; and Q17. The value of work is derived from the accompanying intention 

rather than its results). Five Muslim researchers were employed to create effective equivalent items 

(Step II). A Turkish version of the scale was acquired via the original author and two Turkish and two 

English version of the problematic questions were created. The original American-English translation 

of the items, the Turkish version, and the "equivalent" items were then mixed and presented to the 

bilingual Turkish participants and they were asked to describe what they understand from each 

question. Participants were also asked how they would have translated the sentence from original 

American English to Turkish and from Turkish to English to gain an in-depth understanding of their 

perception of the questions. This process leads to the creation of two question that both carried the 

Islamic meaning and be more understandable for the British participant (Step III). To measure the 

accuracy of the new questions the questions were added to the pilot study. The original and 

equivalent questions demonstrated a remarkably high correlation for each participant of the pilot 

study (.9 to .8 range) (Step IV). Thus, the researcher decided to use the equivalent questions, as they 

perceived as easier to understand by the participants (Equivalent Q11. Work enables people to 

benefit the wider world; Equivalent Q17. The value of work is derived from what you intend to 

achieve rather than its results; Step V).  
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Appendix 3.2: Table. The Equivalency process of IWE survey. 

 

Steps Process Aim Outcome 

I 

Evaluation 

(Panel 

Discussion 2 

Turkish, 2 British 

Researcher) 

To evaluate the suitableness of the survey to 

a Non-Muslim/ No-American sample 

Two questions deemed 

confusing  

Face validity 

II 

Explanation 

(Selection Panel; 

a 

mathematician, 

a food scientist, 

a caretaker, a 

clinical 

psychologist) 

Bilingual Turkish researchers recruited to 

evaluate translated the confusing questions 

Two partial Equivalent 

per question 

Content validity 

III 

Re-Evaluation 

(Panel 

Discussion 2 

Turkish, 2 British 

Researcher) 

Panel discussion to choose the most 

appropriate questions to be the equivalent 

Equivalent questions 

were created 

Face validity 

Content validity 

IV 

Piloting 

(30 people from 

the target 

population)  

Piloting the original and Equivalent questions 

together 

Correlation data 

Reliability and validity 

V 
Decision Decision to process with the Equivalent 

questions 

Complete Survey 
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Chapter 4: The Complete Survey in English 
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Appendix 5.: Correlation and Descriptive statistic 

Chapter 3 

Complete Data (N= 453) 

 M SD aIWE JCS WLB WCS GWB 

aIWE 3.86 0.79 1     

JCS 3.24 0.88 0.13** 1    

WLB 3.66 0.92 0.22** 0.35** 1   

WCS 3.51 0.87 0.18** 0.59** 0.53** 1  

GWB 3.42 0.82 0.16** 0.49 ** 0. 50** 0.63 ** 1 

 

Low Religiosity (N= 212) 

 M SD aIWE JCS WLB WCS GWB 

aIWE 3.67 0.82 1     

JCS 3.12 0.87 0.14 1    

WLB 3.50 0.94 0.17* 0.35** 1   

WCS 3.32 0.85 0.14 0.52** 0.43 1  

GWB 3.28 0.78 0.10 0.40 ** 0. 47** 0.59 ** 1 

*p < .05. **p < .01.  
 
High Religiosity (N= 241) 

 M SD aIWE JCS WLB WCS GWB 

aIWE 3.98 0.73 1     

JCS 3.31 0.87 0.09 1    

WLB 3.76 0.89 0.22** 0.34** 1   

WCS 3.63 0.86 0.15* 0.63** 0.58** 1  

GWB 3.50 0.83 0.17** 0.54** 0.51** 0.63** 1 

*p < .05. **p < .01.  
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Chapter 4 

Complete Data (N= 481) 

 M SD JCS CAW GWB WLB SAW EEN WCS IWEv COVID 

JCS 3.50 0.77 1                 

CAW 3.47 0.80 0.53** 1               

GWB 3.63 0.68 0.53** 0.37** 1             

WLB 3.84 0.80 0.32** 0.19** 0.39** 1           

SAW 3.22 0.91 0.22** -0.03 0.25** 0.58** 1         

EEN 3.61 0.86 0.61** 0.45** 0.40** 0.41** 0.35** 1       

WCS 3.96 0.58 0.56** 0.43** 0.48** 0.49** 0.38** 0.62** 1     

IWEv 4.00 0.41 0.31** 0.26** 0.31** 0.18** 0.08 0.35** 0.36** 1   

COVID 53.17 18.59 -0.05 -0.04 -.12** -.18** -0.32** 0.01* -0.09* 0.00 1 

*p < .05. **p < .01.  

