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ABSTRACT

RELATIONAL MOTIVES SHAPING RESPONSES TO THE RECEIPT OF
INTERPERSONAL HELPING AND HARMING BEHAVIORS: A DYADIC PERSPECTIVE

By
Brent John Lyons

Interpersonal behaviors in organizations, such as helping (e.g., organizational citizenship
behaviors) and harming (e.g., aggression, counterproductive work behaviors) have important
consequences for employee functioning and well-being. Traditionally, organizational research
examining factors influencing responses to the receipt of help and harm has focused on
individual differences or the situation in which the acts occur. Much less research, by
comparison, has taken a dyadic perspective by examining the relationship between the target and
initiator of the behaviors. The dyadic perspective is important because the experience of being
helped or harmed may differ depending on the relationship between the target of the behaviors
and the initiator of the behaviors. This dissertation investigates outcomes of interpersonal
helping and harming from a dyadic relationship perspective and examines how outcomes of
helping and harming vary within relationships over time. Three within-relationship processes are
examined to explain how the receipt of help and harm can relate to the engagement of help and
harm and relationship satisfaction: social exchange, affective events, and self-regulation. Social
motives at the relationship level of analysis are hypothesized to influence the within-relationship
processes. Drawing from the Hierarchical Model of Approach and Avoidance Social Motives
and Goals (Gable, 2006), coworker relationships were characterized based on approach (i.e.,
concerned about approaching closeness) and avoidant (i.e., concerned about avoiding threat or

conflict) social motives.



A sample of 55 working adults from three organizations completed daily surveys about
their interactions with two coworkers over 20 work days. The majority of variance in helping,
harming, and relationship satisfaction occurred within and between relationships, as opposed to
between individuals. Employees who received help from a coworker engaged in help towards
that coworker and employees who received harm from a coworker engaged in harm towards that
coworker. Positive affective states related to receiving help, engaging in help, and relationship
satisfaction, and negative affective states related to receiving harm, engaging in harm and
relationship satisfaction. Positive affective states mediated the relationship between help receipt
and help engagement and between help receipt and relationship satisfaction. Promotion
regulatory focus related to receiving help and engaging in help and harm and prevention
regulatory focus related to receiving harm and engaging in harm. Promotion regulatory focus
mediated relationships between the receipt of help and the engagement in help and harm.
Although relationship approach-avoidance social motives did not influence within-relationship
social exchange and affective mechanisms, prevention regulatory focus more strongly evoked
harm engagement in avoidance-oriented relationships compared to approach-oriented
relationships. This suggests that employees who are avoidant and particularly sensitive to threat
within a relationship are more likely to use harmful behaviors to avoid experiencing future
threat. Overall, the results suggest that dyadic relationships are important to understanding
interpersonal relations in the work context. Social exchange and affective mechanisms are robust
across relationships so it is important to manage the reciprocation of help and harm and affect
within relationships. The results also speak to how interpersonal goals can be framed in order to

increase the occurrence of helping behaviors and decrease the occurrence of harming behaviors.
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INTRODUCTION

Interpersonal behaviors in the organizational context can take a variety of forms and have
been conceptualized in a variety of ways. Positive helping behaviors have been termed
interpersonal organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB; Spector & Fox, 2002), and prosocial
behaviors (Brief & Motowildo, 1986) and negative harming behaviors have been termed
interpersonal counterproductive work behaviors (CWB; Spector & Fox, 2002), incivility
(Andersson & Pearson, 1999), aggression (Baron & Neuman, 1996), and harassment (Bowling &
Beehr, 2006). Both helping and harming behaviors have important implications for organizations
and their employees. Thus, researchers have devoted a great deal of effort to understand their
occurrence, particularly concentrating on factors influencing engagement in such actions. Within
this realm of inquiry, personality traits, employee attitudes, affective states, task characteristics,
and organizational characteristics all have been found to influence the extent to which employees
engage in helping and harming behaviors (for meta-analyses, see Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007;
Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Hershcovis et al., 2007; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff, Mackenzie,
Paine, & Bachrach, 2000).

Research indicates that employees who receive help from their fellow coworkers exhibit
higher levels of job performance (Tsai, Chen, & Liu, 2007), and employees who are victims of
harassment have higher levels of job dissatisfaction, depression, strain, and burnout (Bowling &
Beehr, 2006). Further meta-analytic evidence has demonstrated that employees who are
supported by the coworkers have reduced role ambiguity, conflict, and overload and are more
likely to engage in OCBs whereas employees who are antagonized by their coworkers are more
likely to engage in absenteeism and CWBs (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008). Considering the

important consequences of receiving help and harm, it appears critical to understand the factors



influencing target responses to the receipt of help and harm. Even though there is a sizable body
of research demonstrating the positive effects of receiving help and the negative effects of
receiving harm, the extant research has tended to focus on the receipt of help and harm as though
the experience of being helped or harmed is the same regardless of the nature of the relationship
between the actor and target. Although a small number of studies have utilized social network
approaches that incorporate dyadic-level of analyses (e.g., Bowler & Brass, 2006; Lyons &
Scott, 2012; Venkantarami & Dalal, 2007), extant research has tended to ignore the dyadic
nature of relationships between employees who receive and engage in help and harm behaviors
(Krasikova & LeBreton, 2012). The dyadic nature of interpersonal helping and harming is
important because targets of help and harm are likely going to have different responses
depending on idiosyncratic characteristics of their relationship with the actor who is enacting the
behaviors toward them (Hershcovis & Barling, 2007; Aquino & Lamertz, 2004). For example,
using a social network design, Bowler and Brass (2006) found that friendship and influence were
associated with the exchange of helping behaviors, such that friends helped each other and
received help from each other. Further, Lyons and Scott (2012) found that employees were
helped by those coworkers whom they also helped and in whom they elicited positive affect
states and were harmed by those coworkers whom they also harmed and in whom they elicited
negative affect. However, even though these studies adopted a dyadic perspective using social
network designs, they also used cross-sectional data which limits the extent to which their data
are representative of interpersonal phenomena that are known to vary within individuals and over
time (Dalal, Lam, Weiss, Welch, & Hulin, 2009). Such methodologies also make it difficult to
ascertain the extent to which variance in interpersonal responses vary within relationships,

between relationships, and between individuals. The current study builds upon this previous



work by considering responses to the receipt of help and harm within dyadic relationships and
over time.

Further, to date, most organizational research investigating how employees experience
interpersonal behaviors has focused on broad traits (e.g., negative affectivity; Thau & Aquino,
2009) and the situation or context of the interaction (e.g., task interdependency; Chiarburu &
Harrison, 2008). Despite the importance of these variables, consideration of relational and
motivational characteristics that are more directly related to how employees relate to others
offers the potential to increasing understanding of the effects of interpersonal behaviors at work.
Social motivational characteristics of the relationship between the actor and target are expected
to affect how interpersonal help and harm behaviors are interpreted, experienced, and responded
to - a point which is elaborated on next.

The workplace is filled with employee interactions that can be interpreted as positive,
negative, and oftentimes ambiguous, and people may interpret the same interactions differently
depending on who the actor of the behavior is. For example, one employee may interpret a
coworker’s joke at his or her expense to be humorous and an expression of friendship while the
same employee may interpret the same joke from another coworker as mean. Although research
in the organizational sciences has been quiet regarding how the nature of relationships can affect
interpretations of interpersonal behavior, insight can be drawn from social psychology, including
relationship cognition and social motivation (Molden & Higgins, 2004; Strachman & Gable,
2006). Social psychologists have shed light on how social motivational processes underlying
interpersonal relationships shape the affective, cognitive, and behavioral responses of targets of
those behaviors. In line with this perspective, in recent years, researchers have adopted Gable’s

(2006) Hierarchical Model of Approach-Avoidance Social Motives and demonstrated that



motives associated with approaching relationship incentives and avoiding relationship threats
differentially relate to affective and cognitive outcomes (e.g., relationship satisfaction, subjective
well-being; Elliot, Gable, & Mapes, 2006; Gable, 2006), and constructive and destructive
behaviors (Impett, Gable, & Peplau, 2005; Impett & Gordon, 2010; Impett, Gordon, Kogan,
Oveis, Gable, & Keltner, 2010; Impett, Starchman, Finkel, & Gable, 2008). Indeed, in addition
to articulating how cognitive and motivational characteristics of relationships affect
interpretations of behaviors, relationship models of social motivation can also speak to how
relational motives influence engagement in interpersonal helping and harming behaviors within
relationships under consideration. Therefore, in the current study, Gable’s (2006) model of social
motivation is adapted to further understanding of how dyadic relational approach-avoidance
motives shape targets’ responses to the receipt of help and harm, including targets’ relationship
satisfaction and behavioral responses (i.e., help and harm engagement).

Even though approach and avoidance social motives have important implications for
adult relationships, the majority of the research adopting Gable’s (2006) model has been
conducted with partners in intimate relationships for which participants report about their
experiences with one other person, their significant other (e.g., dating partner, spouse).
Therefore, extant research has not investigated approach and avoidance relational motives as
they relate to employee relationships in the work context. In light of the social psychology
research that has adopted Gable’s (2006) framework, it is expected that relational approach-
avoidance motives have the potential to shape relational functioning among coworkers in the
work context because similar arguments have been made for related models that have been
applied to the work context, including adult attachment (Bowlby, 1969). Most recently, Richards

and Schat (2011) demonstrated that the adult attachment styles of coworkers, which have



underlying security or protection motives (similar to approach and avoidance social motives),
related to their emotional support seeking and engagement in CWBs and OCBs towards other
coworkers. In a similar vein, the current study applies Gable’s (2006) approach-avoidance model
of social motivation in the work context.

Further, much of the research that has applied models of social motivation has tended to
examine single relationships between two people, such as married couples or dating partners, or
individuals’ relationships with a general number of people. Outside of the social network
research (Lyons & Scott, 2012; Bowler & Brass, 2006), little organizational research has
examined interpersonal processes for multiple relationships held by the same person. Although
the notion that employees can have qualitatively different relationships with different coworkers
is not absent from organizational theory (Kahn, 1988), researchers have paid little attention to
investigating such a possibility and have therefore been unable to account for how social
cognitive mechanisms can account for how employees experience and respond to interpersonal
behaviors differently in different relationships. In the realm of social cognition, relationship
researchers have introduced the concept of a relational self to explain how mental
representations of self can differ within the same individual but across relationship partners, and
that subsequent attributes, evaluations, affect, goals, and behaviors can also differ across an
individual’s relational selves (Chen, Boucher, & Tapias, 2006). Thus, people can experience and
respond to the same behavior differently depending in their relationship with the person with
whom they are interacting. An additional key proposition of the current study is that employees
are likely to experience and respond to the receipt of help and harm differently depending on

their approach and avoidance relationship motives (Gable, 2006) associated with the actor who is



engaging in the helping and harming behaviors towards them. The current study builds upon
previous research by considering this as a possibility.

In terms of employee reactions and responses to receiving help and harm behaviors
within dyadic relationships, the current study integrates two theoretical perspectives that are
related to dyadic interpersonal relations: social exchange theory (SET; Blau, 1964; Gouldner,
1960) and affective events theory (AET; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). SET predicts that
individuals who are the recipients of helpful or harmful behaviors act in kind to reciprocate those
behaviors (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960). According to AET, affect is considered a key driver of
attitudinal and behavioral responses to affective events (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996).
Specifically, AET and the emotion-centered model of voluntary work behavior (herein referred
to as the emotion-centered model) that extended upon AET (Spector & Fox, 2002) describe how
affective states can mediate relations between work events (e.g., help and harm receipt) and
attitudinal (e.g., relationship satisfaction) and behavioral outcomes (e.g., help and harm
engagement). Therefore, the mediating effect of affective states on the social exchange of help
and harm behaviors as well as the effects of receipt of help and harm on relationship satisfaction
are also considered in the current study. Finally, in line with research demonstrating that
interpretations of events and affective responses to events are influenced by self-regulatory
processes (Brockner & Higgins, 2001), relationship-level approach and avoidant social motives
are expected to influence the social exchange of help and harm behaviors, affective reactions to
the receipt of help and harm, attitudinal evaluations of the relationships, and how affective states
mediate the association between help and harm receipt and help and harm engagement and

relationship satisfaction. The model for the current study is summarized in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Model of proposed relationships for study.

The current study contributes to extant research in a number of ways. First, the study
examines affective and behavioral responses to the receipt of help and harm within dyadic
relationships and over time. Second, the study applies Gable’s (2006) model of approach-
avoidance social motivation model to examine how dyadic relational motives shape affect-driven
and behavioral responses to the receipt of help and harm. Third, by applying Gable’s model this
study brings a theoretical perspective that has received fervent interest in social and relationship
psychology into the realm of coworker relationships. Fourth, the study draws on theoretical
underpinnings of the relational self in order to examine multiple relationships within the same
employee (Chen et al., 2006).

In the paragraphs that follow, the relational self is defined and its implications for
studying interpersonal relations are highlighted. Next, a general review of approach-avoidance

motivation is provided, followed by a discussion of approach and avoidance social motives and



how they are expected to influence behavioral and affective responses to the receipt of help and
harm. SET, AET and the emotion-centered model are then described as theoretical mechanisms,
commonly adopted by organizational researchers to understand relational phenomena, linking
the receipt of help and harm to behavioral, affective, and attitudinal responses to the receipt of
help and harm. Hypotheses are then made about how relationship-level approach-avoidance
social motives are expected to influence processes stipulated by SET, AET and the emotion-
centered model. Finally, additional exploratory questions are raised addressing how proximal
promotion and prevention regulatory foci (Higgins, 1997; 1998) relate to the receipt of help and
harm and engagement in help in harm and how their effects are affected by approach-avoidance
relational motives; how individual differences in emotional intelligence (Wong & Law, 2002)
affect how affective states drive behavioral responses to the receipt of harm; and how
interpersonal trust relates to relational approach and avoidance motives and the engagement in
help and harm and relationship satisfaction.
The Relational Self

Organizational researchers have long been interested in how employees can have
qualitatively different types of relationships with different coworkers. Much of this theorizing
has drawn on role theory (relational identity, Sluss & Ashforth, 2007; leader-member exchange,
Graen & Scandura, 1987) and working models of relationships (attachment theory; Kahn, 1988;
Richards & Schat, 2011). Recent developments in social and cognitive psychology have
articulated processes underlying how relating with others can influence how peoples’ self-
concept functions, and how relationship-level self-regulatory processes can be activated to shape

reactions to experiences within relationships.



Early work in social psychology was concerned with how peoples’ relations with others
shape their sense of self. Symbolic interactionists postulated that the person and society are
mutually constructed in the course of social interaction (Stryker & Stratham, 1985). For example,
Cooley (1902) discussed how people infer self-meaning in relation to other people, through a
process of imagining or inferring how one’s self appears to others, that is “a looking glass self.”
With the emergence of relationship and social cognitive psychology, forming the basis of
relational cognition (Reis & Downey, 1999), relationships began to be conceptualized as mental
representations of the self and significant others. In their review of the social and cognitive
psychological research of relational influences, Chen and colleagues (2006) conceptualize a
relational self. The relational self reflects who a person is in relation to his or her significant
others (e.g., "me when I'm with my coworker"). Significant others are defined as actual (vs.
hypothetical) individuals whom one knows (vs. just met) with whom one feels some degree of
closeness, and usually with whom one shares a relationship that can be normatively (e.g., friend,
coworker) or idiosyncratically labeled (e.g., my closest teammate; Chen et al., 2006). According
to the relational self, people store general and specific social knowledge in memory about
specific individuals with whom they have interacted and larger groups of people. Thus, people
possess multiple relational selves and these selves exist at varying levels of specificity. For
example, the relationship-specific relational self designates the self in relation to a specific
significant other (e.g., a coworker). The relational self is composed of attribute- and role-based
conceptions of the self in the context of the relevant significant other. For example, the self in
relation to a coworker with whom one is a mentor might include "joke-ster" and “fun-loving"
and normative roles such as "authority figure” whereas the self in relation to a coworker with

whom one is a subordinate might include “timid” and “amenable.” Research on relational



schemas has provided support for the notion that relational selves are composed of attributes,
evaluations, affect, goals, and behavior that characterize the self when relating to certain
significant others (Baldwin, 1992).

For example, this research has demonstrated that peoples’ relational selves are affect
laden: Baldwin, Carrell, and Lopez (1990) found in a lab study that Roman Catholic women who
viewed sexually explicit images and are then shown a subliminal message of the pope with a
disapproving expression showed more negative affect than the control group of women who
viewed neutral images. The authors reasoned that affect appeared to be tied to women’s pope-
relevant relational selves. Relational selves also appear to influence the goals and motives that
people pursue. Goals are thought to be stored in memory as a part of a relational self and when a
relational self is activated, the goals that one typically pursues in relation to that significant other
are set in motion (Andersen & Chen, 2002). For example, adopting a transference paradigm, in
which a significant other representation is activated during an encounter with a new person,
Andersen, Reznik, and Manzella (1996) found that the motivation to approach or avoid a
relevant significant other is played out in relation to new others who are similar to the significant
other.

Further, outside the transference domain, theories conceptualizing relationships based on
attachment theory view goals and motives as a core component of relationship working models.
Attachment theory posits that attachment bonds are formed to fulfill some need for security or
protection (Bowlby, 1969). For example, relationship working models associated with a secure
relationship are generally more likely to contain intimacy goals than are avoidant working
models. Thus, in terms of the relational self, the self activated in the context of secure

relationships is more likely to pursue intimacy goals than the self in relation to significant others
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with whom one shares an avoidant relationship. Overall, Chen and colleagues (2006) argue that
relational selves are highly accessible sources of goals and motives, and provide self-regulatory
direction; they orient the individual toward others in the world and guide the individual’s
behavior in goal serving directions.

Coworker relationships can therefore be considered specific contexts in which a
relationship-specific portion of a focal employee’s self-concept is activated (i.e., a relationship-
specific relational self). Along with this activated sense of self, behaviors, cognitions, emotions,
motives, and behaviors are also activated and such phenomena are expected to vary within the
same employee across his/her different relational selves. This expectation parallels that of trait
activation theory (Tett & Gutterman, 2000), which emphasizes how personality traits require
trait-relevant situations for their expression. For example, an aggressive person will be more
likely to behave aggressively in a context that cues aggression (e.g., competitive team), much
like a relational context that cues a relational self and corresponding motives associated with that
activated self. Related to the current study, different coworkers will activate different relational
selves within the context of a focal employee and social motives associated with the activated
relational self will also be activated. In the sections that follow, Gable’s (2006) hierarchical
model of approach and avoidance social motives is used to articulate how the activation of
approach and/or avoidance relational motives has implications for how employees will
experience and respond to receipt of help and harm from certain coworkers. But first, a brief
review of research on self-regulation is provided.

Approach and Avoidance Motives in Interpersonal Relationships
One important factor likely to influence interpretation of interpersonal interactions is the

perceiver’s motives. Research has demonstrated that motivation can influence how social
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information is processed (Strachman & Gable, 2006). For example, Molden and Higgins (2004)
demonstrated that perceiver motivations influenced perceiver categorizations of ambiguous
interpersonal behaviors. Indeed, an important implication of theories about self-regulation is that
individual motives stimulate sensitivity to social information. Self-regulation refers to the
process in which people seek to align themselves (i.e., their behaviors and self-conceptions) with
appropriate goals or standards (Higgins, 1997). According to Carver and Scheier’s (1990) model,
self-regulation involves a feedback process in that information from the environment is
compared to an internal reference, an output occurs, the environment is reevaluated and
compared to the internal reference and the process continues. One type of feedback process
attempts to reduce the discrepancy between the input and internal reference (discrepancy-
reducing) and another type of feedback process attempts to increase the discrepancy between the
input and internal reference (discrepancy-enhancing). These two systems have been termed
approach and avoidance processes, respectively. People’ motivations to approach pleasure and
avoid pain are referred to as the hedonic principle (Higgins, 1997). According to the hedonic
principle, the approach system is associated with movement toward desired, positive outcomes,
whereas the avoidance system is associated with movement away from undesirable, negative
outcomes (Carver, 1996; Gable, Reis, & Elliot, 2003).

Approach and avoidance motivation are traditionally conceptualized as temperaments
(Elliot & Thrash, 2002) and appear to map onto two distinct conceptual nervous systems. Gray
(1990) labeled one nervous system the behavioral activation system (BAS), which is posited to
facilitate behavior and produce positive affect. High BAS sensitivity indicates a general
sensitivity to signals of non-punishment or reward (i.e., positive, desirable stimuli) and manifests

as a perceptual readiness and strong emotional responsiveness to positive stimuli. Gray labeled
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the second the behavioral inhibition system (BIS), which is posited to inhibit behavior and
produce negative affect. High BIS sensitivity indicates a general sensitivity to signals of non-
reward or punishment (i.e., negative, undesirable stimuli) and is manifested as a perceptual
readiness and emotional reactivity to negative stimuli and the tendency to move away from such
stimuli (Gray, 1990). The BAS is the neuroanatomical correlate of the approach system and the
BIS is the neuroanatomical correlate of the avoidance system. The BAS/approach system is
accompanied by a perceptual vigilance for, affective reactivity to, and a behavioral
predisposition toward positive stimuli, whereas the BIS/avoidance system is accompanied by a
perceptual vigilance for, affective reactivity to, and behavioral predisposition to negative stimuli
(Elliot & Thrash, 2002). Informed by Gray’s (1990) theory, Gable and colleagues (2000) utilized
an experience-sampling methodology to relate emotional reactions to daily experiences and
found that higher BAS sensitivity predicts greater daily positive affect, whereas higher BIS
sensitivity predicts greater daily negative affect. Linking neurobiological, affective, cognitive,
and behavioral components of personality, in regards to the hedonic principle, Elliot and Thrash
argue that “the distinction between approach and avoidance motivation is fundamental and
integral to the study of affect, cognition, and behavior” (Elliot & Thrash, 2002, p. 804).

