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ABSTRACT 

Many people desire work that matters to others and society. However, there is no 

existing, psychometrically sound scale that measures work mattering with two dimensions, 

societal mattering and interpersonal mattering. This study reports the development and validation 

of the Work Mattering Scale. Phase I utilized a review of the scholarly literature, in-depth 

interviews, and expert feedback to formulate 45 items. In phase II, with a sample of 299 working 

adults in the United States, exploratory factor analyses were employed and produced a two-factor 

model with 10 items. In phase III, with another sample of 251 working adults, confirmatory 

factor analyses were conducted to test the initial structure specified in phase II. In phase IV, the 

construct validity was examined by correlations and factor analysis among the total and subscale 

scores with measures of psychological wellbeing, vocational behaviors and affect, and positive 

and negative affectivity. In phase V, 4-week test-retest reliability was calculated. Results 

provided support for the reliability and validity of the Work Mattering Scale. Implications for 

use in research, practice, and organizations are discussed.      

 

Keywords 

Work mattering, societal mattering, interpersonal mattering, scale development  
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한국어 초록 (Korean Abstract) 

사람들은 사회와 다른 사람들에게 중요하다고 여겨지는 일을 하기 원한다. 

사회적 맥락과 대인관계에서 일의 중요성 (Work Mattering)을 파악하여 상담 현장 

및 연구에서 다루는 것이 필요함에도 불구하고, 사회 맥락과 대인관계에서 자신의 

일이 다른 이들에게 어느 정도 중요하게 인식된다고 인지하고 있는 지를 측정할 수 

있는 적절한 도구가 없었다.이러한 한계점을 극복하고자 본 연구는 일 중요성에 

대한 선행연구 분석 및 고찰을 바탕으로, 사회적 일 중요성 (Societal Mattering)과 

대인관계 내 일 중요성 (Interpersonal Mattering) 2가지 차원으로 이루어진 일 

중요성을 측정할 수 있는 문항을 개발하고 타당화하여 일 중요성 척도 (Work 

Mattering Scale)를 제작하였다. 1단계에서는 지금까지 수행된 선행연구 분석과 

인터뷰, 전문가 피드백을 거쳐 45개의 문항이 개발되었다. 2단계에서는 미국 내 

일하는 성인 299명의 표본집단을 대상으로 탐색적 요인분석을 실시하였다. 그 

결과, 두 개의 요인과 10개 문항으로 구성된 요인구조를 추출하였다. 3단계에서는 

미국 내 일하는 성인 251명의 표본집단을 이용하여 탐색적 확인분석을 통해 

2단계에서 도출된 2요인 구조를 검사하고 모형 적합도를 확인하였다. 4단계는 일 

중요성 척도의 구인타당도를 확인하기 위하여 일 중요성 척도의 점수와 심리적 

건강, 직업 행동 및 정서, 긍정/부정 정서를 측정한 기존 척도들의 점수간의 

상관분석과 요인분석을 실시하였다. 마지막으로 5단계에서는 내적 일관성 신뢰도 

및 4주 간격의 검사-재검사 신뢰도를 측정하였다. 1단계부터 5단계의 연구결과는 

일 중요성 척도의 신뢰도와 타당도를 확보하였다. 개발된 척도의 연구와 상담실제에 

대한 함의 및 현장에서의 활용이 논의되었다.   
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Overview 

People have the natural desire to feel needed and valued. Particularly, many people want 

their work to be appreciated and to feel that they have contributed in some way to the larger 

society through their work. Mattering, “the individual’s feeling that he or she counts, makes a 

difference”(Rosenberg, 1985, p. 215), is one of the core constructs of the work experience to 

many people (Blustein, 2011), but it has received limited attention in vocational psychology.  

The notion of mattering was first introduced and developed by Morris Rosenberg. 

Rosenberg and McCullough suggested two types of mattering, interpersonal mattering and 

societal mattering. First, interpersonal mattering refers to a person’s perception that he or she 

matters to a specific group of people (Rosenberg & McCullough, 1981). Three dimensions of 

interpersonal mattering include attention, importance, and dependence. Specifically, attention 

means that your presence is acknowledged and noticed by others. The second dimension, 

importance, is to know that others care about your needs, thoughts, and behaviors. Importance is 

a form of ego-extension, meaning that you are a part of someone and subsequently your success 

or failure becomes the pride or disappointment of your group. Lastly, dependence is refers to 

knowing that others depend on you and that you are being held accountable to your team or 

group. A few years later, Rosenberg (1985) suggested five dimensions for his construct of 

interpersonal mattering, which included the original three dimensions and added feeling of being 

missed and ego-extension as new separate dimensions that were part of the original dimensions.  

The second type of mattering, societal mattering, was also introduced by Rosenberg 

(1985). Influenced by Fromm (1941), Rosenberg delineated societal mattering as “the feeling of 

making a difference in the broader scheme of sociopolitical events –of feeling that one’s 

thoughts and actions have an impact, create ripples, are felt” (p.215). Nonetheless, it appears that 
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societal mattering was not Rosenberg’s main interest as he did not investigate societal mattering 

in his subsequent research. Despite his introduction of societal mattering, Rosenberg clearly 

argued that interpersonal mattering is the subject of the theory’s primary attention as he believed 

that interpersonal mattering is significant to psychological well-being.  

Most theoretical and empirical studies after Rosenberg’s have been similarly 

conceptualized, around interpersonal mattering (e.g., Amundson, 1993; Elliott, Kao, & Grant, 

2004; Tovar, Simon, & Lee, 2009). In addition to Rosenberg’s conceptualization of the primacy 

of interpersonal over societal mattering, the fact that most literature on mattering has targeted 

adolescents or young adult population who are too young to contribute to society might have led 

researchers to favor interpersonal mattering. Regardless of the motivation, the literature on 

mattering has evolved to a distinct focus placed on interpersonal mattering, with the potentially 

vital element of societal mattering receiving little attention in the professional literature. It 

appears that societal mattering was often replaced with the rather nondescript term “general 

mattering” or used as “societal or general mattering” (e.g., Marcus, 1991; Rayle, 2005, p. 754; 

2006b, p. 483). Even more conceptually confusing, some researchers like Marcus (1991) used 

the term general mattering, yet upon investigation the construct he measured was general 

interpersonal mattering, in essence, interpersonal mattering to general people. Therefore, use of 

the word “general” might have led researchers to lose its original emphasis on a broader sense of 

social contribution as well as its importance to understanding the sociopolitical context of 

mattering. 

Why is mattering important in the work context?  

The notion of mattering offers us a tool for exploring one’s self-concept within the 

relational context, either intimate or a broader context. In particular, in the context of work, 
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mattering can provide vocational psychologists with a valuable lens to understand the work 

experience of individuals. More vocational studies have recently attended to the relational 

aspects of work and its influence on the work experience (Blustein, 2011; Richardson, 2012; 

Schultheiss, 2007). Studies related to mattering at work have been slowly evolving in the 

professional literature. Two major streams of mattering research exist within the career literature: 

studies investigating the relationship of mattering with job satisfaction and stress, and studies 

within the area of the relational theory of working.  

Since interpersonal mattering has been demonstrated to have a positive influence on 

mental health, it is theoretically assumed that interpersonal mattering can also help individuals 

cope with various work related stresses (Amundson, 1993). However, empirical research 

findings are inconsistent with regard to the role for mattering in workers’ positive work 

perceptions. In a study of 82 employees within various positions in business and industry, 

Connolly and Myers (2003) examined the impact of holistic wellness (physical and 

psychological wellness) and mattering on worker’s job satisfaction. Their findings suggested that 

both holistic wellness and mattering positively influenced job satisfaction, but compared to 

holistic wellness, the contribution of mattering to job satisfaction was small. In addition, when 

other predictors, such as age, job tenure, skills, and feedback were included, the variance 

contributed by wellness and mattering to job satisfaction disappeared.  

Another study investigating the relationships among job-related stress, interpersonal 

mattering at work, and job satisfaction was conducted by Rayle (2006a). With 388 school 

counselors from elementary, middle, and high schools, Rayle examined differences in variables 

among counselors regarding their school level and tested whether interpersonal mattering 

moderated the relationships between job-related stress and job satisfaction. Rayle found that 
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school counselors who perceived themselves as having higher interpersonal mattering at work 

reported higher job satisfaction and lower job-related stress. However, findings also indicated 

that interpersonal mattering and job-related stress accounted for 35% of the variance in job 

satisfaction. Mattering did not moderate the relationship between job satisfaction and job-related 

stress.  

Findings from these two studies did not support the researchers’ theoretical hypotheses; 

yet provide some important ideas about the construct of mattering: interpersonal mattering may 

not be comprehensive enough to influence job satisfaction. It might be too early to rule out the 

role of interpersonal mattering since there have been so few empirical studies conducted on the 

issue. However, considering the numerous previous studies that have demonstrated significant 

relationships between interpersonal mattering and other aspects of psychological wellbeing, one 

may conjecture that work as a social context might present a more propounding influence on 

psychological aspects of individuals. Although interpersonal mattering may play a role, 

perceived societal mattering, their contribution and impact to the broader society from their work 

performance, may play an even larger role related to psychological well-being within the work 

context. 

Mattering can be better understood in a relational theory of working (Blustein, 2011) 

since mattering at work implies the importance of relational aspects of work between the 

individual and the individual’s societal context around work. A relational theory of working 

approaches “working as an inherently relational act” (Blustein, 2011, p. 1). Influenced by critical 

perspectives in vocational psychology and the relational movement more generally in 

psychology (Blustein, 2011), the theory conceptualizes relationships as the major driving force 

for working, such as financially supporting a family. The emphasis of theory on the connection 
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between relationships and work leads to the view that relationships are the main source of 

attaining “meaning, matter, and dignity” (Blustein, 2011, p.4).  

Yet, limited literature exists thus far on the construct of mattering within the relational 

theory of working. A few studies have been conducted in the context of the care work provided 

by women (e.g., Schultheiss, 2009; Jung & Heppner, in review), which provide a strong 

demonstration of the influence of societal mattering on the work experience. Although 

interpersonal mattering can be an influential factor in the individual’s perception of their work 

(e.g., Kawamura & Brown, 2010), how the work of the individual is perceived by the society, as 

well as how the individual views their contribution to the society may occupy a larger and 

potentially more powerful aspect of mattering. Women’s care work in the domestic area is 

undervalued and neglected and often is not considered legitimate work (Heppner & Jung, in 

press). The underestimation of care work particularly threatens the degree of mattering that many 

women who mother and care for others may experience: as Schultheiss (2009) pointed out, they 

face the choice: “to mother or matter” (p. 26) in a patriarchal occupational world (Schieman & 

Taylor, 2001). Jung and Heppner (in review) echoed this theme in indicating that mothers’ 

perceptions of mattering were damaged when they internalized stereotypes and biases that 

society had about their role, even when they had received many positive reports about their level 

of interpersonal mattering to their family. The example of care work demonstrates that 

interpersonal mattering may not be sufficient to encompass how adults come to perceive 

themselves as mattering in an array of work settings: in essence, societal mattering matters. 

Therefore, both societal and interpersonal mattering should be addressed to evaluate work 

mattering. 
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Indeed, societal mattering can lead to the appreciation of work experiences in relation to 

the broader sociopolitical context; in essence, work exists in an interpersonal context, in a 

community and in a society, not in a vacuum. A large body of vocational literature has 

investigated within-individual differences in the formation of work experiences (e.g., Holland, 

1987; Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994; Super, 1990). Understanding the internal process of 

mattering to the individual may have significant implications for practice and research, yet it 

might not be accurate or complete without considering the influence of the societal circumstance 

of work, such as the perceived prestige of the job or the individual’s collective self-esteem. 

Given the fact that work is a major part of one’s social identity (Waters & Moore, 2011), how 

much individuals believe their work matters in the society is a highly salient area for 

investigation. A growing number of studies have attempted to understand an individual’s 

interaction within the social context and its influence on their work experience (e.g., Blustein, 

Kozan, & Connors-Kellgren, 2013; Klehe, Zikic, Van Vianen, & De Pater, 2011; Marfleet & 

Blustein, 2011). Societal mattering can contribute to the vocational literature because of its focus 

on personal interpretation and subjective perception which provides a link between external 

factors of the social context and the internal factors of the individual. Recognition and 

conceptualization of societal mattering is greatly needed. Therefore, this study aims to develop a 

measurement tool which includes both interpersonal and societal mattering at work. 

Existing Measurement of Mattering  

As the construct of mattering has become more salient in the literature, several 

inventories measuring mattering have been developed and applied to investigate relationships 

between mattering and relevant factors within different populations (e.g., Dixon, 2007; Elliott et 

al., 2004; Marshall, 2001; Rayle, 2006a; Taylor & Turner, 2001; Tovar et al., 2009). Here, four 
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scales for adults will be reviewed and critiques will be provided for each of them with regard to 

their psychometric properties, the extent of their conceptual definition of mattering, and their 

application to the work /vocational arena. This is done to provide the context for developing a 

new mattering at work scale. 

 Marcus (1991) master’s thesis was conducted on the development of the General 

Mattering Scale (GMS) to investigate perceptions of interpersonal mattering in a broader sense, 

not specific to individuals. The GMS is comprised of five items on a four-point Likert scale. 

Dimensions from Rosenberg’s (1985) work included: importance, attention, dependence, feeling 

of being missed, and ego-expansion. It appears that although the scale was named general 

(societal) mattering derived from Rosenberg’s early work, it actually appears to assess 

interpersonal mattering in a broader context (e.g., “how important do you feel you are to other 

people?”). There is no further information about the validity of the scale. From Marcus’s original 

study, it is known that internal consistency reliabilities were .73~.75 (Tovar et al., 2009). 

Another study with homeless men reported the GMS’s internal reliability as .85 (DeForge & 

Barclay, 1997). Advantages of the scale include its ease of administration and its focus on 

providing the researcher with a scale that measures broader interpersonal mattering. 

Disadvantages include very little validity data or information about the constructs that are 

actually being assessed. 

Marcus (1991) contributed to the expansion of the mattering literature with this scale, yet 

its lack of sufficient investigation of psychometric properties stimulated other researchers to 

advance the measurement in mattering. Among them, Elliott and his colleagues (2004) 

developed a more psychometrically sound scale for interpersonal mattering. Elliott et al. (2004) 

conducted more fundamental validation of an interpersonal mattering scale based on Rosenberg 
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and McCullough (1981)’s original three-component model. Elliott and his colleagues focused on 

three constructs, awareness, importance, and reliance and developed an inventory entitled 

Interpersonal Mattering (also called “Mattering to Others” in France & Finney, 2009). Similar to 

Marcus (1991), they created items related to the experience of mattering to other people in 

general, not specific others. Starting with a 47-item inventory they provided construct validity as 

they conducted exploratory factor analyses and confirmed a three-factor model with a 24-item 

scale. They also provided both internal and external discriminant validity of the scale. The 

scale’s internal consistency reliabilities were .79~.87. Information about divergent validity, test-

retest reliability and control of socially desirable responses were not reported. Despite the scale’s 

strengths in psychometric properties, IM has been only limited validated with college 

populations.  

 Recently, more scales have been created to address a certain group’s perceptions of 

mattering within a specific context. For example, in a study with 388 school counselors, Rayle 

(2006a) developed the School Counselor Mattering Survey (SCMS) to assess school counselors' 

perceived mattering. On a four-point Likert scale, the SCMS is comprised of 22 items including 

five items for four groups (i.e., students, administrators, parents, and teachers) and two items for 

contribution to the profession. School counselors were asked to respond regarding their 

perception of mattering to each group as well as their overall importance to their school and 

profession. Items were derived from previous literature and twenty-four school counseling 

professionals’ evaluated the items of the SCMS, but details or empirical support for constructs 

were not reported. The scale’s internal consistency reliabilities were .85~.93. Overall, the SCMS 

reported limited information on the scale development and validation process. Despite its 

limitation, the SCMS’s subscales for specific groups can be useful to identify different sources 
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and compositions of interpersonal mattering, which may be useful information for improving the 

perception of mattering for specific groups in a work place. In addition, the SCMS embraced 

some aspects of societal mattering to assess mattering at work by asking for participants’ 

perceived contribution and significance of their work. 