Religious People (N= 237) 

 M SD JCS CAW GWB WLB SAW EEN WCS IWEv COVID 

JCS 3.50 0.77 1                 

CAW 3.51 0.79 0.55** 1               

GWB 3.63 0.67 0.62** 0.43** 1             

WLB 3.82 0.79 0.27** 0.21** 0.34** 1           

SAW 3.19 0.90 0.21** 0.04 0.23** 0.58** 1         

EEN 3.61 0.85 0.59** 0.52** 0.47** 0.44** 0.36** 1       

WCS 3.92 0.60 0.59** 0.48** 0.55** 0.47** 0.37** 0.58** 1     

IWEv 4.04 0.41 0.34** 0.18** 0.28** 0.18** 0.10 0.35** 0.38** 1   

COVID 54.43 18.19 -0.07* -0.01 -0.14* -0.28** -0.35** -0.10 -0.18** -0.00 1 

*p < .05. **p < .01.  
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Non-religious People (N= 244) 

 M SD JCS CAW GWB WLB SAW EEN WCS IWEv COVID 

JCS 3.59 0.69 1                 

CAW 3.43 0.80 0.52** 1               

GWB 3.64 0.69 0.45** 0.31** 1             

WLB 3.86 0.81 0.38** 0.17** 0.43** 1           

SAW 3.26 0.93 0.23** -0.08 0.26** 0.59** 1         

EEN 3.62 0.87 0.62** 0.38** 0.33** 0.39** 0.35** 1       

WCS 3.99 0.56 0.52** 0.39** 0.41** 0.51** 0.39** 0.66** 1     

IWEv 3.95 0.41 0.32** 0.34** 0.33** 0.20** 0.07 0.36** 0.36** 1   

COVID 49.24 21.29 0.04 0.07 -0.11 -0.10 -0.29** 0.08 0.00 0.02 1 

*p < .05. **p < .01.  
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Chapter 5 

Complete Data (N= 478) 

 M SD aIWE JCS WLB WCS EEN GWB 

aIWE 4.01 0.60 1      

JCS 3.81 0.84 0.21** 1     

WLB 3.42 0.83 0.17** 0.31** 1    

WCS 3.81 0.75 0.25** 0.54** 0.61** 1   

EEN 3.70 0.88 0.29** 0.48** 0.61** 0.63** 1  

GWB 3.58 0.76 0.23** 0.44** 0. 57** 0.60** 0.49** 1 

 

Turkish Religious People (N= 241) 

 M SD aIWE JCS WLB WCS EEN GWB 

aIWE 3.99 0.75 1      

JCS 3.34 0.87 0.12** 1     

WLB 3.80 0.89 0.27** 0.35** 1    

WCS 3.69 0.86 0.21** 0.62** 0.60** 1   

EEN 3.78 0.89 0.30** 0.65** 0.51** 0.71** 1  

GWB 3.53 0.83 0.12** 0.54** 0. 52** 0.62** 0.53** 1 

*p < .05. **p < .01.  
 
