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The Meaningfulness of Work and Public Service Motivation: 
A Panel Study of National Service Participants 

 
 Does the work in which young people engage as part of a national service 
experience make a difference in their longer-term commitments to civic duty, self-
sacrifice and other attributes we associate with public service?  A synthesis of evaluation 
research about civic service (Perry and Thomson, 2004) indicates that service is likely to 
influence long-term commitments to public service, but several contingencies could undo 
potential positive effects of service. One of these contingencies is whether the service 
performed by national service participants is sufficiently meaningful to engage 
participants’ attention and stimulate intrinsic motivation. Another contingency is the 
expectations that service participants bring with them to their assignments. It is 
conceivable that the expectations of participants are so high or unrealistic that what they 
experience is bound to fall short of their expectations. This research will explore these 
issues using a panel of AmeriCorps members collected during a four-year period in the 
late 1990s.   
 

Theoretical Framework 
 
 In his book, The Call of Service: A Witness to Idealism, Pulitzer Prize winning 
child psychiatrist Robert Coles (1993) discusses the satisfactions and hazards of service.  
His accounts of observations of and encounters with people who served in the civil rights 
movement, antipoverty initiates, and as mentors provide rich details about the social 
psychology of service. Coles dissects how people derive exhilaration from the moral 
purpose of their service, its affirmation of their identities, and their persistence in the face 
of adversity.  Although service can afford opportunities for satisfaction, it brings with it 
risks for some of cynicism, despair, and burnout.  Do we have ways to understand the 
forces that influence these different outcomes from service?                       
 One way in which we can understand the satisfactions and hazards to which 
Coles’ calls attention is as outcomes of job characteristics. Although we do not ordinarily 
think about civic service as a “job,” we can conceive of what people do when performing 
service in ways parallel to a job. A well-developed model for thinking about how a job 
influences satisfactions, particularly the intrinsic satisfactions we associate with civic 
service, is Hackman and Oldham’s (1975; 1980) job characteristics model.  In their 
model, Hackman and Oldham posit that jobs can be conceptualized along five 
dimensions, skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback 
through the work itself.  These characteristics of the job, in turn, affect an individual’s 
psychological states, more specifically, the meaningfulness of the work, responsibility for 
outcomes, and knowledge of results.  The ultimate consequence of the effects of work on 
psychological states is work outcomes. Hackman and Oldham contend that among the 
outcomes of jobs high on the five attributes is higher intrinsic motivation, higher job 
satisfaction, and lower absenteeism and turnover.                

Thus, Hackman and Oldham’s job characteristics model of work motivation 
appears to be a coherent way to model the relationship between what people do in civic 
service and satisfactions that accrue from the service.  Job characteristics, however, are 
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not the sole determinants of outcomes for servers. Other determinants are likely to 
involve the work context and what those engaged in civic service bring to their work.  

An important characteristic that individuals bring to their work that may affect 
both why they are attracted to civic service and how they respond to the service they 
perform is public service motivation (Perry and Wise, 1990; Perry and Hondeghem, in 
press).  Perry and Wise (1990) define public service motivation as “an individual’s 
predisposition to respond to motives grounded primarily or uniquely in public institutions 
and organizations (368). They identified a typology of motives associated with public 
service that included rational, norm-based and affective motives. In a subsequent analysis 
of the antecedents of government effectiveness, Rainey and Steinbauer (1999) offer a 
global definition of public service motivation.  They associate the construct with altruism, 
referring to public service motivation as a “general, altruistic motivation to serve the 
interests of a community of people, a state, a nation or humankind….” (20). The Rainey 
and Steinbauer definition is similar to Brewer and Selden (1998, 417), who defined the 
concept as “the motivational force that induces individuals to perform meaningful … 
public, community, and social service,” emphasizing its behavioral implications and 
applicability beyond the public sector. 
 This study seeks to investigate how public service motivation interacts with job 
characteristics to affect public service motivation over time.  We posit that people who 
engage in service bring with them motivational dispositions. These motivational 
dispositions, in turn, are influenced by the quality of experiences during service 
encounters.  We next review relevant empirical research.    
 