In an effort to extend upon the hedonic principle that people are motivated to approach
pleasure and avoid pain, Higgin’s (1997; 1998) regulatory focus theory posits that there are
important differences in how people approach pleasure and avoid pain. That is, although
approach and avoidance temperaments provide impetus for behavior, they do not offer strategies
for how such motives are pursued (Elliot et al., 2006). Regulatory focus theory suggests that the
hedonic principle of approaching pleasure and avoiding pain operates differently, depending on

the needs that people are trying to satisfy. Growth and development needs predominate for those
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who are promotion focused, whereas security needs drive those who are prevention focused.
Promotion focus is concerned with nurturance needs and involves striving for ideals through
aspirations and accomplishment; it prompts behaviors intended to move people closer to desired
end-states, the ideal self. Prevention focus regulates security needs and involves fulfilling duties
and obligations through vigilant and responsible behaviors; it prompts behaviors intended to
avoid conditions that pull people away from desired end-states, the ought self (Higgins, 1997;
1998).

Regulatory foci are differently involved in approach and avoidance (Higgins, Shah, &
Friedman, 1997). Indeed, even though they are distinct constructs (Elliot & Thrash, 2010),
approach and avoidance temperaments appear to influence regulatory foci at the strategic and
behavioral level (Scholer & Higgins, 2008). Meta-analytic evidence suggests that high levels of
approach temperament increase the likelihood that employees adopt eagerness promotion
strategies focused on moving them towards desired end-states and high levels of avoidance
temperament increases the likelihood that employees adopt vigilant prevention strategies focused
on avoiding conditions that pull them away from desired end-states (Lanaj, Chang, & Johnson,
2012). Further, a recent study by Winterheld and Simpson (2011) demonstrated that regulatory
focus orientations and approach-avoidance motivations influence interpersonal processes in
similar ways. Specifically, they reasoned that in relationship-threatening situations (e.g.,
conflict), strongly promotion focused people, similar to those high in approach motivation, are
sensitive to positive partner behaviors because they support the underlying desire for successful
conflict resolution and relationship growth and advancement. Strongly prevention focused
people, similar to those high in avoidance motivation, are sensitive to negative partner behaviors

to avoid threatening relationship security. Therefore, promotion focus tends to be the strategic
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means by which people high on approach motivation move towards a desired end-state and
prevention focus tends to be the strategic means by which people high on avoidance motivation
avoid increasing the discrepancy between themselves and the end-state (Lanaj et al., 2012).
When conceptualized as individual differences, tendencies to adopt promotion and prevention
focus are related to tendencies to adopt approach or avoidance motivation orientation (Amodio,
Shah, Sigelman, Brazy, & Harmon-Jones, 2004). Although recent research has also identified
interpersonal circumstances under which regulatory foci make predictions above and beyond
approach-avoidance (see Winterheld & Simpson, 2011). The effects of regulatory foci will be
discussed in exploratory fashion later in the current study.

Until relatively recently, very little research on self-regulation has focused explicitly on
social motives and goals. Historically speaking, social motivation has typically explored the need
for belonging (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). The desire to fulfill the need to belong is thought to
underlie employees’ preference to work in groups rather than alone (Alderfer, 1972), why they
cooperate with others (Kramer, 1993), and why they refrain from engaging in actions that may
harm their coworkers (Hollinger & Clark, 1982). Thwarted belonging has been demonstrated to
lead to depression, sadness, and lowered self-esteem in the general population (for an overview,
see Baumeister, Twenge, & Ciarocco, 2002), and engagement in self-defeating interpersonal
behaviors in the work context (Thau, Aquino, & Poortvliet, 2007). Considering the importance
of peoples’ basic motivation to belong, social psychologists have investigated the motivational
processes involved in establishing and maintaining social bonds. These motivational processes
are largely determined by social motives and goals. According to these researchers, interpersonal
relationships consistently present both incentives (social support and affiliation) and threats

(conflict and incivility) and thus there is utility in addressing how social motives and goals
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associated with approaching incentives and avoiding threats within relationships leads to
behavioral and affective outcomes (Gable, 2006).

Early research on social motivation defined the need for affiliation as motives stemming
from insecurity, rejection, and social isolation (Atkinson, Heyns, & Veroff, 1954). However, in
light of contradictory findings (need for affiliation was negatively correlated with popularity and
positively correlated with self-confidence; Atkinson et al., 1954) the focus shifted to two sub-
motives — need for affiliation and fear of rejection — posited based on expectations of positive
and negative reinforcement in interpersonal relationships, respectively (Mehrabian, 1976).
Mehrabian (1976) found that people high in need for affiliation were less anxious, elicited more
positive affect from others, and were more self-confident than people low in need for affiliation
whereas people high in sensitivity to rejection were less confident, more anxious, and were
judged less positively by others than people low on sensitivity to rejection. This early work on
social motivation, however, did not distinguish between approach social motives from avoidance
social motives (Gable, 2006). In order to further understanding of how approach and avoidance
social motives differentially influence interpersonal outcomes, Gable (Gable, 2006; Gable &
Strachman, 2006) adapted Elliot and Church’s (1997) Hierarchical Model of Approach and
Avoidance Motivation, which was initially applied to work on achievement motivation, to the
social domain. Gable’s (2006) Hierarchical Model of Approach-Avoidance Social Motivation
has received fervent interest by social psychologists in recent years and has been applied to the
study of dispositional social motives (Gable, 2006), and friendship relationships (Elliot et al.,
2006), romantic relationships (Impett, Gable, & Peplau, 2005; Impett & Gordon, 2010; Impett,
Gordon, Kogan, Oveis, Gable, & Keltner, 2010), and sexual relationships (Impett, Starchman,

Finkel, & Gable, 2008).
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Hierarchical Model of Approach-Avoidance Social Motivation. The hierarchical
model (Gable, 2006) outlines how dispositional individual differences in distal social motives,
environmental factors, and short-term proximal goals influence social cognition, affect, and
behaviors. In this model, a motive is an affectively-based tendency that orients individuals
toward positive or negative social stimuli (which is functionally similar to but distinct from a
motivation temperament which reflects a neurobiological sensitivity to positive [approach] or
negative [avoidance] stimuli; Elliot & Thrash, 2002; Gray, 1990). The model is hierarchical
because

“dispositional approach social motives and incentives in the social environment are

hypothesized to predispose people to adopt short-term approach social goals; and

dispositional avoidance social motives and threats in the social environment are
hypothesized to predispose people to adopt avoidance social goals” (p. 177; Gable,

2006).

For example, in a discussion about a task to complete an employee inventory, an
employee who has a high approach social motive will be more likely to adopt approach goals,
such as “I want to us to have a pleasant discussion so that | can become closer to my coworker”;
whereas an employee who has a high avoidance motive will be more likely to adopt an
avoidance goal, such as “I don’t want to embarrass myself or start an argument with my
coworker and for neither of us to be resentful of the outcome.” The approach and avoidance
motives are also posited to be associated with different social outcomes. Approach social
motives lead more strongly to positive relationship outcomes, such as affiliation and
companionship, whereas the avoidance social motives lead more strongly to negative
relationship outcomes, such as rejection conflict (Gable, 2006). People with strong approach

motives define successful interactions and relationships as those which provide desired outcomes

(e.g., affiliation and social support); and painful relationships are defined as those that do not
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provide these desired outcomes. Individuals with strong avoidance motives define positive
interactions and relationships as those that lack threats to the desired outcome (e.qg.,
disagreements and anxiety); and painful relationships are defined as those that possess these
threats to the desired outcome.

Recent research in social psychology has found general support for the hierarchical
model of approach-avoidance social motivation. Gable (2006) found that general approach
motives was associated with more positive social attitudes, satisfaction with social bonds, and
less loneliness, whereas general avoidance social motives was associated with more negative
social attitudes, relationship insecurity, and loneliness. Elliot et al. (2006) found that general
approach motives were associated with greater subjective well-being, whereas avoidance social
goals were associated with more reports of physical health symptoms 3.5 months later. In a study
of romantic relationships, Impett and colleagues (2008) found that people with strong approach
motives in their relationship had higher maintained sexual desire on a daily basis over six months
than individuals lower in approach motives in their relationship. Further, in an event sampling
study of romantic relationships, Impett and colleagues (2010) found that relationship approach
motives were associated with increased relationship satisfaction on a daily basis and over time,
and relationship avoidance motives were associated with decreased relationship satisfaction
overtime. In an experimental investigation, Strachman and Gable (2006) found that avoidance
social goals were associated with negatively biased interpretation of ambiguous social cues and
more pessimistic evaluations of social actors, and that strangers remember more negative
information (adjectives such as aggressive, selfish, out-spoken) about their interacting partner

when avoidance social goals are primed compared to when approach social goals are primed.
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Considering that approach motives reflect a general sensitivity and affective
responsiveness to positive stimuli and avoidance motives reflect a general sensitivity and
affective responsiveness to negative stimuli (Elliott & Trash, 2002; Gray, 1990), behavioral and
affect-driven reactions to the receipt of help and harm are likely to vary depending on the
activation of approach or avoidance social motives. Below, SET and AET theoretical
perspectives are described highlighting the how help and harm can be reciprocated within
relationships and the central role of affect in influencing engagement in help and harm and
relationship satisfaction within relationships.

Social Exchange and the Reciprocation of Help and Harm

According to SET, individuals’ voluntary behaviors are driven by obligations that arise
through a series of social transactions (Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1976; for a review, see Cropanzano
& Mitchell, 2005). The transactions are typically considered to be interdependent and contingent
on the actions of another person (Blau, 1964). When two people interact they become involved
in a continuing exchange that results in the reciprocation of inputs and outputs within the
relationship. This reciprocation is guided by the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) such that
individuals respond to others’ actions in kind. Norms of reciprocity can be both positive and
negative: Positive norms of reciprocity motivate individuals to respond to positive treatment with
positive treatment and negative norms of reciprocity motivate individuals to respond to negative
treatment with negative treatment (Gallucci & Perugini, 2003; Gouldner, 1960; Perugini,
Gallucci, Presaghi, & Ercolani, 2003).

It thus follows that the direction of help by an actor employee toward a target coworker
should trigger a positive reciprocity norm, motivating that target coworker to respond in kind by

directing help toward the actor employee. Likewise, the direction of harm by an actor employee
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toward a target coworker should trigger a negative reciprocity norm, motivating that target
coworker to respond in kind by directing harm toward the actor employee. These reciprocal
transactions can be self-reinforcing and cycles of social exchange can be difficult to break
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Indeed, in their theoretical model of incivility, Andersson and
Pearson (1999) argued that the desire for reciprocation may eventually spark an escalating spiral
of negative behavior.

Empirical evidence has demonstrated that the reciprocation of help and harm is dyadic
and employees develop different social exchange relationships with different coworkers (Lyons
& Scott, 2012). In a social network study (dyadic level of analysis), Lyons and Scott (2012)
found that the receipt of help and harm by a given employee from a certain coworker was
associated with the extent to which that employee engaged in help and harm towards that
coworker. Lyons and Scott (2012) also found that the behaviors exchanged between a focal
employee and a given coworker were equivalent, demonstrating support for the homeomorphic
reciprocity principle of SET (Gouldner, 1960). That is, engaging in help, but not harm, was
associated with receiving help, and engaging in harm, but not help, was associated with receiving
harm. That is, they found that employees exchanged “tat for tat” as opposed to “tit for tat”
(Gouldner, 1960). However, the Lyons and Scott (2012) study utilized a cross-sectional design
which limited the generalizability of the inferences to help and harm that vary within individuals
and over time (Dalal et al., 2009). The current study builds upon this work by using an
experience-sampling methodology. It is hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 1: Receipt of help will be positively associated with engagement in help.
Hypothesis 2: Receipt of harm will be positively associated with engagement in harm.

The extent that these interdependent exchanges have the potential to generate high-

quality relationships may in fact depend upon social motives associated with the specific
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relationships. As noted earlier, relationship outcomes tend to be more positive in approach-
oriented relationships as opposed to avoidant-oriented relationships (Gable, 2006) and social
exchange may be one mechanism explaining such differences. SET (Blau, 1964, Gouldner,
1960) describes the reciprocation of help in harm as being driven by a cognitive rational
calculation of who owes what to whom. Sensitivity to such debits and credits would therefore
affect the social exchange. According to Gable’s (2006) approach-avoidance model, approach-
avoidance social motives sensitize individuals toward positive or negative social stimuli. This is
because approach-oriented motives individuals are particularly attuned to achieving positive
aspirations for the relationship, such as growing closer to someone. In avoidance-oriented
relationships, individuals are particularly attuned to avoiding threats for the relationship, such as
conflict. As a result, approach social motives sensitize individuals to positive interactions and
tend to be related more strongly to positive relationship outcomes, such as stronger affiliation
and companionship, whereas the avoidance social motives, that sensitize individuals to negative
interactions, tend to be more strongly related to negative relationship outcomes, such as rejection
(Gable, 2006). It is thus expected that employees in approach-oriented relationships will be more
sensitive to receiving help, thereby amplifying calculations of positive reciprocal debits and
credits, and enhancing positive social exchange and reciprocation of help engagement. However,
in avoidance-oriented relationships employees will be more sensitive to receiving harm, thereby
amplifying calculations of negative reciprocal debits and credits, and enhancing negative social

exchange and reciprocation of harm engagement.

Hypothesis 3: The association between help receipt and help engagement will be stronger

in approach-oriented relationships compared to avoidance-oriented relationships.
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Hypothesis 4: The association between harm receipt and harm engagement will be

stronger in avoidance-oriented relationships compared to approach-oriented

relationships.
Affective State Responses to the Receipt of Help and Harm

Affective Reactions to Receipt of Help and Harm. According to AET (Weiss &
Cropanzano, 1996), fluctuations in affect are predictable and influence workplace behaviors and
attitudes. Affective states are highly variable and fluctuate within persons over time (Dalal et al.,
2009). Affective states are a functional mechanism that organizes ongoing activity to force
attention on pressing events that are relevant to physiological needs or that induce disturbing
cognitive associations, such as threats to well-being, goal attainment, or esteem and
physiologically energize individuals to induce appropriate action (Spector & Fox, 2002).
Affective-events — such as receiving help from a coworker or being criticized by a coworker —
disrupt existing endogenous affective cycles. In turn, affect (anger, joy) induced by these events
subsequently influences work attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction) and work behaviors, such as
helping behaviors, confrontational or harming behaviors, and/or work withdrawal. Positive
events, such as receiving help, elicit positive affective states because they are appraised as
enhancing well-being, esteem or bringing one closer to goal achievement (Weiss & Cropanzano,
1996; Spector & Fox, 2002). Negative events, such as receiving harm, elicit negative affective
states because they are appraised as being threatening to well-being, esteem or goal attainment
(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996).

Hypothesis 5: Receipt of help will be positively associated with experiences of positive

affective states.
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Hypothesis 6: Receipt of harm will be positively associated with experiences of negative

affective states.

An additional component of AET suggests that individual dispositions influence the
impact that work events have on affective reactions (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), a feature
similar to what Bolger and Zuckerman (1995) call differential reactivity. That is, people high in a
certain disposition should react more severely (i.e., have a stronger affective reaction) than
people low in that disposition. The majority of studies on differential activation have investigated
the impact of two personality traits, extraversion and neuroticism, on affective reactions to
stressful events (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995) Extraversion relates to the BAS that is more
sensitive to signals of reward (Gray, 1990), and extraverts are predisposed to react more
positively to events that elicit positive affective states. Neuroticism relates to the BIS that is more
sensitive to signals of punishment (Gray, 1990), and neurotic individuals are predisposed to react
more negatively to events that elicit negative affective states. In a daily-diary study, Rodell and
Judge (2009) demonstrated that hindrance stressors related more strongly to anger for people
high on neuroticism (Rodell & Judge, 2009). Additionally, in another daily-diary study, Judge,
Scott, and Ilies (2006) demonstrated that perceived injustice related more strongly to state
hostility for people higher in trait hostility.

Self-regulation theories have also examined how motives sensitize individuals to
experience specific affective states (Brockner & Higgins, 2001). Activation of approach and
avoidance motivational systems are associated with different affective outcomes (Gable et al.,
2000). For example, Gable and colleagues (2000) found that high BAS sensitivity was associated
with more daily positive affect and high BIS sensitivity was predictive of increased daily

negative affect. High BAS sensitivity reflects an increased attentiveness to potential reward and
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high BIS sensitivity reflects an increased attentiveness to punishment. Approach motivation is
associated with feelings of eagerness, excitement, and elation whereas avoidance motivation is
associated with feelings of anxiety and frustration (Carver & White, 1994; Gray, 1990). In this
model, the approach and avoidance motivation systems are viewed as responsible for positive
and negative feelings, respectively, but approach is not associated with negative feelings and
avoidance is not associated with positive feelings.

It is thus expected that when a focal employee interacts with a specific coworker, social
motives associated with the activation of the relationship-specific relational self will function
similarly to the differential reactivity effects of motivational dispositions. Approach social
motives will intensify positive affective reactions to positive events, whereas avoidance social
motives will intensify negative affective reactions to negative events.

Hypothesis 7: The association between receipt of help (a positive event) and positive

affective states will be stronger in approach-oriented relationships compared to

avoidance-oriented relationships.

Hypothesis 8: The association between receipt of harm (a negative event) and negative

affective states will be stronger in avoidance-oriented relationships compared to

approach-oriented relationships.

Affect-Driven Engagement in Help and Harm and Satisfaction. According to AET,
people engage in behaviors that are intended to deal with their particular affective reactions
(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Affective states induce action tendencies that tend to elicit certain
behaviors, quite often motivating behavior that will reduce negative feelings and enhance
positive feelings (Spector & Fox, 2002). Behaviors most directly influenced by affective events

are what Weiss and Cropanzano call “affect-driven behaviors” and help and harm are considered
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affect-driven behaviors. Dalal, and colleagues (2009) demonstrated, via two experience-sampling
studies, that OCB and CWB are affect-driven phenomenon and exhibit considerable within-
person variation.

Another relevant theory is Spector and Fox’s (2002) emotion-centered model. According
to the emotion-centered model, situations induce affective states which influence the likelihood
that individuals will engage in either help or harm. In line with AET, affect focuses attention on
the events that caused it. Action tendencies accompanying affective states can immediately and
automatically prompt behavior, or they can facilitate intentions to engage in a given behavior
when the opportunity arises (Sepctor & Fox, 2002; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). In general,
action tendencies accompanying positive affective states (joy, happiness) are prosocial,
motivating individuals to draw in or engage the perceived source of the pleasant feelings
(resulting in behaviors that include friendliness and cooperation; help), whereas action
tendencies accompanying negative affective states (anger, hostility) are antisocial, motivating
individuals to repel the perceived source of the unpleasant feelings (resulting in behaviors that
include aggression and antagonism; harm). Importantly, negative affective states interfere with
cognitive processes involved in moral judgments, lower inhibitions, and prime aggressive
thoughts and scripts (Berkowitz, 2003; Tedeschi & Felson, 1994), increasing the likelihood that
the states of action readiness associated with negative affective states will be manifested. The
target for the help or harm is predicated on the perceived agent of the situation that induced the
affective state. Thus, an individual who feels mistreated by a coworker will most likely direct
harm toward that individual rather than people in general (Spector & Fox, 2002).

Recently, empirical research adopting experience-sampling methodologies and

examining the behavioral consequences of affective states provided evidence supporting
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propositions of AET and the emotion-centered model. For example, Rodell and Judge (2009)
demonstrated that daily experiences of challenge stressors (i.e., stressors associated with gains
and growth) related to daily engagement in OCB and this effect was mediated by attentiveness
(positive affective state), and daily experiences of hindrance stressors (i.e., stressors viewed as
obstacles to growth) related to daily engagement in CWB and this effect was mediated by anger
(negative affective state). llies, Scott, and Judge (2006) demonstrated that employees who
experience positive affective states over a period of time (e.g., day, week) were more likely to
engage in OCBs during that time, and Judge, Scott, and Ilies (2006) found that daily perceptions
of interpersonal mistreatment related to higher daily engagement in CWB and this effect was
mediated by state hostility.

The empirical evidence presented here also supports the two-factor approach to affect, on
which the emotion-centered model is based (Spector & Fox, 2002). According to the two-factor
approach, positive and negative affect are seemingly controlled by different areas of the brain —
positive affect is controlled by the BAS and negative affect by the BIS (Spector & Fox, 2002).
Thus, high (low) positive affective states are expected to lead to high (low) engagement in
helping, but is not expected to be related to engagement in harming, whereas high (low) negative
affective states are expected to lead to high (low) engagement in harming but is not expected to
be related to engagement in helping. In a meta-analysis, Dalal (2005) found that at the between-
person level, OCB and CWB engagement were at best moderately negatively related and, thus,
thought of as relatively distinct constructs. Dalal and colleagues (2009) replicated the between-
person effects at the within-person level in an experience-sampling study and found that

employees engaged in more OCB during experiences of positive affective states (but not
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negative affective states) and more CWB during experiences of negative affective states (but not
positive affective states).

Avoidance motivation is associated with anxiety emotions and the action tendency
associated with anxiety is inhibition and withdrawal behaviors (Gray, 1990; Lazarus, 1991).
Therefore, it is expected that individuals in avoidance relationships will engage in different
forms of harm in response to the receipt of harm than is typically examined adopting AET and
the emotion-centered model. That is, unlike anger and hostility that are associated with more
active aggressive action tendencies (Lazarus, 1991), anxiety and frustration may be associated
with more covert and passive forms of aggression, even though both forms of aggression may
serve a similar underlying function of repelling the perceived source of the negative affective
states. In their theoretical conceptualization of workplace aggression, Baron and Neuman (1996)
distinguished between active and passive aggressive behaviors. Active aggression produces harm
through the performance of some behavior (e.g., insulting or criticizing a coworker) whereas
passive aggression is consistent with withdrawal and delivers harm through the withholding of
some action (e.g., avoiding or ignoring a coworker). Therefore, in addition to traditional
conceptualizations of interpersonal CWBs and aggression, in the current study, engagement in
harm in avoidance relationships may also expected to be associated with passive harming
behaviors.