British Religious People (N= 237) 

 M SD aIWE JCS WLB WCS EEN GWB 

aIWE 4.04 0.40 1      

JCS 3.50 0.77 0.29** 1     

WLB 3.82 0.79 0.11 0.27** 1    

WCS 3.92 0.60 0.35** 0.59** 0.47** 1   

EEN 3.61 0.85 0.34** 0.59** 0.44** 0.58** 1  

GWB 3.63 0.67 0.28** 0.62** 0. 34** 0.55** 0.47** 1 

*p < .05. **p < .01.  
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Appendix 6: Process Macro Results  

Chapter 3 

Turkish Paper Complete data set 

Table A3.1.1. 
Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the General Wellbeing Mediation Analysis 

Consequent 

         
  Work-Life Balance  Job Career Satisfaction  Working Conditions  General Wellbeing 

                

Antecedent Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

                
Islamic Work Ethic 0.257 0.054 p<.001  0.059 0.050 .241  0. 043 0.039 .267  0.018 0.037 .628 
Work-Life Balance -- -- --  0.325 0.043 <.001  0.340 0.035 <.001  0.199 0.037 <.001 
Job Career Satisfaction -- -- --  -- -- --  0.459 0.036 <.001  0.156 0.041 <.001 
Working Conditions -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.379 0.045 <.001 
Constant 2.667 0.211 <.001  1.816 0.225 <.001  0.612 0.186 .001  0.782 0.1806 .010 
                 
  R²=.049  R²=.127  R²=.472  R²=.450 

  F (1,451) = 22.968, p<.001  F (2,450) = 32.677, p<.001  F (3,449) = 133.796, p<.001  F (4,448) = 91.660, p<.001 
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TABLE A3.1.2. 
Influence Study Indirect Effect size and 95% Confidence Intervals for General Wellbeing. significant paths are in bold. 

Relationship 
Indirect 

Effect 

Lower 

Limit 

Upper 

Limit 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> General Wellbeing   .1479 .0821 .2151 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> General Wellbeing   .0510 .0248 .0834 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions  -> General Wellbeing   .0093 -.0076 .0301 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Working Conditions  -> General Wellbeing .0331 .0167 .0527 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Working Conditions  -> General Wellbeing .0103 -.0088 .0297 
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Highly Religious Process Macro Results 
 

Table A3.2.1.  
Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the General Wellbeing Mediation Analysis 

Consequent 

         
  Work-Life Balance  Job Career Satisfaction  Working Conditions  General Wellbeing 

                

Antecedent Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

                
Islamic Work Ethic 0.301 0.063 p<.001  0.153 0.061 .013  0. 109 0.041 .008  0.079 0.045 .079 
Work-Life Balance -- -- --  0.281 0.044 <.001  0.332 0.030 <.001  0.151 0.037 <.001 
Job Career Satisfaction -- -- --  -- -- --  0.435 0.031 <.001  0.301 0.043 <.001 
Working Conditions -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.280 0.051 <.001 
Constant 2.601 0.255 <.001  1.736 0.268 <.001  0.614 0.187 .001  0.524 0.203 .010 
                 

  R²=.046  R²=.108  R²=.516  R²=.454 

  F (1,476) = 22.915, p<.001  F (2,475) = 28.832, p<.001  F (3,474) = 168.234, p<.001  F (5,231) = 78.488, p<.001 
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TABLE A3.2.2.  
Influence Study 95% Confidence Intervals for the Indirect Effect in the General Wellbeing significant paths are in bold. 

Relationship 
Indirect 

Effect 

Lower 

Limit 

Upper 

Limit 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> General Wellbeing   .0673 .0237 .1253 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> General Wellbeing   .0075 -.0350 .0542 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions  -> General Wellbeing   .0145 -.0228 .0483 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Working Conditions  -> General Wellbeing .0393 .0122 .0741 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Working Conditions  -> General Wellbeing .0153 .0046 .0317 
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Less -religious Process Macro Results 

 

Table A3.3.1.  
Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the General Wellbeing Mediation Analysis 

Consequent 

         
  Work-Life Balance  Job Career Satisfaction  Working Conditions  General Wellbeing 

                

Antecedent Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

                
Islamic Work Ethic 0.142 0.078 .070  0.062 0.071 .386  -. 004 0.058 .941  -.014 0.052 .282 
Work-Life Balance -- -- --  0.308 0.062 <.001  0.251 0.054 <.001  0.120 0.050 <.001 
Job Career Satisfaction -- -- --  -- -- --  0.433 0.057 <.001  0.076 0.057 <.001 
Working Conditions -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.430 0.062 <.001 
Constant 2.974 0.298 <.001  1.807 0.327 <.001  1.100 0.286 <.001  0.992 0.264 <.001 
                 

  R²=.016  R²=.114  R²=.360  R²=.419 

  F (1,210) = 3.307, p= .070  F (2,209) = 13.379, p<.001  F (3,208) = 38.908, p<.001  F (4,207) = 37.303, p<.001 
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TABLE A3.3.2.  
Influence Study 95% Confidence Intervals for the Indirect Effect in the General Wellbeing. 

