Refinement of Theoretical Frameworks on Antecedentef Work

Engagement and of Affective Events Theory: A Dynangi Approach

Von der Fakultdt Wirtschaftswissenschaften

der Leuphana Universitat Lineburg

zur Erlangung des Grades
Doktorin der Philosophie (Dr. phil.)

genehmigte

Dissertation

von
Antje Schmitt

aus
Bad Hersfeld



Eingereicht am: 05.06.2012

Mundliche Prifung am: 27.09.2012

Erstgutachter: Prof. Dr. Michael Frese
Zweitgutachter: Prof. Dr. Andreas Rauch
Prufungsausschuss: Prof. Dr. Michael Frese, Yaasder

Prof. Dr. Andreas Rauch
Prof. Dr. Sandra Ohly

Die drei einzelnen Beitrage des kumulativen Disdemsvorhabens werden wie folgt
in  wissenschaftlichen Zeitschriften ver6ffentlichtbeziehungsweise sind  zur
Veréffentlichung eingereicht:

Schmitt, A., Zacher, H. & de Lange, A. H. (2012)cks on Opportunities as a
Boundary Condition of the Relationship between Qobtrol and Work Engagement: A
Multi-Sample, Multi-Method StudyEuropean Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology

Schmitt, A., Bledow, R., & Frese, M. (manuscriptbmitted, May 3% 2012).
Extending the Affective Shift Model of Work Engagem: Self-Efficacy as an
Antecedent of Effective Affect Regulation.

Ohly, S. & Schmitt, A. (manuscript submitted, Ma&"12012). What Makes Us Happy,

Angry, Content or Worried? Development and Validatof a Work Events Taxonomy
Using Concept Mapping Methodology.

Elektronische Verdoffentlichung des gesamten kunwdatDissertationsvorhabens
inkl. einer deutsch- und englischsprachigen Zusanfassung unter dem Titel:

Refinement of Theoretical Frameworks on Antecedeft8Vork Engagement and of
Affective Events Theory: A Dynamic Approach

Veréffentlichungsjahr: 2012
Veroffentlicht im Onlineangebot der Universitatdimbthek unter der URL.:

http://www.leuphana.de/ub



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

First of all, I would like to thank my supervisoridhhael Frese for providing me
with the opportunity to write this dissertation siee | am grateful for the enlightening
conversations and discussions, for motivating drallenging me and for his belief in
me throughout all these years. | am also very thiut& Sandra Ohly for giving me the
chance to work in her research team in Kassel anlddr support and invaluable advice
during the time of my dissertation. | also thankdfeas Rauch for being part of the
dissertation committee and for reviewing this ditsen.

Special thanks go to Ronald Bledow, Michael Gigl@dkd Hannes Zacher for
the many things | learned from them in our projefdsvaluable discussions and for the
constructive feedback. They were a source of iaipin and motivated me to go on.

Further, | thank all the other former colleaguesthe University of Giel3en,
Anna-Maria Heintze, Kathrin Rosing, Holger SteinmeKatharina Tornau, and Jens
Unger. | am grateful to my present colleagues aivéisity of Kassel, Magdalena
Bathen and Laura Pluckthun, for their support andesstanding. Further, | am very
grateful to Rainer Hoger, Beate Hackbarth and Redfiller for their support in the
administrative process of my dissertation at thevehsity of Lineburg.

This research would not have been possible withmithelp of some ambitious
and reliable students who supported me throughibstages of the research process.
Special thanks go to Lisa Hopfinger, Diana Krieselnd Johannes Kunze. Further, |
thank the former Bachelor students at the Universit GielRen who attended the
seminar on “Emotions at work” in the winter term022010 and the summer term
2010 for their help in collecting the data for Stu&i Claudia Becker, Martin Becker,
Georg Dochtmann, Andreas Feth, Miriam Frohlich, idelGrieb, Stephanie Hammon,
Johanna Hofer, Lara Sturm, and Anna Zirk.

| have greatly benefited from interesting and vhlaaliscussions with Cynthia
Fisher, Verena Hahn, Wendong Li, Robert Lord, Staearker and March To. Thank
you for that. Specifically, | would like to thank &ddong Li for his helpful suggestions
and comments to an earlier version of Study 3.