Hypothesis 9: Positive affective states will be positively associated with engagement in

help (but not harm).

Hypothesis 10: Negative affective states will be positively associated with engagement in

harm (but not help).
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It thus follows that affective states may serve as a partial mediator of the social exchange
associations between help and harm receipt and help and harm engagement.

Hypothesis 11: Positive affective states will mediate the association between receipt of

help and engagement in helping (but not harming).

Hypothesis 12: Negative affective states mediate the association between receipt of harm

and engagement in harm (but not help).

AET also makes direct predictions about linking affective states to attitudinal outcomes.
According to AET, an attitude is an evaluative judgment about some foci that is influenced by
affective experiences (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). The affective components of attitudes reflect
the recall of affective experiences associated with the evaluative foci and such attitudes are
expected to vary with affect. Social psychologists have demonstrated that affective states are
predictive of relationship satisfaction over time (Gonzagos, Campos, & Bradbury, 2007; Impett
et al., 2010). For example, Impett and colleagues (2010) drew from Frederickson’s (2001)
broaden-and-build theory which suggests that positive affective states broaden people’s
attention and thinking, and these broadened outlooks help people to discover and build
consequential personal resources such as social support and enhanced feelings of satisfaction.
Therefore, it is expected that:

Hypothesis 13: Positive affective states will be positively associated with relationship

satisfaction.

Hypothesis 14: Negative affective states will be negatively associated with relationship

satisfaction..

It thus follows that affective states may serve as a partial mediator of the relationship

between receipt of help and harm and relationship satisfaction. This expectation is in line with
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meta-analytic evidence demonstrating that employees who experience support from their
coworkers have higher work attitudes, including job satisfaction (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008),
and employees who experience antagonism or harassment from their coworker have lower work
attitudes (Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008).

Hypothesis 15: Positive affective states will mediate the association between receipt of

help and relationship satisfaction.

Hypothesis 16: Negative affective states mediate the association between receipt of harm

and relationship satisfaction.

Finally, in line with arguments made for hypotheses 3, 4, 7, 8, 13, 14, 15 and 16
approach-avoidance relationship motives may moderate the strength of the mediating effects of
affective states on the social exchange of help and harm and the effects of receipt of help and
harm on relationship satisfaction.

Hypothesis 17: The mediating effect of positive affective states on the association

between help receipt and help engagement will be stronger in approach-oriented

relationships compared to avoidance-oriented relationships.

Hypothesis 18: The mediating effect of negative affective states on the association

between harm receipt and harm engagement will be stronger in avoidance-oriented

relationships compared to approach-oriented relationships.

Hypothesis 19: The mediating effect of positive affective states on the association

between help receipt and relationship satisfaction will be stronger in approach-oriented

relationships compared to avoidance-oriented relationships.
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Hypothesis 20: The mediating effect of negative affective states on the association

between harm receipt and relationship satisfaction will be stronger in avoidance-oriented

relationships compared to approach-oriented relationships.
Promotion and Prevention Regulatory Foci

Although the majority of research on motivational variables in interpersonal contexts has
drawn on approach-avoidance motivations, a handful of recent studies have drawn from
regulatory focus theory. In particular this research has explored how interpersonal experiences
evoke promotion and prevention regulatory foci that then in turn induce strategic behavioral
responses (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Molden, Lucas, Gardner, Dean, & Knowles 2009;
Osyerman, Uskul, Yoder, Nesse, & Williams, 2007). Independent of approach-avoidance
relationship motives, interpersonal behaviors from specific coworkers may make prevention or
promotion concerns temporarily salient. Research on romantic relationships has demonstrated
that although most people should feel good (bad) about positive (negative) partner behaviors,
depending on the meaning of the positive (negative) behaviors to them, promotion or prevention
concerns may be made salient and uniquely influence subsequent behavioral responses to the
receipt of such behaviors (Higgins & Schoeler, 2008; Winterheld & Simpson, 2011). Evocation
of promotion and prevention foci may have unique effects on engagement in help and harm in
dyadic relationships compared to that which would be expected by approach-avoidance motives
alone. In fact, promotion and prevention regulatory foci may act more proximally to influence
the engagement help and harm than approach-avoidance relationship motives. Therefore, the
current study examined how receipt of help and harm evoke promotion and prevention
regulatory foci which in turn affect engagement in help and harm. The effects of proximal

promotion and prevention regulatory foci were be considered in the context of approach and
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avoidance relationship motives that are expected to affect how the receipt of help and harm relate
to the adoption of such foci.

As was briefly summarized earlier, the two motivational systems proposed by regulatory
focus theory (Higgins, 1997; 1998) include: (1) promotion focus, which facilitates the fulfillment
of people’s nurturance needs through the pursuit of hopes and aspirations and is concerned with
personal growth and advancement, and (2) prevention focus, which facilitates the achievement of
security needs through the fulfillment of duties and obligations and is concerned with safety and
protection. When pursuing promotion concerns people strive toward rewarding outcomes (i.e.,
social gains), and they try to avert the absence of positive outcomes (i.e., non-gains, or missed
opportunities). When pursuing prevention concerns people work to avert negative outcomes (i.e.,
social losses) and strive toward the absence of negative outcomes (i.e., non-losses, or absence of
threats). Some theorists do contend that neither regulatory foci are identical to the approach
(concerned with approaching positive outcome) or avoidance (concerned with avoiding negative
outcome) systems, such that both regulatory foci are concerned with obtaining positive outcomes
(i.e., prevention focus is concerned with security and safety and promotion focus in concerned
with growth and nurturance; Crowe & Higgins, 1997). However, regulatory foci and approach-
avoidance have been found to influence interpersonal outcomes in similar ways (Higgins &
Schoeler, 2008; Winterheld & Simpson, 2011). Indeed, approach motives increase people’s
tendency to adopt promotion strategies, and avoidance motives increase people’s tendency to
adopt prevention strategies (Lanaj et al., 2012). When activated by some relationship-threatening
event (e.g., an argument) a prevention focus leads people to be more sensitive to negative partner
behaviors and less willing to engage in risky conflict-resolution behaviors, similar to individuals

high in avoidance motivation (Osyerman et al., 2007). Similarly, when promotion focus is
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primed (after experiencing a positive event), people are more sensitive to positive partner
behaviors and are more willing to engage in risky creative conflict-resolution behaviors, similar
to people high in approach motivation (Winterheld & Simpson, 2011).

However, recent evidence suggests that regulatory foci can account for behavioral
responses in ways that are unique to expectations of approach-avoidance motivation. For
example, Scholer, Zou, Fujita, Stroessner, and Higgins (2010) found that when people viewed a
relationship threat (e.g., argument) has having long-term detrimental effects on their relationship,
people with a prevention focus people did not adopt the typical avoidance behaviors (e.g.,
avoiding the situation), but instead adopted approach oriented behaviors (e.g., actively working
to resolve the conflict) in order to restore safety and security in the relationship. Likewise,
Winterheld and Simpson (2011) found that in the face of relationship conflict, prevention-
focused people engaged in relationship restoration behaviors (e.g., discussion to resolve
conflict). Further, Molden and colleagues (2009) found that, people who perceived they had been
excluded by being ignored evoked a promotion focus that lead them to reestablish social contact,
whereas people who perceived they had been excluded by being rejected evoked a prevention
focus and withdrew from social contact. As such, previous research has demonstrated that
positive interpersonal events (e.g., receipt of help) tend to evoke promotion focus where negative
interpersonal events (e.g., receipt of harm) tend to evoke prevention foci. However, the effects of
promotion and prevention regulatory foci on engagement in interpersonal behaviors (e.g.,
engagement in help and harm) tend to differ depending on the individuals’ perception and
interpretation of the inciting event.

As relationship approach-avoidance social motives may affect individuals’ interpretations

of help and harm receipt, approach and avoidance motivation may also affect how individuals
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interpret the receipt of help and harm in terms of gains or losses. For example, in an approach
relationship, help receipt may be more likely to be perceived as a social gain and evoke
promotion regulatory focus whereas in an avoidance relationship, help receipt may not be
perceived as a social gain and be less likely to evoke promotion regulatory focus. Likewise, in an
avoidance relationship, harm receipt may be more likely to be perceived as a social loss and
evoke prevention regulatory focus whereas in an approach relationship, harm receipt may not be
perceived as a social loss (but an opportunity for gain) and be less likely to evoke prevention
regulatory focus. However, an alternative possibility could be that promotion and prevention
regulatory foci are not relevant to avoidant relationships (which is concerned about avoiding
threat), and they are only evoked in response to help and harm in approach relationships in which
positive aspirations are of primary concern (Crowe & Higgins, 1997). Therefore, one question
of interest is if approach and avoidance relationship motives influence the evocation of
promotion and prevention regulatory foci in response to the receipt of help and harm.

Research Question 1: Do help and harm receipt evoke promotion and prevention

regulatory foci within relationships? Does the strength of the association between help

and harm receipt and promotion and prevention regulatory foci differ across approach
and avoidance relationships?

Further, given recent research on the unique effects of regulatory foci in predicting
behavioral responses to positive and negative behaviors (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Molden et al.,
2009; Scholer et al., 2010; Winterheld & Simpson, 2011), another question of interest is how
promotion and prevention foci relate to the engagement of help and harm towards the coworker

with whom a focal employee either has an approach or avoidant relationship motive.
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Research Question 2: Do promotion and prevention regulatory foci affect engagement in
help and harm within relationships? Does the strength of the association between
prevention and promotion regulatory foci and help and harm engagement differ across
approach and avoidance relationships?

It thus follows that promotion and prevention regulatory foci may also partially mediate
the association between help and harm receipt and help and harm engagement. Such reasoning is
consistent with SET (Blau, 1964, Gouldner, 1960). According to SET, outcomes of the exchange
of socioemotional resources (e.g., interpersonal helping and harming behaviors) address social
needs such as esteem and affiliation. Socioemotional outcomes are symbolic and represent how a
person is valued by the exchange partner (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Depending on the
interpretation of an exchange relationship — whether individuals are perceived to be valued or
devalued — will influence the decisions individuals may about how to move forward in the
exchange relationship (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). This decision process involves a rational
calculation of the consequences and benefits of strategies that can be adopted to attain the
desired outcome (Meeker, 1971). Therefore, in a relationship of interdependent exchanges
individuals will evaluate their exchanges as they relate to desired outcomes, including belonging.
When individuals receive help they may interpret such actions as a social gain bringing them
closer to their desired belonging state and focus their regulation on achieving the desired
outcome (i.e., promotion focus). When individuals receive harm they may interpret such actions
as a social loss distancing them from their desired affiliation state and focus their regulation on
preventing further distancing from that state (i.e., prevention focus). Thus, promotion and
prevention regulatory foci may also serve as a mediating mechanism between the receipt of help

and harm and engagement in help and harm in dyadic relationships.
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Research Question 3: Do promotion and prevention regulatory foci mediate associations
between help and harm receipt and help and harm engagement? Does the relationship
approach and avoidance motive moderate this mediation?

Exploratory Investigation: Emotional Intelligence and Interpersonal Trust

Emotional intelligence. Although separate from the primary focus of the current study,
emotional intelligence was also examined as an individual difference a moderator of the within-
relationship associations between help and harm receipt, positive and negative affective states,
and engagement in help and harm. During the last two decades, emotional intelligence has
become an increasingly popular in organizational research (Joseph & Newman, 2010). This is
likely because research has suggested that emotional intelligence is a consistent predictor of job
performance (Law, Wong, & Song, 2006; Wong & Long, 2002; for a meta-analytic review, see
Joseph & Newman, 2010). Additional evidence suggests that emotional intelligence also predicts
leadership effectiveness (Kafetsios, Nezlek, & Vassiou, 2011).

Emotional intelligence has its roots in social intelligence, and early on it was defined as
the ability of a person to deal with his or her emotions (Salovey & Mayer, 1990). More recently
emotional intelligence as an ability has been defined in terms of four dimensions (Davies,
Stankov, & Roberts, 1998): (1) understanding of one’s own emotions, (2) understanding of
others’ emotions, (3) regulation of one’s own emotions (i.e., in terms of rapid recovery from
psychological distress and being able to control one’s temper), and (4) emotional expression that
is beneficial for performance (i.e., directing emotions towards constructive activities). Therefore,
individuals high in El should be able to recognize their emotions, regulate their emotions, and
manage their emotions in a way that is beneficial to performance (Wong & Long, 2002).

Effective management of emotions is an important factor affecting interpersonal relations as
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individuals who are not sensitive to their own and others’ emotions will have trouble regulating
and managing their emotions and will have problems interacting with others (Law et al., 2006).
For example, in the current study individuals high in emotional intelligence may be better at not
letting their emotions affect their interpersonal behaviors. This may be particularly valuable in
response to receiving harm.

Interpersonal trust. In addition to addressing the above research questions, the current
study also assessed how dyadic approach-avoidance relational motives shape dyadic
interpersonal trust and how interpersonal trust affected engagement in helping and harming
behaviors and relationship satisfaction. Even though interpersonal trust has typically been
conceptualized as dyadic in nature (i.e., trustor and trustee; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995),
the majority of extant research has examined interpersonal trust as a generalized experience of
the individual without considering the specific relationship between the turstor and trustee. The
approach of the current study follows a small number of previous studies that have examined
interpersonal trust from a dyadic perspective (e.g., Chua, Ingram, & Morris, 2008; Yakovleva,
Reilly, & Werko, 2010).

Trust is defined by Mayer and colleagues (1995) as the willingness of a trustor to be
vulnerable to a trustee based on positive expectations about the trustee’s actions. This definition
of trust captures three components: (a) benevolence which reflects expectations about caring or
supportive motives, (b) ability, which reflects expectations about competence and skills, and (c)
integrity which reflects expectations about a consistent adherence to sound principles. Trust has
also been conceptualized to include two factors by McAllister (1995): (a) affect-based trust
which reflects expectations of reciprocal care and concern and (b) cognition-based trust which

reflects expectations of reliability and dependability. Recently, researchers have highlighted the
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similarities in both Mayer and colleagues (1995) and McAllister’s (1995) conceptualizations of
trust, with benevolence having much in common with affect-based trust and ability and integrity
having much in common with cognition-based trust (for example, see Colquitt, LePine, Piccolo,
Zapata, & Rich 2012). In the current study McAllister’s (1995) two-factor conceptualization of
trust is drawn upon to explore how approach-avoidance dyadic relationship motives affect dyadic
affect- and cognition-based interpersonal trust, and how interpersonal trust affects engagement in

helping and harming behaviors and relationship satisfaction.
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METHOD
Participants

Participants were recruited from three organizations: a large administrative department of
a mid-Western governmental agency, two grocery stores of a mid-Western food services retailer,
and administrative departments of a large mid-Western University. In order to recruit
participants, the researcher gained permission from senior-level management at each
organization (i.e., staff supervisor at the government agency, HR manager at the food retailer,
and department chairperson and Dean at the university). The organization representatives at the
government agency and food retailer provided the researcher with a list of employees who were
eligible to participate. Research has demonstrated that employees of different hierarchical
positions within an organization (e.g., supervisors and subordinates) exert unique influences on
employee interpersonal experiences (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008). As such, in order to avoid
confounding formal status differences within employee relationships with the focal relational
constructs of interest, eligible participants were limited to one hierarchical position within each
organization. That is, in the government agency eligible participants were limited to non-
supervisory support staff; non-supervisory cashiers and food handlers in the grocery stores; and
administrative assistants in the university departments. After they were identified, all eligible
prospective participants received an email from the organization representative requesting their
participation (for an example of the email sent to university administrative staff see Appendix
A). Although it is difficult to ascertain exactly how many individuals received the recruitment
email, the email was sent to 195 individuals (100 from the government agency, 81 from the
grocery stores, and 14 from the university departments). Two of the university administrative
staff recruited an additional one participant each, resulting in a final recruitment total of 197

individuals. Of those who the email was sent to, 78 (44 from the government agency, 9 from the
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grocery stores, and 16 from the university departments) signed up to participate. At the
government agency and grocery stores, participants met with the researcher to review the study
logistics and address any questions. They were also provided with an information sheet (in the
form of Question & Answers, see Appendix A) outlining logistical issues, the timeframe of their
participation, assurance of confidentiality, and method of payment. The administrative staff at
the university received this information sheet via email. On a pre-specified date (typically on a
Monday one week after participants received the information sheet) participants received an
email containing a link to the pre-survey. Of the 78 individuals who initially signed-up to
participate, 69 completed the pre-survey. One week following the pre-survey, the 69 participants
received the Day 1 survey on a Monday — all 69 participants completed this survey.

After data collection had been completed, an additional 14 participants were removed
from the sample because their survey responses evidenced that they did not engage in the survey
efforts or did not understand the instructions. Specifically, these participants either accessed the
survey and only completed a small proportion of questions, only completed a small number of
the daily surveys (five or less of 20), and/or responded to questions about the wrong relationship
partner (e.g., one person alternated between different coworkers for each of the 20 survey days).
The final sample consisted of 55 participants which represented a 28% response rate (of the 197
initially contacted). Of those 55 participants, 83% were female (17% male), 87% White (13 %
Black/African-American), with a mean age of 39 years (SD=15.52, ranging from 20 to 66 years),
and had an average organizational tenure of 8 years and one month (SD=10 years 6 months).

Of the final 55 participants, 34 were from the government agency (76% female; 85%
white, 15% black/African-American; mean age=38 years, SD=10.62; mean organizational tenure

= 4 years 10 months, SD=5 years one month), six were from the grocery stores (83% female;
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83% white, 17% black/African-American; mean age=27 years, SD=10.24; mean organizational
tenure = 2 years 4 months, SD=10 years), and 15 from the university administration (100%
female; 93% white, 7% black/African-American; mean age=47 years, SD=12.91; mean
organizational tenure = 17 years 6 months, SD=14 years 8 months). Although participants from
each organization were mostly white and female, participants from the grocery stores tended to
be younger and had lower organizational tenure than participants from the government agency
and university administration. In fact, the average age and organizational tenure of university
administration participants was highest relative to participants from the government agency or
grocery stores.

Compensation for participation varied across organization as supervisors and managers at
each organization had different expectations regarding acceptable levels of remuneration. At the
government agency, participants were entered into a draw for eight prizes of $25.00. Each day a
participants completed a daily survey, their names were entered into a lottery. At the grocery
stores, every participant was paid $20.00 regardless of the amount of surveys they completed and
they were also entered into a lottery system for two prizes of $60.00. University staff participants
were each paid $40.00 regardless of the number of surveys they completed and they were entered
into a lottery for four prizes of $60.00.

Procedure

Data collection took place over 5 weeks. At the beginning of week 1, participants
completed the pre-survey. Participants received the pre-survey via email. The pre-survey
contained the consent form (for an example of the email sent to university administrative staff
see Appendix A). The pre-survey contained the relationship motive manipulation (see

instructions below) for which each participant was asked to nominate two coworkers, one with
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whom they have an approach relationship (Coworker A) and one with whom they have an
avoidance relationship (Coworker B). This is to ensure variability on the relationship motive

variable. See Figure 2 for a graphical representation of this design.

Coworker A Coworker B
Approach Avoidance
Motive Motive
Focal
employee

Figure 2. Graphical representation of study design. Each participant reported about two
relationships: A coworker with whom they have high approach relationships motives (Coworker
A), and a coworker with whom they have high avoidance relationships motives (Coworker B).

To ensure confidentiality of individuals, as opposed to indicating the nominated
coworkers’ actual names, participants were asked to indicate an alias for each nominated
coworker. The pre-survey also contained questions assessing additional relationship
characteristics for each nominated coworker, including their hierarchical status relative to each
coworker, their requirement to work with each coworker, their liking of each coworker, their
trusting of each coworker, and their length of relationship with each coworker. Finally, the pre-
survey assessed individual difference variables, including approach-avoidance disposition,
emotional intelligence, and demographics (i.e., age, gender, race/ethnicity, organizational
tenure).

One week following the pre-survey, participants received the first of the daily surveys via
email. Each day for 20 work days, participants received an email at the end of each work day

between 2pm and 4pm that contained a link to each day’s survey. Concerns of contrast effects
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made it troublesome for participants to report on their experiences of both nominated coworkers
at the same time. To address this concern, prior to data collection, participants were randomly
assigned to either complete the daily measures about one coworker (e.g., Coworker A; approach
relationship) for the first half of data collection (10 work days) and then complete the daily
measures about their experiences with the second nominated coworker (e.g., Coworker B;
avoidance relationship) for the last half of data collection (10 days), or vice versa. In order to
increase the likelihood that participants would attend to the appropriate coworker they nominated
in the pre-survey, the daily emails also indicated the alias of the nominated coworker for which
the respective survey would be completed about. The daily surveys were designed to be short
(approximately 5 minutes in length) and assess the variables expected to vary within the
relationships over time. These variables included: receipt of help and harm, positive and negative
affective states, promotion and prevention regulatory foci, engagement in help and harm, and
relationship satisfaction. In order to decrease the possibility that the ordering of survey measures
would affect participants’ responding, the order of measures in each daily survey were randomly
counterbalanced, alternating each day. The survey was divided into two halves and each half
began with relatively easy and innocuous questions (i.e., affective states, promotion and
prevention regulatory foci) to earn the respondent’s trust before moving on to more sensitive
questions (e.g., receipt/engagement in help/harm). For example, the first half of the daily surveys
assessed positive and negative affective states, receipt of help and harm, and the second half
assessed promotion and prevention regulatory foci, engagement in help and harm and

relationship satisfaction.
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Finally, at the end of the last survey (Day 20) participants also completed a manipulation
check (described in detail below). For the manipulation check, participants rated their approach
and avoidance social motivation for both of the coworkers they nominated.