Relationship 
Indirect 

Effect 

Lower 

Limit 

Upper 

Limit 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> General Wellbeing   .0283 -.0025 .0688 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> General Wellbeing   .0047 -.0058 .0256 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions  -> General Wellbeing   -.0019 -.0589 .0489 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Working Conditions  -> General Wellbeing .0153 -.0015 .0369 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Working Conditions  -> General Wellbeing .0115 -.0139 .0365 
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Chapter 4 

British PAPER STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELING ANALYSIS RESULTS USING PROCESS MACRO VERSION 3.5.2 

Complete data set Process Macro Results 

Table A4.1.1. 
Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the General Wellbeing Mediation Analysis 

Consequent 

                     

  Work-Life Balance  Job Career Satisfaction  Control at Work   Working Conditions  Employee Engagement  Stress At Work  General Wellbeing 

                           

Antecedent Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

                            

Islamic 
Work Ethic 

0.360 0.088 <.001  0.517 0.071 .013  0. 
154 

0.080 .055  0.202 0.051 <.001  0.176 0.074 .018  -
0.150 

0.086 .083  0.158 0.067 .018 

Work-Life 
Balance 

-- -- --  0.231 0.036 <.001  0.005 0.040 .900  0.236 0.026 <.001  0.145 0.040 <.001  0.557 0.047 <.001  0.152 0.041 <.001 

Job Career 
Satisfaction 

-- -- --  -- -- --  0.599 0.049 <.001  0.287 0.036 <.001  0.403 0.054 <.001  0.016 0.066 .815  0.353 0.051 <.001 

Control at 
work 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.102 0.029 <.001  0.104 0.042 .014  -
0.290 

0.049 <.001  0.066 0.039 .095 

Working 
Conditions 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.439 0.066 <.001  0.247 0.080 .002  0.176 0.062 .005 

Employee 
Engagement 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.195 0.053 <.001  -
0.058 

0.041 .166 

Stress at 
Work 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.020 0.035 .564 

Constant 2.406 0.353 <.001  0.636 0.295 <.001  0.687 0.315 .300  -
0.860 

0.201 <.001  1.19 0.293 <.001  .951 0.346 .006  0.367 0.268 .172 

                             

  R²=.034  R²=.192  R²=.310  R²=.470  R²=.512  R²=.413  R²=.374 

  F (1,479) = 16.805, 
p<.001 

 F (2,478) = 56.716, 
p<.001 

 F (3,477) = 71.372, 
p<.001 

 F (4,476) = 105.328, 
p<.001 

 F (5,475) = 99.642, 
p<.001 

 F (6,474) = 55.660, 
p<.001 

 F (7,473) = 40.928, 
p<.001 
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TABLE A4.1.2. 
Influence Study Indirect Effect size and 95% Confidence Intervals for General Wellbeing. significant paths are in bold. 

Relationship 
Indirect 

Effect 
Lower 

Limit 
Upper 

Limit 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> General Wellbeing    .055  .022 .098 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> General Wellbeing    .182 .115 .264 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Control at Work -> General Wellbeing    .010 -.002 .03 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions -> General Wellbeing    .036 .008 .072 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Employee Engagement  -> General Wellbeing    -.01 -.033 .004 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing    -.003 -.019 .008 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Employee Engagement     .052 .017 .096 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Employee Engagement     .208 .131 .310 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Control at Work -> Employee Engagement     .016 -.002 .039 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions -> Employee Engagement     .089 .041 .146 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Stress at Work    .211 .106 .328 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Stress at Work    .049 -.014 .123 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Control at Work -> Stress at Work    -.042 -.093 .001 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions -> Stress at Work    .067 .026 .123 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  -.003 -.009 .001 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  -.012 -.033 .005 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Control at Work -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  -.001 -.003 .000 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Working Conditions -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  -.005 -.015 -.002 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Work-Life Balance -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  .004 -.010 .021 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  .000 -.003 .004 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Control at Work -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  .002 -.005 .003 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Working Conditions -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  .001 -.003 .006 
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Non-Religious Process Macro Results 
 