Finally, I would like to thank my family and frieed especially my parents,
Gerhard and Adele Schmitt, for always supporting ane believing in me and for
always taking care.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

1 SYNOPSIS ettt ittt e e 5

11

REIEIENCES ... e e e e, 13

2 Study 1. Focus on Opportunities as a Boundary Calition of the
Relationship between Job Control and Work EngagemenA Multi-Sample,

MUIti-Method STUY ......eiiiiiiiie e 16
2.1 ABSIIACT ...ttt e e e 16
2.2 INrOdUCHION ...ttt e e e e LT
2.3 MEtNOA .o 22
2.4 RESUIS ..o 27
2.5 DISCUSSION ..ttt i et e et e e et e e e e e 33
2.6 REMBIENCES ... 41

3 Study 2: Extending the Affective Shift Model of Work Engagement:

Self-Efficacy as an Antecedent of Effective AffedRegulation ................ 50
0 Y 13 1 = Lo S PP 10
3.2 INtrodUCtioN ..o e e a. DL
3.3 MEtNOA e 58
34 RESUIS e 61
3.5 DISCUSSION .t ettt e et e et e e e et e e e e e 67
3.6 REMEIENCES ... 72

4 Study 3: What Makes Us Happy, Angry, Content or Vérried?
Development and Validation of a Work Events Taxonom Using Concept
Mapping Methodology .........c.ovviiiiiii e ne e 19

4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5
4.6

ADSIIACT ..ot e e e 19
INrOdUCTHION ..o . 80

MEENOM ..o 89
RESUILS ..e it e 94
Do U 1] o] o [ PP 111
REfEreNCEeS ... 122

5 APPENAIX ettt e e e 131



1 - Synopsig5

SYNOPSIS

In recent years, both scientists and practitiomerge become interested in the
concept of work engagement, and research on woragament has strongly
accumulated (Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011; Ghian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011;
Macey & Schneider, 2008). Work engagement is avabtnal concept and an active
psychological state that includes a physical dinenm®f energy and activation, a
positive affective dimension, and a cognitive disien of identification and
involvement. Engaged people invest physical, affectand cognitive resources in their
work tasks and activities (Schaufeli, Salanova, Latez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002;
Sonnentag, Dormann, & Demerouti, 2010), and higklgeof work engagement involve
positive consequences for the individual and thgawoization (Rich, Lepine, &
Crawford, 2010; Salanova, Agut, & Peir0, 2005). &dcresearch revealed that work
engagement is a unique concept that shows disairhialidity over and above related
concepts such as job satisfaction or organizatiooaimitment (Christian, et al., 2011,
Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006). Studying work engagetrie part of research on positive
psychology which examines human strengths and apfiamctioning at work (Bakker,
et al., 2011).

The objective of this dissertation is twofold. Eirn$ aims at refining theory on
antecedents of work engagement. Study 1 intendduiance the job-demands resources
model (Demerouti & Bakker, 2011) by integrating tmncept of focus on opportunities
as a cognitive-motivational resource that is reldatework engagement and functions as
a boundary condition of the relationship betwedngontrol and work engagement. The
goal of Study 2 is to shed light on the boundamyditions of the affective shift model
of work engagement (Bledow, Schmitt, Frese, & Kith2€11) which argues for a
positive lagged relationship between negative aféexl work engagement if negative
affect is followed by a shift to positive affecthi$ study examines self-efficacy
regarding a person‘s work role as a personal resotliat can help employees to
effectively regulate affective states in a way stadws high levels of work engagement.

Second, based on the relationships between positide negative affect and

work engagement demonstrated in Study 2, the tdissertation study aims at
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improving knowledge of the role of specific workeews as sources of distinct affective
states. Affective events theory (AET) (Weiss & Ganpano, 1996) provides a general
theoretical framework that emphasizes the role ofkwevents as proximal causes of
momentary affect, but it does not formulate spegpiiopositions about which kind of

work events elicit distinct positive or negativeeative states. Knowing about work

events as proximal antecedents of affect and distaecedents of affect-related
consequences such as work engagement refines A&icetin the third dissertation

study, a comprehensive taxonomy of work event®ielbped that provides a frame of
reference for future studies to more systematidaky propositions of AET as a whole.
As an overview, Figure 1.1 depicts the conceptsrafationships that are integrated in
this dissertation. | will now describe the objeesvand contributions of the three
empirical papers included in this dissertation orendetail.

The aim of the first studyFocus on Opportunities as a Boundary Condition of
the Relationship between Job Control and Work Ergaant: A Multi-Sample, Multi-
Method Study’was to extend the job-demands resources model bynieing the
concept of focus on opportunities both as a matwal antecedent of work
engagement and as a boundary condition of theioesdtip between job control and
work engagement. People with a high focus on oppdres, defined as the number of
goals, options, and possibilities employees belinnselves to have in their future,
think optimistically about their future at work, geoncentrate on the options and plans
that they can pursue in their work-related fut@adher & Frese, 2009, 2011).