Measures
Full scale items for all measures are listed in Appendix B.

Individual Level Variables (Level 3)

General Approach and Avoidance Disposition. Individual differences in general
motivational tendencies were measured using the BAS and BIS scales (Carver & White, 1994).
BAS was measured using 13 items (e.g., “When I see an opportunity for something I like, I get
excited right away”) and the BIS was measured with seven items (e.g., “If I think something
unpleasant is going to happen I usually get pretty ‘worked up’”). Participants responded to the
items on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale, and their
responses were averaged to form the BAS and BIS indices. Cronbach’s alpha reliability for the
BAS was 0.80 and 0.79 for the BIS. Individual differences in BAS and BIS are independent and
individuals can be both high and low on both the BAS and BIS (Carver & White, 1994).

Emotional Intelligence. Individual differences in emotional intelligence were assessed
with the Wong Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS; Wong & Law, 2002). The 16-item
scale consists of four dimensions measured with four items each: The Self-Emotion Appraisal
(SEA) dimension assesses an individual’s self-perceived ability to understand their emotions
(e.g., “I have a good understanding of my own emotions”); the Others’ Emotion Appraisal
(OEA) dimension assesses a person’s tendency to be able to perceive other peoples’ emotions
(e.g., “I am sensitive to the emotions and feelings of others”); the Use of Emotion (UOE)

dimension concerns the self-perceived tendency to motivate oneself to enhance performance
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(e.g., “I am a self-motivating person”); and the Regulation of Emotion (ROE) concerns the self-
perceived ability to regulate their own emotions (e.g., “I have good control of my own
emotions”). Participants indicated their agreement with each item on a scale ranging from
strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Means, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alpha
reliabilities for the emotional intelligence sub-dimensions were: SEA (M=4.30, SD=0.53,
0=0.88), OEA (M=4.03, SD=0.51, 0=0.78), UOE (M=4.24, SD=0.60, ¢=0.78), and ROE
(M=3.90, SD=0.82, 0=0.82). The WLEIS elicits a global emotional intelligence scale with higher
scores indicating greater emotional intelligence (Law, Wong, & Song, 2006; Wong & Law,
2002; Wong, Wong, & Law, 2005). Using Mplus version 6.11, a confirmatory factor analysis
was conducted to evaluate the factorial structure of the WLEIS. The model reflected the four

correlated dimensions and a second-order factor behind all of the dimensions. This model fit the

data well: ;{2 (df=100) =118.74, p=.09, RMSEA=.06 (90% confidence interval: 0.00, 0.09),

CFI=0.95, SRMR=0.07. This suggests that the 16 items represent an estimate of global emotional
intelligence. In line with previous research (Law, Wong, & Song, 2006; Wong & Law, 2002;
Wong, Wong, & Law, 2005), the 16 items were averaged to represent an overall emotional
intelligence score for each individual (M=4.12, SD=0.43, 0a=0.86).

Individual Demographics. Participants provided information about their age, gender,
race/ethnicity, and organizational tenure.

Relationship Level Variables (Level 2)

Approach and Avoidance Relationship Motives. In the pre-survey, participants were
instructed to select two coworkers with whom they interact on a daily basis and who is not in a
supervisor position relative to them (see Appendix B for instructions). Participants were

provided with a description of approach and avoidance relationships and then asked to select one
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coworker with whom they have a relationship characterized by an approach social motive
(Coworker A) and a second with whom they have a relationship characterized by an avoidance
social motive (Coworker B). Relationship descriptions were based on Elliot and colleagues’
(2006) Approach and Avoidance Social Goals Scale which was designed to measure
relationships about friendships and close relationships. The wording was adapted to apply to
coworkers for this study. Participants were asked to record an alias for each nominated coworker
that they could use to remember the person throughout the duration of the study. For the
approach relationship, the description read: “This coworker is someone with whom who you try
to deepen, grow and develop your relationship with by sharing fun and meaningful experiences. ”
In terms of the avoidance relationship, the description read: “This coworker is someone whom
you try to make sure that nothing bad happens in your relationship by avoiding conflicts and
situations that could cause harm to your relationship. You try to avoid getting embarrassed,
betrayed, or hurt in your relationship with this coworker.” The relationship motive variable was
dummy-coded, the approach relationship was coded as 1 and the avoidance relationship was
coded as O for each participant.

Liking. Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they like each of their
nominated coworkers on a one-item scale ranging from / don 't like Coworker A (or B) at all (1)
to | like Coworker A (or B) very much (5).

Trust. Trust in coworkers was assessed using McAllister’s (1995) trust scale that
assesses two dimensions of trust: affect-based and cognition-based. Affect-based trust reflects
expectations of emotional investment, reciprocal care and concern, and cognition-based trust
reflects expectations of professionalism, reliability and dependability. Participants indicated their

trust for both the coworkers they nominated, Coworker A and Coworker B. McAllister’s (1995)
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trust scales, originally designed to reference a generic individual, were adapted to reference
Coworker A and Coworker B (see Appendix B).The 11-item scale consisted of five items
assessing affect-based trust (e.g., “I freely share my ideas and feelings with Coworker A”’) and
Six items assessing cognition-based trust (e.g., “l can rely on Coworker A (or Coworker B) to not
make my job more difficult with careless work.”). Participants were asked to indicate their
agreement with each item on a scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree).
Using Mplus version 6.11, a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to evaluate the factorial
structure of the trust scales. A model reflecting the two affect- and cognition-based dimensions

of trust was compared to a model reflecting a single trust dimension. The two-factor model fit

the data reasonably well (;(2 [df=104] =220.69, p<.001, RMSEA=.08 [90% confidence interval:

0.04, 0.11], CFI=0.97, SRMR=0.10) although it fit the data significantly better than the single

factor structure (){2 [df=108] =347.74, p<.001, RMSEA=0.20 [90% confidence interval: 0.18,

0.23], CFI=0.74, SRMR=0.14), A;{Z (4)=127.06, p<.05. Cronbach’s alpha reliability for affect-

based trust for Coworker A relationship was 0.86 and 0.89 for the Coworker B relationship.
Cronbach’s alpha reliability for cognition-based trust for Coworker A relationship was 0.90 and
0.93 for Coworker B relationship.

Characteristics of Coworker Relationships. In light of concerns that difference in
organizational hierarchical status, task interdependency (Harrison & Chiarubu, 2008) and the
length of relationship between participants and their nominated coworkers would affect reported
experiences, coworker status, whether or not the coworkers are required to work with each other
to complete work tasks, and length of relationship were also assessed to be included as controls

in subsequent analyses. Specifically, participants were asked if both Coworker A and Coworker
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B were a higher status than them in the organization (Yes=1, No=0), if they were required to
work with Coworker A and Coworker B to complete work tasks (Yes=1, No=0), and the tenure
of their relationships (see Appendix B). Of those individuals nominated as Coworker A,
participants were required to work with 60% of them and 55% of those nominated to work for
Coworker B. Although participants were asked to nominate coworkers who were of the same
status as them, 26% of Coworker A (approach motive) coworkers were a higher status and 22%
of Coworker B (avoid motive) coworkers were a higher status.

Within-Relationship Level Variables/ Daily Experiences (Level 1)

Receipt of and Engagement in Help. For each day of data collection, participants
indicated if Coworker A or Coworker B helped them (help receipt) and if they helped Coworker
A or Coworker B during the work day (help engaged), for 10 days each. Similar to an approach
taken in an experience-sampling study by Dalal and colleagues (2009), the receipt of and
engagement in help was assessed with six item interpersonal-OCB items. The help scale was
adapted from items from existing sources including Smith, Organ, and Near’s (1983) measure of
OCB and Borman and Motowildo (1997) measure of prosocial behaviors. For example, one item
included: “tried to help me” (“tried to help this coworker”). The receipt and engagement of help
was not assessed using extant scales because such scales include some items that are not likely to
occur frequently enough throughout the day to be assessed within person on a daily basis, and
because large number of items will create excessive demands on participants as they complete
measures on a daily basis (Dalal et al., 2009). Items that were expected to only occur rarely were
omitted and the assessment of help in the current study contained relatively high frequency
behaviors (see Appendix B). Each day participants indicated the extent they received the helpful

behaviors from the coworker and engaged in the helpful behaviors towards the coworker on a
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scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). Participants’ daily help receipt and engagement
scores were computed by averaging across all items for each day. Average Cronbach’s alpha
scores for the help receipt scale was 0.96 (ranged from 0.92 to 0.98) and 0.94 (ranged from 0.88
to 0.98) for the help engagement scale.

Receipt of and Engagement in Harm. Similar to the helping variables, for each day of
data collection, participants indicated if Coworker A or Coworker B harmed them (harm receipt)
and if they harmed Coworker A or Coworker B during the work day (harm engaged), for 10 days
each. Similar to an approach taken in the experience-sampling study by Dalal and colleagues
(2009), receipt of and engagement in harm was assessed with behaviors that are relatively high
frequency and low severity. Passive and active forms of harm were also assessed, each with four
items. These items were drawn from Dalal and colleagues’ (2009) assessment of CWB and
Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh, and Kessler’s (2006) 32-item CWB checklist. Items
were selected based on their resemblance to Neuman and Baron’s (1996) distinction between
active and passive aggression. For example, an active harming behavior included “insulted or
made fun of me” (“insulted or made fun of this coworker”) and a passive item included “ignored
me” (“ignored this coworker”). Each day participants indicated the extent they received the
harmful behaviors from the coworker and engaged in the harmful behaviors towards the
coworker on a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). However, the low frequency of
active behaviors made it difficult to analyze the data for the active and passive harm behaviors
separately as for some days there was no variance for the active items. As such, in order to
facilitate data analyses, the active and passive helping behaviors were combined to form an
eight-item inventory of harming. Participants’ daily harm receipt and engagement scores were

computed by averaging across all items for each day. Average Cronbach’s alpha reliability
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scores for harm receipt was 0.86 (ranged from 0.72 to 0.96) and 0.83 for harm engagement
(ranged from 0.73 to 0.96).

Relationship Satisfaction. Relationship satisfaction was assessed with items adapted
from previous studies assessing daily satisfaction in romantic relationships (Campbell, Simpson,
Boldry, & Kashy, 2005; Impett et al., 2010; Neff & Karney, 2009; see Appendix B). Participants
indicated their agreement with three items (e.g., “l am satisfied with my relationship with this
coworker today”). Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Participants’ daily relationship satisfaction scores were computed by averaging across all items
for each day. Average Cronbach’s alpha reliability scores for relationship satisfaction was 0.94
(ranged from 0.88 to 0.97).

Positive and Negative Affective States. Affective states were assessed using an
adaptation of the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988; Tellegen,
Watson, & Clark, 1999). Affective states assessed reflected feelings associated with the two-
factor conceptualization of approach and avoidance motivation (Carver & White, 1994; Gray,
1990). Research has suggested that affective states associated with approach and avoidance
motivation are bipolar, in that approach motivation is associated with certain positive (i.e.,
cheerfulness) and negative (i.e., dejection) affective states and avoidance motivation is
associated with certain positive (i.e., quiescence) and negative (i.e., agitation) affective states
(Carver & Sheier, 1998). Similar approaches have been adopted in research assessing approach
motivation system influences on affective reactions to positive and negative events (Carver,
2004), and with research assessing affective reactions to successes and failures in regulatory foci
(Higgins et al., 1997). Participants were asked to indicate how intensely they felt a series of

adjectives during the day: 1 (very slightly) to 5 (extremely). Positive affective adjectives
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included: “discouraged,” “downhearted,” and “sad” (representing dejection), and “excited,”
“happy,” and “joyful,” (representing cheerfulness). Negative affective adjectives included:
“distressed,” “nervous,” and “jittery” (representing agitation), and “at ease,” “calm,” and
“relaxed” (representing quiescence). In light of research demonstrating that hostility affective
states relate to engagement in deviance behaviors (e.g., Judge et al., 2006), hostility-related
adjectives were also included as a part of the negative affective states scale in order to more fully
capture the broader content domain of negative affective states that may be related to harm
receipt and harm engagement.

In terms of positive affective states, due to an almost perfect correlation between “calm”
and “relaxed” at several time points, “relaxed” was removed from the scale so that model fit

could be assessed. With this resulting five item scale, the single factor conceptualization of

positive affective states (Xz [252]=318.61, p<.001, RMSEA=0.10, CFI1=0.98, SRMR=0.08) fit
the data significantly better than the two factor conceptualization (;(2 [194]=1140.79, p<.001,

RMSEA=0.32, CFI=0.82, SRMR=0.14). AXZ (58)=822.19, p<.05. The single factor measure of

positive affective states was used in all subsequent analyses. Participants were assigned a single
score based on the mean aggregate of the positive affective states items for each day. Average
Cronbach’s alpha reliability for positive affective states was 0.96 (ranged from 0.92 to 0.98).

In terms of negative affective states, several items - mainly the agitation- (e.g., “jittery”)
and hostility-related (e.g., “hostile”) items - were infrequently endorsed by participants across
time which resulted in a lack of variance at several time points making it difficult to assess
model fit using confirmatory factor analysis. Removing scale items to increase the acceptability

of the model fit would have greatly sacrificed the content of the scale. Therefore, in order to
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maintain the integrity of the scale, and to move ahead with the data analyses, all of the negative
affective states items were mean aggregated into a single score for each participant per day.
Average Cronbach’s alpha reliability scores for negative affective states was 0.89 (ranged from
0.80 to 0.98).

Regulatory Focus. Although Molden and Finkel (2010) assessed daily promotion and
prevention foci, they only used one item. In the current study, this approach was expanded upon
and daily promotion and prevention foci were assessed with three items each drawing on
Lockwood, Jordan, and Kunda’s (2002) measure of individual differences in promotion and
prevention foci. The items were adapted to reflect daily experiences about a relationship with a
coworker (see Appendix B). For example, a promotion focus item included: “I thought about my
hopes and aspirations for my relationship with this coworker.” An example prevention focus
item included: “l was oriented towards preventing losses when interacting with this coworker.”
Participants indicated their agreement with each item, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). Average Cronbach’s alpha reliability scores for promotion was 0.88 (ranged
from 0.74 to 0.97) and 0.87 for prevention (ranged from 0.77 to 0.93).

Manipulation Check

Following the completion of the final survey on Day 20, participants completed the
manipulation check. The manipulation check was intended to verify that the coworkers
participants nominated as having approach- and avoidance-oriented social motivation did in fact
reflect this distinction. In order to so, participants evaluated their approach and avoidance social
motivation with each nominated coworker. It was expected that participants would report having
a higher approach-oriented relationship motives with the coworker whom they nominated as

their approach relationship (i.e., Coworker A) compared to the coworker whom they nominated
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as their avoidant relationship (i.e., Coworker B) and that they would report having higher
avoidant-oriented relationship motives with the coworker whom they nominated as their
avoidant relationship compared to the coworker whom they nominated as their approach
relationship. Participants completed Elliot and colleagues (2006) measure of approach-avoidance
social motivation for both Coworker A and Coworker B by indicating their agreement to items
on an eight-item scale with item responses ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree): four items for approach (e.g., “I try to deepen my relationship with Coworker A [or
Coworker B] ”) and four items for avoidance (e.g., “I try to avoid disagreements and conflict
with Coworker A [or Coworker B]”). Of the 55 participants, 38 completed the manipulation
check (69% response rate). There was no significant difference between the 38 participants who
completed the manipulation check and the 17 who did not in terms of: proportion of gender, race,
and organizational membership, and mean differences in age, approach and avoidance
disposition, emotional intelligence, and average levels of receipt of help and harm, positive and
negative affective states, promotion and prevention regulatory foci, and engagement in help and
harm. However, individuals who completed the manipulation check had significantly less
organizational tenure (M=75.21, SD=83.78) than individuals who did not complete the
manipulation check (M=147.88, SD=183.12), t(53)=2.04, p<.05.

Cronbach’s alpha for the approach social motivation scale was 0.95 for Coworker A and
0.93 for Coworker B. Cronbach’s alpha for the avoidance social motivation scale was 0.87 for
Coworker A and 0.78 for Coworker B. There was no significant difference in approach social
motivation between Coworker A (M=3.81, SD=1.03) and Coworker B (M=3.57, SD=1.08) (t
[37]=1.00, n.s.) although the effect was in the expected direction such that the mean for

Coworker A was slightly higher than the mean for Coworker B. Further, there was no significant
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difference in avoidance social motivation between Coworker A (M=3.68, SD=0.88) and
Coworker B (M=3.85, SD=0.75) (t [37]=1.22, n.s.) although the effect was also in the expected
direction such that the mean for Coworker B was slightly higher than the mean for Coworker A.
Therefore, the manipulation check was generally not supportive of the manipulation.

There are a number of possible explanations as to why the current manipulation check
was not supportive of the manipulation (which will be elaborated on in the discussion) but
alternative evidence from the data provided validity evidence for the manipulation. For example,
this evidence can be found from inspection of the associations between the relationship motive
(at Level 2) and average levels of positive and negative affective states and promotion and
prevention regulatory foci (at Level 1). Using relationship motive (approach=1, avoid=0) as a
predictor of Level 1 intercepts, relationship motive was significantly and positively related
positive affective states (b10=0.72, p<.001), significantly and negatively related to negative
affective states (b10=-0.30, p<.05), significantly and positively related to promotion focus
(b10=0.22, p<.05), and significantly and negatively related to prevention focus (b10=-0.51,
p<.001). These results are in line with previous research demonstrating the positive emotions are
more common in approach-oriented relationships, negative emotions are more common in
avoidance-oriented relationships (Gable et al., 2000), and meta-analytic evidence demonstrating
that high levels of approach temperament increase the likelihood that individuals adopt
promotion strategies and high levels of avoidance temperament increase the likelihood that
individuals adopt prevention strategies (Lanaj et al., 2012). These results suggest that the more
proximal daily experiences of affective states and regulatory foci (relative to the distal
relationship motive) that are representative of broader approach and avoidance orientations

tended to map onto the relationship manipulation.
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Analytical Approach

The data for the current study is hierarchically nested such that days were nested within
relationships and relationships were nested within individuals. In order to analyze the
hierarchically nested data hierarchical linear modeling version 6.01 (HLM; Raudenbush & Byrk,
2002) was used. The data consisted of three levels. Level 3 was the individual level consisting of
individual differences in general approach and avoidance disposition, emotional intelligence,
gender, age, and race/ethnicity. Level 2 was the relationship level and consisted of the
relationship motive manipulation, trust, liking, relationship tenure, and hierarchical status
difference. Level 1 was the within-relationship (daily experiences) level consisting of receipt of
and engagement in help, receipt of and engagement in harm, relationship satisfaction, positive
and negative affective states, and promotion and prevention regulatory foci. Thus, the Level 1
data could vary within the relationships at Level 2, which were nested within individuals at Level
3. To test the hypothesized within-relationship effects among help and harm receipt, affective
states, regulatory foci, help and harm engagement, and relationship satisfaction (Hypotheses 1, 2,
5,6,9,10, 11,12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and research questions 1, 2, and 3), each dependent variable
(help and harm engagement, relationship satisfaction) was regressed onto each of the mediator
(affective states, regulatory foci) and independent (help and harm receipt) predictor variables
with all of the Level 1 predictors centered at the individuals’ mean. To test the hypothesized
cross-level moderation and moderated-mediation effects of the Level 2 relationship motive on
the within-relationship effects (Hypotheses 3, 4, 7, 8, 17, 18, 19, 20 and research questions 1, 2,
3), relationship motive was added to the above equations as a Level 2 predictor of the intercept
and slope of each Level 1 effect of interest (e.g., the within-relationship effect between help

receipt and positive affective states). Continuous Level 2 variables (i.e., liking, trust) were
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centered at the individual. The Level 3 individual difference variables (gender, race/ethnicity,
age, approach disposition, avoidance disposition), which were centered at the grand mean, were
included as a predictor of the Level 2 intercept as controls in all analyses.

To test the moderated mediation hypotheses, the indirect effects across approach and
avoidance relationship motives were compared following techniques proposed by Edwards and
Lambert (2007) and Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007). According to this approach, mediation
is framed in terms of a path model and the relationships between variables are modeled using
regressions. The process involves several steps to assess moderated mediation: (1) the dependent
variables (help and herm engagement, relationship satisfaction) are regressed onto the
independent variables (help and harm receipt) for an estimate of the direct effect, (2) the
mediator variables (positive and negative affective states, promotion and prevention regulatory
foci) are regressed onto the independent variables for an estimate of path a, (3) the dependent
variables are regressed onto the mediator variables, controlling for the direct effect, for an
estimate of path b, and (4) the indirect effects (product of path a and path b estimates) are
compared across different levels of the moderator (approach [1] and avoidance [0] relationship
motive). Similar approaches have recently been utilized by organizational researchers testing
moderated-mediation with multi-level data using HLM (e.g., Bacharach & Bamberger, 2007;
Chowdhury & Endres, 2010; Duffy, Ganster, Shaw, Johnson, & Pagon, 2006; Liu, Chen, & Yao,
2011; Scott & Barnes, 2011). In all analyses, participant gender, race, age, approach and
avoidance dispositions, relationship-level status difference, liking, and relationship tenure were
included as controls. Data analyses were based on 576 reported interactions. This averages to

5.24 interactions per relationship and 10.47 interactions per person.
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RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Means, standard deviations, and correlations are shown in Table 1a and 1b. Level 1
within-relationship correlations are above the diagonal of Table 1a, Level 2 between-
relationships are below the diagonal of Table 1a, and Level 3 individual correlations are in Table
1b. For the relationship-level correlations, Level 1 variables are mean aggregated over the 10 day
period into single scores for each relationship, and for the individual level correlations Level 1
variables are mean aggregated over the 20 day period into single scores for each participant and
Level 2 variables were mean aggregated across both relationships into a single score for each
participant.