Table A4.2.1. 
Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the General Wellbeing Mediation Analysis 

Consequent 

                     

  Work-Life Balance  Job Career Satisfaction  Control at Work   Working Conditions  Employee Engagement  Stress At Work  General Wellbeing 

                            

Antecedent Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

                            

Islamic 
Work Ethic 

0.390 0.1259 .022  0.514 0.098 <.001  0. 
330 

0.114 .040  0.196 0.074 .008  0.176 0.074 .018  -
0.121 

0.125 .335  0.271 0.101 .008 

Work-Life 
Balance 

-- -- --  0.257 0.049 <.001  -
0.045 

0.057 .427  0.244 0.036 <.001  0.145 0.040 <.001  0.577 0.066 <.001  0.212 0.061 <.001 

Job Career 
Satisfaction 

-- -- --  -- -- --  0.581 0.071 <.001  0.238 0.051 <.001  0.403 0.054 <.001  -
0.025 

0.097 .796  0.250 0.078 .002 

Control at 
work 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.085 0.041 .039  0.104 0.042 .014  -
0.298 

0.069 .065  0.071 0.058 .224 

Working 
Conditions 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.439 0.066 <.001  0.223 0.120 <.001  0.137 0.098 .164 

Employee 
Engagement 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.202 0.078 .010  -
0.085 

0.064 .186 

Stress at 
Work 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.042 0.053 .420 

Constant 2.321 0.500 <.001  0.563 0.399 .160  0.219 0.440 .619  -
1.132 

0.280 <.001  1.425 0.401 <.001  .993 0.496 .046  0.231 0.404 .569 

                             

  R²=.038  R²=.220  R²=.317  R²=.433  R²=.557  R²=.413  R²=.323 

  F (1,242) = 9.622, 
p=.022 

 F (2,241) = 56.040, 
p<.001 

 F (3,240) = 37.073, 
p<.001 

 F (4,239) = 45.709, 
p<.001 

 F (5,238) = 59.873, 
p<.001 

 F (6,237) = 29.520, 
p<.001 

 F (7,236) = 16.085, 
p<.001 
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TABLE A4.2.2. 
Influence Study Indirect Effect size and 95% Confidence Intervals for General Wellbeing. significant paths are in bold. 

Relationship 
Indirect 

Effect 
Lower 

Limit 
Upper 

Limit 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> General Wellbeing    .083 .021 .173 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> General Wellbeing    .129 .043 .251 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Control at Work -> General Wellbeing    .023 -.012 .081 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions -> General Wellbeing    .027 -.008 .088 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Employee Engagement  -> General Wellbeing    -.012 -.047 .010 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing    -.005 -.033 .010 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Employee Engagement     .011 -.032 .063 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Employee Engagement     .251 .141 .389 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Control at Work -> Employee Engagement     -.006 -.048 .034 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions -> Employee Engagement     .131 .033 .234 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Stress at Work    .228 .073 .407 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Stress at Work    .038 -.049 .139 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Control at Work -> Stress at Work    .100 -.184 -.034 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions -> Stress at Work    .070 .014 .158 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  -.001 -.007 .004 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  -.021 -.062 .009 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Control at Work -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  .001 -.004 .006 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Working Conditions -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  -.011 -.036 .005 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Work-Life Balance -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  .010 -.014 .043 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  -.001 -.010 .006 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Control at Work -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  -.004 -.018 .006 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Working Conditions -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  .002 -.003 .010 
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Religious Process Macro Results 

Table A4.3.1. 
Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the General Wellbeing Mediation Analysis 

Consequent 

                     

  Work-Life Balance  Job Career Satisfaction  Control at Work   Working Conditions  Employee Engagement  Stress At Work  General Wellbeing 