Thus, it appears that different scale construction studies of interpersonal mattering 

reported different structures for this construct of mattering. As described earlier, Elliott et al. 

(2004) reported the three factor model, while Marshall (2001) reported a one factor model. 

France and Finney (2009) expressed concern about this phenomenon among existing 

measurement as well as the insufficient investigation of psychometric properties of all of these 

instruments. Thus, France and Finney (2009) attended to general interpersonal mattering 

exclusively and revisited Elliott et al. (2004) and their scale, Mattering to Others. They found a 

fitness of the four-factor model from the scale, which includes awareness, importance, ego-

extension, and reliance. In addition, each factor of mattering demonstrates better indices 

regarding distincitiveness of the factor from worry and well-being than one from the three factor 

model created by Elliott et al. (2004). Similar to Elliott et al. (2004), France and Finney (2009) 

utilized college students for scale validation. 

In sum, mattering measurement research indicates noticeable trends in scale 

conceptualization and development as well as target populations. Almost all existing scales 

assess interpersonal mattering, either to specific others or others in general. Interestingly, Rayle 

(2006a) who investigated perceived mattering of school counselors, included questions for 

measuring perceived importance and contribution to the profession, which might count as 

societal mattering. Although two items are still far from measuring societal mattering, her efforts 

of capturing the perceived societal impact of work demonstrate how societal mattering counts in 
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the work and lives of adults. Mattering measurement for adult population should reflect on 

balanced perception of their mattering in a personal as well as a societal level. Although 

Rosenberg (1985) argued for the significance of interpersonal mattering over societal mattering 

due to its impact on psychological wellbeing, no empirical support exists for this proposition. 

Therefore, both interpersonal and societal mattering should be examined in relation to their 

impact on psychological wellbeing and job satisfaction.  

 Another trend is that almost all inventories were developed based on Rosenberg (1985) or 

Rosenberg and McCullough (1981)’s framework, which has not been advanced through the 

ensuing years with new findings from empirical studies. A theoretical framework is critical for 

research, yet the theory should be modified and evolved as findings from empirical studies 

expand knowledge. In the literature on mattering, refinement of the framework might have been 

very slow. For example, some studies have addressed that feeling appreciated is significant to 

one’s mattering (e.g., Elliott et al., 2004; Schlossberg, 1989), but appreciation had never been 

tested as a construct. In particular, appreciation might be more important to working adults, 

compared to adolescents or young adults in adults. As their work and efforts are noticed and 

others are grateful about having other people feel that they matter. Feeling unappreciated and 

unnoticed for their efforts at house work endangered the feelings of mattering of fulltime 

mothers (Jung & Heppner, in review).  

Purpose of the study 

Thus, the purpose of this investigation is to develop an inventory to adequately measure 

interpersonal and societal mattering in the work context and to examine its psychometric 

properties and utility in predicting psychological well-being and job satisfaction. Results of this 

research are presented in five phases: (a) item construction; (b) exploratory factor analysis; (c) 
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confirmatory factor analysis; (d) examining construct validity (convergent and discriminant 

validity); and (e) reliability (internal consistency, test-retest) estimates. 

Phase I –Item Development 

Items were generated for an initial scale in four ways: (a) by reviewing the literature on 

mattering; (b) by initiating discussions and interviews with ten working individuals; (c) by 

having graduate students reviewers and (d) by utilizing the professional review of four 

vocational psychologists. This procedure is adopted from Crocker and Algina (1986) and Kim, 

Atkinson, and Yang (1999) and revised for this study. The literature review addressed a broad 

range of scholarly work, including journal articles, books, book chapters, and dissertations by 

researchers who investigated mattering. This process illuminated two dimensions of mattering at 

work, societal and interpersonal mattering, and 40 statements that operationalize the construct. 

This list was used to generate more dimensions and elements through discussions and interview 

with individuals and the survey of vocational psychologists.  

 Ten working adults (four male and six female, nine White and one Asian, and nine 

heterosexual and one lesbian) from various fields (e.g., lawyer, librarian, marketing professional, 

journalist, sales manager, and office support staff) were recruited for a 60-90 minute interview 

with the researcher. Interviewees ages were from late twenties to sixties and all had at least 

completed a college-level education. They reviewed a list of dimensions and statements that 

were created from the literature review. Interviewees were encouraged to modify statements or 

create additional statements if needed.  

A variety of helpful suggestions were made, for example, some interviewees reported that 

the idea of contribution to the society sounds too big or ambitious to them, so contribution to the 
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community was suggested. Therefore, questions inquiring about contributions to both the society 

and community were included. As a result, 43 items were sent to student reviewers. 

 To insure the accurate parings between sub-dimensions of societal and interpersonal 

mattering and their corresponding statements and to reevaluate additional dimensions or items 

that have been added, three doctoral students (one Latino and two White women) whose research 

interests are career and work counseling were recruited for an hour discussion. Each student (a) 

examined each proposed item regarding its grammatical accuracy as well as its readability and 

(b) inspected each proposed item to determine if it accurately represented the corresponding 

dimension (societal, interpersonal). Through this process a variety of helpful suggestions were 

made, for example, a student highlighted that for ethnic minority individuals the meaning of a 

community can be interpreted differently with or without a genitive: “the community” and “my 

community” can refer to different communities to members of a minority group while they 

usually mean the same community to a member of the majority group. Therefore, items with or 

without a genitive were both included.  

After the second draft of the scale items were developed, a content analysis was 

conducted by four vocational psychologists (1 Black female, 1 Latina, and 2 White males). Each 

vocational psychologist reviewed for the clarity and appropriateness of each scale item, the 

instruction and also provided more general feedback and suggestions. Three conducted the 

review online and one had an in-person session with the first author. Then, the researcher 

discussed the review with her advisor and revised the items, if necessary. As a result, 45 items 

were chosen for the initial scale.   

Phase II –Item Analysis, Exploratory Factor Analysis & Initial Internal Reliability Test 

To identify items to be retained in the scale, exploratory factor analysis were conducted.  
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Method  

Participants. Data were obtained from 641 working adults who were recruited through four 

different mechanisms in the United States: word of mouth through a religious affiliation (n = 29, 

4.5%), advertisement posted on Craigslist (n = 37, 5.8%), advertisement posted in a weekly 

bulletin for staff, hospital employees and faculty at a Midwestern university (n = 249, 38.8%), 

and Amazon’s Mechanical Turk platform (n = 326, 50.9%). Then, 25 cases (3.9%) were 

removed due to invalid responses to the validity check items (see below in Procedure for more 

information). Adopting Byrne (2013)’s recommendation the remaining 616 participants were 

divided into two subsamples using a random split procedure in order to avoid sample-specific 

results which may potentially influence reliability and validity. Sample A (n = 330) was used for 

item analysis and exploratory factor analysis in the Phase II. Sample B (n = 286) was used for 

confirmatory factor analysis in the Phase III.  

Homogeneity was tested between Sample A and B on the demographic variables. I found 

no difference on any of the variables: age, t (612) = 1.67, p = .10; gender, χ2 (1) = .03, exact P = 

.93; race, χ2 (6) = 4.50 p = .61; working industry, χ2 (28) = 34.74, p = .18; working position, χ2 

(11) = 6.66, p = .83; years in a position, t (612) = 1.93, p = .05; education, χ2 (7) = 8.14, p = .32, 

and marital status, χ2 (6) = 4.57, p = .60, demonstrating no differences in the two samples from 

the random split.   

Sample A for phase II consisted of 299 working adults (84 men, 214 women, 1 unknown) 

with ages ranging from 18 to 74 years (M = 40.83, SD = 13.12, Median = 38). Most participants 

were White/European American (83.6%, n = 250), followed by Asian/Pacific Islander (5.7%, n = 

17), African American (5%, n = 15), Hispanic (3%, n = 9), Native American (1%, n = 3) and 

other (1%, n = 3). Participants represented diverse occupational backgrounds, including 22.1% of 
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participants (n = 66) worked at colleges, universities and adult education facilities, 21.1% (n = 

63) from health care and social assistance fields, 6.7% (n = 20) from finance and insurance, and 

4.7% (n = 14) from government and public administration. Participants held diverse positions, 

such as professional (25.4%, n = 76), administrative staff (29.1%, n = 57), support staff (16.1%, 

n = 48), middle management (10.7%, n = 32), skilled laborer (6%, n = 18), and upper 

management (3.3%, n = 10). About 66% of the sample (n = 197) had a college education, 

followed by master’s degree (17.1%, n = 51), doctoral degree (7.7%, n = 23), high school/GED 

(6.4%, n = 19), and professional degree (2.7%, n = 8).   

Procedure. Participants completed the initial 45-item Work Mattering Scale that was generated 

in Phase I. Participants were asked to respond to each item using a Likert-type format, with 

options that ranged from 1(disagree very much) to 6 (agree very much). Along with the initial 

45-item scale, participants also completed eight scales, which were used to assess the construct 

validity and are reported in Phase IV. Demographic data on age, gender, race, industry, position, 

and educational backgrounds were collected. All surveys were conducted through a web-hosted 

survey page after a participant indicated his or her interests by clicking a button to an informed 

consent. Participants who were from outside of the USA and were not working at the point of the 

survey participation were excluded through the initial screening items. Three validity check 

items were included in order to screen out invalid responses (e.g., “Please simply select/mark 

[strongly agree] for this item”). Participants who completed the survey through the first three 

sampling methods were entered in to a drawing for one of the fifteen $40 gift certificates to an 

online store while each participant from Amazon completed the survey in exchange for $0.50 in 

cash. The estimated time for the survey completion was 15-30 minutes. 

Results 
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Preliminary Analysis. The original sample A with 330 respondents was examined for normality 

of distributions, univariate and multivariate outliers, and missing values. First, eleven cases were 

identified for with missing responses (less than 5% of the total responses). As these missing 

responses were considered to be missing completely at random using Little’s MCAR test, chi 

(308) = 328.33, p = .20, the missing data were replaced using Expectation Maximization (EM) 

methods to retain all possible sample size for the exploratory factor analysis (Schlomer, Bauman, 

& Card, 2010). Second, 19 cases were identified as extreme univariate (z scores bigger than +/- 

3) and were replaced with the mean of the participants’ non-extreme responses. Third, 31 cases 

were identified and eliminated as multivariate outliers. Therefore, responses from 299 

participants were analyzed in the exploratory factor analysis. 

Item Analysis. Item analyses were conducted to identify possible items for deletion. First, a 

decision was made to remove nine negatively worded items (NWI). An increasing number of 

studies have resulted in the methodological suggestion to not use NWI in inventories for several 

reasons (Barnette, 2000; DiStefano & Motl, 2006; Motl & DiStefano, 2002; Roszkowski & 

Soven, 2010; Weems & Onwuegbuzie, 2001): (a) NWI are likely to reduce reliability of the scale 

(i.e., internal consistency) as respondents may not comprehend the item well or make mistakes in 

choosing a correct response (Woods, 2006); (b) NWI tend to be loaded onto the same factor 

solely because of the method of wording, regardless of the conceptual content of each item 

(DiStefano & Motl, 2006); and (c) NWI exhibit longitudinal invariance in the factor analysis 

(i.e., factor structure is not consistent with NWI over time) (Motl & DiStefano, 2002).  

Second, items with extreme skewness (z scores bigger than +/- 9) were identified, which 

indicates that an item may not differentiate responses well. Four items that most respondents 

reported highly positive responses to were deleted. Third, to avoid redundancy and 
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multicolinearity, the inter-item correlations were tested to identify any pairs of items that were 

too highly correlated (r > .80). Fifteen items were removed using this process. Therefore, a total 

of 17 items was utilized for exploratory factor analysis (see Appendix D for the items deleted.  

Exploratory factor analysis. Factor analyses were conducted in IBM SPSS software. The 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy (.92) and statistically significant 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p < .001) indicated the factorability of the data set for the 17 items. 

The factor extraction method was principal axis factor analysis. To estimate the probable number 

of factors to retain, a combination of the scree plot (Cattell, 1966) and parallel analysis (Horn, 

1965; O’Connor, 2000) were used. Given that the anticipated factors are theoretically expected 

to be correlated, an oblique rotation method (i.e., promax) that assumes factors to correlate was 

chosen to improve the interpretability and utility of the solution (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 

Finally, three criteria were used to determine the number of factors and items: (a) retaining 

factors loadings of .71 (50% of overlapping variance) and above (Comrey & Lee, 1992); (b) 

retaining factors that comprise at least three items per factor (Comrey, 1988); and (c) eliminating 

items with cross-loadings over .30 after rotation. 

Regarding the number of factors to retain, parallel analysis indicated a three-component 

solution with eigenvalues of 7.79, 1.32, and .95, respectively. The scree plot indicated either a 

two-factor or a four-factor solution (see Appendix E). A comparison of the factor structure and 

the number of items of a two-factor model to four-factor model was analyzed. The two-factor 

solution produced the cleanest factor structure and also provided theoretical integrity for the 

model (see Appendix F). Thus, the two-factor model was retained. Table 1 shows the two-factor 

model with 17 items. To conform to item selection criteria, seven items were removed from the 

solution. To ensure that the deletion of seven items does not degrade the quality of the scale in 
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terms of the factor structure, factor inter-correlations, item communalities, factor loadings, and 

cross-loadings (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006), a final EFA was conducted. The final EFA 

indicates a two-factor structure with a similar value of communalities that are higher than .40, 

meeting all item selection criteria above, except factor loading of one item with .67. Its factor 

inter-correlations were similar (17 items: .66; 10 items: .60). The remaining ten items, five items 

per factor, accounted for 71.43% of the variance in the total scale. 

 

Table 1 

17 Items, Component Loading, Communality Estimates 

Items 

Factor 

loadings 

 

 F1 F2 h2 

My coworkers would be disappointed if they knew that I may leave my job. .847 -.068 .65 

I feel like I matter to my colleagues/coworkers. .829 -.012 .67 

My coworkers value my ideas and suggestions. .808 -.009 .64 

My boss would be disappointed if they knew that I may leave my job. .755 .067 .51 

My coworkers appreciate my support and help. .720 .010 .53 

My boss is interested in my development at work. .638 .007 .41 

My customers give me positive feedback about my work. .436 .319 .48 

My customers find value in the work I do. .379 .359 .45 

Without me, I don’t think my department can work properly. .360 .045 .15 

Where I work, I am the only one or one of the few people who can make the 

contribution that I do. .325 .119 .17 

I think that society values the work I do. -.090 .876 .67 

I feel my work meets a societal need. -.082 .865 .66 

I am connected to society through my work. -.008 .833 .68 

People say that my work influenced their life. .019 .829 .71 

My work influences people’s lives. .020 .769 .61 

My family/partner is proud of my work. .277 .506 .52 

I make a unique contribution where I work. .400 .406 .54 

Note. h2 = communality estimates; Factor loadings over .71 appear in bold. 

 

Table 2 presents the final two-factor model with their 10 respective items, factor 

loadings, communality estimates (h2), means and standard deviations.  
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Factor 1 was named “Societal Mattering” because the items reflect the individual’s 

perception of work contribution, value, and connection to the society (5 items, accounting for 

55.84% of the variance, M = 20.97, SD = 6.18, range = 5-30). Highest loading items were “I 

think that society values the work I do” and “I feel that my work meets a societal need.” A high 

score indicates a more a feeling of more societal mattering.  

Factor 2 was named “Interpersonal Mattering” because all items reflect the individual’s 

experience with people with whom they are working (i.e., supervisor/boss, coworkers) that 

indicate that the person is valued, recognized and appreciated. (5 items, accounting for 15.59% 

of the variance, M = 22.74, SD = 5.43, range = 7-30). Highest loading items were “I feel like I 

matter to my colleagues/coworkers” and “My coworkers would be disappointed if they knew that 

I may leave my job.” A high score indicates a more a feeling of more interpersonal mattering.  