Literature Review 
 
 Although we have a growing body of evidence about public service motivation 
(Perry and Hondeghem, in press) and related constructs like altruism (Piliavin and 
Charng, 1990) and prosocial behavior (Meglino and Korsgaard, 2004; Penner, Dovidio, 
Piliavin, and Schroeder, 2005), there is a dearth of research on the precise questions that 
we investigate in this study. We turn, however, to the broader research literature to assess 
what we know that can be applied to the present study.  We organize this literature 
review around two themes: job design and prosocial behavior, and public service 
motivation and organizational context.  
 
Job Design and Prosocial Behavior 
 
 Recent research directly relevant to the questions we address in the present study 
is Grant’s (2007; 2008; forthcoming) research on relational job design.  The starting point 
for Grant’s (2007) research is that the formulation of job characteristics theory 
emphasizes job or task significance as one of the key job dimensions that influences the 
motivational potential of jobs. Grant notes that task significance, however, has been 
largely abandoned in research since Hackman and Oldham (1976; 1980) by those who 
study job design, who have focused instead on the task variety, feedback, and autonomy 
dimensions of jobs. He observes that the absence of research does not negate the original 
logic embedded in the job characteristics model. Grant observes:     
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Although Hackman and Oldham’s model focuses primarily on how 
employees respond to the structural properties of their tasks, the construct 
of task significance provides clues that jobs may spark the motivation to 
make a prosocial difference by shaping how employees interact and 
develop relationships with the people affected by their work.       

 
Applying the reasoning that the social impact of a job influences prosocial 

motivation, Grant developed the model presented in Figure 1.  In two subsequent studies 
to test the model, Grant (2008, forthcoming) found that a person’s perceived job impact 
on beneficiaries and affective commitment to beneficiaries influenced prosocial 
motivation and behavioral outcomes.  In one of the studies, Grant (2008) randomly 
assigned university telefund callers engaged in raising scholarship monies to treatment 
and control groups. The treatment group was given an orientation by one of the 
scholarship recipients that conveyed the differences the scholarship had made in the 
student’s life.  The control group received no orientation or other stimulus.  After thirty 
days, the fundraising performance of the treatment group increased significantly.  

The second study (Grant, forthcoming) reports experiments with both firefighters 
and fundraising callers. Grant found that callers who reported high levels of prosocial and 
intrinsic motivations raised more money one month later. The relationship was mediated 
by a larger number of calls made. For firefighters, intrinsic motivation strengthened the 
relationship between prosocial motivation and the overtime hour persistence of 58 
firefighters.  Grant concludes that prosocial motivation is most likely to contribute to 
persistence and performance outcomes when it is accompanied by high levels of intrinsic 
motivation. In the absence of intrinsic motivation, however, prosocial motivation may not 
enhance persistence and performance. 

 
----------------- 
Figure 1 here 
----------------- 

 
Public Service Motivation and Organizational Context 
 

Research on public service motivation has been less explicit in drawing linkages 
with job characteristics or design.  Instead, several studies (Moynihan and Pandey, 2007; 
Pandey and Stazyk, in press; Perry, 1997; Scott and Pandey, 2005) take up broad 
organizational determinants of public service motivation.  Moynihan and Pandey (2007) 
identify organizational culture, bureaucratic red tape, employee-friendly reforms, 
hierarchical levels, and organizational tenure as key organizational antecedents.  They 
found a negative relationship between bureaucratic red tape and public service motivation 
and positive relationships with reform orientation and hierarchical level. Pandey and 
Moynihan (2006) argue that bureaucratic red tape is a triumph of means over ends 
because red tape impedes employees’ fulfilling their public service goals. Interpretation 
of the red tape results is confounded by the prospect that the relationship is quite likely 
bi-directional. Scott and Pandey (2005) contend, for instance, that employees with high 
public service motivation may be better able to cope with bureaucratic red tape and 
continue working towards public service goals.  
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An earlier line of research (Buchanan, 1975; Romzek and Hendricks, 1982) 
provides some support for Moynihan, Pandey and Scott’s research on red tape. In his 
research on organizational commitment, Buchanan (1975) argued that explanations for 
declines in commitment might be found in what he referred to as the ‘frustrated’ service 
ethic.  In subsequent research, Romzek and Hendricks (1982) found that members who 
joined an organization with a strong commitment to public service may lose their 
enthusiasm over time as their hopes to contribute are frustrated. 

The relevant research about public service motivation is suggestive rather than 
definitive.  We infer from it that constraints that impede the pursuit of public service 
motives may diminish public service motivation. One can also infer from the research 
that increases in autonomy, which is presumed to follow from movement up an 
organizational hierarchy, positively influences an individual’s pursuit of valued goals.  
 