                            

Antecedent Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

                            

Islamic Work 
Ethic 

0.349 0.124 .005  0.529 0.105 <.001  -
0.046 

0.112 .686  0.245 0.072 <.001  0.256 0.106 .016  -
0.179 

0.125 .155  0.044 0.089 .618 

Work-Life 
Balance 

-- -- --  0.201 0.054 <.001  0.062 0.057 .278  0.227 0.036 <.001  0.243 0.056 <.001  0.542 0.069 <.001  0.099 0.055 .072 

Job Career 
Satisfaction 

-- -- --  -- -- --  0.623 0.066 <.001  0.319 0.050 <.001  0.344 0.078 <.001  0.049 0.095 .604  0.442 0.067 <.001 

Control at 
work 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.132 0.042 .002  0.241 0.061 <.001  -
0.285 

0.074 <.001  0.042 0.054 .443 

Working 
Conditions 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.200 0.095 .036  0.257 0.112 .023  0.198 0.080 .014 

Employee 
Engagement 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.197 0.077 .011  -
0.003 

0.055 .956 

Stress at 
Work 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.012 0.047 .794 

Constant 2.415 0.505 <.001  0.686 0.441 .121  1.221 0.449 .007  -
0.461 

0.290 .113  -
1.219 

0.421 .004  0.941 0.502 .062  0.591 0.357 .099 

                             

  R²=.032  R²=.167  R²=.323  R²=.520  R²=.512  R²=.398  R²=.464 

  F (1,235) = 7.877, 
p=.005 

 F (2,234) = 23.517, 
p<.001 

 F (3,233) = 36.987, 
p<.001 

 F (4,232) = 62.930, 
p<.001 

 F (5,231) = 48.403, 
p<.001 

 F (6,230) = 25.377, 
p<.001 

 F (7,229) = 28.265, 
p<.001 
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TABLE A4.3.2. 
Influence Study Indirect Effect size and 95% Confidence Intervals for General Wellbeing. significant paths are in bold. 

Relationship 
Indirect 

Effect 
Lower 

Limit 
Upper 

Limit 

Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> General Wellbeing    .034 .000 .088 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> General Wellbeing    .234 .125 .358 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Control at Work -> General Wellbeing    -.002 -.020 .017 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions -> General Wellbeing    .049 .006 .108 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Employee Engagement  -> General Wellbeing    .001 -.037 .033 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing    .002 -.025 .024 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Employee Engagement     .085 .026 .165 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Employee Engagement     .182 .078 .314 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Control at Work -> Employee Engagement     -.011 -.073 .042 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions -> Employee Engagement     .049 .000 .116 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Stress at Work    .206 .075 .372 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Stress at Work    .062 -.042 .183 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Control at Work -> Stress at Work    .011 -.043 .069 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Working Conditions -> Stress at Work    .073 .010 .160 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Work-Life Balance -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  .000 -.012 .011 
Islamic Work Ethic  -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  .001 -.023 .024 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Control at Work -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  .000 -.004 .004 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Working Conditions -> Employee Engagement -> General Wellbeing  .002 -.008 .006 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Work-Life Balance -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  -.002 -.023 .020 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Job Career Satisfaction  -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  .000 -.008 .006 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Control at Work -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  -.002 -.004 .003 
Islamic Work Ethic -> Working Conditions -> Stress at Work -> General Wellbeing  -.001 -.009 .007 
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Chapter 5 

COMBINATION Process Macro Results 

Table A5.1.1. 
Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the General Wellbeing Mediation Analysis 

Consequent 

             
  Work-Life Balance  Job Career 

Satisfaction 
 Working Conditions  Employee 

Engagement 
 General Wellbeing 

                   

Antecedent Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

                    
Islamic Work 
Ethic 

0.301 0.063 p<.001  0.153 0.061 .013  0. 
109 

0.041 .008  0.180 0.049 <.001  0.079 0.045 .079 

Work-Life Balance -- -- --  0.281 0.044 <.001  0.332 0.030 <.001  0.199 0.040 <.001  0.151 0.037 <.001 
Job Career 
Satisfaction 