 

Table 2  

Items, Component Loading, Communality Estimates, Means, and Standard Deviations of 10 

Final Items 

Items 

Factor 

loadings 

   

 F1 F2 h2 M SD 

Factor 1: Societal Mattering      

I think that society values the work I do. .864 -.056 .69 3.97 1.38 

I feel my work meets a societal need. .851 -.041 .69 4.45 1.38 

I am connected to society through my work. .812 .047 .71 4.25 1.46 

People say that my work influenced their life. .786 .066 .69 3.68 1.63 

My work influences people’s lives. .737 .066 .61 4.62 1.34 

Factor 2: Interpersonal Mattering      

My coworkers/colleagues would be disappointed if they knew that I 

may leave my job. .007 .859 .67 4.42 1.46 

I feel like I matter to my colleagues/coworkers. -.036 .837 .75 4.47 1.34 

My coworkers/colleagues value my ideas and suggestions. .046 .767 .63 4.59 1.18 

My boss/supervisor would be disappointed if they knew that I may 

leave my job. .033 .727 .47 4.46 1.57 

My coworkers/colleagues appreciate my support and help. .014 .677 .56 4.79 .98 

Note. h2 = communality estimates 
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The interfactor correlation coefficient between factors was .60. The internal reliability 

coefficient alphas were .91 for the total score, .91 for the Societal Mattering subscale, and .88 for 

the Interpersonal Mattering subscale.  

Phase III –Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

To confirm the factor structure of the Work Mattering Scale, confirmatory factor analysis 

were conducted on sample B. 

Method  

Participants and Procedure. Final sample B for phase III consisted of 251 working adults (71 

men, 179 women, 1 unknown) with ages ranging from 18 to 67 years (M = 39.39, SD = 13.42, 

Median = 36). Most participants were White/European American (86.5%, n = 217), followed by 

African American (5.6%, n = 14), Asian/Pacific Islander (4%, n = 10), Hispanic (2%, n = 5), 

Native American (0.4%, n = 1) and other (1.2%, n = 3). Participants represented diverse 

occupational backgrounds, including 21.1% of participants (n = 53) worked at college, university 

and adult education, 19.5% (n = 49) from health care and social assistance fields, 5.6% (n = 14) 

from retail, and 4.8% (n = 12) from art, entertainment, and recreation. Participants held diverse 

positions, such as trained professional (23.9%, n = 60), administrative staff (18.7%, n = 47), 

support staff (18.7%, n = 47), middle management (8%, n = 20), skilled laborer (7.2%, n = 18), 

and junior management (4.8%, n = 12). About 64% of the sample (n = 161) had a college 

education, followed by master’s degree (19.9%, n = 50), professional degree (4.4%, n = 11), high 

school/GED (7.6%, n = 19), and doctoral degree (3.2%, n = 8). Procedure was same to one of the 

phase II. 

Results 
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Preliminary Analysis. The original sample B with 286 respondents was examined for the 

normality of distributions, univariate and multivariate outliers, and missing values. First, eight 

cases were identified for missing responses (less than 5% of the total responses) and replaced 

using Expectation Maximization (EM) methods. Second, 14 cases were identified as extreme 

univariate (z scores bigger than +/- 3) and were replaced with the mean of the participants’ non-

extreme responses. Third, 20 cases were identified and eliminated as multivariate outliers. 

Fourth, 15 cases that were from self-employed individuals were removed. Therefore, responses 

from 251 participants were analyzed in the confirmatory factor analysis.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Confirmatory factor analysis (IBM AMOS version 

21;Arbuckle, 2006) with maximum likelihood estimation was performed to test the stability of 

the constructs in the 10-item Work Mattering Scale with a different sample. Model fit was 

assessed using the χ2 value and the associated degree of freedom, Non-Normed Fit Index 

(NNFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Root 

Mean Square Error of Approximation Residual (RMSEA), and RMSEA 90% Confidence 

Interval (CI), as recommended by Hu and Bentler (1998) and Hu and Bentler (1999). The χ2, 

CFI, and NNFI indices compare the specified model to the independent model: a nonsignificant 

χ2, CFI, and NNFI values bigger than .95 reflect a desirable model fit. SRMR compares the 

observed covariance matrix to the estimated one: A value less than .05 is considered a good fit. 

The RMSEA estimates error due to the approximate fit of the model: values less than .08 reflect 

a good fit. Because the χ2 statistic is sensitive to sample size, assessing a ratio between χ2 and the 

degree of freedom is also recommended as a measure of model fit. Thus, a χ2 value 2-3 times 

greater than the degrees of freedom is considered acceptable (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 

2010; Hu & Bentler, 1999).  
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  Figure 1. The Two-factor Model of the Work Mattering Scale 

 

  Note. SC_M = Societal Mattering; IP_M = Interpersonal Mattering 

 

Two models were tested: (a) a two-factor model demonstrating the two factors identified 

in Phase II, and (b) a single factor model in which all 10 items were allowed to load on a single 

latent variable. The model fit for the first model were χ2 = 84.67, df = 34, p < .001, χ2/df = 2.49, 

CFI = .96, NNFI = .95, SRMR = .04, RMSEA= .08, and RMSEA 90% CI = [.057, .098]. The 

model is shown in Figure 1. In addition, all factor loadings were significant at the p <.001 level, 

ranging from .57 to .89 (standardized). The range of squared multiple correlations of items was 

from .53 to 76 for societal mattering and from 33 to 79 for interpersonal mattering. The societal 
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mattering factor accounts for 55% of the variance in the five items while the interpersonal 

mattering factor explains 63% of the variance in the remaining five items. This suggests good 

convergent validity in that each factor is well explained by items loaded with each factor. 

Finally, the inter-correlation among the two factors was .66, which is very similar to that found 

in phase II. This moderate level of inter-correlation supports discriminant validity of two sub-

constructs: societal mattering and interpersonal mattering.  

 To examine the possibility of a unidimensional scale, rather than a two-factor model, the 

second model where all 10 items load onto a single factor was tested. The model fit for the first 

model was χ2 = 342.00, df = 35, p < .001, χ2/df = 9.77, CFI = .78, NNFI = .72, SRMR = .10, 

RMSEA= .19, and RMSEA 90% CI = [.170, .206] (see Appendix G). In addition, the results of 

the χ2 difference test were χ𝐷
2  (1) = 257.33, p < .001, indicating that the fit of the two-factor 

model is statistically better than that of the single-factor model. In essence, the results supported 

a two-factor model over a one-factor model. 

Phase IV –Construct Validity 

This phase aimed to assess the initial construct validity of the scale by calculating the 

correlations between the scores of the Work Mattering Scale and measures of other conceptually 

relevant and distinct constructs. Specifically, convergent validity was examined by correlating 

scores from the Work Mattering Scale with scores from work meaning, job satisfaction, life 

satisfaction, organizational commitment, and withdrawal intentions from work. Discriminant 

validity of the Work Mattering Scale was also assessed by exploring the correlations with 

positive and negative affect and factor analysis.  

First, work mattering was expected to be positively associated with the work meaning 

construct, as meaning and mattering are both considered as relational outcomes in the relational 
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theory of working (Blustein, 2011). So far, existing literature investigating the relationship 

between these two constructs is sparse. However, in particular, it was expected there would be 

higher correlations between the societal mattering subscale and the greater good motivations 

work meaning subscale because both measure the degree to which the individual has a sense of 

connection to the broader world (Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012).  

Second, job satisfaction and life satisfaction were expected to be positively associated 

with work mattering, as previous studies have found positive relationships among interpersonal 

mattering and job satisfaction and wellness (e.g., Connolly & Myers, 2003; Rayle, 2006a). 

Similar to Steger et al. (2012)’s findings regarding work meaning, correlations with job 

satisfaction were expected to be higher than ones with life satisfaction as the measurement was 

of the perceived sense of mattering specific to work.  

Third, work mattering was expected to be positively associated with organizational 

commitment and be negatively correlated with withdrawal intentions from work. Positive 

perceptions of their work and being valued among people working with them (i.e., interpersonal 

mattering) were expected to result in positive affect for commitment to the organization (Rayle, 

2006a). In addition, negative perceptions of the value and contribution of their work may cause 

them to consider leaving or influence their actual behaviors at work (Jung & Heppner, in 

review). 

 Fourth, work mattering was expected to have small or no correlation with negative affect 

as the two constructs do not have any theoretical relevance to each other. Clark and Watson 

(1995) raised the critique that many scales do not clearly demonstrate discriminant validity as 

they often fail to differentiate the construct they are attempting to measure from negative 

affectivity. Unlike negative affect, small to moderate positive correlations were expected 
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between positive affect and work mattering. Individuals who feel like they matter through their 

work would be more likely to be people with positive affect. However, work mattering should be 

conceptually distinct from positive affect: similar to Clark and Watson (1995), work mattering 

was expected to be differentiable from positive affect.   

Method  

Participants. The assessment of construct validity was conducted using the samples from phase 

I and II. Missing data that were less than 5% of the total responses was replaced using EM. Next, 

22 cases of univariate outliers were replaced with the mean of the non-extreme responses. Then, 

27 multivariate outliers were identified and eliminated. This left 589 participants in the sample 

for phase IV. For organizational commitment, only 553 participants who worked in an 

organization were used for the analysis (i.e., excluded self-employed individuals). 

Materials. The following inventories were used to assess construct validity of the Work 

Mattering Scale. Each of the inventories can be found in Appendix C.  

Work and Meaning Inventory (WAMI; Steger et al., 2012). The WAMI (Steger et al., 2012) is a 

10-item scale that reflects one’s experience of meaningful work. The WAMI is composed of 

three subscales, using a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = absolutely untrue, 5 = absolutely true). 

The first subscale is Positive Meaning in Work, which measures perception of work to be 

meaningful and have personal significance (e.g., “I have found a meaningful career”). The 

second subscale, Meaning Making through Work, assesses people’s perception of how meaning 

of their life benefits from their work (e.g., “I view my work as contributing to my personal 

growth”). The third subscale is Greater Good Motivations, which measures work meaning from 

its broader impact on the society or others (e.g., “I know my work makes a positive difference in 

the world”). Higher scores indicate higher levels of perceived meaning from work.  
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 Steger et al. (2012) demonstrated that the scale was derived from and expanded the 

theoretical review of meaningful work by Rosso, Dekas, and Wrzesniewski (2010). In addition, 

support for construct validity was obtained through confirmatory factor analysis meeting all 

goodness-of-fit indexes (Steger et al., 2012). In the original study, the internal consistency for the 

scores of all ten items was .93, with α coefficient of .89, .82, and .83 for subscales, respectively. 

WAMI scores are correlated to work-related and general well-being variables. The internal 

reliability of the total scores with the present sample was .95.  

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured with five items from Judge, Locke, Durham, and 

Kluger (1998) on a 7-point Likert-type scale, which was adopted from the original Brayfield–

Rothe Job Satisfaction Index (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951). Example items include “I find real 

enjoyment in my work” and “I feel fairly well satisfied with my present job.’’ Items are rated 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

The measure exhibited adequate reliability and validity in Judge et al. (1998) and Ryan D 

Duffy, Bott, Torrey, and Webster (2012). Specifically, concurrent validity of the scale was found 

with the Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969). In the previous study, the 

internal consistency reliability was .88. The internal reliability for the present sample was .91.  

Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). The SWLS 

(Diener et al., 1985) is a 5-item scale that measures global life satisfaction (e.g., “I am satisfied 

with my life”). Items are rated using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = 

strongly agree). Higher scores indicate higher levels of life satisfaction. The SWLS 

conceptualized life satisfaction as a cognitive-judgmental process, so the scale excluded factors 

related to affect through factor analysis and remained cognitive satisfaction only. The internal 

consistency was .81 for elder adults and .87 for college students. The SWLS scores are correlated 
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to general well-being variables (e.g., self-esteem) as well as an interviewer’s rating of a person’s 

life satisfaction. The internal reliability for the present sample was .92.  

Organizational commitment. Organizational commitment was measured with eight items from 

the scale that Allen and Meyer (1990) developed. The scale is composed of three subscales, 

affective, continuance, and normative commitment, but only the affective commitment scale was 

used in this study. Allen and Meyer (1990) defined affective commitment as “employees’ 

emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the organization” (p. 1). A 

sample item includes “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this 

organization.” Items are rated from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Higher scores 

indicate higher levels of affect organizational commitment. The affective organizational 

commitment accounts for 58.8% of the total variance in the Organizational Commitment scale. 

The internal consistency of the scale was .87 for working adults. Canonical correlation analysis 

reveals that higher scores are correlated to employees’ comfort in their roles and level of 

competence in the job. The internal reliability for the present sample was .90.  

International Positive and Negative Affect Schedule Short Form (I-PANAS-SF; Thompson, 

2007) The I-PANAS-SF (Thompson, 2007) is a 10-item scale that measures positive and 

negative moods of individuals. The I-PANAS-SF is the short form of the original 20-item 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) that was validated for 

international populations with diverse backgrounds. The scale composed of two subscales, 

positive affect and negative affect, each of which consists of five items, using a 5-point Likert-

type scale (1 = never, 5 = always). From the original PANAS, qualitative panel study and 

quantitative analyses (i.e., confirmatory and exploratory factor analysis) were considered to 

decide for removing or retaining items. Support for construct validity of a 10-item scale was 
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obtained through confirmatory factor analysis with all goodness-of-fit indexes (Thompson, 

2007). The internal consistency for the scores for subscales was .78 and .76, respectively. Test-

retest reliability was .84. Cross-cultural factorial invariance and cross-sample stability were 

supported by confirmatory factor analysis with diverse population (N = 1,789). Convergent 

validity of the scale was also found by its correlation with subjective well-being. The internal 

reliability for the present sample was .79 for negative affect and .82 for positive affect. 

Withdrawal intentions. Withdrawal intentions were measured by two items, intent to leave one’s 

organization (i.e., “I intend to leave this job/position as soon as possible”), intent to leave one’s 

profession (i.e., “I intend to leave the profession as soon as possible”). Items are rated from 1 

(very unlikely) to 5 (very likely) or 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). These items were 

used in Blau (2000) when he utilized the data from a longitudinal study of career patterns for 

recently graduated medical technologists by the Board of Registry of the American Society for 

Clinical Pathologists. Blau (2000) used three items including intended retirement age, but this 

study adopted the first two items. A coefficient α for each item was .91 and .84, respectively. 

The internal reliability of the total scores with the present sample was .83. 

Analysis.  

Convergent and discriminant validity of the Work Mattering Scale was assessed through 

Pearson’s correlations with existing scales and age as well as Spearman’s correlations with 

gender. Factor analysis with principal axis factoring and promax rotation was performed to 

examine discriminant validity of the Work Mattering Scale with the I-PANAS-SF.   

Results  

All correlations were in the conceptually expected directions, as reported in Table 3. The 

Work Mattering Scale total and subscale scores indicated moderate to strong associations with 
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work meaning, job satisfaction, life satisfaction, organizational commitment, withdrawal 

intentions from work, and positive affect. As expected, the Work Mattering Scale total and 

subscale scores indicated no or weak associations with negative affect, age and gender. The 

results of factor analysis demonstrated that the subscales of the Work Mattering Scale were 

clearly differentiable from positive and negative affectivity.   

More specifically, large positive correlations between the total score of the Work 

Mattering Scale and work meaning were found (range = .52 to .81, p < .001). Congruent with the 

similarity between the constructs, correlations between the work meaning scores and ones of the 

societal mattering subscale (range = .71 to .81, p < .001) are larger than ones with the 

interpersonal mattering subscale scores (range = .52 to 59, p < .001). As hypothesized, high 

correlations between the societal mattering subscale and the greater good motivations work 

meaning subscale were found, r = .81, p < .001.  

Second, job satisfaction and life satisfaction were positively associated with the work 

mattering scores. In particular, there were stronger correlations between work mattering and job 

satisfaction (range = .62 to .72, p < .001) than ones with life satisfaction (range = .42 to .48, p < 

.001), which supports the hypothesis that the Work Mattering Scale measures work-specific 

perceptions.  

Third, work mattering scores were positively associated with organizational commitment 

(range = .56 to .68, p < .001) and negatively correlated with withdrawal intentions from work 

(range = -.49 to -.57, p < .001). It reflects the idea that individuals would be emotionally engaged 

in and attached to the organization where they work and less likely to leave when they feel their 

work is valued and that they are contributing to the society.  



29 
 

 

2
9 

 Finally, the work mattering scores had no or small correlations with conceptually distinct 

constructs such as negative affect (range = -.18 to -.11, p < .001), age (range = non-significant 

correlations to .12), and gender (range = non-significant correlations to .10), which demonstrates 

discriminant validity. As hypothesized, moderate positive correlations were found between 

positive affect and work mattering (range = .37 to .46, p < .001). In addition, the results of the 

factor analysis indicated that there were four conceptually distinct factors that represent societal 

mattering, interpersonal mattering, positive affect, and negative affect, respectively. In essence, 

demonstrating the separate variance accounted for by the work mattering variables and those of 

positive and negative affectivity. Table 4 presents items and factor loadings of two scales after 

promax rotation. 