Methods 
 
 To investigate the relationships between public service motivation and job 
characteristics, we surveyed participants from a sample of national survey programs. The    
sample, measures, and hypotheses are discussed next.  
 
Sample 
 
 We used panel survey data collected from AmeriCorps members serving in two 
midwestern states and one southern state during the period 1995-1999. Members were 
surveyed within 1 month of joining the program, at the end of their 1-year term of 
service, and again a year after completing their service. Most AmeriCorps members 
received and completed a survey during orientation activities conducted by the state 
service commission that administered the program in each state. Members who were not 
available during orientation or who were located in the southern state received the survey 
through their supervisors or the mail. We followed up with telephone calls to supervisors 
in all three states asking them to encourage the participants in their programs to return the 
surveys. These activities resulted in an initial response rate of approximately 75 percent. 
Of the members remaining after 1 year, approximately 70% responded to our second 
survey. We could not calculate precise response rates because AmeriCorps program 
administrators were responsible for the distribution of some of the surveys and did not 
keep precise records.  The response rates for the one-year follow up were lower, in part 
because of difficulty tracking members after completion of their service. 
 
Measures 
 
 The initial survey measured members’ self-reported goals and a number of 
motivation and related constructs. In the end-of service and one-year follow up survey 
members were asked to report the outcomes of their service, their current goals, their 
satisfaction with AmeriCorps, and their future intentions.   

The two primary constructs investigated in the present study are critical 
psychological states and public service motivation. The AmeriCorps members’ 
perception of the value of their work was measured using the critical psychological states 



6 
 

instrument developed by Hackman and Oldham (1980). Public service motivation was 
measured using the twenty-four items developed by Perry (1996) ranked on Likert-type 
scales from 1 to 5.  

Critical psychological states. The critical psychological states instrument 
developed by Hackman and Oldham (1980) measures three psychological dimensions 
specified in the job characteristics model—meaningfulness, responsibility, and 
knowledge of results. We averaged scores for the items on the three subscales to arrive at 
the measures.1  The items for each subscale appear in the measurement appendix. 

Public service motivation. Perry’s (1996) public service motivation scale consists 
of four dimensions.  They are attraction to public policy making, commitment to civic 
duty and the public interest, compassion, and self-sacrifice. We averaged scores for the 
items on the four subscales to arrive at the measures.  The items for each subscale appear 
in the measurement appendix. 
 
Hypotheses  
 

Figure 2 presents the relationships we hypothesize between public service 
motivation and job characteristics.  The primary hypotheses embedded in the model are: 

H1: Public service motivation at entry (PSM pre) will positively affect the critical 
psychological states at the end of a member’s service. 

H2: The critical psychological states will positively affect public service 
motivation after the period of service (PSM post). 

H3: Public service motivation at entry (PSM pre) will positively affect post-
service public service motivation (PSM post). 

H4: Public service motivation at the end of a member’s service (PSM post) will 
positively affect public service motivation at one-year follow up (PSM 1 
year after). 

H5: Critical psychological states at the end of service will affect public service 
motivation at the one-year follow up (PSM 1 year after).     

 
----------------- 
Figure 2 here 
----------------- 

 
Results 

 
 We present the analysis of results in two parts.  We begin by reporting descriptive 
results for the sample.  We then turn to presenting the results for the structural equation 
model (SEM).2       
 
Descr iptive Analysis 

                                                 
1 The small sample size prevented us from first estimating the measurement models for critical 
psychological states and public service motivation, which would be the preferred method for measuring the 
constructs.  
2 We also tested the hypotheses using ordinary least squares regression analysis.  Because the regression 
results converge with the SEM results, we report only the SEM results. 
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 Descriptive statistics for the sample appear in Table 1.  As Table 1a shows, the 
sample includes a much larger number of respondents from the first (1996) cohort.  Much 
smaller portions of the sample are drawn from the second and third year cohorts.  This is 
partly a reflection of progressively smaller numbers of members being sampled in the 
second and third cohorts. Cohort differences may also be the result of lower response 
rates from the second and third cohorts across the three time periods. 
 