As can be seen in Table 1a, approach-avoidance relationship motive (approach=1,
avoidance=0) did not significantly correlate with the means of relationship-level help or harm
receipt, positive or negative affective states, help or harm engagement, relationship satisfaction
and promotion and prevention regulatory foci.

Further, preliminary analyses were conducted to examine how the Level 2 relationship
variables (liking, status, relationship tenure, interdependency, affect-based and cognition-based
trust) related to approach and avoidance-oriented relationship motives. Results indicated that
there was no significant difference in approach or avoidance-oriented relationships in the

likelihood that individuals nominated someone who was of a higher status than them in their

organization (;{2 [1]:0.20, n.s.) or that they nominated someone who they were required to work

with in order to complete work tasks (;(2 [1]=0.33, n.s.). However, liking was significantly higher

for the coworker they nominated as the approach relationship (M=4.69, SD=0.77) than the
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coworker they nominated as the avoidance relationship (M=3.81, SD=1.18) (t[54]=4.90, p<.05).
Relationship tenure did not differ significantly across approach (M=45.03, SD=44.71) and
avoidance (M=38.90, SD=36.02) relationships, t(54)=1.10, n.s.

In terms of trust, both affect-based and cognition-based trust were significantly higher for
the coworker nominated as the approach relationship (affect-based: M=4.06, SD=0.86;
cognition-based: M=4.29, SD=0.77) than the coworker nominated as the avoidance relationship
(affect-based: M=3.18, SD=1.04; cognition-based: M=3.37, SD=1.16), t (54)>4.61, p<.05.

As participants were recruited from three different organizations (i.e., government
agency, grocery stores, university administration), means of Level 1 variables were compared
across organizations. There were no significant differences. Overall, results also did not change
with organization included as a control. Further, whether or not participants were required to
work with the nominated coworkers also had no effect on the means of the Level 1 variables and
overall results were also not changed by including the interdependency variable as a control.
Therefore, for purposes of simplicity, organization and interdependency were not included in the

analyses for the testing of hypotheses.
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Table 1a

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. Promote 07  5lx 53%  53%  _15x _33xx _3Gxx  56%*
2. Prevent  0.08 S22%x L QTxx - 25%x Gk 18%x  16%  -.26%*
3. Helpr 60** 0.2 B7xx  72xx I 28%x  _30%x  _AQxx  12**
4. Helpe 62%* 16  .89** B7xx - 21xx -30% -3 .67
5. Pos af 61 -0.27 .72*x 75 S37x% 238 43w T1xx
6. Negaf  -22* 0.25% -31x -27+ -50** AT*x  BExx  -45%*
7.Harmr  -28* 0.22* -39* -33* -30%  57** T4 46
8. Harme  -34* 0.24 -36% -39* -A7*  Bl**  79** -.50%**
0. Satisfac  .61** -.29%  74xx  72xx  Blxx  _BGrx - BQ*x - 53xx
10. Motive -0.05 -0.14 -0.05 000 003 006 012 -001 .04
11. Trusta 0.00 -0.1 -0.04 -0.01 0.03 005 0.08 0.00 06 53
12. Trustc  0.08 -0.09 -0.03 0.00 0.05 008 009 -002 .10 5O*x* 77+«
13.Status  0.05 0.15 -0.05 -0.05 -002 005 009 006 -03 004 01 0.06
14. Liking .28 -0.08 .30~ .30 .33* -0.05 -0.11 -.20% .34  Alxx  G3*x 52xx 15
15. Tenure 000 006 004 003 -01 -004 006 005 990 008 008 006 016 0.12
M 343 265 333 344 33 128 125 122 389 05 362 383 0.24 425 41.95
S 077 083 109 104 115 047 044 037 080 05 084 083 043 1.08 4053

Descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables at Level 1 and Level 2; N3=55, N2=86, N1=576, Level 1 correlations
are in the top diagonal and level 2 correlations are in the bottom diagonal; Level 2 correlations were calculating by mean aggregating
Level 1 variables for each Level 2 (relationship); means (M) and standard deviations (SD) are for Level 2; helpr/harmr=help/harm
receipt, helpe/harme= help/harm engagement, af=affect, satisfac=satisfaction, trusta=affect trust, trustc=cognitive trust, relationship
status coded as different status=1, same status=0, relationship motive coded as approach motive=1, avoidance motive=0, **p<.001,

*p<.05
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Table 1b

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. Promote
2. Prevent .24
3. Helpr 56*  -.08
4. Helpe b59*  -05 91**
5. Pos af b2*  -16 .70** 71*
6. Neg af -.04 26 -20 -15 -27*
7. Harmr -.10 A8  -21  -16 -23  44*
8. Harme -.18 A4 -21 -22 -30* .43 .83**
9. Satisfac B61**  -10 .79** .76** 81** -39* -28* -32*
10. Motive
11. Trusta A48 11 58 55 51* -11 -24 -36*  .B6**
12. Trustc A44* 10 .40  .36* .61** -41* -43* -48* .61** .61*
13. Status
14. Liking A40* .08 .46* 41*  42* -30* -31* -29* Gg** .64*  58*
15. Tenure .08 -01 .22 A7 -03 -17 -04 -.04 A2 10 -.06
16. Gender .00 .07 .00 -05 -07 -14 -19 -.16 -.09 -03 -04
17. Age -10 -21 .06 .01 -18 -06 -01 -.06 -.07 -16 -.09
18. Race -27 -13 -19 -25 -23 .00 -17 -12 -.19 -08 -.16
19. Avoidance .21  -.07 .05 .06 -03 -04 .10 .06 .03 .18 12
20. Approach 20 -12 -08 -04 12 .14 .07 .06 .00 A1 -.04
21. El 12 .05 A1 A1 .30 -05 -20 -.16 .10 .24 252
M 343 266 333 344 335 132 1.26 1.21 3.89 3.63 3.83
SD 064 068 091 089 083 0.33 0.32 0.27 0.53 064 0.74

Descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables at Level 3; N3=55, N2=86, N1=576, Level 1 correlations are
in the top diagonal and level 2 correlations are in the bottom diagonal; Level 2 correlations were calculating by mean
aggregating Level 1 variables for each Level 2 (relationship); means (M) and standard deviations (SD) are for Level 2;
helpr/harmr=help/harm receipt, helpe/harme= help/harm engagement, af=affect, satisfac=satisfaction, trusta=affect trust,
trustc=cognitive trust, El=emotional intelligence, relationship status coded as different status=1, same status=0, relationship
motive coded as approach motive=1, avoidance motive=0, **p<.001, *p<.05
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Table 1b (cont’d)

Variable 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
14. Liking
15. Tenure 14
16. Gender .00 .33
17. Age -14  40* .26
18. Race -.20 .20 27* 18
19. Avoidance A7 24 23 19 A7
20. Approach -03 -22 -10 -12 .09 .15
21. El 11 -.25 .05 -25 -01 -28 .26

M 427 40.01 84 39.00 .87 342 382 412
SD 071 3413 037 1252 0.34 0.67 0.46 0.43

N3=55, correlations are between Level 3 variables; means (M) and standard deviations (SD) are
for Level 3; EI=emotional intelligence, gender coded as male=0, female=1, race coded as
white=1, non-white=0, relationship status coded as different status=1, same status=0,
relationship motive coded as approach motive=1, avoidance motive=0, **p<.001, *p<.05

Partitioning of Variance Within and Between Levels

Before testing the hypotheses, the null models (regressions with no Level 1, Level 2, or
Level 3 predictors) in HLM for each Level 1 endogenous variable were inspected to determine
the extent of variance in the Level 1 variables accounted for at each level. Null models separate
the variance in a given level 1 variable within relationships and between relationships (Level 2)
and individuals (Level 3). The intercept represents the mean level of the variable for all the days
of data collection. If there is a lack of variance at the within-relationship level, and most of the
variance is explained at the between-relationship or individual level then a 3-level model is not
appropriate for the data as there is only two levels of data (relationship and individual). If there is
a lack of variance at the relationship level, and most of the variance is explained within
relationships or between individuals, then a 3-level model is not appropriate and there is only
two levels (within-relationship and individual). Likewise, if there is a lack of variance at the
individual level, there is only two levels of data (within relationship and relationship) a 3-level

model is not appropriate. Finally, if all the variance is explained at either the relationship or
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individual level (and not at any other level), HLM is inappropriate as there is only one level of
variance.

The results of the null models are presented in Table 2. The results indicated that for each
endogenous Level 1 variable, there were differences in the proportion of variance at each level.
Specifically, 19.08% of the variance in positive affective states was at the within-relationship
level, 59.87% at the relationship-level, and 21.05% at the individual level. For negative affective
states, 42.86% was at the within-relationship level, 57.14% at the relationship level, and 0% at
the individual level. Similarly, harm engagement also had 0% variance at the individual level but
25% variance at the within-relationship level and 75% variance at the relationship level. For help
engagement, 23.58% of the variance was explained at the within-relationship level, 30.89% at
the relationship level, and 45.53% at the individual level. For promotion and prevention
regulatory foci, 33.8% and 37.86% of variance was at the within-relationship level, respectively,
45.07% and 36.89% at the relationship-level, respectively, and 21.13% and 25.24% at the
individual level, respectively. For relationship satisfaction, 36% of variance was explained at the
within-relationship level and 64% was explained at the between relationship level; almost no
variance in relationship satisfaction was explained between persons. Overall, the proportion of
explained variance tended to be greatest at the relationship level (except for prevention
regulatory foci) and smallest at the individual level (except for positive affective states and help
engagement) with very little variance in negative affective states and harm engagement being
explained at the individual level. The above results suggested that 3-level HLM was appropriate

and that there was within-relationship and between-relationship variance to be explained.
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Table 2

Level-1 Level-2 Level-3
variance variance variance
component component component
Variable Intercept (b000) (e2) ICC1 (r2) ICC2 (u2) ICC3

Promotion 3.36 0.24 33.80% 0.32** 45.07% 0.15* 21.13%
Prevention 2.67 0.39 37.86% 0.38** 36.89%  0.26**  25.24%
Positive affective state 3.25 0.29 19.08% 0.91** 59.87% 0.32* 21.05%
Negative affective state 1.33 0.15 42.86% 0.20** 57.14% 0.00 0.00%
Help engagement 3.35 0.29 23.58% 0.38** 30.89% 0.56**  45.53%
Harm engagement 1.23 0.04 25.00% 0.12** 75.00% 0.00 0.00%
Relationship satisfaction 3.81 0.35 36.01% 0.62** 63.92% 0.00 0.00%

Intra-class correlation statistics for 3-level HLM model; N3=55, N2=86, N1=576, g000 is the pooled intercept
Representing average level of variable across individuals, ICC1= e2/(e2+r2+u2), ICC2=r2/(e2+r2+u2),

ICC3=u02/(e2+r2+2), *p<.05, **p<.001
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Tests of Hypotheses

Within-Relationship Hypotheses

Main Effects. Results for the within-individual hypotheses can be found in Table 3,
Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6. As is shown in Table 3, Table 4, and Table 5 the dependent
variables (help and harm engagement, relationship satisfaction) were regressed onto the
independent variables (help and harm receipt) and mediator variables (positive and negative
affective states, promotion and prevention regulatory foci). Table 3 displays the results for tests
of hypotheses 1, 3, 7, 9, 11, 17 and research question 2 and 3 regressing the dependent variables
help engagement onto the independent variables (receipt of help and harm) and mediators
(positive and negative affective states, promotion and prevention regulatory foci). Table 4
displays the results for tests of hypotheses 2, 4, 10, 12, 18 and research question 2 and 3,
regressing the dependent variables harm engagement onto the independent variables and
mediators. Table 5 displays the results for tests of hypotheses 13, 14, 15, 16, 19, and 20
regressing the dependent variables relationship satisfaction onto the independent variables and
mediators. Model 1 on the left side of Table 3, Table 4, and Table 5 displays the results relating
the independent variables (help and harm receipt) directly to the dependent variable (hypotheses
1, 2, 3and 4), Model 2 displays the results with positive and negative affective states as
mediators added to the model (hypotheses 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20), and
Model 3 of Table 3 and Table 4 displays the results with promotion and prevention regulatory
foci as mediators added to the model (research questions 2 and 3). Model 4 of Table 3 and Table
4 displays the results with both affective states and regulatory foci mediators included in the

model.
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Hypothesis 1 predicted that help receipt would be positively associated with help
engagement. Hypothesis 2 predicted that harm receipt would be positively associated with harm
engagement. As shown in Model 1 of Table 3 and 4, results suggest that help receipt was
significantly and positively associated with help engagement (b100=0.52, p<.001) and was
significantly and negatively related to harm engagement (b100=-0.05, p<.05). Harm receipt was
significantly and positively associated with harm engagement (b200=0.25, p<.05) and,
surprisingly, significantly and positively related to help engagement (b200=0.16, p<.05).
Hypothesis 1 and 2 were therefore supported.

Table 6 displays the results in which the mediator variables were regressed onto the
independent variables (hypotheses 5, 6, 7, 8 and research question 1). Hypothesis 5 predicted that
help receipt would be positively associated with positive affective states. Hypothesis 6 predicted
that harm receipt would be positively associated with negative affective states. Evidence for
research question 1 can also be found in Table 6, relating help and harm receipt to promotion and
prevention regulatory foci. Results suggest that help receipt was positively and significantly
related to positive affective states (b100=0.37, p<.05) but not to negative affective states (b100=-
0.05, n.s.). Receipt of harm was significantly and positively associated with negative affective
states (b200=0.34, p<.05) but was not significantly related to positive affective states (b200=-
0.18, n.s.). Hypothesis 5 and 6 were therefore fully supported. Regarding research question 1,
help receipt was significantly and positively related to promotion regulatory foci (b100=0.22,
p<.05) but was not significantly related to prevention regulatory foci (b100=0.05, n.s.) and harm
receipt was significantly and negatively related to promotion regulatory foci (b200=-0.16, p<.05)

and was significantly and positively related to prevention regulatory foci (b200=0.23, p<.05).
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Table 3

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Variable b S.e. b s.e. b S.e. b S.e.

Intercept (b000) 4.05** 037 4.03** 037 4.09** 037 4.07** 0.37
Gender (b001) -0.04 0.32 -0.04 031 -0.08 031 -0.07 0.30
Race (b002) -0.73* 031 -0.67* 031 -0.77* 032 -0.71* 0.32
Age (b003) 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Avoidance disposition (b004) 0.08 0.22 0.07 0.22 0.10 0.22 0.09 0.22
Approach disposition (b005) -0.03 0.29 -0.04 029 -0.04 029 -0.06 0.29
Status difference (b020) 0.13 0.17 0.03 010 0.13 0.16 0.02 0.09
Relationship tenure (b030) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Liking (b040) 0.20**  0.04 0.17* 0.04 0.17* 0.04 0.14* 0.03
Relationship motive (b010) 0.08 0.06 002 004 011 0.07 0.04 0.05
Help received (b100) 0.52**  0.06 0.48** 0.07 0.49** 0.07 0.46** 0.07
Harm received (b200) 0.16* 0.07 0.16* 0.08 0.18* 0.08 0.20* 0.09
Positive affective state (b300) 0.14*  0.05 0.14* 0.05
Negative affective state (b400) 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.06
Promotion focus (b500) 0.13* 0.06 0.09 0.06
Prevention focus (b600) 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.04

Cross-level moderation

Help receipt* Relationship (b110) 0.08 0.10 0.07 010 0.05 0.10 0.07 0.10
Harm receipt* Relationship (b210) -0.08 0.17 002 014 -0.04 0.16 0.03 0.15
Positive affect *Relationship (b310) 009 006 0.08 0.6
Negative affect*Relationship (b410) 0.15 0.17 015 017

0.07 0.07 0.07 0.09
-0.08 0.06 -0.13 0.06

Promotion focus* Relationship (b510)
Prevention focus* Relationship (b610)

HLM results for help engagement as outcome and relationship motive as moderator; N3=55, N2=86, N1=576,
b=unstandardized coefficient, s.e.=standard error, b00O is the pooled intercept representing average level of variable
across individuals, gender coded as male=0, female=1, race coded as white=1, non-white=0, relationship status coded
as different status=1, same status=0, relationship motive coded as approach motive=1, avoidance motive=0,
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Table 4

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Variable b S.e. b S.e. b s.e. b S.e.
Intercept (b000) 1.36* 023 144** 021 135** 014 141** 0.13
Gender (b001) -0.08 0.12 -0.19 0.11 -0.07 0.08 -0.18* 0.09
Race (b002) -0.06 0.16  -0.08 0.13 -0.11 0.10 -0.07 0.09
Age (b003) 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Avoidance disposition (b004) 0.07  0.06 0.07 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.04
Approach disposition (b005) 0.04 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.06
Status difference (b020) -0.10 0.09 -0.04 0.07 -0.03 0.05 -0.03 0.06
Relationship tenure (b030) 0.00 0.00 -0.03 0.05 0.00* 0.00 0.00*  0.00
Liking (b040) -0.04 0.03 -0.05 0.03 -0.03 0.03 -0.05 0.03
Relationship motive (b010) -0.08  0.06 0.00 0.00 -0.07 0.05 -0.04 0.04
Help received (b100) - 0.02  -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02 -0.02 0.02
Harm received (b200) 025 0.05 0.20*  0.05 0.19*  0.06 0.16*  0.06
Positive affective state (b300) -0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.03
Negative affective state (b400) 0.15* 0.04 0.15 0.04
Promotion focus (b500) -0.08*  0.03 -0.05 0.03
Prevention focus (b600) 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.02

Cross-level moderation

Help received*Relationship (b110) 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.03
Harm received*Relationship (b210) 0.01  0.09 0.03 0.10 0.02 0.10 0.01 0.10
Positive affect *Relationship (b310) 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.03
Negative affect*Relationship (b410) -0.04 0.08 -0.05 0.07
Promotion focus*Relationship (b510) 0.08 0.04 0.05 0.04
Prevention focus*Relationship (b610) -0.09* 0.02 -0.06* 0.02

HLM results for harm engagement as outcome and relationship motive as moderator; N3=55, N2=86, N1=576,
b=unstandardized coefficient, s.e.=standard error, b00O is the pooled intercept representing average level of variable
across individuals, gender coded as male=0, female=1, race coded as white=1, non-white=0, relationship status coded
as different status=1, same status=0, relationship motive coded as approach motive=1, avoidance motive=0, **p<.001,
*p<.05
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Table 5

Model 1 Model 2

Variable b S.e. b S.e.

Intercept (b000) 407> 019 4.11** 0.22
Gender (b001) -0.03 018 -0.04 0.21
Race (b002) -0.28* 020 -0.28* 0.21
Age (b003) -0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.01
Avoidance disposition (b004) 0.08 0.11 0.11 0.12
Approach disposition (b005) -0.02 0.9 0.00 0.19
Status difference (b020) 0.04 0.18  -0.03 0.15
Relationship tenure (b030) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Liking (b040) 0.04 0.18 0.11 0.09
Relationship motive (b010) 0.32* 0.11 0.20* 0.08
Help received (b100) 0.42* 0.06 0.31* 0.06
Harm received (b200) -0.38* 0.12 -0.22* 0.11
Positive affective state (b300) 0.27* 0.06
Negative affective state (b400) -0.32*  0.08
Cross-level moderation -0.23* 0.11

Help received*Relationship (b110) -0.05 0.08 -0.02 0.10
Harm received*Relationship (b210) -0.24 022  -0.16 0.27
Positive affect *Relationship (b310) 0.02 0.11
Negative affect*Relationship (b410) 0.04 0.32

HLM results for relationship satisfaction as outcome and relationship motive as
moderator; N3=55, N2=86, N1=576, b=unstandardized coefficient, s.e.=standard
error, b00O is the pooled intercept representing average level of variable across
individuals, gender coded as male=0, female=1, race coded as white=1, non-
white=0, relationship status coded as different status=1, same status=0,
relationship motive coded as approach motive=1, avoidance motive=0, **p<.001,
*p<.05
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Table 6

Positive affective Negative Promotion focus Prevention focus
Variable b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.
Intercept (b000) 3.82**  0.25 1.41**  0.12 3.67**  0.19 2.41**  0.39
Gender (b001) -0.08 0.24 -0.08 0.1 0.19 0.25 0.32 0.27
Race (b002) -0.58 0.3 -0.01 0.1 -0.54 0.17 -0.06 0.37
Age (b003) -0.01 0.01 0 0 0 0.01 -0.01 0.01
Avoidance disposition (b004) 0.09 0.19 -0.04 0.05 0.11 0.14 -0.18 0.16
Approach disposition (b005) 0.1 0.29 0.16 0.08 0.27 0.19 -0.1 0.21
Status difference (b020) -0.05 0.21 0.04 0.08 0.27* 0.13 0.3 0.18
Relationship tenure (b030) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Liking (b040) 0.34**  0.09 0.01 0.06 0.12 0.09 -0.35* 0.1
Relationship motive (b010) 0.29* 0.14 -0.21*  0.07 -0.03 0.11 -0.18 0.1
Help received (b100) 0.37**  0.06 -0.05 0.03 0.22* 0.05 0.05 0.06
Harm received (b200) -0.18 0.11 0.34* 0.18 -0.16*  0.07 0.23* 0.09
Cross-level moderation
?'bel'gor)ece"’ed *Relationship 002 011 003 005 01 01 008 013
(Hb‘;rfa)rece"’ed *Relationship 026 0.8 0 021 024 019 033 022

HLM results for mediators as outcomes and the effects of help and harm receipt and approach-avoidance relationship
motives; N3=55, N2=86, N1=576, b=unstandardized coefficient, s.e.=standard error, b00O is the pooled intercept representing
average level of variable across individuals, gender coded as male=0, female=1, race coded as white=1, non-white=0,
relationship status coded as different status=1, same status=0, relationship motive coded as approach motive=1, avoidance
motive=0, **p<.001, *p<.05
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Hypothesis 9 predicted that positive affective states would be positively related to help
engagement. Hypothesis 10 predicted that negative affective states would be positively related to
harm engagement. Hypothesis 13 predicted that positive affective states would be positively
related to relationship satisfaction and hypothesis 14 predicted that negative affective states
would be negative related to relationship satisfaction. Research questions 2 questioned how
promotion and prevention regulatory foci relate to engagement in help and harm. As shown in
Model 2 of Table 3, positive affective states was significantly and positively related to help
engagement (b300=0.14, p<.04) but not to harm engagement (see Model 2 of Table 4; b300=-
0.02, n.s.). As shown in Model 2 of Table 4, negative affective states was significantly and
positively related to harm engagement (b400=0.15, p<.05) but not to help engagement (see
Model 2 of Table 3; b400=0.04, n.s.). Hypothesis 9 and 10 and were therefore supported. In
terms of hypothesis 13, as shown in Model 2 of Table 5, positive affective stats was signiticantly
and positively related to relationship satisfaction (b300=0.27, p<.05) and negative affective
states was significantly and negatively related to relationship satisfaction (b400=-0.32, p<.05).
Hypothesis 13 and 14 were therefore supported. Regarding research question 2, as shown in
Model 3 of Table 3, promotion regulatory focus was significantly and positively related to help
engagement (b500=0.13, p<.05) and was, as shown in Model 3 of Table 4, significantly and
negatively related to harm engagement (b500=-0.08, p<.05). Also, as shown in Model 3 of Table
3, prevention regulatory focus was not significantly related to help engagement (b600=0.05, n.s.)
and was, as shown in Model 3 of Table 4, significantly and positively related to harm
engagement (b600=0.06, p<.05).