 
 

 

3
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Table 3 

Summary Data and Bivariate Correlations for the Work Mattering, Work Meaning, Life Satisfaction, Work Satisfaction, 

Organizational Commitment, Withdrawal Intentions, Positive and Negative Affect, Age, and Gender.  

Note. N = 589.  
aN = 553. 
bSpearman’s correlations used for gender analyses. 
**p < .01, *p < .05. 

 

 

Variable M SD 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. Work Mattering: Total 43.77 9.70 .90** .86** .80** .77** .71** .77** .48** .72** .68** -.57** .46** -.16** .10* .09* 

2. Work Mattering: Societal 20.91 5.93 ̶̶ .56** .81** .76** .71** .81** .42** .62** .56** -.49** .44** -.11* .12** .06 

3. Work Mattering: Interpersonal 22.86 5.06  - .59** .59** .53** .52** .42** .66** .65** -.52** .37** -.18** .05 .11** 

4. Work Meaning (WM: Total) 36.46 9.67   - .96** .92** .91** .55** .77** .67** -.66** .46** -.15** .09* .08 

5. WM: Positive Meaning 14.80 4.10    - .85** .80** .56** .78** .67** -.68** .46** -.18** .13** .07 

6. WM: Meaning Making  10.68 3.13     - .74** .52** .68** .61** -.58** .40** -.10* .06 .07 

7. WM: Greater Good Motivations 10.98 3.15      - .44** .67** .57** -.55** .41** -.12** .09* .08* 

8. Life Satisfaction 22.79 7.41       - .55** .45** -.42** .36** -.30** .03 .04 

9. Work Satisfaction 4.87 1.50        - .78** -.73** .49** -.29** .13** .08 

10. Organizational Commitmenta  4.26 1.46         - -.71** .36** -.19** .05 .09* 

11. Withdrawal Intentions 2.25 1.16          - -.29** .20** -.12** -.08 

12. Positive Affect 19.10 3.11           - -.30** .13** .00 

13. Negative Affect 10.81 3.08            - -.10* .18** 

14. Age 39.86 13.28             - .09* 

15. Genderb                - 
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Table 4 

Items and Component Loadings of the Work Mattering Scale and Positive and Negative Affect  

Items Factor loadings 

 F1 F2 F3 F4 

     

I think that society values the work I do. .854 -.021 -.030 .013 

I feel my work meets a societal need. .783 -.037 .013 -.088 

I am connected to society through my work. .776 .044 -.016 .037 

People say that my work influenced their life. .748 .001 .040 .047 

My work influences people’s lives. .747 .070 .015 -.015 

     

My coworkers/colleagues would be disappointed if they knew that I may 

leave my job. -.031 .867 -.065 .006 

I feel like I matter to my colleagues/coworkers. .001 .843 .028 -.015 

My coworkers/colleagues value my ideas and suggestions. .085 .731 .005 -.020 

My boss/supervisor would be disappointed if they knew that I may leave 

my job. .009 .713 .066 .066 

My coworkers/colleagues appreciate my support and help. -.003 .655 -.037 -.036 

     

Attentive -.046 -.048 .810 -.026 

Determined -.044 .035 .781 -.010 

Alert .033 -.043 .663 .067 

Active .024 -.021 .641 -.051 

Inspired .094 .104 .565 .006 

     

Afraid .037 -.056 .085 .801 

Nervous -.057 .030 .114 .703 

Upset -.043 .048 -.084 .636 

Ashamed .054 -.002 -.050 .624 

Hostile .007 -.020 -.136 .539 

Note. h2 = communality estimates 

 

Phase V –Test-Retest Reliability Estimates 

This phase aimed to estimate the temporal stability of the Work Mattering Scale. 

Method  

Participants and Procedure. The assessment of test-retest reliability was conducted using the 

sample from a religious affiliation, Craigslist, and a Midwestern university. Participants were 

asked about their willingness to complete the test twice at the end of their first time survey. Four 
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weeks after the first time completion, individuals who signed the consent form received an email 

with an online link to the scale for the second time. The e-mail was sent to 249 participants and 

there were 169 respondents indicating a response rate of 68%. Nine cases were identified as 

these participants did not complete all items and these missing values were replaced using the 

EM method. Thus, 169 participants remained in the sample for Phase V.  

Results  

To obtain the test-retest reliability, Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated. Table 

5 provides the means and standard deviations for the test-retest data. The test-retest coefficient of 

reliability for the total Work Mattering Scale was .87 (p < .001), suggesting acceptable medium-

run temporal stability. The test-retest coefficient of reliability for both the Societal Mattering and 

Interpersonal Mattering subscales turned out .88 and .85, respectively, (p < .001), suggesting 

acceptable medium-run temporal stability.  

 

Table 5 

Test-Retest Means and Standard Deviations for Work Mattering Subscales and Total 

Measure M SD 

Test   

  Societal Mattering 21.65 5.35 

  Interpersonal Mattering 23.26 5.36 

  Work Mattering Scale Total 44.92 8.96 

Retest   

  Societal Mattering 21.60 5.22 

  Interpersonal Mattering 22.98 5.20 

  Work Mattering Scale Total 44.58 8.76 

Note. N =169; retest data were collected approximately 4 weeks after the initial testing.  

 

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to develop a scale to quantitatively and effectively measure 

the construct of work mattering. On the basis of the literature review, work mattering was 



33 
 

 
 

conceptualized with two main domains, societal mattering and interpersonal mattering. This two-

factor model of work mattering was supported by the results of the exploratory and confirmatory 

factor analysis with a 10-item two-factor scale. The factor loadings for the two factors ranged 

from .68 to .86 (see Table 2). Each factor was well-explained by the loaded items with more than 

50% of the variance accounted for. In addition, alpha coefficients for the two factors were above 

.85. Construct validity was also supported by the correlations between the Work Mattering Scale 

and the other psychometrically sound scales that measure psychological wellbeing and work 

experience/behaviors. Moreover, the results of correlations and factor analysis between the Work 

Mattering Scale and Positive and Negative Affect Scale clearly demonstrate that work mattering 

is not mere positive affectivity and is distinctive from both positive and negative affect. Finally, 

results from the test-retest reliability investigation indicated acceptable temporal stability of the 

Work Mattering Scale. In sum, the initial results demonstrate a psychometrically sound Work 

Mattering Scale.   

The two factors of the Work Mattering Scale closely replicate the theoretical constructs 

of mattering that was originally proposed by Rosenberg (1985). Rosenberg is the first who 

suggested that the concept of mattering consists of two components: societal mattering and 

interpersonal mattering. Although recent vocational studies have progressively highlighted and 

discussed the significance of relationships and societal contexts in work experiences (Blustein, 

2011; Cook, Heppner, & O'Brien, 2002; Schultheiss, 2007), work mattering with two domains 

has not been frequently studied, despite its potential to address both relationships and societal 

contexts very effectively. The two factors revealed in this study not only support the existence of 

the societal aspect of work mattering but also elaborate on the construct of societal mattering that 

has not been conceptualized or studied in the existing literature. Consistent to what Rosenberg 
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(1985) depicted societal mattering as “feeling that one’s thoughts and actions have an impact, 

create ripples” (p.215), the societal aspect of work mattering in the scale encompasses one’s 

perceived value of work as well as a sense of contribution through work. 

The Work Mattering Scale is the first empirical measure to provide support for the 

theoretical construct of work mattering with two dimensions of work mattering. Influenced by 

Rosenberg’s emphasis on interpersonal mattering and its usefulness in explaining psychological 

well-being, societal mattering has been rarely studied while several assessments have been 

designed to measure the construct of interpersonal mattering (e.g., Elliott et al., 2004; Marshall, 

2001; Marshall & Lambert, 2006). In vocational studies investigating work mattering, 

researchers created scales designed to measure interpersonal mattering only with societal 

mattering was not assessed or considered (e.g., Connolly & Myers, 2003; Rayle, 2006a). The 

existing studies that only investigated interpersonal mattering indicated that job satisfaction was 

not explained by interpersonal mattering. Moreover, recent research on the care work of full time 

mothers (Jung & Heppner, in review; Schultheiss, 2009) indicated that perceived value and 

recognition of work in the society has strong impact on one’s work experience and ultimately 

ones’ job satisfaction. Therefore, an interpersonal mattering measure would not adequately 

portray an individuals’ work experience. Thus, being able to measure both of these dimensions 

of mattering with one short scale is a unique contribution to vocational psychology.   

The Work Mattering Scale also provides a versatile measure for interpersonal mattering 

at work. Given that those developed measures of interpersonal mattering at work are not 

applicable to a work setting that is different from the original settings (Connolly & Myers, 2003; 

Rayle, 2006a), it is difficult for researchers to find a psychometrically sound scale that measures 

interpersonal mattering in a general work setting. This psychometric problem might have 
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discouraged researchers who wanted to investigate mattering at work. Unlike existing scales that 

were designed for a specific occupation, the Work Mattering Scale was developed from a sample 

with diverse occupations and positions across fields.  

Several limitations should be noted. Although the other three fit indices indicated good 

fits, the RMSEA of the two factor model indicated a borderline fit.Kline (2011) argues that 

RMSEA may “impose a harsher penalty for complexity on smaller models with relatively few 

variables or factors” (p.207) which may account for the lower than desirable fit in the current 

study. A better model might emerge with a broader sampling that includes more complicated 

sub-dimensions for each societal and interpersonal mattering construct. Many existing 

interpersonal mattering scales have suggested at least three sub-dimensions for the construct, 

attention, importance, and dependence. Although the Interpersonal Mattering sub-scale consists 

of five items encompassing three sub-dimensions with two different referent groups (i.e., 

coworkers/colleagues and supervisor/boss), a future study may find a second-order factor model 

of work mattering with several first-order factors in interpersonal mattering. Although there was 

diversity in the sample geographically, occupationally and in age and gender, the homogeneity of 

the sample in terms of race/ethnicity and education limits the generalizability of the factor 

structure. Work mattering may vary as individuals from any minority status and/or with less 

resource may receive more societal oppression and discrimination while performing their work. 

This sample is predominantly White with at least a college level education, so the potential 

variability of work mattering was not fully examined. Future studies with more racially and 

ethnically diverse samples are warranted.   

Implications for Research and Practice 
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This study will provide researchers and counselors with a useful tool for investigating the 

concept of mattering and consequently to facilitate expansion of this body of literature. 

Measuring work mattering is particularly important as many studies have shown the strong 

impact of social, cultural, and relational contexts on an individual’s work experience (Ali, Liu, 

Mahmood, & Arguello, 2008; Blustein, Palladino Schultheiss, & Flum, 2004; Ryan D. Duffy & 

Dik, 2009; Richardson, 2012). A psychometrically sound measure of this construct will allow 

researchers and counselors to assess relational and societal aspects of the work experience. 

The Work Mattering Scale will be helpful when designing studies as exploration of the 

construct has been hindered by the lack of an adequate measurement tool. It is hoped that the 

Work Mattering Scale will propel further research and theoretical conceptualization on work 

mattering in vocational studies. Particularly, this 10-item Work Mattering Scale will be a 

convenient and practical tool with other measures in future vocational studies. As discussed in 

the limitations of the study, further research should study the factor structure and psychometric 

properties of the WMS with more diverse samples in terms of racial/ethnic diversity, education, 

and social class. In addition, the scale could be examined in relation to other measures of work 

behaviors or affect. For example, investigating relationships between work meaning and 

mattering as they predict work satisfaction is greatly needed. Previous qualitative studies of work 

mattering argued that persons with a strong sense of meaningful work do not necessarily feel a 

strong sense of mattering from their work, which also influences their work satisfaction (e.g., 

Jung & Heppner, in review). The current line of research could be also expanded by 

investigating relationships between work mattering and stereotypes and biases toward a certain 

type of job or occupation. It is hypothesized that an individual whose job is undervalued or 
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stereotyped is less likely to report a strong sense of social mattering because work mattering is a 

self-perception within the context, not a self-creating belief like work meaning.    

Having the capacity to measure the two theoretical domains of work mattering will be 

another benefit for researchers and counselors who are interested in assessing work mattering. 

Mattering highlights relational experiences with people at work and addresses the perceived 

value of their work in the broader society. Therefore, this new scale will contribute to integrate 

interpersonal and societal influences on an individual’s work experience. Specifically, the 

Societal Mattering subscale will reflect perceptions of individuals about the value and power of 

their work in the society and their connection to the society through work. On the other hand, the 

Interpersonal Mattering subscale will provide an assessment of the relational aspects of the work 

experience in a work setting. There is hope that this new scale will provide a broader, yet more 

accurate picture of the work experience of individuals across settings and occupations. For 

example, it may be feasible to use this scale to examine if the two dimensions of work mattering 

account for a significant amount of the variance in job satisfaction as previous empirical studies 

(Connolly & Myers, 2003; Rayle, 2006a) with interpersonal mattering fail to explain. 

In clinical settings, the Work Mattering Scale can provide useful information to clients. 

For example, if a client reports discomfort and dissatisfaction at work, but she or he cannot 

identify or articulate where those feelings come from the scale could help identify the struggles 

that the client might be experiencing at work. Results from this study with the associated scales 

measuring work and psychological well-being can also be useful to counselors who investigate 

relevant work experiences to work mattering. As previous studies of work mattering argued 

(Jung & Heppner, in review; Connolly & Myers, 2003; Rayle, 2006a; Schultheiss, 2009), 

exploring a client’s work experience with regard to their level of perceived meaning, 
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interpersonal mattering, and societal mattering will deepen the understanding of how the client is 

experiencing the work setting.  

Using the results of the Work Mattering Scale, the counselor can also facilitate the 

clients’ processing of their work experience, to reflect on how their scores influence their 

feelings about themselves and their work. For example, if a client scores low on the Interpersonal 

Mattering subscale, they are indicating that their boss or coworkers do not value them at work. 

They are endorsing items that indicate their coworkers would not be disappointed if they left 

their job, that their ideas are not valued at work, that the support and help they provide to 

coworkers is not appreciated. Endorsement of these items depicts a person who may be feeling 

isolated, disaffected, or lonely at work. They may need to find other ways of feeling supported, 

or may need to look for a different work setting. Being treated as though one does not matter 

may also be the result of bias and discrimination due to age, race, gender, sexual orientation and 

thus is a signal of an unhealthy work environment.    

In addition, if a client scores low on societal mattering they are endorsing items that 

indicate they feel that the society does not value their work, that their work does not meet a 

societal need, that they do not feel connected to the society through their work, and that their 

work really does not impact people’s lives. Depending on how salient it is for the person to feel a 

sense of societal mattering, low scores in this area can again indicate an alienation or 

estrangement from their work, a feeling that they are not making a difference in the world or a 

contribution to the lives of others. If these are salient issues to the client it may signal a need to 

find societal mattering from volunteer or other vocational pursuits, a need for cognitive 

reframing of their work in order to highlight its societal value, or even a career change.  
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When both the client and counselor understand how the client conceptualizes their level 

of mattering to coworkers and supervisors as well as to the broader society, the counselor can 

then design more targeted interventions to assist the client in getting these needs met. In essence, 

the scale may help broaden the understanding of the work experience within the relational as 

well as societal context, not limited in either intrinsic (e.g., meaning) or extrinsic (e.g., salary) 

motivation.  

The Work Mattering Scale can also be used in other venues outside of clinical or research 

setting. On the organizational level, the scale can be used for diagnostic or descriptive purposes 

to assess the overall sense of mattering at work among employees. As more companies try to 

increase employee’s job satisfaction and retain them, employers or organizations may utilize the 

scale to evaluate the current status of mattering among employees and to develop interventions to 

increase mattering. Especially, interpersonal mattering can provide useful and specific 

information with which to develop goals for strategic planning. The societal mattering scale can 

also help managers articulate the ways their organization contributes to the society as a whole 

and to communicate this broader view of the importance of work to their employees. In addition, 

the scale can be utilized for evaluation of a program or project, and testing any changes over time 

after implementing work mattering interventions.  