---------------- 
Table 1 here 
---------------- 

 
 The mean age for respondents was about 27 (Table 1b), but members as young as 
17 and as old as 72 are included in the panel.  Respondents are also highly diverse with 
respect to sex (Table 1c) and race (Table 1d). Women represent about two thirds of the 
sample, which is consistent with female participation in AmeriCorps as a whole.  Whites 
make up half of the sample. African-Americans are one third of the sample, far larger 
than their proportion of the general population, but consistent with African-American 
involvement in AmeriCorps in the three states that were in the survey.  About 80 percent 
of the sample has a family income of less than $30,000 (Table 1e).  
 Member scores for public service motivation show interesting changes over time.  
Overall, as shown in Figure 3 and Table 2, public service motivation declines between 
the beginning and end of the one-year service period. The average score for public 
service motivation increases, however, at the one-year follow up.   
 

-------------------------------- 
Figure 3 and Table 2 here 
-------------------------------- 

 
Structural Equation Model (SEM) Analysis 
 
 The summary statistics for the relationships hypothesized in the SEM are 
presented in Table 3a.  Four of the five relationships in the table are significant. Only the 
relationship between critical psychological states and public service motivation at the 
one-year follow up are not significant.  Based upon the results for the hypothesized 
model, we removed the insignificant relationship and tested a second model. The best-fit 
SEM appears in Table 3b.  The relationships for this model are presented 
diagrammatically in Figure 4. 
 

-------------------------------- 
Table 3 and Figure 4 here 
-------------------------------- 

 
 The fit indicators for the two models are quite similar, suggesting that removal of 
the non-significant relationship does not reduce the fit of the model.  Table 4 presents 
chi-square (CMN/df), normed fit index (NFI), root mean square error of approximation 
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(RMSEA), and comparative fit index (CFI).  With the exception of the chi-square based 
indicator, the indicators fall within normal expectations for good fit.  The chi-square 
indicator is sensitive to sample size, but “... different researchers have recommended 
using ratios as low as 2 or as high as 5 to indicate a reasonable fit” (Marsh & Hocevar, 
1985).  The NFI is bounded above by one, which indicates a perfect fit. The index of .93 
indicates that overall fit exceeds the standard of .9 and is approaching the upper limit 
(Bentler & Bonett, 1980).  The CFI is truncated to fall in the range from 0 to 1 and CFI 
values close to 1 indicate a very good fit.  Thus, .98 implies a very good fit.  The standard 
of good fit for RMSEA is typically .05 or less (Browne and Cudeck, 1993).  Our result of 
.042 meets expectations for fit as judged by RMSEA. 
    

---------------- 
Table 4 here 
---------------- 

 
Discussion 

 
The results indicate that public service motivation is relatively stable over time.  

The public service motivation an individual brings to the organization is the chief 
determinant of public service motivation at subsequent periods.  As the significant effects 
of critical psychological states reflect, however, public service motivation is influenced 
by how an individual experiences his or her service.  Although we did not measure job 
characteristics directly, the positive influence of critical psychological states implies that 
factors such as task significance and autonomy likely operate to elevate intrinsic 
motivation (Deci and Ryan, 2004) and, in turn, public service motivation. 

The significance of critical psychological states supports the contention that 
context makes a difference (Perry, 1997; Moynihan and Pandey, 2007) for an individual’s 
public service motivation.  In the present study, we focused on the job as the primary 
manifestation of context.  The results are consistent with Moynihan and Pandey’s finding 
that organizational tenure is associated with lower public service motivation, but the 
findings in the present study may be more compelling because they link public service 
motivation outcomes to a specific context, job tasks.  The association between public 
service motivation and critical psychological states is wholly consistent with Grant’s 
(2008; forthcoming) theory and findings that task significance influences prosocial 
motivations.         

That critical psychological states at the second administration of the survey did 
not predict public service motivation at the 1-year follow up implies that the effects of 
context are not permanent.  The effects of job designs that enhance or, conversely, 
diminish public service motivation may not be long lasting.  This suggests that in public 
organizations where motivating characteristics of work may be diminished by 
outsourcing (Light 1999) or red tape (Scott and Pandey 2005) it is possible to reverse 
reductions in intrinsic motivation by redesigning the work. It is also conceivable that job 
design-related motivation improvements may not be sustained without continuous 
attention to their maintenance.                   

Our descriptive analysis showed that public service motivation declined after an 
individual’s initiation of service, but recovered to levels at initiation by the one-year 
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follow up. These fluctuations most likely reflect member encounters with what Coles 
(1993) refers to as the hazards of service and their recognition at the end of their service 
that they have “given back” and the next stages of their lives.         
  