Mediation. Hypothesis 11 predicted that positive affective states would mediate the

association between help receipt and help engagement and hypothesis 12 predicted that negative
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affective states would mediate the association between harm receipt and harm engagement.
Hypothesis 15 predicted that positive affective states would mediate the association between help
receipt and relationship satisfaction and hypothesis 16 predicted that negative affective states
would mediate the association between harm receipt and relationship satisfaction. Research
question 3 questioned how promotion and prevention regulatory foci would mediate the
associations between help and harm receipt and help and harm engagement. In order assess the
significance of the indirect mediating effects, the PRODCLIN program was used (MacKinnon,
Fritz, Williams, & Lockwood, 2007; Tofighi & MacKinnon, 2011). The PRODCLIN program
calculates confidence intervals around an indirect effect based on the distribution of the product
approach introduced by MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, and Sheets (2002). This
approach is beneficial relative to Sobel’s test (1982) because it does not assume the distribution
of the product of the two regression coefficients that make up the indirect effect is normal
(MacKinnon et al., 2002). However, the Sobel test, for which the standard error was calculated
with the first-order Taylor series expansion which is recommended for multi-level data (Krull &
MacKinnon, 1999), was also used in calculating the indirect effects to cross-verify the results.
Initial evidence of mediation can be inferred from how the coefficients of the direct effect of the
dependent variables (help and harm engagement, relationship satisfaction) regressed onto the
independent variables (help and harm receipt) change with the inclusion of the mediator
variables (positive and negative affective states, promotion and prevention regulatory foci).
Regarding hypothesis 11, as shown in Model 1 of Table 3, help receipt was significantly
and positively related to help engagement (b100=0.52, p<.001). With the addition of positive
affective states (see Model 2), this coefficient was slightly reduced, although it remained

significant (b100=0.48, p<.001). Based on the Sobel test (z=2.54, p<.05) and the PRODCLIN
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program 95% confidence intervals (C1=0.01, 0.09) the indirect effect was significant. This
suggests that positive affective states partially mediated the association between help receipt and
help engagement, supporting hypothesis 11. Regarding hypothesis 12, as shown in Model 1 of
Table 4, harm receipt was significantly and positively related to harm engagement (b200=0.25,
p<.001) and this coefficient was slightly decreased with the addition of negative affective states
(see Model 2 of Table 4; b200=0.20, p<.05), although it remained significant. Based on the
Sobel test, the indirect effect was not significant (z=1.66, n.s.) and neither were the results of the
PRODCLIN program (95% CI=-0.002, 0.12). Therefore, negative affective states did not
mediate the association between harm receipt and harm engagement and hypothesis 12 was not
supported.

Regarding hypothesis 15, as shown in Model 1 of Table 5, help receipt was significantly
and positively related to relationship satisfaction (b100=0.42, p<.001). With the addition of
positive affective states (see Model 2), this coefficient was reduced, although it remained
significant (b100=0.31 p<.001). Based on the Sobel test (z=1.73, p=.08) the indirect effect was
not significant but the PRODCLIN program 95% confidence intervals (C1=0.05, 0.16) indicated
that the indirect effect was significant. This suggests that positive affective states partially
mediated the association between help receipt and relationship satisfaction, supporting
hypothesis 15. Regarding hypothesis 16, as shown in Model 1 of Table 5, harm receipt was
significantly and negatively related to relationship satisfaction (b200=-0.38, p<.001). With the
addition of negative affective states (see Model 2), this coefficient was reduced, although it
remained significant (b200=-0.22 p<.05). Based on the Sobel test (z=-1.71, p=.09) the indirect
effect was not significant and the PRODCLIN program 95% confidence intervals (Cl=-0.25,

0.00) also indicated that the indirect was not significant. This suggests that negative affective
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states did not mediate the association between harm receipt and relationship satisfaction.
Hypothesis 16 was not supported.

In terms of research question 3, with the addition of promotion regulatory focus to the
model, the relationship between help receipt and help engagement decreased from (b100=0.52,
p<.001; see Model 1 of Table 3) to (b100=0.49, p<.001; see Model 3 of Table 3), although the
coefficient remained significant. Based on the Sobel test (z=1.94, p=0.05) and the PRODCLIN
program (95% CI1=.003, .06) the indirect effect was significant. This suggests that that promotion
regulatory focus partially mediated the association between help receipt and help engagement.
Further, the coefficient of the relationship between help receipt and harm engagement (b100=-
0.05, p<.05; see Model 1 of Table 4) also decreased to non-significance with the inclusion of
promotion regulatory focus into the model (b100=-0.03, n.s. see Model 3 of Table 4). Indeed,
based on the Sobel test (z=-2.28, p<.05) and PRODLCLIN program (95% CI1=.004, .04) the
indirect effect was significant. This suggests that promotion regulatory focus fully mediated the
association between help receipt and harm engagement. Further, the coefficient of the
relationship between harm receipt and harm engagement (b200=0.25, p<.001; see Model 1 of
Table 4) decreased slightly with the inclusion of promotion and prevention regulatory foci into
the model (b200=0.19, p<.05; see Model 3 of Table 4). However, neither the indirect effects of
promotion (z=1.74, n.s.; PRODCLIN program 95% CI=-.001, .03) or prevention (z=1.83, n.s.;
PRODCLIN program 95% CI=-.001, .03) regulatory focus were significant. Therefore,
promotion and prevention regulatory foci did not mediate the association between harm receipt
and harm engagement. Finally, the coefficient of the relationship between harm receipt and help
engagement (b200=0.16, p<.001; see Model 1 of Table 4) actually increased slightly with the

inclusion of promotion and prevention regulatory foci into the model (b200=0.18, p<.05; see
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Model 3 of Table 4). The indirect effect of promotion regulatory focus (z=-1.57, n.s.;

PRODCLIN program 95% CI1=-0.05, 0.00) was not significant. Therefore, promotion and

prevention regulatory foci did not mediate the effect of harm receipt on help engagement.
Cross-Level Hypotheses

Moderation. Hypotheses 3 predicted that the association between help receipt and help
engagement would be stronger in approach relationships compared to avoidance relationships.
Hypothesis 4 predicted that the association between harm receipt and harm engagement would
be stronger in avoidance relationships compared to approach relationships. Results of slopes-as-
outcomes are shown in the “cross-level moderation” section in Model 1 of Tables 3 and 4.
Results revealed that relationship motive was not significantly related to the within-relationship
slope between help receipt and help engagement (b110=0.08, n.s.) or between help receipt and
harm engagement (b110=0.05, n.s.). Further, relationship motive was not significantly related to
the within-relationship slope between harm receipt and harm engagement (b210=0.01, n.s.) or
between harm receipt and help engagement (b210=-0.08, n.s.). Hypotheses 3 and 4 were
therefore not supported.

Hypothesis 7 predicted that the relationship between help receipt and positive affective
states would be stronger for individuals in approach-oriented relationships compared to
individuals in avoidance-oriented relationships. Hypothesis 8 predicted that the association
between harm receipt and negative affective states would be stronger in avoidance-oriented
relationships compared to approach-oriented relationships (see Table 6). Results of the slopes-as-
outcomes regressions revealed that relationship motive was not significantly related to the
within-relationship slope between help receipt and positive affective states (b110=-0.02, n.s.) or

negative affective states (b110=-0.03, n.s.) nor was it related to the within-relationship slope
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between harm receipt and negative affective states (b210=0.00, n.s.) or positive affective states
(b210=-0.26, n.s.). Hypotheses 7 and 8 were therefore not supported.

Further inspection of the data revealed that relationship motive did not significantly relate
to any of the Level 1 slopes of the dependent variables (help engagement, harm engagement,
relationship satisfaction) regressed on to positive and negative affective states (Model 2 of
Tables 3, 4, and 5) and receipt of help and harm (Model 1 of Tables 3, 4, and 5).

However, relationship motive did significantly relate to the Level 1 slopes of the
association between prevention regulatory focus and harm engagement (b610=-0.09, p<.05; see
Model 3 of Table 4). Simple slopes analysis (Aiken & West, 1991) indicated that the association
between prevention regulatory focus and harm engagement was not significant in approach-
oriented relationships (b20=-0.01, n.s.) and significant and positive in avoidance-oriented
relationships (b20=0.06, p<.05). Refer to Figure 3 for a graphical representation of this
interaction. Overall, the results suggest that approach and avoidance relationship motives did not
affect how within-relationship positive and negative affective states or help and harm receipt
relate to help and harm engagement. However, the association between prevention regulatory

foci and harm engagement was affected by relationship-level motives.
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Figure 3
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Harm engagement as outcome of the interaction between relationship motive and prevention
focus; relationship motive coded as avoidance = 0 and approach = 1.

Moderated Mediation. Hypothesis 17 predicted that relationship motive would
moderate the mediating effect of positive affective states on the association between help receipt
and help engagement. Hypothesis 18 predicted that relationship motive would moderate the
mediating effect of negative affective states on the association between harm receipt and harm
engaged. Hypothesis 19 predicted that relationship motive would moderate the mediating effect
of positive affective states on the association between help receipt and relationship satisfaction
and hypothesis 20 predicted that relationship motive would moderate the mediating effect of
negative affective states on the association between harm receipt and relationship satisfaction.
Research question 3 explored how relationship motives would moderate the mediating effects of

promotion and prevention regulatory foci on the associations between help and harm receipt and
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help and harm engagement. Edwards and Lambert’s (2007) moderated path analysis approach
was followed by comparing the indirect effects across levels of moderator variable, relationship
motive (approach=1, avoidance=0).

Regarding hypothesis 17, positive affective states significantly mediated the association
between help receipt and help engagement in approach (z=2.74, p<.05; PRODLCLIN program
95% CI=.02, .13) and avoidance relationships (z=2.43, p<.05; PRODLCLIN program 95%
CI=.01, .08) but the indirect effect did not differ significantly across relationships (z=0.03, n.s.).
Therefore, hypothesis 17 was not supported. In terms of hypothesis 18, negative affective states
did not significantly mediate the association between harm receipt and harm engagement in
approach (z=1.46, n.s.; PRODLCLIN program 95% CI=.00, .08) or avoidance relationships
(z=0.92, n.s.; PRODLCLIN program 95% Cl=-.04, .13) and the indirect effect also did not differ
significantly across relationships (z=0.01, n.s.). Therefore, hypothesis 18 was also not supported.
Regarding hypothesis 19, positive affective states significantly mediated the association between
help receipt and relationship satisfaction in approach (z=2.30, p<.05; PRODLCLIN program
95% C1=.02, .18) and avoidance relationships (z=4.13, p<.05; PRODLCLIN program 95%
CI=.05, .13) but the indirect effect did not differ significantly across relationships (z=-0.01, n.s.).
Therefore, hypothesis 19 was not supported. In terms of hypothesis 20, negative affective states
did not significantly mediate the association between harm receipt and relationship satisfaction in
approach (z=-0.44, n.s.; PRODLCLIN program 95% Cl=-.12, .07) or avoidance relationships
(although the Sobel test was significant, the PRODCLIN analysis was not: z=-2.19, p<.05;
PRODLCLIN program 95% Cl=-.15, .02) and the indirect effect also did not differ significantly

across relationships (z=-1.29, n.s.). Therefore, hypothesis 20 was also not supported.
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Finally, regarding research question 3, promotion regulatory focus mediated the
association between help receipt and help engagement in approach (z=2.99, p<.05; PRODLCLIN
program 95% CI1=.02, .08) and avoidance relationships (z=2.03, p<.05; PRODLCLIN program
95% CI=.002, .005) but the indirect effect did not differ significantly across relationships
(z=0.10, n.s.). Promotion regulatory focus also mediated the association between help receipt and
harm engagement in both approach (z=-1.97, p<.05; PRODLCLIN program 95% CI=-.005, -.15)
and avoidance relationships (z=-4.45, p<.05; PRODLCLIN program 95% CI=-.03, -.01)
although the indirect effect did not differ significantly across relationships (z=0.08, n.s.).
Prevention regulatory focus did not significantly mediate the association between harm receipt
and harm engagement in approach relationships (z=0.07, n.s.; PRODLCLIN program 95% Cl=-
.003, .003) but it did have a significant mediating effect in avoidance relationships (z=2.40,
p<.05; PRODLCLIN program 95% CI=.01, .03). However, the indirect effects in the approach
and avoidance relationships were not significantly different (z=-0.12, n.s.).

All other mediating models where positive and negative affective states and promotion
and prevention regulatory foci were mediators between associations of help and harm receipt and
help and harm engagement and relationship satisfaction had no significant mediating effects in
either approach or avoidance relationships. Therefore, approach-avoidance relationship motives
did not moderate the mediation of the specified within relationship mechanisms.

Exploratory Analyses

Emotional Intelligence. The effects of individual differences in emotional intelligence
on the within-relationship associations between help and harm receipt, positive and negative
affective states, and help and harm engagement were also examined using Edwards and

Lambert’s (2007) moderated path analysis approach. In order to follow this approach, the 3-level
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data were divided into two separate data sets consisting of two levels each based on the Level-2
relationship motive manipulation. One data set consisted of approach-oriented relationships and
another of avoidance-oriented relationships. These two new data sets thus had two levels where
Level 2 was the individual level and Level 1 was the daily experiences level nested within
individuals. Participant gender, race, age, hierarchical status difference, liking, and relationship
tenure were included as controls in these analyses and set as predictors of Level 1 intercepts.
Emotional intelligence was included as a predictor of Level 1 intercepts and as well as a
predictor of Level 1 slopes of the association between the independent variables and the
mediators. In the first step of the analyses the mediators (positive and negative affective states)
were regressed onto the independent variables (receipt of help and harm) and the interaction
between emotional intelligence and the independent variables.

The mediators-as-outcomes results for both approach and avoidance data sets are shown
in Table 7. Emotional intelligence was not significantly related to positive affect states in the
approach relationship data (b04=0.56, n.s.) or the avoidance relationship data (b04=0.23, n.s.).
Emotional intelligence was not significantly related to overall levels of negative affective states
in either the approach (b04=-0.19, n.s.) or avoidance (b04=-0.04, n.s.) data. Further, emotional
intelligence did not affect the slopes of the associations between help and harm receipt and
positive affective states in either the approach (help receipt: b11=0.07, n.s.; harm receipt:
b21=0.04, n.s.) or avoidance (help receipt: b11=-0.04, n.s.; harm receipt: b21=-0.32, n.s.) data.
Emotional intelligence also had no significant effect on the slopes of the association between
help receipt and negative affective states in the approach (b11=-0.07, n.s.) and avoidance (b11=-
0.04, n.s.) or harm receipt and negative affective states in the approach (b21=-0.49, n.s.) or

avoidance data (b21=-0.40, n.s.).
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Table 7

Positive affective states

Negative affective states

Variable Approach Avoidance Approach Avoidance

b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

3.97** 0.32 3.71** 0.47 1.51** 0.15 1.28** 0.14
Intercept (b00)

-0.27 0.34 0.00 0.41 -0.14 0.12 -0.06 0.12
Gender (b01)

-0.49 0.33 -0.46 0.41 -0.17 0.11 0.13 0.12
Race (b02)

0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.00
Age (b03)
Emotional intelligence 0.56 0.30 0.23 0.37 019 011  -004 010
(b04)

0.45* 0.20 -0.42 0.34 -0.07 0.07 -0.09 0.12
Status difference (b05)

0.26 0.17 0.26 0.21 -0.01 0.05 -0.01 0.10
Liking (b06)

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Relationship tenure (b07)

-0.22* 0.10 -0.18 0.11 0.25* 0.11 0.27 0.18
Harm received (b10)

0.36* 0.07 0.38** 0.06 -0.05 0.03 -0.06 0.03
Help received (b20)
Cross-level moderation
Harm received* emotional .04 0.19 -0.32 0.24 -0.49 0.28 -0.40 0.34
intelligence (b11)
Help received*emotional 0.07 011  -004 0.3 -0.04 007 -007 005

intelligence (b21)

HLM results for mediators as outcomes and emotional intelligence as individual-level moderator; N2=55,
approach N1=358, avoid N1=362, approach relationships are on left of each column and avoidance
relationships are italicized on right, gender coded as male=0, female=1, race coded as white=1, non-white=0,

relationship status coded as different status=1, same status=0, **p<.001, *p<.05
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Table 8

Model 1 Model 2
Variable Approach Avoidance Approach Avoidance
b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.
Intercept b0O 3.92%* 042  3.95**  0.39 3.70** 043  4.00**  0.38
Gender (b01) -0.08 0.42 0.11 0.38 0.18 0.45 0.12 0.37
Race (b02) -0.51 033 -0.64* 0.26 -0.58 035 -0.66* 0.27
Age (b03) 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
Emotional intelligence (b04) 0.27 0.34 0.19 0.34 0.33 0.32 0.31 0.32
Status difference (b05) 0.32 0.23 -0.37 0.32 0.29 0.26 -0.33 0.33
Liking (b06) 0.10 0.18 0.25 0.19 0.18 0.20 0.24 0.17
Relationship tenure (b07) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.00
Harm received (b10) -0.12 0.10 0.15 0.08 -0.11 0.11 0.10 0.09
Help received (b20) 0.52**  0.07 0.48**  0.07 0.52**  0.06 0.49**  0.07
Negative affective states (b30) 0.20*  0.07 0.08 0.05
Positive affective states (b40) 0.13* 0.04 012  0.06
Cross-level moderation
Harm received* emotional intelligence -0.28 0.22 -0.11 0.15 -0.33 0.26 -0.10 0.18
(b11)
Help received*emotional intelligence (b21) ~ 0-08 016 -006 ~ 0.13 017 014 -001 014

Negative affective states* emotional
intelligence (b31)

Positive affective states* emotional -0.09 0.09 -0.07 0.12
intelligence (b41)

0.15 0.20 -0.21 0.12

HLM results for help engagement as outcome and emotional intelligence as individual-level moderator; N2=55, approach
N1=358, avoid N1=362, approach relationships are on left of each column and avoidance relationships are italicized on right,
gender coded as male=0, female=1, race coded as white=1, non-white=0, relationship status coded as different status=1, same
status=0, **p<.001, *p<.05
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Table 9

Model 1 Model 2
Variable Approach Avoidance Approach Avoidance
b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.
Intercept (b0O) 1.41** 021  133** 021 1.21** 0.08 143** 0.13
Gender (b01) -0.13 0.10 -0.05 0.11 -0.07 0.06 -0.19 0.10
Race (b02) -0.12 0.15 -0.03 0.15 0.00 0.04 -0.04 0.09
Age (b03) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Emotional intelligence (b04) -0.12 0.13 -0.15 0.13 -0.07 0.09 -0.15 0.12
Status difference (b05) -0.05 0.06 -0.13 0.10 -0.04 0.04 -0.12 0.09
Liking (b06) -0.10 0.05 0.00 0.05 -0.06 0.04 -0.01 0.05
Re|ation3hip tenure (bO?) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Harm received (b10) 0.21* 0.08 0.27* 0.05 0.09 0.06 0.21 0.05
Help received (b20) 0.01 0.01 -0.06* 0.02 0.00 0.02 -0.05*  0.02
Negative affective states (b30) 0.14* 0.05 0.14* 0.04
Positive affective states (b40) 0.00 0.01 -0.02 0.02
Cross-level moderation
Harm received* emotional intelligence 0.11 0.17 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.14 0.18 0.10
b1l
I(—|elp)received*emotional intelligence 0.01 0.01 -0.04 0.04 0.03 0.07 -0.03 0.03
b21
E\Iegeztive affective states* emotional 0.11 0.13 -0.06 0.11
intelligence (b31)
Positive affective states* emotional 0.06 0.04 2003 0.05

intelligence (b41)

HLM results for harm engagement as outcome and emotional intelligence as individual-level moderator; N2=55, approach
N1=358, avoid N1=362, approach relationships are on left of each column and avoidance relationships are italicized on right,
gender coded as male=0, female=1, race coded as white=1, non-white=0, relationship status coded as different status=1, same
status=0, **p<.001, *p<.05
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Next, the dependent variables (help and harm engagement) were regressed onto the
independent variables (help and harm receipt; Model 1) and then the independent variables with
the addition of the mediators (positive and negative affective states; Model 2). The results for
both approach and avoidance data with help engagement as the outcome are displayed in Table 8
and the results with harm engagement as the outcome are displayed in Table 9. Emotional
intelligence had no direct effect on levels of help and harm engagement. Further, emotional
intelligence did not affect the slope-as-outcomes associations between help and harm receipt or
positive and negative affective states and help and harm engagement. Overall emotional
intelligence did not affect associations between help and harm receipt, positive and negative
affective states, and help and harm engagement. Emotional intelligence did also not moderate
any mediating effect of positive or negative affective states on the association between the
receipt of help and harm and engagement in help and harm.