Conclusion 

An assessment measure of work mattering can make an essential contribution to the 

growing relational and ecological movement in vocational psychology. The bi-dimensional 

model of work mattering presented in this study adds to the growing body of research suggesting 

that work mattering indeed consists of two dimensions, societal and interpersonal mattering. 

Furthermore, the Work Mattering Scale can be a valuable tool to researchers, counselors, and 
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organizations who are interested in assessing and promoting feelings of mattering at work for 

clients and employees.  
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Appendix A. Work Mattering Scale 

The following questions concern peoples’ opinion and feelings about jobs and work experience. These 

questions refer to work you presently have, not work in general or work you once had. If you currently 

have more than one job (ex. Two or more jobs, non-traditional type of work including care work), please 

choose one of them and respond to the following questions referring to that work consistently. Do not 

change the work you chose while you are participating in this survey.  

 

These questions ask about your personal beliefs and feelings, so there is no right or wrong answer.  

 

For each of these questions, please indicate your agreement or disagreement. You should do this by 

circling/clicking the number that most closely represents your opinion about that question. If you find that 

you disagree very much, circle/click a 1; if you disagree moderately, circle/click a 2; if you disagree 

slightly, circle a 3. Conversely, if you agree very much, circle a 6; if you agree moderately, circle a 5; and 

if you agree slightly, circle a 4.  

 

Remember, answer these work-related questions for a specific work/job you currently have, not jobs/work 

in general.  

  

1 = Disagree very much   4 = Agree slightly 

2 = Disagree moderately   5 = Agree moderately  

3 = Disagree slightly    6 = Agree very much 

 

1. I think that society values the work I do. 1  2  3  4  5  6 

2. My coworkers/colleagues would be disappointed if they knew that I 

may leave my job. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

3. I feel my work meets a societal need. 1  2  3  4  5  6 

4. I feel like I matter to my coworkers/colleagues. 1  2  3  4  5  6 

5. I am connected to society through my work. 1  2  3  4  5  6 

  

6. My coworkers/colleagues value my ideas and suggestions. 1  2  3  4  5  6 

7. People say that my work influenced their life. 1  2  3  4  5  6 

8. My boss/supervisor would be disappointed if they knew that I may 

leave my job. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

9. My work influences people’s lives.  1  2  3  4  5  6 

10. My coworkers/colleagues appreciate my support and help. 1  2  3  4  5  6 

 

Scoring 

Societal Mattering: Item 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9. Add one’s score of each item (range 5-30). 

Interpersonal Mattering: Item 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10. Add one’s score of each item (range 5-30). 

Total Work Mattering Score: Add one’s score from item 1 to item 10 (range 10-60).  

 

Interpretation of Score 

Higher scores indicate higher sense of work mattering  



49 
 

 
 

Appendix B. Expanded Literature Review Article 

Interpersonal and Societal Mattering in Work: A Review and Critique  

People have the natural desire to feel needed and valued. Particularly, many people want 

their work to be appreciated and to feel that they have contributed in some way to the community 

or the larger society through their work. During more than two decades, mattering, “the 

individual’s feeling that he or she counts, makes a difference”(Rosenberg, 1985, p. 215) has been 

studied in many disciplines, including social psychology (e.g., Elliott, Kao, & Grant, 2004), 

adolescent studies (e.g., Marshall, 2001; Rayle, 2005; Rosenberg & McCullough, 1981), 

education (e.g., A. L. Dixon & Tucker, 2008; Schlossberg, Lassalle, & Golec, 1988), and 

counseling field (e.g., Corbière & Amundson, 2007; Powers, Myers, Tingle, & Powers, 2004). 

Many researchers who studied adolescents and young adults, like A. L. Dixon, Scheidegger, and 

McWhirter (2009) and S. K. Dixon and Kurpius (2008), have found that a higher sense of 

mattering is associated with better mental health outcomes among this population. On college 

campuses, mattering has been used to predict a student’s adjustment to the college environment 

in several studies (S. K. Dixon & Kurpius, 2008; Schlossberg et al., 1988; Tovar, Simon, & Lee, 

2009). Client’s perceived mattering to counselors was used to evaluate their working alliance 

(Corbière & Amundson, 2007). In general, most empirical studies have supported the positive 

relationship between a sense of mattering and mental health indices.  

In addition, to many people, mattering, along with meaning and dignity, is one of the core 

constructs of the work experience in helping the worker to feel a sense of connection and 

contribution (Blustein, 2011). Several scholars have emphasized the importance of perceived 

mattering in the work context. For example, Savickas (2004) argued the purpose of work is “to 

produce significance and validation” (Savickas, 2004, p. 1). Referencing Josselson (1994)’s view 
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on mattering, Savickas (2004) highlighted a relational aspect of mattering in the broader social 

context. Similarly, in her theoretical vocational approach to the mothering experience, 

Schultheiss (2009) poignantly addressed the loss of mattering when women become fulltime 

mothers in the current society because their work is not seen as a legitimate career compared to 

paid work. 

Despite being raised as a theoretically important construct among career researchers and 

counselors, mattering has received relatively limited attention in the career and work literature in 

general (e.g., Amundson, 1993; Blustein, 2011; Connolly & Myers, 2003; Rayle, 2006a; 

Schultheiss, 2009). This insufficient consideration might have been influenced by the following 

three factors. First of all, findings from a few existing empirical studies did not fully support the 

role of mattering in the work context (i.e., Connolly & Myers, 2003; Rayle, 2006a), which might 

have deterred researchers and counselors from using this construct in their work. Potential 

reasons for this will be more thoroughly discussed later in this review. Second, limits in available 

measurement could have discouraged career researchers from investigating mattering at work. 

No psychometrically sound scale that can be applied to the general work context and/or which 

operationalizes both societal and interpersonal mattering exists in the literature. Existing scales 

used in previous career and work studies consist of either too broad questions that are not related 

to work per se (i.e., General Mattering Scale; Marcus, 1991) or too specific site/profession 

related questions that cannot not be used in a different work context (i.e., mattering of school 

counselors, Rayle, 2006a).  

Third, the insufficient emphasis on the construct of mattering throughout graduate 

training and education may lead researchers and counselors away from using mattering in their 

studies and practice. Mattering might not be the most familiar word among career researchers 
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and counselors because it is not often learned in graduate schools or easily picked up from career 

text books. Although the construct was suggested more than two decades ago, the fact that 

mattering has not been a part of major career development and work theories might have created 

a situation in which many professionals are not exposed to the construct. Therefore, the purpose 

of this review is to provide a comprehensive literature review on the sense of mattering with 

particular interest in its role in the work context.  

Before introducing the current literature on work mattering, it is important to define the 

major construct used throughout this article. The term, work, is intentionally used, rather than 

many analogous but distinctive terms, such as career and job, to refer to the activity/activities 

that an individual is engaged in at a specific job or a set of tasks defined by an 

occupation/profession. This article adopts Miranda (2011)’s definition of work: “if a third person 

could hypothetically be paid to do the activity, it is considered to be work” (Miranda, 2011, p. 7). 

This definition of work has several merits compared to using other similar terms. First of all, the 

term work can convey more inclusive ideas than careers or jobs among lay people. For example, 

career often implies progress and acquisition of professional skills at work over time although its 

scholarly meaning can be much broader (e.g., Sears, 1982; Super, 1990). Individuals may not 

consider their work as career and prefer to call it a job because of the degree of complexity of the 

skills that they use at work (e.g., Jung, 2012). In addition, the terms job and career mostly refer 

to paid occupations and tend to exclude unpaid work, such as fulltime parenting. This trend is 

also found in major career theories when they consider only paid work (Heppner & Jung, 2013). 

Considering that stereotypes and biases related to unpaid work are still pervasive and robust in 

society (Vejar, Octavia, & Ter Maat, 2006), recent layperson and scholarly literature evidence a 
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greater acknowledgement of the value of unpaid work has been an important accomplishment 

(e.g., Richardson, 2012; Schultheiss, 2009). 

The current article provides a relatively broad review of the theoretical framework of 

mattering, mattering within work context, and the existing psychometric measures of mattering. 

Specifically, this article introduces Rosenberg’s framework of mattering including key 

constructs. Then, information on the development and modifications of Rosenberg’s original 

framework is provided. Next, current literature on the construct “mattering at work” is discussed. 

Finally, there is an introduction of existing psychometric measures of mattering, which 

demonstrates the state of this field of research at the current point in time.  

Theoretical Framework: the Components and Types of Mattering 

Morris Rosenberg is considered the first scholar who formerly introduced and developed 

the notion of mattering in social psychology. Rosenberg and McCullough (1981) introduced 

interpersonal mattering first, emphasizing the relationship between interpersonal mattering and 

psychological wellbeing in adolescents. They described interpersonal mattering as “others 

depend on us, are interested in us, are concerned with our fate”(Rosenberg & McCullough, 1981, 

p. 165). It is noteworthy that Rosenberg did not differentiate types of mattering until later. In this 

initial article, although they emphasized mattering to specific others, they simply used the term 

“mattering” instead of interpersonal mattering. A few years later, Rosenberg (1985) pointed out 

that what he and McCullough introduced was specifically interpersonal mattering. Mattering is 

highlighted as “a motive” (p.165) that can influence an individual’s behaviors, which in turn 

impacts his or her psychological wellbeing (Rosenberg & McCullough, 1981).  

Rosenberg and McCullough (1981) originally proposed three dimensions of the 

perception of interpersonal mattering, namely, attention, importance, and dependence. 
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Specifically, attention means that others acknowledge and notice your presence. Attention is “the 

most elementary form of mattering” (Rosenberg & McCullough, 1981, p. 164). For example, 

when older people say that they often feel invisible, they are acknowledging that this most basic 

form of mattering is not being met. The second dimension, importance, is to know that others 

care about your needs, thoughts, and behaviors. When you are the object of care and concern, 

you matter. Importance is also a form of ego-extension, meaning that you are a part of someone 

and that subsequently your success or failure becomes the pride or disappointment of that person. 

For example, when children perceive that their actions reflect on their parents, they feel like they 

matter to their parents. Mattering is distinguished from approval because mattering can be 

conveyed either in positive or negative way (Rosenberg & McCullough, 1981). Lastly, 

dependence refers to knowing that others depend on you and also that you are being held 

accountable to your team or group. For example, in work settings where team accomplishment is 

important, a worker may perceive they matter because they are expected to come through for the 

team.  

Rosenberg’s framework for mattering changed over time as he elaborated components 

and types of mattering. One example of change was that Rosenberg (1985) categorized mattering 

into two types when he added societal mattering, to interpersonal mattering. Influenced by 

Fromm (1941), Rosenberg delineated societal mattering as “the feeling of making a difference in 

the broader scheme of sociopolitical events –of feeling that one’s thoughts and actions have an 

impact, create ripples, are felt” (p.215). After addressing the notion of societal mattering briefly, 

Rosenberg refocused his investigation on interpersonal mattering. He clearly argued that 

interpersonal mattering is the subject of the theory’s primary attention because he believed that 

interpersonal mattering is significant to psychological well-being.  
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Indeed, the literature addressing mattering has been evolving with a distinct focus on 

interpersonal mattering, with the potentially vital element of societal mattering receiving little 

attention in the professional literature. It appears that societal mattering was often replaced with 

the rather nondescript term “general mattering” or used as “societal or general mattering” (e.g., 

Marcus, 1991; Rayle, 2005, p. 754; 2006b, p. 483). Use of the word “general” might have led 

researchers to lose mattering’s original emphasis on a broader sense of social contribution as 

well as its importance to understanding the sociopolitical context of mattering. 

Another change is also found in his composition of the dimension of mattering. 

Rosenberg (1985) included and introduced mattering as one of the important characteristics for 

forming a good self-concept. He revisited attention, importance, dependence and added two 

more senses of mattering, ego-extension and being missed. It is hard to tell if he considered these 

two “expressions” as dimension of mattering. However, he clearly included these two 

components with the three original dimensions. Importance encompassed ego-extension in his 

previous study (Rosenberg & McCullough, 1981); now, ego-extension is presented separately. 

Similarly, the feeling of being missed, to know that one’s presence or absence matters, was a part 

of the dimension of attention in the earlier work but is separated from this dimension in his later 

conceptualizations of mattering.  

Development and Deviation of Original Rosenberg’s Framework 

Rosenberg’s dimensional model of mattering and categorization influenced the 

development of measurement tools (e.g., Marcus, 1991; Marshall, 2001). It appears that not all 

researchers after Rosenberg attend to the two distinctive forms of mattering (e.g., Amundson, 

1993). Perhaps since Rosenberg argued that interpersonal mattering had a more significant 

impact on psychological wellbeing, most studies after Rosenberg have been more focused on 
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interpersonal mattering in their theoretical and empirical work. (e.g., Amundson, 1993; Elliott et 

al., 2004; Tovar et al., 2009). One may hypothesize that interpersonal mattering was a potentially 

better match in terms of clinical or programming implications. Another reason can be related to 

the fact that most mattering literature targeted adolescents or the young adult population who 

may be too young to have feelings of contributing to society. Thus, researchers might favor 

interpersonal mattering over societal influence. 

It appears that the mattering literature has not reached consensus on the components of 

interpersonal mattering. Some researchers, such as Marcus (1991), utilized Rosenberg (1985)’s 

five dimensions for their study. Other researchers including Schlossberg et al. (1988), Amundson 

(1993), Corbière and Amundson (2007) theorized four components from Rosenberg: attention, 

importance, ego-extension, and dependence. In these studies, the feeling of being missed is often 

excluded. Other scholars expanded Rosenberg’s original conceptualization with their empirical 

findings. For example, Schlossberg (1989) added one more dimension, appreciation, to 

Rosenberg’s four components. From her interviews with 24 individuals across a wide age range, 

Schlossberg (1989) confirmed the presence of attention, importance, ego-extension, and 

dependence. She also identified that people felt they mattered when their efforts were noticed 

and appreciated. In her interviews, appreciation is addressed not only in relationships but also in 

work situations. However, appreciation has been rarely discussed in later mattering literature. 

Only, Elliott and his colleagues (2004) addressed appreciation, but included appreciation as a 

part of both reliance and importance. 

Yet, another group of scholars was inspired by Rosenberg’s work but identified different 

components. There are two sub-groups of researchers: researchers who developed inventories 

and those who conducted qualitative studies. Elliott et al. (2004) and Marshall and Lambert 
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(2006) are good examples of each group, respectively. Elliott and his colleagues transformed 

Rosenberg’s model and developed a scale, Interpersonal Mattering, based on their model. 

Specifically, they distinguished two categories with three indices, which were supported by the 

inventory. The first category is associated with the cognition of receiving attention from others, 

which includes an index of awareness. Similar to attention from Rosenberg and McCullough 

(1981), awareness is defined as an individual’s experience of being recognized by others.  

For the second category of their framework, Elliott and his colleagues highlighted the 

relationship between the individual and the other and identified two forms of mattering based on 

the direction of the relationship: importance and reliance. Importance is the experience of being 

the object of support and concern from others to whom one matters. They incorporated ego-

extension within importance, reminiscent of the initial model of Rosenberg and McCullough 

(1981). Conversely, reliance is characterized by the direction of the relationship from the person 

to the other. Reliance is the perception that people “look to the person for the satisfaction of their 

needs and wants” (Elliott et al., 2004, p. 342).  

Unlike Elliott et al. (2004), Marshall and Lambert (2006) only used Rosenberg’s model 

for a theoretical background and identified emerging themes of mattering from their interview 

data. To examine perceived mattering of parents to their children, they conducted a cross-case 

qualitative study with 47 parents. Two main categories that emerged from the data included 

engagement and exclusivity. Engagement refers to being needed by their child and sharing time 

and space with their child. Exclusivity includes being exclusively noticed by their child and 

making impressions on their child. Although wording is different and the descriptions are richer, 

their findings are similar to Rosenberg’s attention, dependence, and importance including ego-
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extension. Considering the unique characteristics of this qualitative study, elements of this 

specific type of interpersonal mattering were contextualized in the parenting situation. 

As shown above, Rosenberg’s and his work with McCullough pioneered the 

conceptualization of mattering in the social sciences. Their work investigating the relationship of 

interpersonal mattering and psychological wellbeing of adolescents opened a new area of 

research. Although Rosenberg also contributed to the limited research on attention to 

interpersonal mattering, he nonetheless provided an important foundation for understanding 

mattering. During the last two and half decades, researchers continued to explore interpersonal 

mattering and contribute to expanding and modifying our knowledge and understanding of 

mattering.  