The job demands-resources model (Demerouti & BakRerl; Korunka,
Kubicek, Schaufeli, & Hoonakker, 2009) supposesadivational process whereby job
resources such as job control influence work engage especially under conditions of
high job demands. The aim of this study was to rektenowledge on the boundary
conditions of the relationship between job contmatl work engagement that have been
neglected by researchers so far (Demerouti & Bakk@t1). Because job control and
focus on opportunities are assumed to activatelainiundamental processes, we
argued that they may compensate for each otherettiqgting work engagement due to
similar energizing effects on motivational processe employees (Demerouti &
Bakker, 2011; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). Theosdtyc this argument was based
on the notion of compensatory resources groundeithensubstitution hypothesis by

Hobfoll and Lieberman (1987). Employees high inu®®n opportunities may more
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likely compensate for low job control as they inve®re energy to future goals at work
and tend to perceive their work as meaningful irtespf low levels of current job

control (Karniol & Ross, 1996). Moreover, in lineitiv a social cognitive theory

framework which emphasizes the importance of aréutuwiented focus for human
motivation (Karniol & Ross, 1996; Oettingen & May&t002), we argued that high
levels of focus on opportunities provide employegh a motivational resource that is
positively related to work engagement.

We examined the hypotheses by using a cross-sattsamvey study with a
between-person design based on a sample of blis-earkers N = 174), and a daily
diary study with a within-person design based sample of administrative employees
(N = 64). Whereas the cross-sectional survey stufgrgeto differences between
employees in job control and explains variation tiveir general level of work
engagement, the daily diary study accounts for nyoaelationships and addresses the
guestion whether daily fluctuations in job contaoé related to daily variations of work
engagement shown by these employees.

The results of this multi-sample, multi-method stuglipported most of the
hypotheses. In line with the social cognitive thyetyamework, focus on opportunities
acted as predictor for work engagement. In concmelawith the notion of
compensatory resources (Hobfoll & Leiberman, 1983, control appears to be less
strongly related to work engagement when peopletas on opportunities is high.
Overall, these findings extend job-demands ressuncedel by supporting the role of
focus on opportunities as a motivational resounsd a moderator of the positive
relationship between job control and work engagemiotably, these findings were
replicated in two different samples with employelesm different occupational
backgrounds.

The second study of this dissertatitiextending the Affective Shift Model of
Work Engagement: Self-Efficacy as an AntecedenEftdctive Affect Regulation®
builds on and extends the affective shift modelvork engagement (Bledow, et al.,
2011). The affective shift model focuses on therpiy between positive and negative
affect and holds that negative affect can havetipesconsequences for people’s work
engagement given that they are able to shift toositige affective state. However,
mechanisms and boundary conditions of the affectivlt process - other than the role

of affective dispositions - have not yet been exerdiso far.
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This study introduced self-efficacy, defined aseaspn’s belief or expectation to
succeed in activities related to the work role (@aa, 1997; Spreitzer, 1995), as a
boundary condition and personal resource thatit@ags a shift from negative to
positive affect and thus helps employees to effetitiregulate affective states. Based
on the literature on self-regulation (Bledow, et 2D11; Kuhl, 2000) and self-efficacy
as cognitive resource in the regulation of motwmat{Bandura, 1997; Spreitzer, 1995),
we posit that self-efficacy influences work engageitnthrough two mechanisms that
relate to the dynamics of positive and negativeaffSelf-efficacy is hypothesized to
moderate the lagged effect of negative affect orkweagagement, and to enable people
to up-regulate positive affect during a work dayewhpositive affect is low so that
people can initiate an intended course of actiahsdmow high engagement.

To test the hypotheses we conducted an experiemagli®ig study by utilizing a
sample of 111 full-time employees who completedydanline questionnaires on
affective experiences and work engagement ovemtaking days. Self-efficacy was
examined as a between-person characteristic oy @adicesses. Hierarchical linear
modeling analyses confirmed the hypotheses. Thatiymsrelationship between
negative affect and work engagement manifestsf itdfédr a time lag when people
manage to effectively down-regulate their level redgative affect and it is also
dependent on people’s general level of self-efficaaurther, the results confirm that
people high in self-efficacy are more successfuhstigating an affective shift through
up-regulating positive affect. Hence, the key midgamechanism is the potential of
self-efficacy to up-regulate positive affect.

In conclusion, this second dissertation study addthe literature by showing
that self-efficacy plays a critical role in theexdtive shift process and enables people to
regulate affective states in a way that promotal deork engagement. This study
leaves the question unanswered what external wakte impact positive and negative
affective states which in turn influence peoplesgdl of work engagement. Study 3 is
intended to shed light on this question.