 
 
 

Conclusion 
 

This study contributes to the growing bodies of research about job design, 
prosocial behavior, and public service motivation. It begins to address two important 
questions in motivation research: (1) How stable or changeable is public service 
motivation?; and (2) How is public service motivation linked to related constructs?  
 Public service motives may be relatively stable individual traits that remain more 
or less the same during one’s lifetime. If public service motives are conceived in this 
way, an inference is that work experience will have little impact on the degree of public 
service motivation. Another prospect is that public service motivation is a dynamic trait, 
which can change over time and can be influenced by work experience. To sort out how 
dynamic or stable public service motivation is, we need longitudinal research to assess 
the evolution of public service motivation during one’s lifetime, including pre-entry, 
entry, and post-entry work experiences.  This study is an initial step toward providing 
longitudinal research to answer how stable public service motivation is. 
 With respect to the question of how public service motivation is linked to related 
constructs, this study begins to situate public service motivation in the larger 
constellation of concepts and theory in organization behavior, specifically research on job 
design.  Considerably more research still needs to be done to flesh out what psychologists 
call the nomological net, that is, the system of relationships that locate public service 
motivation in the constellation of social science concepts. Likely concepts for inclusion 
in such a nomological net are: job involvement, organizational commitment, job 
satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, psychological outcomes (attitudes, 
emotions, values), and behavioral outcomes (effort, performance, turnover, absenteeism, 
ethical behavior). 
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Figure 1. Grant’s Job Impact Framework* 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

*This figure is taken from Grant (2007)
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Figure 2. Base Model for the Hypothesized Relationships  
Between Public Service Motivation and Job Characteristics 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Sample 
 

Table 1a. Number of Cases by Cohort 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Accumulated 

Percent 
Valid 1st year cohort 87 56.9 56.9 56.9 
  2nd year cohort 41 26.8 26.8 83.7 
  3rd year cohort 25 16.3 16.3 100.0 
  Total 153 100.0 100.0  

 
Table 1b. Age 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean S.D. 
Age 152 17.00 69.00 27.3289 10.96217 
Valid N 152     

 
Table 1c. Sex 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Accumulated 

Percent 
Valid missing 66 43.1 43.7 Valid 
  Male 34 22.2 22.5   
  Female 51 33.3 33.8   
  Total 151 98.7 100.0   
Missing System 

Missing 
2 1.3  

Missing 

Total 153 100.0   
 

Table 1d. Race 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Accumulated 

Percent 
Valid White <non-

Hispanic> 
79 51.6 52.0 

Valid 

  African-American 
<non-Hispanic> 

50 32.7 32.9 
  

  Hispanic Latino 6 3.9 3.9   
  Asian Pacific 

Islander 
3 2.0 2.0 

  

  Native American 
Alaskan Native 

2 1.3 1.3 
  

  Other 12 7.8 7.9   
  Total 152 99.3 100.0   
Missing System Missing 1 .7  Missing 
Total 153 100.0   
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Table 1e. Income Levels 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Accumulated 

Percent 
Valid $0 - 10,000 63 41.2 42.3 Valid 
  $10,001 - 20,000 39 25.5 26.2   
  $20,001 - 30,000 17 11.1 11.4   
  $30,001 - 40,000 8 5.2 5.4   
  $40,001 - 50,000 8 5.2 5.4   
  $50,001 - 60,000 2 1.3 1.3   
  $60,001 - 70,000 4 2.6 2.7   
  $70,001 - 80,000 3 2.0 2.0   
  over $80,000 5 3.3 3.4   
  Total 149 97.4 100.0   
Missing  4 2.6  Missing 
Total 153 100.0   
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Figure 3.  Public Service Motivation by Entry Cohort at Pre-, Post- and 1-year Follow up  

 
 
 
Table 2. Public Service Motivation by Entry Cohort at Pre-, Post- and 1-year Follow up 
 