Mattering at Work 

The notion of mattering offers us a tool for exploring one’s self-concept within the 

relational context, either intimate relationships or within the broader context. In particular, in the 

context of work, mattering can provide counselors and researchers with a valuable lens to 

understand the work experience of individuals. More vocational studies have recently attended to 

the relational aspects of work and its influence on the work experience (Blustein, 2011; 

Richardson, 2012; Schultheiss, 2007). Studies related to mattering at work have been slowly 

evolving in the literature. Two major streams of mattering research exist within the career 

literature: studies investigating the relationship of mattering on job satisfaction and stress, and 

studies within the area of the relational theory of working.  

Job Satisfaction and Stress 

Since mattering has demonstrated to have a positive influence on mental health, it is 

theoretically assumed that mattering can also help individuals cope with various work related 
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stresses (Amundson, 1993). However, empirical research findings are inconsistent with regard to 

the role for mattering in worker’s positive work experiences. In a study with 82 male and female 

employees within various positions in business and industry, Connolly and Myers (2003) 

examined the impact of holistic wellness (physical and psychological wellness) and mattering on 

worker’s job satisfaction, using the General Mattering Scale (Marcus, 1991). Their findings 

suggested that both holistic wellness and mattering positively influenced job satisfaction, but 

compared to holistic wellness, the contribution of mattering to job satisfaction was small. In 

addition, when other predictors, such as age, job tenure, skills, and feedback were included, the 

variance contributed by wellness and mattering to job satisfaction disappeared. Connolly and 

Myers (2003) seemed surprised at this “unexpected” outcome from their analysis. One potential 

reason that they hypothesized might have influenced their findings was a small sample size. 

They also wondered if more extensive measurement with psychometrically strong instruments 

might yield different results.  

Another study investigating relationships among job-related stress, interpersonal 

mattering at work, and job satisfaction was conducted by Rayle (2006a). With 388 school 

counselors from elementary, middle, and high schools, Rayle examined differences in variables 

among counselors regarding their school level and tested whether interpersonal mattering 

moderated the relationships between job-related stress and job satisfaction. Using the School 

Counselor Mattering Survey created for this study, Rayle found that school counselors who 

perceived themselves as having higher interpersonal mattering at work reported higher job 

satisfaction and lower job-related stress. However, findings also indicated that interpersonal 

mattering and job-related stress accounted for 35% of the variance in job satisfaction. Mattering 

did not moderate the relationship between job satisfaction and job-related stress. Regarding the 
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degree to which school counselors’ mattered to four different groups at their schools (i.e., 

students, teachers, parents, and administrators), findings revealed that school counselors 

perceived the highest level of mattering with students and the lowest to their teacher colleagues, 

although the pattern was different from elementary school and other school levels. This may 

reflect time and effort distribution of their roles and services as school counselors.  

Findings from these two studies did not support the researchers’ theoretical hypotheses; 

yet provide some important ideas about this construct of mattering. First of all, interpersonal 

mattering may not be comprehensive enough to influence job satisfaction. It might be too early 

to rule out the role of interpersonal mattering since there have been so few empirical studies. 

However, since numerous previous studies demonstrated significant relationships between 

interpersonal mattering and other aspects of psychological wellbeing, one may conjecture that 

work as a social context might present a more complicated psychological mechanism for 

workers. Although interpersonal mattering may play a role, perceived societal mattering, their 

contribution and impact to the broader society from their work performance, may influence an 

even larger role related to psychological wellbeing within the work context. 

Another useful lesson from these studies is the contribution made by assessing 

interpersonal mattering in specific groups. Although choosing groups should be more inclusive 

and generated from more empirical bases (e.g., field study, pilot test, interviews from 

population), findings concerning mattering with specific groups allows richer information about 

different patterns of interpersonal mattering and more opportunity for further nuanced analysis. 

Mattering Studies with the Relational Theory of Working  

Mattering at work implies the importance of relational aspects of work. A relational 

theory of work approaches “working as an inherently relational act” (Blustein, 2011, p. 1). 
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Influenced by critical perspectives in vocational studies and the relational movement (Blustein, 

2011), the theory aims to embrace the experiences of work for individuals from diverse 

backgrounds and diverse cultural contexts (e.g., gender, race, social class, and culture). The 

theory pays particular attention to the different levels of volition, if any, among people in 

choosing career and work. Therefore, the relational theory provides researchers with a lens of 

realistic understanding. It places importance on the context in a wide range of work experiences. 

Unlike traditional and more recent career theories that approach career as an act of self-

realization (e.g., Holland, 1987; Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994; Super, 1990), the relational 

theory conceptualizes relationships as the major driving force for working, such as financially 

supporting a family. The emphasis of theory on the connection between relationships and work 

suggests relationships are the main source of attaining “meaning, matter, and dignity” (Blustein, 

2011, p.4).  

Limited literature exists on the study of mattering within the relational theory of working. 

Schultheiss (2009) addressed mattering issues in the care work of women. Women’s care work 

in the domestic area is often undervalued, neglected, and is not considered legitimate work 

(Heppner & Jung, 2013). The underestimation of care work particularly threatens the degree of 

mattering that many women who mother and care for others may experience: as Schultheiss 

(2009) pointed out, they face the choice: “to mother or matter” (p. 26) in a patriarchal 

occupational world (Schieman & Taylor, 2001). 

The mattering issue of fulltime mothers demonstrates that interpersonal mattering may 

not be sufficient to describe how adults come to perceive themselves as mattering in a wide array 

of work settings: in essence, societal mattering matters. While interpersonal mattering can be an 

influential factor to the perception of work itself (i.e., fairness of division of housework: see 
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Kawamura & Brown, 2010), how their work is perceived from the society as well as how they 

view their contribution to the society may occupy a larger and potentially more powerful aspect 

of mattering. An examination of perceptions of mattering of fulltime mothers reveals that the 

social-political context intervenes on their work experience as individuals, especially in their 

mattering to the society at large. In a qualitative case study with fulltime mothers, Jung (2012) 

found that mothers’ perceptions of mattering were damaged when they internalized stereotypes 

and biases that society had about their role, even when they had received many positive reports 

about their level of interpersonal mattering to their family. Therefore, both societal and 

interpersonal mattering should be addressed to evaluate work mattering.  

Existing Measurement of Mattering 

As the construct of mattering has become more salient in the literature, several 

inventories measuring mattering have been developed and then applied to investigate the 

relationships between mattering and relevant factors within different populations (e.g., A. L. 

Dixon, 2007; Elliott et al., 2004; Marshall, 2001; Rayle, 2006a; Taylor & Turner, 2001; Tovar et 

al., 2009). Here, this article reviews five scales and provides critiques for each of them with 

regard to their psychometric properties, the extent of their conceptual definition of mattering, and 

their application to the work/vocational arena.  

 Marcus (1991) master’s thesis involved the development of the General Mattering Scale 

(GMS) to investigate perceptions of interpersonal mattering in a broader sense, not specific to 

individuals. The GMS is comprised of five items on a four-point Likert scale. Dimensions from 

Rosenberg’s (1985) work included: importance, attention, dependence, feeling of being missed, 

and ego-expansion. It appears that although the scale was named “general (societal) mattering” 

derived from Rosenberg’s early work, the scale actually appears to assess interpersonal mattering 
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in a broader context (e.g., “how important do you feel you are to other people?”). There is no 

further information about the validity of the scale. In Marcus’s original study, it is known that 

internal consistency reliabilities were .73~.75 (Tovar et al., 2009). Another study with homeless 

men reported the GMS’s internal reliability as .85 (DeForge & Barclay, 1997). Although his 

original thesis is unpublished, the GMS has been used in many studies (e.g., Connolly & Myers, 

2003; DeForge & Barclay, 1997; A. L. Dixon et al., 2009; Paputsakis, 2008). Advantages of the 

scale include its ease of administration and its focus on providing the researcher with a scale that 

measures a broader interpersonal mattering. Disadvantages include very little data about validity 

or information on the constructs that are actually being assessed. 

Marshall (2001) and Elliott and his colleagues (2004) developed a more psychometrically 

sound scale for interpersonal mattering. The Mattering to Others Questionnaire (MTOQ) was 

created to assess the perceptions of interpersonal mattering among adolescents (Marshall, 2001). 

Using the three-component model suggested by Loevinger (1957), Marshall found empirical 

support for the MTOQ by examining the substantive, structural, and external construct validity 

of the scale. Specifically, Marshall defined the perceived interpersonal mattering and specified 

the framework. Then, 22 professionals working with adolescents reviewed the initial items and 

12 adolescents also provided their suggestions for the scale items. With empirical support, the 

11-item-MTOQ has a one-dimensional structure. Following exploratory factor analyses, a 

moderate correlation was found with a sense of belonging and global self-esteem, which revealed 

that the MTOQ assesses a distinctive construct from those two related constructs. The scale’s 

internal consistency reliabilities were .89~.95. To validate the MTOQ, three referents (i.e., 

mother, father, and friends) were identified. The advantage of the MTOQ is that the scale allows 
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researchers to decide specific others and use the scale for asking a participant’s experience of 

interpersonal mattering to those specific others.  

Unlike Marshall (2001), who attended more to developing interpersonal mattering 

measurement to specific others for adolescence, Elliott et al. (2004) conducted a more 

fundamental validation of an interpersonal mattering scale based on Rosenberg and McCullough 

(1981)’s original three-component model. As described earlier, Elliott and his colleagues focused 

on three indices, awareness, importance, and reliance and developed an inventory entitled 

Interpersonal Mattering (also called “Mattering to Others” in France & Finney, 2009). Similar to 

Marcus (1991), items were created to assess the experience of mattering to other people in 

general, not specific others. Starting with a 47-item inventory, construct validity was established 

by exploratory factor analyses and a three-factor model with a 24-item scale was confirmed. In 

addition, both internal and external discriminant validity of the scale was reported. The scale’s 

internal consistency reliabilities were .79~.87. Information about divergent validity, test-retest 

reliability and control of socially desirable responses were not reported. 

 Recently, more scales have been created to assess a certain group’s perceptions of 

mattering within a specific context. For example, in a study with 388 school counselors, Rayle 

(2006a) developed the School Counselor Mattering Survey (SCMS) to assess school counselors' 

perceived mattering. The SCMS is comprised of 22 items on a four-point Likert scale. 

Specifically, Rayle chose students, administrators, parents and teachers as important groups to 

assess school counselors’ mattering. School counselors were asked to evaluate their perception 

of mattering to each group as well as their overall importance to their school and profession. 

Items were developed based on a review of the literature. In addition, 24 school counseling 

professionals evaluated the items of the SCMS. However, Rayle did not provide information of 
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each constructs and did not report empirical support for constructs. The scale’s internal 

reliabilities were .85~.93. Overall, the SCMS reported limited information on the scale 

development and validation process. Despite its limitation, the SCMS’s subscales for specific 

groups can be useful to identify different sources and compositions of interpersonal mattering, 

which may provide useful information for improving the perception of mattering for specific 

groups in a work place. In addition, the SCMS embraced some aspects of societal mattering to 

assess mattering at work by asking for participants’ perceived contribution and significance at 

their work. 

Another example, Tovar et al. (2009), was interested to measure perceived mattering 

among college students. They developed the College Mattering Inventory (CMI) and examined 

its psychometric properties. Similar to Rayle (2006a), Tovar and his colleagues identified several 

groups (i.e., counselors, other students (friends), instructors) for perceived mattering of college 

students on campus. Furthermore, they also identified general college mattering, mattering 

versus marginality, and perception of value, to evaluate a broader sense of mattering on campus. 

From 55 items based on themes they identified in the literature review, they confirmed six 

factors with 29 items based on several factor analyses and model comparisons. They also found 

good support for convergent validity from correlation with the sense of belonging scale. Internal 

consistency ranged from moderate to high on the factor scales (.72~.91).  

Thus, it appears that different scale construction studies of interpersonal mattering 

reported different structures for the same construct of mattering. As described earlier, Elliott et 

al. (2004) reported the three factor model with 24 items while Marshall (2001) reported a one 

factor model with 11 items. France and Finney (2009) expressed concern about this phenomenon 

among existing measurement as well as the insufficient investigation of psychometric properties 
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of all of these instruments. Thus, they tested the scales using several models with different 

numbers of factors and investigated mattering factors in relation with other variables, such as 

well-being and worry. Some researchers, such as Marshall (2001) or Tovar et al. (2009), 

identified groups for specific others and developed the items for measuring interpersonal 

mattering specific to those groups, which France and Finney hypothesized might have influenced 

each scale to have a different number of factors accordingly. For this reason, France and Finney 

(2009) attended to general interpersonal mattering exclusively and revisited Elliott et al. (2004) 

and their scale, Mattering to Others. They found a four-factor model from the scale, which 

included awareness, importance, ego-extension, and reliance. In addition, each factor of 

mattering demonstrates better indices regarding distincitiveness of the factor from worry and 

well-being than one from the three factor model created by Elliott et al. (2004).  

Implications for Theory and Research 

Findings from this article indicate insufficient understanding and investigation of the 

concept of societal mattering in general. Therefore, recognition and conceptualization of societal 

mattering is greatly needed. In particular, when it comes to investigating work mattering of the 

adult population, researchers should bring a balanced perspective of mattering in both 

interpersonal and societal levels. Although Rosenberg (1985) argued for the significance of 

interpersonal mattering over societal mattering, no empirical support exists for his proposition. It 

is clear from the theoretical and empirical research that in work contexts, both interpersonal and 

societal mattering should be examined in relation to their impact on psychological wellbeing and 

job satisfaction.  

At this stage, there is a dearth of research examining work mattering with a specific 

group within the adult population. Therefore, researchers are encouraged to conduct qualitative 
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studies with marginalized groups, in terms of their social class status or minority identity (e.g., 

immigrants, LBGT individuals, individuals with disability), or with individuals whose work is 

often subject to stereotypes or underestimated in the society (e.g., fulltime parenthood, day 

laborer). It would also be informative to investigate changes in the perception of work mattering 

of individuals who experience transition from paid employment to unpaid work at home (e.g., 

caring for dependent family members, doing house chores). Influenced by economic recession, 

more people are involuntarily laid off or unemployed and engage solely in household work. 

Studying these individuals could provide valuable information regarding the factors that affect 

their sense of work mattering for both paid and unpaid work. In short, building a scholarly base 

in this area of work mattering with diverse populations and work circumstances could greatly 

impact our research and career counseling practice.  

Another direction for future studies is the development of psychometrically sound 

measurement, which includes both interpersonal and societal mattering at work. This review 

demonstrates two noticeable trends in scale conceptualization and development as well as target 

populations among mattering measurement studies. Almost all existing scales assess 

interpersonal mattering, either as it relates to specific others or others in general. The potential 

reason for this is because most scales were developed for adolescents or college students, who 

might not be developmentally-appropriate for the integration of societal mattering with their self-

concept. Interestingly, Rayle (2006a) who investigated perceived mattering of school counselors, 

included questions measuring perceived importance and contribution to the profession, which 

might count as societal mattering. Although two items are still far from measuring societal 

mattering, Rayle’s efforts of capturing the perceived societal impact of work demonstrate how 

societal mattering contributes to the work and lives of adults. This review also demonstrated the 
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need for empirical studies investigating relationships among work mattering and other important 

constructs related to work, such as quality of life, work tenure, and psychological wellbeing. The 

development of a psychometrically sound scale measuring both societal and interpersonal work 

mattering would provide a useful tool for investigating this important work variable.  

 In addition, almost all inventories were developed based on Rosenberg (1985) or 

Rosenberg and McCullough (1981)’s framework, which have not been advanced through the 

ensuing years with new findings from empirical studies. To be guided by a theoretical 

framework is critical for research, yet the theory should be modified and evolve as findings from 

empirical studies expand the scholarly knowledge base. In the literature on mattering, refinement 

of the framework might have been very slow in developing. For example, some studies have 

suggested that feeling appreciated is significant to one’s mattering (e.g., Elliott et al., 2004; 

Schlossberg, 1989), but appreciation had never been tested as a construct. In particular, 

appreciation might be more important to working adults, compared to adolescents or young 

adults (e.g., Marshall & Lambert, 2006). In essence, instruments to measure both societal and 

interpersonal mattering are greatly needed.  