The third dissertation studyWhat Makes Us Happy, Angry, Content or
Worried? Development and Validation of a Work Esehéxonomy Using Concept
Mapping Methodology”is not directly linked to the concept of work eggment but

takes a deeper look at positive and negative weekits that - according to AET (Weiss
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& Cropanzano, 1996) — act as proximal antecedentistinct affective states and as
distal antecedents of job attitudes and affectavesequences such as work engagement.

In general, AET emphasizes the importance of apip@giwork events as a
mechanism by which the work environment impactedff attitudes and behavior
(Ellsworth & Scherer, 2003; Weiss & Cropanzano, @)9However as a limitation,
AET does not provide any information on what kirfdnmrk events elicit positive or
negative affective states. Also, there is no syatenclassification of the nature of
events that occur frequently in the workplace. @agrknowledge about the occurrence
and consequences of affective events has meanimgiplications for theory and
research about consequences of affective statemnrelated attitudes, behaviors and
motivational concepts such as work engagement.

The main purpose of this third dissertation studgswhus to develop a
comprehensive taxonomy of positive and negativekvesents to provide a frame of
reference for future research to build on. Furthiels study intended to examine the
appraisal dimension needs satisfaction that wasveess to determine the occurrence of
affective work events. According to cognitive apgaé theories and the relevance of
psychological needs for the appraisal of events@efci & Ryan, 2000; Ellsworth &
Scherer, 2003), we proposed that positive affeativents occur when there is a high
potential for the fulfillment of psychological needvhereas negative affective events
occur when a situation is appraised as hinderiag#tisfaction of needs.

We established the taxonomy based on work eventdioned in three daily
diary studies by an overall of 218 employees. Usiogcept mapping methodology to
analyze the events gathered through open-endediaquesres (Jackson & Trochim,
2002), we detected four positive and seven negatwmk event clusters. In addition,
this study provided evidence for the validity of rotaxonomy by testing the
relationships of the 11 event clusters with digtipasitive and negative activating and
deactivating affective states of the affective wmplex.

This study contributes to the refinement and extensf AET by shedding light
on specific work events as sources of distinctciffe states and by taking into account
the appraisal dimension of needs satisfactiondbgrmines the perception of affective
work events. As this study extends knowledge raggrdork events as specific sources
of affective states, future research can conducterfioe-grained analyses and test AET

more systematically by differentially investigatinglationships between external work
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characteristics, specific work events, distinceefiive states and affective consequences
such as work engagement. Also, future researchnzae thoroughly pay attention to
distinct positive and negative work events as esteantecedents of the affective shift
process that leads to an increase in work engagemen

In conclusion, the three empirical studies of tthissertation contribute to the
literature on work engagement, self-regulation atlknand affective events theory. As
Macey and Schneider (2008) point out, researchnbecadents of work engagement is
at early stages in its development and needs tadrye thoroughly conducted. The first
and second empirical studies of this dissertati@ip o advance knowledge on
antecedents of work engagement and on theoreticdel® in which work engagement
is embedded. We provide evidence for focus on dppities as a cognitive-
motivational predictor of work engagement and speal resource that buffers for low
levels in employees’ job control. Further, we pd®vievidence that self-efficacy
facilitates affect regulation and enables peoplshow high levels of work engagement
on days when they experience negative affectiviestarhe third dissertation paper
refines propositions of AET (Weiss & Cropanzano9@Pby taking a detailed look at
positive and negative work events that elicit distiaffective states and thus function as
more distal antecedents of work engagement.

This dissertation suggests ideas for future rebeamd provides practical
implications regarding work design, the developmeft positive environmental
conditions at work, and human resource practices #ne based on the empirical
findings reported. One advantage of these threergapstudies is that they capture the
dynamic and temporal aspects of work engagemenittsiadtecedents such as affective
states and job control. Apart from the cross-sedligtudy of the multi-sample, multi-
method study in the first dissertation paper, tissattation studies look at within-
person processes and explain variance in work emgewgt and affective states through
time-variant states as well as more stable betweesen differences. This is in line
with recent recommendations by Bakker et al. (20driJ Sonnentag et al. (2010) to
more strongly consider the dynamic facets of thekwengagement concept. Further,
this approach complies with propositions of AETttbansiders variability in affect and
affective consequences to be dependent on theaumiof work events. Work events
are in principle conceptualized as time-varianthiait they occur during a certain period

of time on a day-to-day basis (cf. Judge & Kammeyeeller, 2012; Weiss &
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Cropanzano, 1996). Hence, the daily diary studygdesutilized in this dissertation
represent a dynamic method and are well suitedriswering the research questions, as
they allow for measurements that are closer tagyaants’ actual experiences of work
events, affective states, job control and work gegzent and are less biased by

retrospective recall (Bolger, Davis, & Rafaeli, 200
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STUDY 1