Interpersonal Trust. How affect- and cognition-based trust were related to approach-
avoidance relationship motives and engagement in help and harm and relationship satisfaction
was examined next. Affect- and cognition-based trust (Level 2) were tested as mediators of the
association between approach-avoidance relationship motives (Level 2) and engagement in help
and harm and relationship satisfaction (Level 1). Multi-level mediation procedures were
followed based on the recommendations of Bauer, Preacher, and Gil (2006). Individual
differences in gender, age, race, and approach and avoidance disposition were included as Level
3 controls, and liking, relationship tenure, and status difference were included as Level 2 controls
in the analyses. First, affect- and cognition-based trust were regressed onto relationship motives
(approach=1, avoidance=0). Relationship motive was not significantly related to affect-based

trust (b=0.09, s.e.=0.10, n.s.) or cognition-based trust (b=0.23, s.e.=0.14, n.s.). Therefore,
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mediation was not supported. Affect-based trust did not significantly relate to help engagement
(b010=0.00, s.e.=0.11, T=0.04, n.s.) but cognition-based trust did significantly and positively
relate to help engagement (b020=0.19, s.e.=0.07, T=2.86,p<.05.). Neither affect- (b010=-0.10,
s..=0.10, T=-1.05, n.s.) or cognition-based trust (b020=-0.09, s.e.=0.07, T=1.34, n.s.)
significantly related to harm engagement. Further, affect-based trust did not significantly relate
to relationship satisfaction (b010=0.10, s.e.=0.12, T=0.84, n.s.) but cognition-based trust did
significantly and positively relate to relationship satisfaction (b010= 0.53, s.e.=0.10,
T=5.23,p<.001.). Therefore, although trust is not related to approach-avoidance relationship
motives, cognition-based trust related to help engagement and relationship satisfaction. This
suggests that individuals were more likely to help someone whom they viewed as reliable and
dependable and they may do so because they are motivated to foster future obligations or are
certain that they can assist each other in their future performance (McAllister, 1995). At least
within work relationships, such concern for future obligations relevant to performance may
override concerns that the other persons’ needs are met and thereby affect-based trust was not
related to helping. Similarly, within the work context, perceptions that a coworker is reliable and

dependable may be particularly important for relationship satisfaction.
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DISCUSSION

The focus of the current study was to examine how relational approach-avoidance
motives affect within-relationship processes underlying the dyadic exchange of interpersonal
helping and harming behaviors and relationship satisfaction. Compared to the between-person,
within-person, or cross-sectional social network-approaches, the within-relationship approach
represents a shift in terms of acknowledging that behavior varies in predictable ways within
relationships over time. In the current study, employees from three organizations reported about
their interpersonal experiences with two coworkers for ten days each. The results were generally
supportive of SET (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960), AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1995) and the
emotion-centered model (Spector & Fox, 2002) as theoretical explanations for social exchange
and affective responses to the receipt of help and harm. The results also shed light on how
regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997; 1998) is useful in explaining engagement in helping and
harming behaviors and how promotion focus mediates the exchange of helping and harming
behaviors. Relationship-level approach-avoidance social motives (Gable, 2006) did not exert
influence on behavioral, affective, or attitudinal responses to the receipt of help and harm but
relationship motives did affect how prevention regulatory focus related to engagement in
harming behaviors. Below, the theoretical implications of the results are discussed starting with
the within-relationship processes followed by the cross-level effects of relationship approach-
avoidance motives.

Partitioning of Variance. Results of the current study revealed that engagement in help
and harm, relationship satisfaction, positive and negative affective states, and promotion and
prevention regulatory foci exhibited substantial variability within and across relationships.

Almost one-quarter of the variance in help engagement was due to within-relationship variance;
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almost one-third of the variance in help engagement was due to between-relationship variance;
while under half was due to individual differences. This suggests that the majority of variance in
help engagement was due to within and between-relationship effects. Variability in harm
engagement was even less dependent on the individual compared to help engagement; most of
the variance in harm engagement was either within relationships or between relationships.
Similar to the results of Dalal and colleagues (2009), albeit a small difference within-
relationships, harm engagement varied within individuals more so than help engagement. One
explanation underlying this difference is the fact that employees are more likely to regulate their
engagement in harm than their engagement in help because organizations are more likely to
discourage harm (Dalal et al., 2009). Further, relative to engagement in help, engagement in
harm appeared to vary more across relationships. This is consistent with theorizing related to
workplace aggression suggesting that perpetration of aggression is largely influenced by the
nature of the relationship between the perpetrator and target (Hershcovis & Barling, 2007;
Aquino & Lamertz, 2004). This evidence also demonstrates the importance of considering within
relationship processes, including SET, AET, and regulatory foci that explain dyadic engagement
in helping and harming behaviors.

Variance partitioning of relationship satisfaction indicated that individuals did not
generally have high or low relationship satisfaction over time, but relationship satisfaction varied
across relationships and within relationships over time. Such results is consistent with AET
(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) suggesting that attitudes are constructed by integrating affect and
information relevant to specific situations but also stored information relative to the attitude

object. Therefore, relationship satisfaction is driven not only be fluctuations in affect and
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situational information over time, but also by stored information relevant to the coworker that is
less dynamic.

The majority of variance in positive and negative affective states and promotion
regulatory focus was explained between-relationships compared to within-relationships, although
similar amounts of variance in prevention focus was explained within relationships and between
relationships. This suggests that the relationship may serve as an important context that evokes
affective and regulatory reactions and these reactions tend to be stable within the relationship but
vary across relationships. These results are consistent with the notion of relational self for which
cognitions, affect, and goals tend to be activated in relation to a significant other (Baldwin,
1992). Further, a large proportion of the variance in negative affective states and promotion and
prevention regulatory foci also varied within-relationships over-time. Greater within-relationship
variation in negative affective states, relative to positive affective states, may be due to how
individuals tend to structure their environments in ways to increase their tendency to have
positive experiences and decrease their tendency to have negative experiences (e.g., avoiding
situations that cause distress; Carstensen, Isaacowitz, & Charles, 1999). As such, negative
stimuli within relationships that would evoke negative affective states are likely to not only be
less common over time but more sporadic relative to positive affective states. Further, within-
relationship fluctuations in regulatory foci may be a function of self-regulatory reactions to daily
situations that evoke promotion and prevention foci. Overall, these results justify the use of
within-relationship and between-relationship designs in the study of these interpersonal
phenomena.

Social Exchange. The results of the current study were generally supportive of SET and

positive and negative norms of reciprocity that underlie social exchanges (Blau, 1964, Gouldner,
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1960). Similar to findings of a recent social network study by Lyons and Scott (2012), the extent
to which a focal employee received help and harm from a given coworker significantly related to
the amount of help and harm they engaged in towards that coworker, respectively. Receipt of
help was more strongly associated with engagement in help than engagement in harm, supporting
the positive norm of reciprocity, and receipt of harm was more strongly associated with
engagement in harm than engagement in help, supporting the negative norm of reciprocity.
However, inconsistent with expectations receipt of help was negatively related to
engagement in harm and receipt of harm was positively related to engagement in help. These
results are counter to previous research demonstrating that the positive norm of reciprocity is
independent of the negative norm of reciprocity (Lyons & Scott, 2012), that positive and
negative social exchanges may in fact not be independent. The current study utilized an
experience-sampling longitudinal design which has benefits over the cross-sectional design
utilized by Lyons and Scott (2012). Experience-sampling designs are thought to be less
susceptible to biases associated with cross-sectional retrospective accounts, including
consistency motifs or illusory correlations (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Lee, 2003). For
example, by relying on retrospective accounts in the Lyons and Scott (2012) study, participants
may have artificially inflated their associations between similar behaviors (e.g., help receipt and
help engagement) and deflated their associations between dissimilar behaviors (e.g., help receipt
and harm engagement). The results of the current study suggest that receipt of help may make
individuals less likely to engage in harming behaviors perhaps because help receipt fosters
positive evaluations of the exchange relationship reducing the likelihood that harm would
engaged in. This result is consistent with research on abusive supervision that has demonstrated

that subordinates are less likely to engage in deviance towards their supervisor or organization
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when they evaluate their relationship with their supervisor as having high-quality exchange
(Tepper, 2007). However, promotion regulatory focus also mediated the association between
help receipt and harm engagement and its effects may serve as an alternative explanation. The
results of regulatory foci are elaborated upon below.

Although harm receipt was strongly related to engagement in harm, to lesser degree it
was also positively related to engagement in help. That is, in response to harm employees
engaged in both harmful and helping behaviors. Helping behaviors in response to harm may in
fact reflect the manifestation of relationship maintenance and reconciliation strategies (Aquino,
Tripp, & Bies, 2006) related to forgiveness (Fehr & Gelfand, 2012). In the context of
interdependent working relationships (participants in the current study were asked to nominate
coworkers with whom they worked with on a daily basis), targets of harm may be less motivated
for revenge or avoidance and instead desire for rapport, initiating benevolence and prosocial
behaviors to achieve that means. Future research will benefit from examining the motivational
underpinnings of help responses to the receipt of harm in dyadic relationships.

Overall, these unexpected social exchange results provide evidence counter to previous
research demonstrating that social exchange is “tat for tat” (Lyons & Scott, 2012), and in fact,
employees may also exchange “tit for tat” (Gouldner, 1960).

Affective Events. In addition to the effects of social exchange, the results of the current
study were also consistent with AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) and the valence symmetry
arguments of the emotion-centered model (Spector & Fox, 2002). That is, the receipt of help and
harm from a certain coworker were associated with the amount of positive and negative affective
states elicited from that coworker, respectively. Help receipt was not related to negative affective

states and harm receipt was not related to positive affective states supporting arguments of
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valence symmetry (Spector & Fox, 2002). Additionally, positive and negative affective states
were also related to the amount of help and harm engaged in towards certain coworkers,
respectively. Positive affective states were not associated with harm engagement and negative
affective states were not associated with help engagement also supporting valence symmetry
arguments (Spector & Fox, 2002). As expected, action tendencies accompanying positive
affective states were prosocial, motivating individuals to draw in or engage the perceived source
of the positive affect whereas action tendencies accompanying negative affective states were
antisocial, motivating individuals to repel the perceived source of the negative affect (Spector &
Fox, 2002). Indeed, positive affective states partially mediated the association between receipt of
help and help engagement. This suggests that positive norms of reciprocity may partially be
explained by the management of positive affect. Receiving help may evoke positive emotions,
and in order to draw the source of the positive emotions closer, individual reciprocate with help.
However, unexpectedly, negative affective states did not mediate the association between
the receipt of harm and harm engagement. One possible explanation could be that the expression
of negative affective states and harming behaviors are less desirable in organizations and are less
common compared to expressions of positive affective states and helping behaviors (Dalal et al.,
2009). For example, opportunities to engage in harm, relative to help, are also less common and
may depend on opportunity, including the presence of a supervisor or coworkers. As such,
reacting to positive affective states in response to helping is easier to do than reacting to negative
affective states in response to harming. The mediating effects of negative affective states on the
reciprocation of harming behaviors may depend on the extent to which the context permits the
enactment of harm. Research has demonstrated that workplace aggression is more common in

organizational contexts that have climates permitting aggression (Bowling & Beehr, 2006).
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Future research will benefit from examining opportune conditions under which negative
affective states mediate harm reciprocation.

Results of the current study were also generally supportive of AET (Weiss &
Cropanzano, 1996) arguments surrounding affective components of attitudes. Positive affective
states positively related to relationship satisfaction and negative affective states negatively
related to relationship satisfaction. Positive affective states also mediated the association between
harm receipt and relationship satisfaction. In line with AET, receiving help, a positive event, may
evoke positive affective states which then inform attitudinal evaluations of the attitudinal object
(i.e., relationship satisfaction), the interacting coworker. However, contrary to AET expectations
negative affective states did not mediate the association between harm receipt and relationship
satisfaction. This may be because negative affective states are not frequent enough within
relationships to counter the broader positive (within-relationship and relationship-level)
information that individuals incorporate into their construction of a relationship attitude. Such an
explanation is supportive of results demonstrating that relationship satisfaction tended to be high
across relationships.

Regulatory Foci. Promotion and prevention regulatory foci played an important role in
the reciprocation of help and harm. The effects that promotion and prevention regulatory foci
had on the reciprocation of help and harm may have come about via the symbolic representation
of how help and harm affects individuals’ sense of belonging within a relationship. Momentary
situations that provide feedback to individuals about their belongingness are known to be related
to social-oriented promotion and prevention regulatory foci (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Molden et
al., 2009; Oyserman et al., 2007; Winterheld et al., 2011). Research has demonstrated that

interpersonal feedback oriented towards one’s progress in achieving belonging (helping) is
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related to promotion regulatory focus and feedback oriented towards losses associated with
belonging (e.g., rejection, loneliness; harming) is related to prevention regulatory focus (Crowe
& Higgins, 1997). Consistent with previous research (e.g., Molden et al., 2009; Oyserman et al.,
2007; Winterheld et al., 2011) in the current study, receipt of help positively related to promotion
regulatory focus, but not to prevention regulatory focus, and the receipt of harm positively
related to prevention regulatory focus and negatively related to promotion regulatory focus. The
social loss associated with receiving harm may have in fact reduce a sense of social gain (“not
belonging”) thereby reducing promotion regulation. Receiving help, on the other hand, is
perhaps a less salient indicator of the presence or absence of social losses (e.g., rejection vs. non-
rejection) and may therefore be less influential in inducing prevention regulatory focus.
Promotion regulatory focus also positively related to help engagement and negatively
related to harm engagement whereas prevention focus positively related to harm engagement but
was not related to help engagement. Such findings are consistent with previous research
demonstrating that promotion focus can inspire more risky behaviors that are strategically
inclined to achieve relationship gains, including engaging in helpful behaviors (Molden et al.,
2009; Winterheld et al., 2011). This strategy also means that behaviors that would impede the
desired progress (harm) would be less desirable. Prevention-focused strategies, on the other
hand, tend to be less risky and are more concerned with safety and security. Behaviorial
outcomes of prevention focus are thus thought to be intended to repel the source of social loss.
Such behaviors include withdrawing from social contact (Molden et al., 2009) and confronting
the instigator to stop the harmful treatment (Oyserman et al., 2007). Prevention focus may not

relate to help engagement because engagement in helping would be too risky for the precautious

91



and safety-oriented prevention strategy (Winterheld et al., 2011). Promotion focus in particular
appears to play an influential role in directing both help and harm engagement.

Indeed, promotion focus partially mediated the association between help receipt and help
engagement and fully mediated the association between help receipt and harm engagement.
Social gain associated with receiving help may have induced promotion focus that then may have
lead to prosocial behaviors and the avoidance of detrimental behaviors (harm) in order to
improve belonging. The mediating effect of promotion focus on the association between help
receipt and harm engagement is particularly interesting because it provides evidence for a
motivational mechanism that connects positive and negative social exchanges (Gouldner, 1960).
The results of the current study suggest that receiving help is not only associated with engaging
in help via positive norms of reciprocity, positive affective states (AET, the emotion-centered
model), and promotion regulatory focus, but receiving help also reduces engagement in harm
through the effects of promotion regulatory focus. As will be discussed as practical implications
below, this has important implications for how organizations can manage the occurrence of
harmful interpersonal behaviors in organizations.

Approach-Avoidance Relationship Motives. Contrary to expectations, relationship-
level approach and avoidance social motivation did not affect social exchange and affect-driven
processes relating help and harm receipt to help and harm engagement and relationship
satisfaction. Although, approach-avoidance relationship motives did affect the association
between prevention focus and harm engagement. As previous research has demonstrated, social
exchange and affective states accounts for the reciprocation of help and harm are robust and may
not differ across contexts (Lyons & Scott, 2012). Similarly, it appears as though sensitivity to

affiliation-related stimuli in approach-oriented relationships and sensitivity to rejection-stimuli in
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avoidance-oriented relationships may not exert a contextual effect on the social exchange and
affect-driven processes. Although previous research drawing from the approach-avoidance
model of social motivation (Gable, 2006) has demonstrated that individuals exhibit more positive
affect, attitudes, and behaviors in approach relationships and more negative affect, attitudes and
behaviors in avoidance relationships (Elliot et al., 2006; Gable, 2006; Impett et al., 005; Impett &
Gordon, 2010; Impett et al., 2010; Impett, Starchman, Finkel, & Gable, 2008), that research
examined affect, attitudes and behaviors as singular outcomes of approach-avoidance
relationships with one relationship partner. Evidence of the current study, on the other hand,
suggests that social exchange and affective events theories may generalize across relationship
contexts within and between individuals regardless of the approach or avoidance orientation of
the relationship.

Another possible explanation surrounding the null findings of relationship motives is that
the manipulation did not work or that it was not sensitive to capture changes in relational self
over time. Such explanations will be discussed in more detail in the limitations section of the
discussion. However, it is worth noting here that validity evidence did support the approach-
avoidance relationship manipulation (see Manipulation Check) and the relationship motives did
influence the association between prevention regulatory focus and harm engagement. That is,
prevention regulatory focus was more strongly related to harm engagement in avoidance
relationships compared to approach relationships.

Accordingly, the avoidance relationship may serve as a context in which individuals are
particularly attuned to potential relational threat. With its concern for security and safety,
prevention regulatory focus in an avoidance relationship will be particularly inclined to induce

behavior to repel potential sources of threat (Molden, Lee, & Higgins, 2008). Therefore, in an
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avoidance relationship where threats are perceived to be more likely, prevention regulatory foci
will be more strongly related to harm engagement than in approach-oriented relationships in
which individuals are less sensitive to relational threats. Avoidance relationships may be so
concerned with threat that social loss is a more prevalent interpretation of behavior than social
gain. Within an avoidance relationship, without a perceived opportunity for social gain,
promotion regulatory focus may be unlikely to take effect on harming behaviors.

Approach relationships did not affect the associations between promotion and prevention
regulatory foci and help and harm engagement. This is could be because indicators of social gain
or social loss are less pertinent to one’s sense of belonging in approach relationships in which the
interpretation of interactions as social gain is commonplace.

Overall, these results are counter to some traditional conceptualizations of promotion and
prevention regulatory foci that argue regulatory foci pertain mainly to the approach domain of
the hedonic principle (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Higgins, 1997; 1998). Instead, these results
provide evidence that prevention regulatory focus is also affected by the avoidance domain
(Lanaj et al., 2012). The current study therefore provides support to the notion that both
regulatory foci can be strategic inclinations towards achieving both approach and avoidance
outcomes (Molden et al., 2008).

Practical Implications

In addition to the theoretical implications, the current study also has a number of practical
implications for the management of interpersonal behaviors in organizations. The substantial
within- and between-relationship variance in the engagement in help and harm suggest that there
are limits to the effectiveness of staffing strategies — such as selecting for “helpers” or selecting

against or terminating “harmers” — to foster helping and deter harming among employees. The
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results of the current study suggest that managers would do well to train and develop employees
to foster high quality relationships.

In line with results supporting SET, managers could simply encourage employees to
engage in more help (and thereby receive more help) and engage in less harm (and thereby
receive less harm; Lyons & Scott, 2012). Further, in line with AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996)
positive affective states positively related to help engagement and negative affective states
positively related to harm engagement. Therefore, managers should work to engender employee
relationships that are ripe with positive affective states and deter circumstances inciting negative
affective states. To do so, managers may target relational stressors that lead to negative affective
states. For example, managers could restructure interpersonal and job circumstances to decrease
ambiguity, conflict and stress by clearly communicating responsibilities and expectations among
coworkers (Litzky, Eddleston, & Kidder, 2006). Conflict management training could also help
employees manage stressful communication within their relationships thereby reducing incidents
of negative affective states (Judge et al., 2006). Such strategies may also be effective in
improving relationship satisfaction among coworkers.

It is important to note that conflict is commonplace in the workplace and it is unrealistic
to expect that managers could reduce harm entirely and foster universal relationship satisfaction.
However, managers can do much to cultivate an environment that is open and tolerant of diverse
viewpoints and encourage cooperative norms among coworkers preventing disagreements and
conflict between individuals from being misinterpreted as harmful personal attacks (De Dreau &
Weingart, 2003). Managers can also encourage their employees to use more collaborative and
less contentious communication when experiencing stress or expressing disagreements

(Lovelace, Shapiro, & Weigart, 2001).
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Finally, results also indicated that promotion regulatory focus was related to increased
engagement in helping behaviors and decreased engagement in harmful behaviors, whereas
prevention focus was related to increased engagement in harmful behaviors. It thus follows that
managers can perhaps encourage engagement in helpful behaviors and curb engagement in
harmful behaviors by fostering promotion regulatory foci within relationships and by decreasing
the extent to which employees draw upon prevention regulatory focus strategies within
relationships. Research has demonstrated that promotion strategies can be primed by framing
end-states in terms of achievements, accomplishments, and aspirations, as opposed to what
individuals “ought” to do (Crowe & Higgins, 1997). For example, managers could train
employees to interpret behaviors within relationships in terms of fulfilling hopes and aspirations
for meaningful, cooperative, and productive collaborations. In such cases, employees may be
more likely to interpret both helpful and harmful behaviors as potential for social gain and evoke
promotion regulatory focus which would then lead to engagement in helpful behaviors and less
harmful behaviors. By avoiding framing relationships in terms of “oughts” (e.g., “don’t be rude”,
“follow the rules”, “mind your manners’’), managers may also be able to reduce the extent to
which prevention regulatory focus are evoked from harmful behaviors within relationships. Such
framing may be particularly useful and adaptive in relationships where coworkers are vigilant to
rejection (i.e., avoidant relationships) and security and precautionary needs are more likely to
drive harmful behaviors. Managers could identify such relationships by noting which coworkers
have a history of conflict or mistreatment and working with those coworkers to frame their

interactions in a positive light.