Implications for Counseling Practice 

Mattering highlights relational experiences with people at work and addresses the 

perceived value of their work to the broader society. Therefore, the concept of mattering helps 

career counselors understand work experience of a client better as they pay attention to not only 

the interpersonal level but also the societal level of work experience. Before working with a 

client, counselors can be better prepared by reflecting on their own sense of mattering at work, 

with people and within a community or society. Counselors are encouraged to develop awareness 

about the different types of mattering they derive from their own work experience by examining 
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the level of mattering they perceive for various work roles they are engaged in (e.g., clinical 

work, administrative work, work at home, such as cooking or cleaning). This may require 

counselors to be aware of their own biases and stereotypes toward a certain type of work or work 

conditions. Counselors should be able to identify their own values or worldviews that may 

influence their work with a client.  

Career counselors can help a client integrate interpersonal and societal influences on his 

or her work experience. In clinical practice setting, a client may benefit from understanding the 

concept of mattering as it may provide useful information. For example, if a client reports 

discomfort and dissatisfaction at work, but she or he cannot identify or articulate where those 

feelings come from, counselors could help identify the struggles that the client might experience 

at work. A client may benefit from processing his or her sense of work mattering and in so doing 

may be able to broaden their view of their work experiences within the relational as well as 

societal context. This reflection may help the client create and value “relational outcomes” 

(Blustein, 2011, p.4) through their work.      

Additionally, creating mattering experience can be useful for a client who is currently 

unemployed (Amundson, 1993) or have a hard time perceiving mattering at work. For example, 

Amundson (1993) suggested some strategies to facilitate a client’s sense of mattering during 

unemployment: (a) providing warm attention and an inviting atmosphere, and acknowledging a 

client; (b) acknowledging the needs of a client and providing enough opportunities to a client for 

expressing his or her issues; (c) suggesting a client engage in different helping roles; and (d) 

reviewing and following up on the progress of a client.  

On the organizational level, evaluating a sense of mattering at work among employees 

also can be utilized for diagnostic or descriptive purposes. As more companies try to increase 
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employee’s job satisfaction and retain them, employers or organizations may evaluate the current 

status of mattering among employees, develop interventions to increase mattering and then test 

any changes over time. For instance, an organization may encourage and support its employees 

to use their skills and resources in volunteer opportunities that serve their community or society 

as a way of enhancing their sense of societal mattering. In addition, interpersonal mattering can 

provide very useful and specific information for developing strategic planning. Some examples 

can be creating a culture that simply acknowledges the presence of each other (e.g., greeting) or 

setting up an award or ceremony for acknowledging achievements or particularly hard work of 

an employee or a team.  

Conclusion 

This review outlines the current literature of the concept of mattering, highlighting its 

implications to vocational studies and practice. As there is now a growing number vocational 

researchers and practitioners studying the work experience of individuals with diverse 

backgrounds, understanding more about the construct of work mattering can forward a much 

more nuanced understanding of work experiences from both relational and societal perspectives. 

Researchers are encouraged to facilitate the expansion of professional discussion as well as the 

scholarly body of literature, by investigating both societal and interpersonal mattering and 

developing a psychometrically sound measurement of work mattering. Career counselors can 

understand the work experience of a client better by integrating a sense of mattering into their 

case conceptualization. It is also important for counselors to create a supportive climate and 

build relationships in which a client feels a sense of mattering.  
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Appendix C. Online Test Battery 

Work Mattering Scale Development 

 

Informed Consent 

You are invited to participate in a study to develop and validate a survey instrument designed 

to assess mattering at work. Before you agree to participate, please read this letter carefully, 

email me any questions you may have, and be sure you understand the stated information.  

  

Purpose of Study  

The purpose of this study is to create and validate a work mattering scale.      

 

Eligibility   

In order to participate in the study, you must be aged 18 and above and work in the United 

States.      

 

Participant Responsibilities   

By checking the icon below that states, “I have read and understand the above, and I agree to 

participate in this study,” you are giving consent to participate in the study. Most questions are 

designed to investigate your work and life experience, in general. Please recognize your 

participation is completely voluntary and you may withdraw from the study at any time. You 

may wish to stop or not participate in the study at any time. If you decide not to participate in 

the study, please select the icon below that states, “I do not wish to participate at this time.” 

Completion of the survey is expected to take 20-30 minutes. The researcher may withdraw you 

from the research at her professional discretion.     

 

Expected Benefits and Potential Risks   

Results from this study will contribute to improving the understanding of work experiences. The 

scale developed will serve as a useful tool for vocational researchers and practitioners. 

Participation in this study may allow you an opportunity to reflect on your own work 

experiences. The overall expected risks associated with this study are minimal. The potential 

risks to the study include some slight discomfort when answering the survey questions. Please 

understand that your participation is completely voluntary and you can stop at any time.      

 

Confidentiality   

Information produced by this study will be completely confidential. Except for some general 

demographic questions, I will not ask your name or any sensitive identifying information. Any 
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data used for publication will be in aggregate form, meaning that the data will be in summary 

form and no identifying information will be released without your specific permission.      

 

Incentives for Participation   

Your participation is much appreciated. At the end of the survey you will have the opportunity 

to enter your email in to a drawing for the chance to win one of FIFTEEN $40 gift cards to 

Amazon.com. To maintain the quality of response and prevent reckless answers, there are 

items that require your attention, such as "Please just mark XXX." If you fail to respond to those 

items properly, your response won't be included in the data analysis.  

If you have any questions, comments or concerns about this study, we would be happy to speak 

with you. You may email me at ajhvc@mail.missouri.edu. Thank you very much interest and 

response to the survey. Your contribution to this study is greatly appreciated.      

 

Sincerely,      

 

Ae-Kyung Jung, M.A.   

Doctoral Candidate   

Dept. of Educational, School and Counseling Psychology   

University of Missouri-Columbia   

ajhvc@mail.missouri.edu      

 

Mary Heppner, Ph.D.   

Professor & Program Director   

Dept. of Educational, School and Counseling Psychology   

University of Missouri-Columbia   

HeppnerM@missouri.edu 

 

 

I have been given the chance to read this consent form. I understand the information about this 

study. By completing this form, I am willing to participate in this study.     

 

Please mark one: 

 I have read and understand the above, and I agree to participate in this study. 

 I do NOT wish to participate at this time. 
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The following questions concern peoples’ opinion and feelings about jobs and work experience. 

These questions refer to work you presently have, not work in general or work you once had. If 

you currently have more than one job (ex. Two or more jobs, non-traditional type of work 

including care work), please choose one of them and respond to the following questions 

referring to that work consistently. Do not change the job or position you chose while you are 

participating in this survey. These questions ask about your personal beliefs and feelings, so 

there is no right or wrong answer. For each of these questions, please indicate your agreement 

or disagreement. You should do this by marking the scale point that most closely represents 

your opinion about that question. Remember, answer these work-related questions for a 

specific work/job you currently have, not jobs/work in general. 
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Disagree 

Very 
Much 

Disagree 
Moderate

ly 

Disagree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Moderat

ely 

Agree 
Very 

Much 

1. My work influences people’s 
lives. 

            

2. Where I work, I am the only one 
or one of the few people who can 
make the contribution that I do. 

            

3. I believe my work supports the 
common good. 

            

4. My coworkers value my ideas 
and suggestions. 

            

5. My boss/supervisor is interested 
in my development at work. 

            

6. I don’t feel that my work matters 
to my colleagues/coworkers. 

            

7. My work plays an important part 
in society. 

            

8. My work gives me a chance to 
contribute to society. 

            

 
Disagree 

Very 
Much 

Disagree 
Moderate

ly 

Disagree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Moderat

ely 

Agree 
Very 

Much 

9. My boss/supervisor is proud of 
my accomplishments at work. 

            

10. My boss/supervisor would be 
disappointed if he/she knew that I 
may leave my job. 

            

11. I am connected to society 
through my work. 
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12. People underestimate me 
because of my work. 

            

13. I believe my work has worth 
beyond what I get paid. 

            

14. I make a unique contribution 
where I work. 

            

15. My coworkers appreciate my 
support and help. 

            

16. My coworkers ignore my 
presence (arriving or leaving work). 

            

17. I feel that my work has nothing 
to do with the larger society. 

            

18. I feel that my work has no 
contribution to the community. 

            

19. My work has a positive impact 
on others’ lives. 

            

 
Disagree 

Very 
Much 

Disagree 
Moderate

ly 

Disagree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Moderat

ely 

Agree 
Very 

Much 

20. I am connected to my 
community through my work. 

            

21. I feel my work meets a societal 
need. 

            

22. Please just mark "Agree Very 
Much" for this item. 

            



80 
 

 
 

23. I think people value my work 
because it contributes to society. 

            

24. Achieving goals/tasks in my 
work makes me feel that I 
contribute to society. 

            

25. My work is important to my 
customers/patients/students/client
s. 

            

26. Without me, I don’t think my 
department/office/team can work 
properly. 

            

27. My work makes me feel that I 
contribute to society. 

            

28. My boss/supervisor values my 
contribution to the 
company/organization. 

            

29. My work contributes to making 
the community a better place for 
others. 

            

30. My work makes me feel that I 
contribute to my community. 

            

 
Disagree 

Very 
Much 

Disagree 
Moderate

ly 

Disagree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Moderat

ely 

Agree 
Very 

Much 

31. My boss/supervisor recognizes 
me when I do my best at work. 

            

32. The quality of my work impacts 
other people. 

            

33. My work contributes to making 
society a better place for others. 
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34. My coworkers are indifferent to 
my work. 

            

35. My 
customers/patients/students/client
s find value in the work I do. 

            

36. My coworkers/colleagues 
would be disappointed if they 
knew that I may leave my job. 

            

37. My work plays an important 
part in the community. 

            

38. I think that society values the 
work I do. 

            

39. My work is not as respected as 
it should be. 

            

40. Please just mark "Agree Very 
Much" for this item. 

            

41. My 
customers/patients/students/client
s give me positive feedback about 
my work. 

            

 
Disagree 

Very 
Much 

Disagree 
Moderate

ly 

Disagree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Slightly 

Agree 
Moderat

ely 

Agree 
Very 

Much 

42. I feel like I matter to my 
colleagues/coworkers. 

            

43. People say that my work 
influenced their life. 

            

44. My family/partner is proud of 
my work. 
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45. I feel that my work does not 
affect society. 

            

46. My coworkers ask for my help 
when they need support. 

            

47. My work has a positive impact 
on my community. 

            

 

What is your gender? 

 Male 

 Female 

 Transgender 

 

What year were you born? 

 ____________________ 

 

 

What is your race? 

 White/Caucasian 

 African American 

 Hispanic 

 Asian 

 Native American 

 Pacific Islander 

 Other ____________________ 

 

In which industry are you employed? 

 Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 

 Mining 

 Utilities 

 Construction 
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 Computer and Electronics Manufacturing 

 Other Manufacturing 

 Wholesale 

 Retail 

 Transportation and Warehousing 

 Publishing 

 Software 

 Telecommunications 

 Broadcasting 

 Information Services and Data Processing 

 Other Information Industry 

 Finance and Insurance 

 Real Estate, Rental and Leasing 

 College, University, and Adult Education 

 Primary/Secondary (K-12) Education 

 Other Education Industry 

 Health Care and Social Assistance 

 Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 

 Hotel and Food Services 

 Government and Public Administration 

 Legal Services 

 Scientific or Technical Services 

 Homemaker 

 Military 

 Religious 

 Other Industry ____________________ 

How many years have you been at your current position by 2013?           

 ____________________ 

 

In which state do you currently reside? (Indicate only if you live out of Missouri) 

 

Which of the following best describes your role in industry? 

 Upper Management 

 Trained Professional 

 Middle Management 
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 Skilled Laborer 

 Junior Management 

 Consultant 

 Administrative Staff 

 Temporary Employee 

 Support Staff 

 Researcher 

 Self-employed/Partner    

 Other ____________________ 

 

Where are you employed? 

 FOR-PROFIT company, business or individual, for wages, salary or commissions 

 NOT-FOR-PROFIT, tax-exempt, or charitable organization 

 GOVERNMENT employee (city, county, state, or federal) 

 SELF-EMPLOYED 

 Working WITHOUT PAY (in family business or farm, family care) 

 Other ____________________ 

 

What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 Less than High School 

 High School / GED 

 Some College 

 2-year College Degree 

 4-year College Degree 

 Masters Degree 

 Doctoral Degree 

 Professional Degree (JD, MD) 

 

What is your annual income range? 

 Below $20,000 

 $20,000 - $29,999 

 $30,000 - $39,999 

 $40,000 - $49,999 

 $50,000 - $59,999 

 $60,000 - $69,999 
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 $70,000 - $79,999 

 $80,000 - $89,999 

 $90,000 or more 

 

What is your current marital status? 

 Single, never married 

 Married without children 

 Married with children 

 Divorced 

 Separated 

 Widowed 

 Living w/ partner 

 

 

 

Below are statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the scale below, indicate 

your agreement with each item by placing the appropriate number on the line preceding that 

item. Please be open and honest in your responding. 
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Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Slightly 

Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

1. In most ways my life is 
close to my ideal. 

              

2. The conditions of my life 
are excellent. 

              

3. I am satisfied with my life.               

4. So far I have gotten the 
important things I want in 
life. 

              

5. If I could live my life over, I 
would change almost 
nothing. 

              

6. I feel fairly well satisfied 
with my present job. 

              

7. Most days I am 
enthusiastic about my work. 

              

8. Each day of work seems like 
it will never end. 

              

9. I find real enjoyment in 
my work. 

              

10. I consider my job rather 
unpleasant. 

              

 

Please choose one of the statement that describes your current work situation. 

 I work in an organization (e.g., shop, school, company, office, hospital, etc) with other 

people. 

 I DO NOT work in an organization (e.g., self-employed, freelancer, working at home, work 

alone). 

 

Below are statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the scale below, indicate 

your agreement with each item by placing the appropriate number on the line preceding that 

item. Please be open and honest in your responding. 

 



87 
 

 
 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Slightly 

Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

1. I would be very happy to 
spend the rest of my career 
with this organization. 

              

2. I enjoy discussing my 
organization with people 
outside it. 

              

3. I really feel as if this 
organization's problems are 
my own. 

              

4. I think that I could easily 
become as attached to 
another organization as I am 
to this one. 

              

5. I do not feel like 'part of 
the family' at my 
organization. 

              

6. I do not feel 'emotionally 
attached' to this 
organization. 

              

7. This organization has a 
great deal of personal 
meaning for me. 

              

8. I do not feel a strong 
sense of belonging to my 
organization. 
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Read each statement and indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with that 

statement, using the scale provided. 

 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Neither 

Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

1. I intend to leave this job/position 
as soon as possible. 

          

2. I intend to leave the profession 
as soon as possible. 

          

 

Read each statement and indicate the extent to which you think with that statement, using the 

scale provided. 
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Absolutely 

Untrue 
Moderately 

Untrue 

Neither 
Untrue nor 

True 

Moderately 
True 

Absolutely 
True 

1. I have found a meaningful 
career. 

          

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

          

3. My work really makes no 
difference to the world. 

          

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

          

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

          

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

          

7. My work helps me better 
understand myself. 

          

8. I have discovered work that 
has a satisfying purpose. 

          

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

          

10. The work I do serves a 
greater purpose. 
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We are all members of different social groups or social categories.  We would like you to 

consider your memberships in your work/profession, and respond to the following statements 

on the basis of how you feel about those groups and your memberships in them. There is no 

right or wrong answer to any of these statements; we are interested in your honest reactions 

and opinions. Please read each statement carefully, and respond by using the following scale. 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

1. I am a worthy 
member of the 
work/profession I belong 
to. 

              

2. I often regret that I 
belong to the 
work/profession I do. 

              

3. Overall, my 
work/profession is 
considered good by 
others. 

              

4. Overall, my 
work/profession has 
very little to do with 
how I feel about myself. 

              

5. I feel I don't have 
much to offer to the 
work/profession I belong 
to. 

              

6. In general, I'm glad to 
be a member of the 
work/profession I belong 
to. 

              

7. Most people consider 
my work/profession, on 
the average, to be more 
ineffective than other 
work/professions. 

              

8. The work/profession I 
belong to are an 
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important reflection of 
who I am. 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

9. I am a cooperative 
participant in the 
work/profession I belong 
to. 

              

10. Overall, I often feel 
that the work/profession 
of which I am a member 
are not worthwhile. 

              

11. Please mark just 
"Strongly Agree" to this 
item. 

              

12. In general, others 
respect the 
work/profession that I 
am a member of. 

              

13. The work/profession 
I belong to is 
unimportant to my 
sense of what kind of a 
person I am. 

              

14. I often feel I'm a 
useless member of my 
work/profession. 

              

15. I feel good about the 
work/profession I belong 
to. 

              

16. In general, others 
think that the 
work/profession I am a 
member of is unworthy. 

              

17. In general, belonging 
to the work/profession 
is an important part of 
my self-image. 
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Using the scale below, respond to each item. Thinking about yourself and how you normally 

feel, to what extent do you generally feel:    

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Upset           

Hostile           

Alert           

Ashamed           

Inspired           

Nervous           

Determined           

Attentive           

Afraid           

Active           

 

 

Please provide the number of days that you were absent from work during last year (2013) 

(please do not include vacation or personal days). 