Focus on Opportunities as a Boundary Condition oftte Relationship
between Job Control and Work Engagement: A Multi-Sanple, Multi-
Method Study

2.1 Abstract

The concept ofocus on opportunitiedescribes how many new goals, options,
and possibilities employees believe to have inrtpersonal future at work. In this
multi-sample, multi-method study, the authors inigaged relationships between focus
on opportunities and general and daily work engagegnand the moderating role of
focus on opportunities on between- and within-pengdationships between job control
and work engagement. Based on a social cogniteerynframework on the motivating
potential of a future temporal focus, it was hymsiaed that focus on opportunities is
positively related to work engagement. Further, ststent with the notion of
compensatory resources, it was expected that jotiralois not related to work
engagement among employees with a high focus oortppties whereas job control,
as an external resource of the work environmentpasitively related to work
engagement among employees with a low focus onrappbes. Both a cross-sectional
survey studyN = 174) and a daily diary studiN (= 64) supported the hypotheses. The
study contributes to research on the job demargtsirees model as it emphasizes the
role of focus on opportunities as a motivationatda in the relationship between job

control and work engagement.
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2.2 Introduction

Work engagement is a positive and fulfilling mergtdte that consists of three
core components (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-R@mBakker, 2002).Vigor is
defined as the willingness to invest effort in ane/ork, a state of mental resilience, and
high levels of energyDedicationis characterized by experiencing enthusiasm, pride
and intense identification with one’s jolbsorptionmeans being fully concentrated in
one’s work, and finding it difficult to detach omdisfrom the task at hand (Schaufeli, et
al., 2002). Researchers and practitioners areasurgly interested in work engagement
because it is positively associated with meaningfghnizational outcomes such as task
performance (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Gorgievski, Bakké& Schaufeli, 2010; Rich,
Lepine, & Crawford, 2010), low turnover intentiofi3e Lange, De Witte, & Notelaers,
2008), and organizational commitment (Hakanen, Bak& Schaufeli, 2006; Schaufeli
& Bakker, 2004). The goal of this multi-sample, muabethod study is to extend the
growing literature on work engagement by investigatthe concept offocus on
opportunitiesboth as a predictor of work engagement and asuadasy condition of
the positive relationship between job control anafkvengagement. Specifically, we
intend to contribute to the literature by showirwatt focus on opportunities is a
motivational factor and a compensatory resourcé ithagositively related to work
engagement especially when job control is low.

The concept of focus on opportunities was origindikveloped by personality
and developmental psychologists (Cate & John, 208ig & Carstensen, 2002). It has
recently been adapted to the work context and bas balidated in previous research
(Bal, Jansen, van der Velde, de Lange, & Rouss2@l0; Gielnik, Zacher, & Frese,
2012; Kooij & Van De Voorde, 2011; Zacher & Fres#)09, 2011). Focus on
opportunities describes how many new goals, plasgjons, and possibilities
employees believe to have in their personal futatravork (Zacher & Frese, 2009,
2011). Compared to other time-related conceptsh agfuture orientation(Shipp,
Edwards, & Lambert, 2009; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999)isian age-related motivational
concept that changes over a time period of sewsatls and decades, and may vary
with changes in work characteristics (Seijts, 198;her & de Lange, 2011; Zacher &
Frese, 2009; Zacher, Heusner, Schmitz, Zwierzangka;rese, 2010). Focus on

opportunities is related to, but conceptually distj from self-efficacy, which is defined
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as an individual's beliefs about his or her capadd necessary to attain certain
outcomes (Bandura, 1997). Whereas self-efficacyucap people’s confidence to create
opportunities for themselves (Bandura, 2000), fomu®pportunities refers to people’s
perceptions of their objective opportunities initheiture at work (Zacher & Frese,
2011). Further, focus on opportunities differs fromait optimism (Scheier & Carver,
1985), as it involves a more realistic approachhioking about the future and future
opportunities at work (Schneider, 2001; Zacher &der, 2011).