Limitations
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As with all research, the current study also had some limitations. First, all constructs were
measured via self-reports. One limitation of self-report data is the potential for common method
bias to inflate relationships between variables. However, help and harm receipt and help and
harm engagement were only moderately correlated with one another and correlations between
other variables (within relationships, between relationships, and between individuals) had low
correlations suggesting that same source bias cannot account for the effects alone. Further,
significant interactions between relationship motives and prevention focus are also difficult to
explain with same-source bias alone (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

An additional concern with the use of self-report data is the concern of socially desirable
responding, particularly regarding the sensitive nature of the harm variables. However, recent
empirical evidence suggests that self-reports of help and harm engagement may in some cases be
as accurate as “other reports” of the same information (Berry, Carpenter & Barratt, 2012; Dalal
et al., 2009). Indeed, in a recent meta-analysis Berry and colleagues (2012) demonstrated that
self-reports of CWB are comparable to other-reports of CWB and they were similarly related to
antecedents and outcomes of CWB. Dalal and colleagues (2009) also demonstrated that within-
individual relationships between positive and negative affective states and OCB and CWB were
comparable for self- and other-reported data. Further, as some forms of help and harm are
emitted in private or in an unobservable fashion, other-reports may also be less accurate than
self-reports (Dalal et al., 2009).

Concerns regarding common method variance were also reduced for the Level 1 and
Level 2 variables because the scores were centered at the individuals’ mean. This means that
variable relations were compared relative to the individual means which reduces the potential

effects of individual differences in responses biases — such as general responses biases or
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affectivity — affecting the results (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Mood is also a concern for common
method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003) but affective states were included as predictors in the
analyses essentially controlling for the effects of mood. Nevertheless, future research that
overcomes the methodological limitations associated with self-report is recommended. For
example, trained observers could be used to code video tapes of coworkers interacting.

A second limitation of the design of the current study is the lack of control that is present
in experience-sampling studies. Even though relational approach-avoidance motives were
manipulated, participants still nominated their own choices for each coworker. Further, the
causal associations between the within-relationship variables are difficult to ascertain given the
current design. Indeed, it is possible that alternative, unmeasured variables could explain the
associations between variables in the current study. It is also possible that the model tested in the
current study could also be represented by alternative causal pathways. For example, the
exchange of help and harm may lead to emotional evaluations of the exchange and subsequent
experiences of positive and negative affective states (Lawler, 2001). Although the proposed
model is one possible representation of the data, other alternative representations are possible.
Accordingly, future research would benefit from adopting experimental methods or time-lagged
research designs to test the proposed relations ( for an example see Dalal et al., 2009) and to
increase confidence surrounding inferences of causality.

Third, the sample was predominately female and white, which limits generalizability of
the findings to men and persons of color. Gender and race were included as controls in the
analyses. The results revealed that persons of color engaged in more help than Whites and that

men engaged in more harm than women. Caution should be made in interpreting these findings
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as they are based on small sample sizes. Future researchers should investigate gender and racial
differences more thoroughly.

Fourth, the analytical framework (Edwards & Lambert, 2007) relied on regression
analyses and path analyses, which assumed that study variables are measured without error.
Although internal consistency for study variables tended to be high, violations of this assumption
can be addressed by using structural equation modeling of latent variables, which takes
measurement error into account.

Fifth, although validity evidence supported the approach-avoidance relationship
distinction of the two coworkers nominated by each participant, the manipulation check of the
current study failed to find significant differences in approach and avoidance social motivation
between the two relationships. The manipulation check was assessed five weeks after the
manipulation raising the question of the stability of the approach-avoidance relational self over
the five week period of the study. Perhaps relational approach-avoidance motives changed over
time? Theory of the relational self suggests that it has both transient and chronic influences
(Andersen & Chen, 2002). The relational self is represented as knowledge structures that develop
over time and are activated based on relevant situational cues. Variability in relational selves
emerges on the basis of transient cues of knowledge structure accessibility. Knowledge
structures are activated when relevant situational cues are salient, such as the presence of the
nominated coworker. Stability of the relational self is derived from the chronic accessibility of
the knowledge structures. Therefore, although the relational self is stable in its structure over
time, the relational self is activated depending on the situation (e.g., whether the nominated
coworker is present). Considering that participants in the current study were asked to nominate

coworkers with whom they work on a daily basis and not complete surveys on days the
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nominated coworker was not present, the approach-avoidance relational selves were expected to
be chronically activated throughout the duration of the study. However, the assessment of
approach-avoidance relational motives within the current study was unable to assess potential
variations in relational selves over time. Such variation may in part explain the failure of the
manipulation check. Future research will benefit from assessing the relationship construct of
interest on a more frequent basis in order to capture potential variability of the relational self.
Future Research

In addition to the above recommendations, the results of the current study offer insight
into possible directions for future research. First, compared to engagement in help, engagement
in harm varied more across relationships. Such findings provide impetus for further exploration
of alternative relationship-level variables that may influence outcomes of harm across
relationships. For example, Hershcovis and Barling (2007) highlight relational power as an
important relationship variable that could affect responses to workplace aggression. Targets who
experience harm from perpetrators in positions of power may have more negative consequences
because the perpetrator has more control over the employees’ social and/or work-related
resources. Status difference was included as a covariate in the current study but it did not have
effect on the outcome variables. However, status and other forms of power (e.g., social capital;
Aquino & Lamertz, 2004) may affect behavioral, affective and attitudinal responses to
aggression, including variables not measured in the current study. For example, research on
abusive supervision has demonstrated that subordinates may not reciprocate abusive supervisor
behaviors towards their supervisor, but may redirect that aggression towards less powerful

targets or by engaging in deviance towards the organization (Tepper, 2007).
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Further, although the approach-avoidance social motives assessed in the current study did
not tend to affect engagement in help or harm within relationships, additional research has
highlighted other possible social motives that may influence help and harm engagement. For
example, Rioux and Penner (2001) identified prosocial values, organizational concern, and
impression management as three motivational variables that are influential in OCB engagement.
It could be that prosocial, impression management and organizational concern motives could
influence the exchange of interpersonal helping and harming differently than the motivational
variables assessed in the current study. For example, individuals who have high prosocial
motives who concerned about the well-being of others may be more likely to reciprocate help
with help, but also be more likely to reciprocate harm with helping behaviors, and less likely to
reciprocate harm with harm.

Research on workplace aggression also highlights additional motivational variables that
could influence engagement in harm within dyadic relationships. For example, individuals
motivated to maintain personal esteem may aggress against those who threaten that esteem. Lam,
Van der Vegt, Walter, and Huang (2011) demonstrated that esteem threat may explain why high
performers can experience higher levels of victimization from coworkers relative to poorer
performers. Within the context of a dyadic relationship, an esteem-threatening coworker may
motivate higher levels of harming behaviors. Future research can examine such a possibility.

Another potential area for future research could be relationship maintenance and
reconciliation strategies that follow harm. One possible explanation of the result in the current
study where receipt of harm was related to engagement in help could be that help engagement is
a part of reconciliation strategy. Although, promotion and prevention regulatory foci did not

explain how receipt of harm related to help engagement, previous research has examined how
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self-regulation can influence relationship maintenance and forgiveness processes. For example,
Molden and Finkel (2010) demonstrated that both promotion and prevention regulatory foci
related to forgiveness following a relationship offense. They argued that promotion focus
motivates forgiveness through perceived benefits to repairing the relationship (e.g., perceptions
that the individual will provide future benefits) and prevention focus motivates repair through
perceived costs of further relationship deterioration. Although types of harming behavior were
not compared in the current study, harming behaviors that symbolize possible social gains (e.qg.,
passive exclusion) versus harming behaviors that symbolize social losses (e.g., active rejection)
may differentially affect how promotion and prevention regulatory foci relate to forgiveness and
reconciliation behaviors (Molden et al., 2009). Therefore, future research will benefit from
differentiating between different types of harming behaviors in order to more clearly delineate

how motives for reconciliation can offset the exchange of harmful behaviors.
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Recruitment Email

Greetings,

| am a researcher at Michigan State University who is conducting a research project. The study
is titled “Goals and Relationships” and the purpose of this study is to examine the role of
personal goals in the quality of coworker relationships.

The study will last five weeks, with the projected start date of end of January (exact date
TBD). I would like to invite you to participate in this interesting study.

In return for your participation, you will be paid $40 ($10 for each week) and entered into a
raffle for an additional four prizes of $60. You will have the opportunity to increase your odds
of winning. Currently there are 15 positions available; sign-up is done on a first-come-first-
served basis. The requirements for participants are the following:

=

Email me (see instructions below) to register as a participant for the study.

2. Read the Question and Answer sheet to address any of your questions about the study. Please
feel free to email or call me with additional questions.

3. Complete the pre-survey you will receive through email. You will receive this survey one
week before you commence the daily surveys (for four weeks).

4. One week after the pre-survey, for four weeks (20 working days), one time each day after

work hours you will complete a brief (about 5-10 minutes) survey online. You will receive an

email each day reminding you to complete the survey.

In return for your participation, you will be paid $40. Further, you will also be entered into a
random drawing for one of two prizes of $60. Each daily survey completed will be an entry into
the lottery, such that if all 20 daily surveys are completed, you will receive 20 entries into the
lottery.

If you are willing to participate, please email Brent Lyons at lyonsbr3@msu.edu indicating
your name and email address. Brent will then contact you by email to provide instructions for
participating in the study. If you prefer not to participate, you can simply not reply to this
message. Please also email or phone Brent if you have any questions about the study.

Thank you for considering my request.

Brent John Lyons, M.A.

Department of Psychology

Michigan State University

East Lansing, M1 48824 | Phone: (517) 281-4518 | Email: lyonsbr3@msu.edu

105


mailto:lyonsbr3@msu.edu

Consent Form

This study is designed to investigate how relationship goals impact workplace interpersonal
experiences. Interpersonal relationships are an important aspect of employees' work
environment, but researchers currently have very little understanding of how relationship goals
influence how people experience interpersonal interactions. Research that investigates this topic
will help build knowledge that will aid understanding of interpersonal aspects of the workplace.

If you choose to participate in this study, you will be asked to fill out a series of brief surveys
during a 5 week period. You will be asked to spend approximately 5-10 minutes each afternoon.
If you choose to participate in this study, you authorize the researchers to have access the
questionnaires that you complete. If you agree to participate in this study you will be
compensated $40 and entered into a random drawing for one of two prizes of $60. Each daily
survey completed will be an entry into the lottery, such that if all 20 daily surveys are completed,
you will receive 20 entries into the lottery.

Some of the questions in the survey address sensitive topics. We recommend you complete the
surveys in a private place.

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. You are free to terminate your
participation at any time without penalty. Your participation in this study will be kept
confidential to the maximum extent allowable by law. Your data will be included in a summary
report along with the data from others. The report will not include any information that will
allow anyone to identify any of your individual responses.

If participants have any questions in regards to this study, they may contact Dr. Ryan,
Department of Psychology, 333 Psychology Building, Michigan State University, East Lansing,
M1 48824, Phone: (517) 353-8855, E-mail: ryanan@msu.edu. If you have questions or concerns
about your role and rights as a research participant, would like to obtain information or offer
input, or would like to register a complaint about this study, you may contact, anonymously if
you wish, the Michigan State University Human Research Protection Program at (517) 355-
2180, Fax (517) 432-4503, or e-mail irb@msu.edu. Also feel free to send them a letter at 207
Olds Hall, MSU, East Lansing, M1 48824.
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Information Sheet
“MSU Research - Goals and Relationships” — Questions and Answers

What is the purpose of this study?

The purpose of this study is to examine how personal goals employees have with certain
coworkers impacts how they interact with those coworkers, and in turn, impacts important
organizational outcomes such as job satisfaction and intentions to leave the job.

What will I be doing as a participant?

You will be completing one pre-survey followed by 20 daily surveys over a period of five weeks
(one survey a day for 20 work days). Each survey will take 5 to 10 minutes to complete except
the pre-survey and last survey will be 10 to 15 minutes long. One survey will be emailed to you
at the end of each work day. You can complete the survey after your shift has been completed.
The survey will ask questions about the types of interactions you had with your coworkers and
the emotions you experienced that day. The first day of the survey will be TBD and end on TBD.

Who will be able to see my data?

Your responses will be completely confidential. Data will be presented in aggregate form and
your data will not be identifiable. Only Brent Lyons will have access to your data. Your
responses to the surveys will have no implication for your standing in your job.

What happens if I miss a day of work and can’t complete the survey for that day (e.g., I am
sick and do not show up to work, I go on vacation...)?

Only complete the survey for the day the survey is emailed to you. If you miss a day of work do
not complete a survey for that missed day. You can continue participating in the study on the
days you return to work.

How will I be compensated? How do | win the cash prize?

You will be paid $40 ($10 for each week). There are also two prizes of $60 each. Every day you
complete a survey your name is entered into the draw for one prize. So the more days you
complete the survey, the greater chance you have of winning. Prize drawings will occur in the
beginning of TBD.

Will I have access to the results?
Yes. Brent Lyons will distribute an executive summary of aggregate findings among all
participants.

How can | contact Brent if I am having technical difficulties or have questions about my
participation?
You can call or email Brent at any time. Phone: 517-281-4518; Email: brent.j.lyons@gmail.com

Thank you for your participation in my research!
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Motivational disposition (Carver & White, 1994)

BIS/Avoidance

1. If I think something unpleasant is going to happen I usually get pretty "worked up”
2. | worry about making mistakes

3. Criticism or scolding hurts me quite a bit

4,
5
6
7

| feel pretty worried or upset when I think or know somebody is angry at me

. Even if something bad is about to happen to me, | rarely experience fear or nervousness ®
. | feel worried when | think I have done poorly at something

I have very few fears compared to my friends ®

BAS/Approach

8.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

When | get something | want, | feel excited and energized

When I'm doing well at something, I love to keep at it

When good things happen to me, it affects me strongly

It would excite me to win a contest

When | see an opportunity for something I like, | get excited right away
When | want something, | usually go all-out to get it

| go out of my way to get things | want

If | see a chance to get something | want, I move on it right away
When | go after something I use a "no holds barred" approach

1 will often do things for no other reason than that they might be fun
I crave excitement and new sensations
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Emotional intelligence (Wong & Law, 2002)
The Wong Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS)

Self-Emotions Appraisal (SEA)

1. I have a good sense of why | have certain feelings most of the time.
2. | have good understanding of my own emotions.

3. I really understand what | feel.

4. | always know whether or not | am happy.

Others-Emotions Appraisal (OEA)

5. I always know my friends’ emotions from their behavior.

6. I am a good observer of others’ emotions.

7. 1 am sensitive to the feelings and emotions of others.

8. I have good understanding of the emotions of people around me.

Use of Emotion (UOE)

9. I always set goals for myself and then try my best to achieve them.
10. I always tell myself 1 am a competent person.

11. I am a self-motivating person.

12. I would always encourage myself to try my best.

Regulation of Emotion (ROE)

13. I am able to control my temper so that | can handle difficulties rationally.
14. 1 am quite capable of controlling my own emotions.

15. I can always calm down quickly when | am very angry.

16. I have good control of my own emotions.
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Demographics

1. What is your gender? Male Female
2. What is your age (in years)?
3a. Is your ethnicity Hispanic/Latino of any race? Yes_ No____

3b. Please select your race/ethnicity (choose one or more) from the following groups.

Aboriginal/Native Canadian
Asian

Black or of African descent
White

Two or more races

®o0 o

4. How long have you been working at the organization that currently employs you?
years months
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Relationship Motives (adapted from Elliot, Gable, & Mapes, 2006).

Instructions: You will report on your interactions with two coworkers throughout the duration
of this study. Carefully read the descriptions below in order to determine which two coworkers
you will report about.

You will select two coworkers whom you work with on a daily basis and have at least several
interactions with throughout the day, and who are NOT of a different rank (i.e., do not choose
your supervisor) than you in your organization. Even though you will be asked to think of two
persons, you will be asked to provide an alias (or alternative name) for these two individuals in
order to protect their privacy. Make sure you provide an alias/alternative name that you will
remember for each person as you’ll need to remember each person throughout the duration of the
study (e.qg., if your coworker, John, has red hair, his alias could be Red Hair). In order to
maintain confidentiality, it is important that you do NOT tell the coworkers you are rating them.
Neither the coworkers you rate nor your organization will see your ratings, so please respond as
honestly as possible.

Coworker A:

This coworker is someone with whom who you try to deepen, grow and develop your
relationship with by sharing fun and meaningful experiences.

Coworker A alias: John Smith
Coworker B:
This coworker is someone whom you try to make sure that nothing bad happens in your

relationship by avoiding conflicts and situations that could cause harm to your relationship. You
try to avoid getting embarrassed, betrayed, or hurt in your relationship with this coworker.

Coworker B alias: Jane Doe
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Liking
How much do you like coworker A?*

I don’t like coworker A at all

I dislike coworker A a little bit

I neither like or dislike coworker A
I like coworker A a little bit

I like coworker A very much

ok E

*Note: An identical scale was used to asses liking for Coworker B .
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Trust (adapted from McAllister, 1995)
Affect-based Trust

| freely share my ideas and feelings with Coworker A

| can talk freely to Coworker A about difficulties | am having at work

With Coworker A, we would both feel a sense of loss if one of us is transferred
Coworker A responds caringly when | share my problems

Coworker A and | have invested a lot in our working relationship

ko E

Cognition-based Trust

6. Coworker A approaches his/her job with dedication

7. 1see no reason to doubt Coworker A's competence for the job

8. I can rely on Coworker A not to make my job more difficult

9. Most people trust and respect Coworker A as a coworker

10. My peers consider Coworker A to be trustworthy

11. If people knew more about Coworker A, they would be more concerned and monitor
his/her performance more closely (reverse coded)

*Note: an identical scale was used to assess trust in Coworker B.
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Characteristics of Coworkers

1. Is Coworker A a higher status than you in the organization? YES NO

2. How long have you been working with Coworker A? years months

3. Are you required to work with Coworker A to complete your work tasks? YES NO

*Note: identical items were to assess characteristics of Coworker B.
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Receipt and Engagement of Help (Dalal et al., 2009)

Receipt of Help

ocoukrwhE

Went out of his/her way to be nice to me

Tried to help me

Defended my opinion or suggestion

Went out of his/her way to include me in a conversation
Tried to be available to me

Spoke highly about me to others

Engagement in Help

ocoarwnE

Went out of my way to be nice to this coworker

Tried to help this coworker

Defended this coworker’s opinion or suggestion

Went out of my way to include this coworker in a conversation
Tried to be available to this coworker

Spoke highly about this coworker to others
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Receipt and Engagement in Harm (Dalal et al., 2009; Spector, Fox, & Penny, 1996)

Receipt of harm

Passive

1. Ignored me

2. Tried to avoid interacting with me
3. Spoke poorly about me to others

4. Did something to make me look bad

Active

5. Behaved in an unpleasant manner toward me
6. Tried to harm me

7. Criticized my opinion or suggestion

8. Insulted or made fun of me

Engagement in harm

Passive

1. Ignored this coworker

2. Tried to avoid interacting with this coworker
3. Spoke poorly about this coworker to others

4. Did something to make this coworker look bad

Active

5. Behaved in an unpleasant manner toward this coworker
6. Tried to harm this coworker

7. Criticized this coworker’s opinion or suggestion

8. Insulted or made fun of this coworker
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Relationship Satisfaction (Impett et al., 2010; Neff & Karney, 2009; Campbell, Simpson,
Bowlby, & Kashy, 2005)

1. | am satisfied with this coworker today
2. | am satisfied with my relationship with this coworker today
3. | felt close with this coworker today
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Positive/Negative Affective States (Watson et al., 1988; Tellegen et al., 1999)

Positive Affective States
Happy
Joyful
Excited

At ease

Calm
Relaxed

oakrwdE

Negative Affective States
Discouraged
Downhearted
Sad
Distressed
Nervous
Jittery

Angry
Hostile
Irritated

0. Frustrated

BOoo~NoGa~WONE
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Regulatory Focus (adapted from Lockwood, Jordan, & Kunda, 2002).

Promotion focus
1. limagined experiencing good things that | hope might happen in my relationship with
this coworker
2. | was oriented towards achieving successes when interacting with this coworker
3. I thought about my hopes and aspirations for my relationship with this coworker

Prevention focus
4. 1imagined experiencing bad things that | fear might happen in my relationship with this

coworker
5. Ithought about how I can prevent failures when interacting with this coworker
6. | was oriented towards preventing losses when interacting with this coworker

120



Manipulation Check — Social Motivation (Elliot, Gable, & Mapes, 2006)

Approach social motivation

1. Itry to deepen my relationship with Coworker A

2. | try to move toward growth and development in my relationship with Coworker A
3. lam trying to enhance the bonding and intimacy in my relationship with Coworker A
4. | am trying to share many fun and meaningful experiences with Coworker A

Avoidance social motivation

5. 1try to avoid disagreements and conflicts with Coworker A

6. |try to stay away from situations that could harm my relationship with Coworker A
7. 1try to avoid getting embarrassed, betrayed, or hurt by Coworker A

8. Itry to make sure that nothing bad happens to my relationship with Coworker A
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