 ____________________ 

 

Please provide the number of days that you were late for work during last year (2013).    

 ____________________ 
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Appendix D. Item Analysis Details 

 Deleted 4 extremely skewed items based on z scores of skewness/standard deviation 

higher than .9 

o 3. I believe my work supports the common good. 

o 24. My work is important to my customers/patients/students/clients. 

o 31. The quality of my work impacts other people. 

o 44. My coworkers ask for my help when they need support. 

 

 Deleted 15 items having extreme bivariate correlations with other WMS items (r is 

higher than.8)  

o 7. My work plays an important part in society. 

o 8. My work gives me a chance to contribute to society. 

o 9. My boss/supervisor is proud of my accomplishments at work. 

o 19. My work has a positive impact on others’ lives. 

o 20. I am connected to my community through my work. 

o 22. I think people value my work because it contributes to society. 

o 23. Achieving goals/tasks in my work makes me feel that I contribute to society. 

o 26. My work makes me feel that I contribute to society. 

o 27. My boss/supervisor values my contribution to the company/organization. 

o 28. My work contributes to making the community a better place for others. 

o 29. My work makes me feel that I contribute to my community. 

o 30. My boss/supervisor recognizes me when I do my best at work. 

o 32. My work contributes to making society a better place for others. 

o 36. My work plays an important part in the community. 

o 45. My work has a positive impact on my community. 
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Appendix E. Parallel Analysis and Scree Plot Result 

 

 

The following results of parallel analysis and scree plot were produced with a sample of 299 

working adults based on principal axis factoring of a 17-item initial work mattering scale.  

 

 

1. Parallel Analysis Results  
 

Run MATRIX procedure: 

 

PARALLEL ANALYSIS: 

 

PAF/Common Factor Analysis & Raw Data Permutation 

 

Specifications for this Run: 

Ncases   299 

Nvars    17 

Ndatsets 1000 

Percent   95 

 

Raw Data Eigenvalues, & Mean & Percentile Random Data Eigenvalues 

     Root   Raw Data    Means   Prcntyle 

   1.000000   7.791712   .499993   .587972 

   2.000000   1.322512   .404012   .476987 

   3.000000   .954922   .332729   .390955 

   4.000000   .282588   .273510   .326484 

   5.000000   .265760   .218909   .266435 

   6.000000   .179503   .167810   .212197 

   7.000000   .135660   .121048   .162196 

   8.000000   .037536   .075338   .114079 

   9.000000   .035026   .031853   .067118 

  10.000000   -.023905   -.009801   .023139 

  11.000000   -.053807   -.050020   -.017640 

  12.000000   -.085258   -.089400   -.056805 

  13.000000   -.109500   -.128980   -.097066 

  14.000000   -.135174   -.168890   -.140002 

  15.000000   -.155364   -.209041   -.178987 

  16.000000   -.190985   -.253028   -.221903 

  17.000000   -.208153   -.304574   -.265968 

 

 

Warning: Parallel analyses of adjusted correlation matrices 

 

eg, with SMCs on the diagonal, tend to indicate more factors 

 

than warranted (Buja, A., & Eyuboglu, N., 1992, Remarks on parallel 

 

analysis. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 27, 509-540.). 

 

The eigenvalues for trivial, negligible factors in the real 

 

data commonly surpass corresponding random data eigenvalues 

 

for the same roots. The eigenvalues from parallel analyses 

 

can be used to determine the real data eigenvalues that are 

 

beyond chance, but additional procedures should then be used 

 

to trim trivial factors. 
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Principal components eigenvalues are often used to determine 

 

the number of common factors. This is the default in most 

 

statistical software packages, and it is the primary practice 

 

in the literature. It is also the method used by many factor 

 

analysis experts, including Cattell, who often examined 

 

principal components eigenvalues in his scree plots to determine 

 

the number of common factors. But others believe this common 

 

practice is wrong. Principal components eigenvalues are based 

 

on all of the variance in correlation matrices, including both 

 

the variance that is shared among variables and the variances 

 

that are unique to the variables. In contrast, principal 

 

axis eigenvalues are based solely on the shared variance 

 

among the variables. The two procedures are qualitatively 

 

different. Some therefore claim that the eigenvalues from one 

 

extraction method should not be used to determine 

 

the number of factors for the other extraction method. 

 

The issue remains neglected and unsettled. 

 

------ END MATRIX ----- 

 

  

2. Scree Plot 
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Appendix F. Exploratory Factor Analyses Results 

 

All EFA results in appendix F were conducted with a sample of 299 working adults based on 

principal axis factoring of a 17-item initial work mattering scale. Oblique promax rotation was 

used. The pattern matrix below shows regression coefficients of each item to a loaded factor after 

rotation. A regression coefficient below .30 was suppressed for the convenient purpose.  

 

1. Pattern matrix of a four-factor model  

Pattern Matrixa 

 
Factor 

1 2 3 4 

sm-21. I feel my work meets a societal need. .891 
   

sm-37. I think that society values the work I do. .881 
   

sm-11. I am connected to society through my work. .869 
   

sm-41. People say that my work influenced their life. .868 
   

sm-1. My work influences people’s lives. .776 
   

im-42. My family/partner is proud of my work. .491 
   

im-34. My customers/patients/students/clients find value in the work I do. .368 .346 
  

im-39. My customers/patients/students/clients give me positive feedback about my work. .327 .318 
  

im-5. My boss/supervisor is interested in my development at work. 
 

.878 
  

im-4. My coworkers value my ideas and suggestions. 
 

.839 
  

im-40. I feel like I matter to my colleagues/coworkers. 
 

.779 
 

.337 

im-15. My coworkers appreciate my support and help. 
 

.737 
  

im-10. My boss/supervisor would be disappointed if he/she knew that I may leave my job. 
 

.713 
  

im-35. My coworkers/colleagues would be disappointed if they knew that I may leave my 

job. 

 
.615 

 
.316 

im-2. Where I work, I am the only one or one of the few people who can make the 

contribution that I do. 

  
.883 

 

im-25. Without me, I don’t think my department/office/team can work properly. 
  

.700 
 

im-14. I make a unique contribution where I work. .354 
 

.428 
 

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  

 Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.a 

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
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2. Pattern matrix of a three-factor model 

 

 

Pattern Matrixa 

 
Factor 

1 2 3 

sm-21. I feel my work meets a societal need. .900 
  

sm-37. I think that society values the work I do. .883 
  

sm-11. I am connected to society through my work. .866 
  

sm-41. People say that my work influenced their life. .839 
  

sm-1. My work influences people’s lives. .782 
  

im-42. My family/partner is proud of my work. .485 
  

im-34. My customers/patients/students/clients find value in the work I do. .364 .354 
 

im-40. I feel like I matter to my colleagues/coworkers. 
 

.890 
 

im-4. My coworkers value my ideas and suggestions. 
 

.843 
 

im-15. My coworkers appreciate my support and help. 
 

.785 
 

im-5. My boss/supervisor is interested in my development at work. 
 

.752 
 

im-35. My coworkers/colleagues would be disappointed if they knew that I may leave my job. 
 

.716 
 

im-10. My boss/supervisor would be disappointed if he/she knew that I may leave my job. 
 

.702 
 

im-39. My customers/patients/students/clients give me positive feedback about my work. .311 .366 
 

im-2. Where I work, I am the only one or one of the few people who can make the contribution that I 

do. 

  
.832 

im-25. Without me, I don’t think my department/office/team can work properly. 
  

.782 

im-14. I make a unique contribution where I work. .354 
 

.434 

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  

 Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.a 

a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
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3.  Pattern matrix of a two-factor model 

Pattern Matrixa 

 
Factor 

1 2 

im-35. My coworkers/colleagues would be disappointed if they knew that I may leave my job. .847 
 

im-40. I feel like I matter to my colleagues/coworkers. .829 
 

im-4. My coworkers value my ideas and suggestions. .808 
 

im-10. My boss/supervisor would be disappointed if he/she knew that I may leave my job. .755 
 

im-15. My coworkers appreciate my support and help. .720 
 

im-5. My boss/supervisor is interested in my development at work. .638 
 

im-39. My customers/patients/students/clients give me positive feedback about my work. .436 .319 

im-34. My customers/patients/students/clients find value in the work I do. .379 .359 

im-25. Without me, I don’t think my department/office/team can work properly. .360 
 

im-2. Where I work, I am the only one or one of the few people who can make the contribution that I do. .325 
 

sm-37. I think that society values the work I do. 
 

.876 

sm-21. I feel my work meets a societal need. 
 

.865 

sm-11. I am connected to society through my work. 
 

.833 

sm-41. People say that my work influenced their life. 
 

.829 

sm-1. My work influences people’s lives. 
 

.769 

im-42. My family/partner is proud of my work. 
 

.506 

im-14. I make a unique contribution where I work. .400 .406 

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  

 Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.a 

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations. 
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Appendix G. Confirmatory Factor Analyses Results 

 

1. A two-factor model with 251 working adults 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Mattering4 <--- SC_M 1.000     

Mattering10 <--- SC_M 1.099 .130 8.458 *** par_1 

Mattering15 <--- SC_M .977 .089 10.985 *** par_2 

Mattering35 <--- SC_M 1.297 .115 11.286 *** par_3 

Mattering40 <--- SC_M 1.390 .109 12.708 *** par_4 

Mattering1 <--- IP_M 1.000     

Mattering11 <--- IP_M 1.081 .076 14.249 *** par_5 

Mattering21 <--- IP_M 1.103 .071 15.571 *** par_6 

Mattering37 <--- IP_M .932 .075 12.376 *** par_7 

Mattering41 <--- IP_M 1.111 .086 12.987 *** par_8 

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

Mattering4 <--- SC_M .707 

Mattering10 <--- SC_M .571 

Mattering15 <--- SC_M .748 

Mattering35 <--- SC_M .769 

Mattering40 <--- SC_M .890 

Mattering1 <--- IP_M .802 

Mattering11 <--- IP_M .814 

Mattering21 <--- IP_M .873 

Mattering37 <--- IP_M .729 

Mattering41 <--- IP_M .758 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

SC_M <--> IP_M .444 .065 6.780 *** par_9 

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 



100 
 

 
 

   Estimate 

SC_M <--> IP_M .657 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

SC_M   .448 .073 6.155 *** par_10 

IP_M   1.021 .137 7.432 *** par_11 

e1   .449 .046 9.839 *** par_12 

e3   1.120 .106 10.545 *** par_13 

e4   .337 .036 9.452 *** par_14 

e5   .519 .056 9.185 *** par_15 

e6   .227 .037 6.075 *** par_16 

e7   .566 .062 9.120 *** par_17 

e8   .607 .068 8.930 *** par_18 

e9   .386 .051 7.505 *** par_19 

e10   .781 .079 9.897 *** par_20 

e11   .935 .097 9.653 *** par_21 

Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

Mattering41   .574 

Mattering37   .532 

Mattering21   .763 

Mattering11   .663 

Mattering1   .643 

Mattering40   .792 

Mattering35   .592 

Mattering15   .559 

Mattering10   .326 

Mattering4   .499 
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Sample Covariances (Group number 1) 

 
Mattering4

1 

Mattering3

7 

Mattering2

1 

Mattering1

1 

Mattering

1 

Mattering4

0 

Mattering3

5 

Mattering1

5 

Mattering1

0 

Mattering

4 

Mattering4

1 
2.194          

Mattering3

7 
1.169 1.668         

Mattering2

1 
1.171 1.068 1.628        

Mattering1

1 
1.158 1.044 1.240 1.800       

Mattering1 1.195 .810 1.157 1.121 1.587      

Mattering4

0 
.811 .658 .669 .639 .578 1.092     

Mattering3

5 
.690 .459 .611 .591 .531 .809 1.272    

Mattering1

5 
.584 .466 .469 .459 .465 .618 .531 .765   

Mattering1

0 
.534 .388 .489 .436 .470 .614 .859 .444 1.660  

Mattering4 .569 .436 .447 .449 .422 .631 .540 .453 .512 .897 

 

Condition number = 31.764; Eigenvalues 7.937 2.056 .970 .837 .774 .535 .488 .384 .330 .250 

Determinant of sample covariance matrix = .085 

Sample Correlations (Group number 1) 

 
Mattering4

1 

Mattering3

7 

Mattering2

1 

Mattering1

1 

Mattering

1 

Mattering4

0 

Mattering3

5 

Mattering1

5 

Mattering1

0 

Mattering

4 

Mattering4

1 
1.000          
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Mattering4

1 

Mattering3

7 

Mattering2

1 

Mattering1

1 

Mattering

1 

Mattering4

0 

Mattering3

5 

Mattering1

5 

Mattering1

0 

Mattering

4 

Mattering3

7 
.611 1.000         

Mattering2

1 
.619 .648 1.000        

Mattering1

1 
.583 .603 .724 1.000       

Mattering1 .641 .498 .720 .663 1.000      

Mattering4

0 
.524 .488 .502 .456 .440 1.000     

Mattering3

5 
.413 .315 .424 .391 .374 .687 1.000    

Mattering1

5 
.451 .413 .420 .391 .422 .676 .539 1.000   

Mattering1

0 
.280 .233 .298 .252 .290 .456 .591 .394 1.000  

Mattering4 .406 .356 .370 .353 .353 .638 .505 .547 .420 1.000 

Condition number = 24.308; Eigenvalues 5.318 1.445 .700 .501 .467 .431 .402 .290 .229 
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2. A one-factor model with 251 working adults 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Mattering1 <--- F 1.000     

Mattering11 <--- F 1.073 .087 12.275 ***  

Mattering21 <--- F 1.087 .082 13.188 ***  

Mattering37 <--- F .962 .085 11.342 ***  

Mattering40 <--- F .802 .068 11.737 ***  

Mattering35 <--- F .738 .075 9.835 ***  

Mattering15 <--- F .590 .058 10.175 ***  

Mattering10 <--- F .624 .087 7.139 ***  

Mattering4 <--- F .583 .063 9.203 ***  

Mattering41 <--- F 1.180 .096 12.228 ***  

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

Mattering1 <--- F .757 

Mattering11 <--- F .762 

Mattering21 <--- F .812 

Mattering37 <--- F .710 

Mattering40 <--- F .732 

Mattering35 <--- F .624 

Mattering15 <--- F .644 

Mattering10 <--- F .462 

Mattering4 <--- F .587 

Mattering41 <--- F .760 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

F   .909 .133 6.842 ***  

e1   .588 .055 10.611 ***  

e3   1.306 .120 10.887 ***  

e4   .448 .043 10.412 ***  

e5   .777 .074 10.489 ***  

e6   .506 .051 9.920 ***  
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

e7   .677 .070 9.716 ***  

e8   .755 .078 9.668 ***  

e9   .554 .061 9.060 ***  

e10   .827 .082 10.073 ***  

e11   .928 .096 9.692 ***  

Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

Mattering41   .577 

Mattering37   .504 

Mattering21   .660 

Mattering11   .581 

Mattering1   .573 

Mattering40   .536 

Mattering35   .389 

Mattering15   .414 

Mattering10   .213 

Mattering4   .344 
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