Cohort   PSM pre PSM post PSM 1 year after 
1st year  Mean 3.7598 3.6892 3.7283 
  N 87 87 87 
  S.D. .39083 .47858 .47218 
2nd year Mean 3.7113 3.7482 3.7409 
  N 41 41 41 
  S.D. .47280 .49813 .50883 
3rd year Mean 3.6255 3.6119 3.5845 
  N 25 25 25 
  S.D. .43778 .44131 .42672 
Total Mean 3.7248 3.6924 3.7082 
  N 153 153 153 
  S.D. .42176 .47702 .47547 
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Table 3.  Summary Statistics for Hypothesized and Best-Fit Structural Equation Models 
 
 

Table 3a. Coefficients for the Hypothesized Model 
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

PSM post <--- PSM pre .993 .345 2.883 .004  
PSM post <--- Job Characteristics .084 .032 2.583 .010  
PSM 1year after <--- PSM pre 1.899 .901 2.109 .035  
PSM 1year after <--- PSM post .799 .459 1.742 .082  
PSM 1year after <--- Job Characteristics .090 .078 1.149 .251  
 
 
 

Table 3b. Coefficients For Best-Fit Model 
   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

PSM post <--- PSM pre .992 .342 2.902 .004  
PSM post <--- Job Characteristics .084 .033 2.589 .010  
PSM 1year after <--- PSM pre 1.676 .814 2.058 .040  
PSM 1year after <--- PSM post 1.041 .457 2.277 .023  
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Figure 4. Best-Fit Structural Equation 
Model
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Table 4. Goodness of Fit Indicators for the Hypothesized and  
Best-Fit Structural Equation Models 

 

 
Criteria for good 
model fit 

Hypothesized Model Best-Fit Model 

CMIN/df 2< <5 1.377 1.376 

NFI Larger than 0.9 0.934 0.933 

RMSEA Less than .05 0.042 0.042 

CFI Close to 1 0.98 0.98 
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Measurement Appendix 

 
Public service motivation--attraction to policy making (PSMAPM) 
115. Politics is a dirty word. 
130. The give and take of public policy making doesn’t appeal to me. 
133. I don’t care much for politicians. 
 
PSM--commitment to the public interest (PSMCPI) 
117. It is hard for me to get intensely interested in what is going on in my community. 
122. I unselfishly contribute to my community. 
132. Meaningful public service is very important to me. 
137. I would prefer seeing public officials do what is best for the whole community even 
if it harmed my interests. 
138. I consider public service my civic duty. 
 
PSM—compassion (PSMCOM) 
105. I am rarely moved by the plight of the underprivileged. 
107. Most social service programs are too vital to do without. 
108. It is difficult for me to contain my feelings when I see people in distress. 
111. To me, patriotism includes seeing to the welfare of others. 
114. I seldom think about the welfare of people whom I don’t know personally. 
124. I have little compassion for people in need who are unwilling to take the first step to 
help themselves.   
127. I am often reminded by daily events about how dependent we are on one  another. 
134. There are few public programs that I wholeheartedly support. 
 
PSM--self-sacrifice (PSMSS) 
104. Making a difference in society means more to me than personal achievements. 
109. I believe in putting duty before self. 
110. Doing well financially is definitely more important to me than doing good deeds. 
113. Much of what I do is for a cause bigger than myself.   
116. Serving citizens would give me a good feeling even if no one paid me for it.  
119. I feel people should give back more to society than they got from it. 
120. I am one of those rare people who would risk personal loss to help someone else. 
129. I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good of society. 
   
Critical psychological states—meaningfulness (CPSMEA) 
154. The service I do on this job is very meaningful to me.   
160. Most of the things I have to do on this job seem so trivial. 
167. Most people on this job feel that the service is useless or trivial. 
170. Most people on this job find the service very meaningful. 
 
Critical psychological states—responsibility (CPSRES) 
150. I feel I should personally take the credit or blame for the results of my service on 
this job. 
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155. I feel a very high degree of personal responsibility for the service I do on this job. 
159. It’s hard, on this job, for me to care very much about whether or not the task get 
done right. 
165. Whether or not this job gets done right is clearly my responsibility. 
168. Most people on this job feel a great deal of personal responsibility for the services 
they do 
171. Most people on this job feel that whether or not the job gets done right is clearly 
their own responsibility. 
 
Critical psychological states--knowledge of results (CPSKNO) 
162. I usually know whether or not my service is satisfactory on this job. 
164. I often have trouble figuring out whether I’m doing well or poorly on this job. 
169. Most people on this job have a good idea of how well they are performing their 
service. 
172. Most people on this job have trouble figuring out whether they are doing a good or 
bad job. 