-- -- --  -- -- --  0.435 0.031 <.001  0.384 0.043 <.001  0.301 0.043 <.001 

Working 
Conditions 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.315 0.054 <.001  0.280 0.051 <.001 

Employee 
Engagement 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.019 0.042 0.655 

Constant 2.601 0.255 <.001  1.736 0.268 <.001  0.614 0.187 .001  -
0.297 

0.221 .180  0.524 0.203 .010 

                     

  R²=.046  R²=.108  R²=.516  R²=.515  R²=.454 

  F (1,476) = 22.915, 
p<.001 

 F (2,475) = 28.832, 
p<.001 

 F (3,474) = 168.234, 
p<.001 

 F (4,473) = 125.695, 
p<.001 

 F (5,231) = 78.488, 
p<.001 
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TABLE A5.1.2. 
Influence Study Indirect Effect size and 95% Confidence Intervals for General Wellbeing. significant paths are in bold. 

Relationship 
Indirect 

Effect 
Lower 

Limit 
Upper 

Limit 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Work-Life Balance -
> 

General Wellbeing     
.0453 .0191 .0775 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-
> 

General Wellbeing     
.0459 .0024 .0959 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Working Conditions  -
> 

General Wellbeing     
.0306 .0029 .0600 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Employee 
Engagement  

-
> 

General Wellbeing     
.0034 -.0129 .0189 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Work-Life Balance -
> 

Working Conditions  -
> 

General Wellbeing   
.0279 .0124 .0476 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-
> 

Working Conditions  -
> 

General Wellbeing   
.0186 .0011 .0412 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Work-Life Balance  -
> 

Employee 
Engagement  

-
> 

General Wellbeing   
.0011 -.0038 .0071 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-
> 

Employee 
Engagement  

-
> 

General Wellbeing   
.0011 -.0043 .0072 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Working Conditions  -
> 

Employee 
Engagement  

-
> 

General Wellbeing   
.0006 -.0023 .0045 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Work-Life Balance -
> 

Working Conditions  -
> 

Employee 
Engagement  

-
> 

General 
Wellbeing 

.0006 -.0020 .0038 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-
> 

Working Conditions  -
> 

Employee 
Engagement  

-
> 

General 
Wellbeing 

.0004 -.0016 .0026 
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UK Process Macro Results 
 

Table A5.2.1.  
Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the General Wellbeing Mediation Analysis 

Consequent 

             
  Work-Life Balance  Job Career Satisfaction  Working Conditions  Employee 

Engagement 
 General Wellbeing 

                   

Antecedent Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

                    
Islamic Work Ethic 0.221 0.128 .086  0.519 0.118 .312  0.271 0.074 <.001  0.279 0.109 .011  0.107 0.090 .235 
Work-Life Balance -- -- --  0.233 0.060 <.001  0.251 0.037 <.001  0.279 0.058 <.001  0.091 0.049 .065 
Job Career 
Satisfaction 

-- -- --  -- -- --  0.347 0.039 <.001  0.413 0.065 <.001  0.379 0.057 <.001 

Working 
Conditions 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.286 0.064 .003  0.232 0.078 .003 

Employee 
Engagement 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.017 0.071 .808 

Constant 2.932 0.521 <.001  0.516 0.509 <.001  0.656 0.307 .033  -
1.040 

0.442 .020  0.558 0.364 .127 

                     

  R²=.013  R²=.141  R²=.483  R²=.483  R²=.448 

  F (1,235) = 2.965, p = 
.086 

 F (2,234) = 19.264, 
p<.001 

 F (3,233) = 72.651, 
p<.001 

 F (4,232) = 54.167, 
p<.001 

 F (5,231) = 37.504, 
p<.001 
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TABLE A5.2.2.  
Influence Study 95% Confidence Intervals for the Indirect Effect in the General Wellbeing significant paths are in bold. 