Based on a social cognitive theory framework timapleasizes the importance of
a future-oriented temporal focus for motivation (Kal & Ross, 1996; Oettingen &
Mayer, 2002), we assume that high levels of foauspportunities provide employees
with an energizing and motivational resource tlsatalated to work engagement. In
addition, we investigate focus on opportunitiesasoderator of the generally positive
relationship between the work characteristic of ¢oimtrol and work engagement. The
concept ofjob control involves employees’ perceived control over taskgthods,
scheduling, and the number of decision possiksliiework, and specifies the degree of
autonomy and personal influence in the workplaeekson, Wall, Martin, & Davids,
1993; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Terry & Jimmies®f99). Work environments
with high levels of job control strengthen employewillingness to dedicate effort to
their jobs and have energizing and motivating ¢ffemn employees (Bakker, 2009,
2011; Hackman & Oldham, 1980). However, the boupdaonditions of the
relationship between job control and work engagdrhene so far been neglected by
researchers (Demerouti & Bakker, 2011). Based an rbtion of compensatory
resources (Hobfoll & Leiberman, 1987), we arguet thahigh level of focus on
opportunities may compensate for low levels of jotntrol in predicting work
engagement, because both focus on opportunities jalmdcontrol have similar
energizing effects on employees. As both concepig similar effects on motivational
processes, it may be possible that they compemsateach other in predicting work
engagement. Thus, we propose that job control tsrelated to work engagement
among employees with a high focus on opportunitigsgreas job control, as an
external resource of the work environment, is posy related to work engagement
among employees with a low focus on opportunities.

We further intend to contribute to the literatugeibvestigating the role of focus

on opportunities for both between- and within-parselationships between job control
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and work engagement in two studies. In the betwmeen study design (Study 1), we
focused on whether differences between employetreeingeneral levels of job control
explain variation in their general levels of wonkgagement. Based on the suggestion
that measures of work engagement should also em#ie temporal and dynamic
dimensions of the concept (Bakker, Albrecht, & Eeit2011a, 2011b), Study 2
addresses the question whether daily fluctuatiorjsb control within employees (i.e.,
across several work days) are associated with daihation of work engagement
within the same employees (Xanthopoulou, BakkemmBm®uti, & Schaufeli, 2009).
Daily diary studies represent a method capableetéading temporal fluctuations and
patterns in the variables under study and tendetdoétter suited when addressing
questions of dynamic processes (Bolger, Davis, &&a 2003; Ohly, Sonnentag,
Niessen, & Zapf, 2010). Hence, our study aims ahsegrated approach that comprises
both within- and between-person relationships whgimecessary to fully understand
motivated behavior and engagement at work (Ohlg|.e010).

Relationship between job control and work engagemen

We first propose that job control is positivelylated to work engagement
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Bakker, Demerouti, & Eama, 2005). We base this
assumption on the job demands-resources model éBakk Demerouti, 2007,
Demerouti & Bakker, 2011; Korunka, Kubicek, Schédiui® Hoonakker, 2009), which
assumes a motivational process whereby job resewsgeh as job control influence
work engagement. Job resources are supposed taham@insic motivational function
as they fulfill basic human needs (cf. Bakker & outi, 2007; Deci & Ryan, 2000).
For example, high levels of job control satisfy theed for autonomy (Parker,
Jimmieson, & Amiot, 2010). Employees in high-cohjais should have higher levels
of work engagement because these jobs provide il personal autonomy and
possibilities for own decision-making. Further, thigvels of job control provide a good
prerequisite for attachment to one’s work role.sTis related to the perception of
meaningfulness as people like to devote more eéod time in their job (cf. Bakker,
2009; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Kahn, 1990). In ttast, employees in low-control
jobs should have lower levels of work engagementhase jobs are very restricted in
terms of decision-making possibilities and autondifgy & Kamps, 2006). Hence, the

job demands-resources model includes job contrah astuational resource that has
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motivational or energizing capacity. This is indiwith job characteristics theory
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976) which highlights the matienal potential of job
resources such as autonomy. Empirical evidencthése assumptions comes from field
studies across homogenous as well as heterogerssouples of employees with
different job, organizational and occupational lmaokinds (Bakker & Bal, 2010; De
Lange, et al., 2008).

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between job adnand work

engagement.
The role of focus on opportunities

We further argue that employees’ focus on oppdramis positively related to
their work engagement. We base this assumptiorooialscognitive approaches on the
importance of a future-oriented temporal focus footivation and the motivating
potential of positive thinking about the future (Kol & Ross, 1996; Lewin, 1943;
Oettingen & Mayer, 2002). People with a high foausopportunities think positively
about their personal future at work, they perceaha&ir occupational future as full of
possibilities, and they concentrate on the optipfens and goals that they can pursue in
their future (Zacher & Frese, 2009, 2011).

Lewin (1943) was the first psychologist to recognthe relevance of one’s
future temporal focus for motivation. He statedt tthee future is reflected in people’s
goals which are relevant for current behavior amdivation (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002;
Karniol & Ross, 1996). Hence, high levels of fooms opportunities have a self-
regulatory and motivational potential as they cbute to goal selection, goal pursuit,
intrinsic work motivation, and work performance (Dange, Bal, Van der Heijden, De
Jong, & Schaufeli, 2011; Gielnik, et al., 2012; Hax et al., 2010). People who focus
on their future goals, plans, and opportunities rakp perceive their work as more
meaningful (Zacher & Frese, 2011). Research intpespsychology—the study of
conditions that foster optimal functioning of humabeings (Seligman &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000)—suggests that people’s-veihg and motivation are strongly
influenced by positive thinking about the futurear example, research showed that
writing down future life-goals leads to increaseappiness (King, 2001). Consistent
with the approaches, we argue that focus on oppitigsa is positively associated with

work engagement.



2 — Study 1: Focus on Opportunities, Job Contrdl\afork Engagemerji21

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between focusopportunities

and work engagement.

We further suggest that focus on opportunities nmetde the strength of the
generally positive relationship between job contmotl work engagement. Specifically,
we suggest that job control is not related to tliekwvengagement of employees with a
high focus on opportunities, whereas job controbasexternal resource is positively
related to the work engagement of employees witlwaocus on opportunities.

Previous research suggests that both job contrdl faous on opportunities
function as motivational resources. Specificallpthbconcepts have the potential to
energize and motivate employees which, in turnjtpey impacts on their level of
work engagement. Job control has an energizingctgp@akker & Demerouti, 2007;
Demerouti & Bakker, 2011; Morgeson & Humphrey, 200Bocus on opportunities
represents one’s work-related opportunities inftiiare (Zacher & Frese, 2009) with
positive effects on motivation in the present (Kakr& Ross, 1996; Oettingen &
Mayer, 2002). Because both concepts are assumetttivate similar fundamental
processes, it may be possible that these resowwemensate for each other in
predicting work engagement. Accordingly, we argoat ta high future-oriented focus
on opportunities compensates for low levels of entrjob control in predicting work
engagement, such that employees with a high foeuwgpportunities and low job control
exhibit the same level of work engagement as enggeywvith high job control. A high
focus on opportunities acts as a future-orientedivational resource for employees
with low levels of job control. In addition, currgy high levels of job control should
represent an important external resource that esadployees with a low future-
oriented focus on opportunities to show enthusiasm invest energy in their work
(Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 20&hn, 1990).

Our argument is based on the notion of compensatsgurces that is grounded
in the substitution hypothesis by Hobfoll and Lighan (1987). Resources are defined
as objects, conditions, personal characteristicskitls that are valued by an individual
or that serve as a means of obtaining what is dalwe an individual (Hobfoll &
Shirom, 2001). According to the substitution hypmsils, “when a given resource is
absent, a second resource may substitute for Wb{éll & Leiberman, 1987, p. 20).
The substitution hypothesis has been investigatedrevious research in work and

organizational psychology (LePine & Van Dyne, 19%eier & Frese, 1997). For
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example, Speier and Frese (1997) demonstrategénabnal resources may substitute
for each other by showing that the relationshipween job control and personal
initiative was stronger for people with low comphr® high levels of self-efficacy.
Thus, the positive work situation appeared to campte for low individual
predispositions to act proactively (cf. Bindl & Rer, 2010).

Employees with high levels of focus on opportusitimay be better able to
compensate for low job control because they aliocabre energy and attention to
work-related future goals and plans and are mdwelyito perceive their work as
meaningful despite low situational job control (Hed & Ross, 1996; Strauss, Griffin,
& Parker, in press). Further, employees with a ligglus on opportunities may be more
engaged and motivated to invest energy in theikvb@cause the anticipated value of
their future goals and opportunities is higher (dar & Ross, 1996). Employees with a
high focus on opportunities may anticipate an iaseein job control in the future which
may lead to current work engagement (Karniol & RA$96; Lewin, 1943). Hence, we
assume that a high level of focus on opportunpiexides employees with additional
motivational resources over and above the motimatipotential of job control that is
important for showing work engagement in the pregqgtobfoll & Shirom, 2001;
Karniol & Ross, 1996; Strauss, et al., in presspngistent with the substitution
hypothesis (Hobfoll & Leiberman, 1987), we arguatthigh levels of both job control
and focus on opportunities do not lead to an amlthdi increase in work engagement.
The lack of both motivational resources, howevhgudd result in low levels of work
engagement.