Relationship 
Indirect 

Effect 
Lower 

Limit 
Upper 

Limit 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-> Work-Life Balance -> General Wellbeing     
.0201 -.0034 .0579 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-> Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-> General Wellbeing     
.1964 .0897 .3253 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-> Working 
Conditions  

-> General Wellbeing     
.0627 .0135 .1246 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-> Employee 
Engagement  

-> General Wellbeing     
.0045 -.0292 .0379 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-> Work-Life Balance -> Working 
Conditions  

-> General Wellbeing   
.0128 -.0006 .0359 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-> Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-> Working 
Conditions  

-> General Wellbeing   
.0416 -.0087 .0915 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-> Work-Life Balance -> Employee 
Engagement  

-> General Wellbeing   
.0009 -.0064 .0079 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-> Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-> Employee 
Engagement  

-> General Wellbeing   
.0035 -.0216 .0276 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-> Working 
Conditions  

-> Employee 
Engagement  

-> General Wellbeing   
.0013 -.0085 .0107 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-> Work-Life Balance -> Working 
Conditions  

-> Employee 
Engagement  

-
> 

General 
Wellbeing 

.0003 -.0022 .0027 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-> Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-> Working 
Conditions  

-> Employee 
Engagement  

-
> 

General 
Wellbeing 

.0008 -.0060 .0068 
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TURKEY Process Macro Results 

 

Table A5.3.1.  
Regression Coefficients, Standard Errors, and Model Summary Information for the General Wellbeing Mediation Analysis 

Consequent 

             
  Work-Life Balance  Job Career Satisfaction  Working Conditions  Employee 

Engagement 
 General Wellbeing 

                   

Antecedent Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE p 

                    
Islamic Work Ethic 0.323 0.075 <.001  0.031 0.074 .669  0.048 0.052 .355  0.169 0.051 .001  0.057 0.057 .319 
Work-Life Balance -- -- --  0.33 0.061 <.001  0.404 0.046 <.001  0.120 0.051 .021  0.208 0.057 <.001 
Job Career 
Satisfaction 

-- -- --  -- -- --  0.467 0.046 <.001  0.350 0.053 <.001  0.239 0.063 <.001 

Working 
Conditions 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.416 0.063 <.001  0.301 0.075 <.001 

Employee 
Engagement 

-- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  -- -- --  0.017 0.071 .808 

Constant 2.507 0.303 <.001  1.973 0.326 <.001  0.399 0.247 .108  -
0.052 

0.242 .829  0.538 0.264 .043 

                     

  R²=.073  R²=.120  R²=.553  R²=.610  R²=.466 
  F (1,239) = 18.773, 

p<.001 
 F (2,238) = 16.152, 

p<.001 
 F (3,237) = 97.735, 

p<.001 
 F (4,236) = 92.379, 

p<.001 
 F (5,235) = 41.006, 

p<.001 
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TABLE A5.3.2.  
Influence Study 95% Confidence Intervals for the Indirect Effect in the General Wellbeing significant paths are in bold. 

Relationship 
Indirect 

Effect 
Lower 

Limit 
Upper 

Limit 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Work-Life Balance -> General Wellbeing     
.0673 .0237 .1253 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-> General Wellbeing     
.0075 -.0350 .0542 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Working 
Conditions  

-> General Wellbeing     
.0145 -.0228 .0483 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Employee 
Engagement  

-> General Wellbeing     
.0029 -.0251 .0280 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Work-Life Balance -> Working 
Conditions  

-> General Wellbeing   
.0393 .0122 .0741 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-> Working 
Conditions  

-> General Wellbeing   
.0044 -.0221 .0308 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Work-Life Balance -> Employee 
Engagement  

-> General Wellbeing   
.0007 -.0056 .0073 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-> Employee 
Engagement  

-> General Wellbeing   
.0002 -.0048 .0054 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Working 
Conditions  

-> Employee 
Engagement  

-> General Wellbeing   
.0003 -.0039 .0062 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Work-Life Balance -> Working 
Conditions  

-> Employee 
Engagement  

-> General 
Wellbeing 

.0001 -.0062 .0110 

Islamic Work 
Ethic  

-
> 

Job Career 
Satisfaction  

-> Working 
Conditions  

-> Employee 
Engagement  

-> General 
Wellbeing 

.0001 -.0029 .0031 

 



 

 

 

 