Hypothesis 3: Focus on opportunities moderates the relationbeipveen job

control and work engagement, such that the relsiignis positive for low

levels of focus on opportunities whereas no suchitipe relationship is

expected for high levels of focus on opportunities.
2.3 Method
Study 1 sample and procedure

Our first sample consisted of 174 employees of aufacturing company in
central Germany. Of the participants, 169 (97.1%)enmale, ages ranged from 16 to
64 years, and the average age was 36.77 y8&rs-(14.70). Sixty-three participants
(36.2%) had a general education degree, 82 (47Hgd)a middle school degree, 13
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(7.5%) had a degree that allows for admission antechnical college (typically two
more years of school after the middle school dggseven (4%) had a high school
degree, and nine (5.2%) had a university degreea@mage, participants had been
employed for 19.72 years in their live8{= 15.04 years). Participants were blue-collar
workers and worked primarily in technical occupasioFrequently named jobs were
mechanics, electricians and technicians. The cognpad 814 employees in total at the
time of the study. Due to time constraints arisingm shift work and company
restrictions, we were not able to invite all emgey of the company to participate in
our study. Instead, data were collected in threesecutive steps using self-report
questionnaires. First, 27 union workplace repregems of the company completed the
questionnaire during their monthly meeting. Secda®l,apprentices of the company
completed the questionnaire during their annuatrabty. Finally, 128 employees out
of 249 employees (51%) present during the bi-anaoglloyee assembly organized by
the labor union completed the questionnaire, regulin a total of 194 returned
questionnaires. Due to missing data in the cestraly variables, we were able to use
data from 174 employees.

We compared our sample with the population fromclwht was drawn using
data gathered by the German Federal Statisticalc€®dfobn blue-collar workers
(Statistisches Bundesamt, 2005). Overall, 87.9% ameh12.1% women are working in
blue-collar jobs, and the average age of employeeking in this sector is between 35
and 40 years (Schwan, 2007; Statistik der Bundesag&ir Arbeit, 2010). Thus, our
sample is fairly representative in terms of average but it includes a slightly higher
proportion of men compared to the population okbtollar employees.

Study 2 sample and procedure

The second sample consisted of 64 administrativpl®mes working for a
university in central Germany. As a first step @itad collection for this study, the
management board of the university was contactddrdormed about our study. After
consent was obtained, we contacted 563 randomdgteel administrative employees of
the university by e-mail and invited them to pap&te in the daily diary study. In total,
84 participants agreed to participate in the siudgponse rate: 14.9%). Of this sample,
64 employees provided complete data and were iedlul the analyses. Thirty-seven

(58%) of the employees were female and 27 (42%¥weale. Their age distribution
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ranged from 20 to 62 years, and the average agdiv@g/earsD= 11.8). In terms of
educational background, four participants (6.3%) hageneral education degree, 16
(25.0%) had a middle school degree, 17 (26.6%) dddgh school degree, and 26
(40.5%) a university degree. One patrticipant (1.69d)not provide information on his
or her education. Participants held a variety afi-aocademic service jobs throughout
the university such as administrative jobs or psi@nal jobs in the field of technology.

According to data from the German Federal Statikti@ffice (Schwan, 2007)
and the Federal Employment Office (Statistik dem@esagentur flr Arbeit, 2010),
62.6% of German employees working in the publid@eare women and 37.4% are
men. The average age is 44 years. Hence, our sasrfpldy representative with regard
to age and gender distributions.

Data collection took place over one work week (Meyntb Friday). Participants
filled out a general online questionnaire includopgestions on demographic variables
such as education and general level of focus oortypties on Monday, and two daily
online questionnaires from Tuesday to Friday. Famuspportunities is a motivational
concept that changes over longer time periods, (@egeral years or decades) but not on
a daily basis (Cate & John, 2007; Zacher & de Lag@é1), and was therefore assessed
only once in the general questionnaif®. maintain anonymity, participants entered a
four-digit code each time they answered the questioes. The first daily questionnaire
was answered around noon (between 11 a.m. and ) aou included questions on
daily job control. The second daily questionnairasvanswered before the end of the
work day (between 3 p.m. and 6 p.m.) and includegstions on daily work
engagement. We deleted those participants fronaoalyses with missing data in more
than four of the daily questionnaires (more than tlays) in order to ensure that there
was enough within-person variance in the data t@tw#ained. Overall, we received
364 daily responses (5.7 out of 8 possible dailgeolations) which equates to 182

paired daily questionnaires.
Study 1 measures and analysis

Focus on opportunitiesWe adapted five items from Carstensen and Lang’s
(1996, see also Lang & Carstensen, 2002) Future Herspective scale by adding the
word “occupational” to each item (Gielnik, et akp12). The items are “Many

opportunities await me in my occupational futuré”expect that | will set many new
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goals in my occupational future”, “My occupatioriature is filled with possibilities”,
“l could do anything | want in my occupational ftel “The opportunities that await
me in my occupational future are limited”. They weanswered on a 5-point scale,
ranging from 1iiot true at al) to 5 {very trug. Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .90.

Job controlwas measured with four self-report items from alwalidated and
widely-used German scale (Semmer, 1982; Zapf, 19%93ample item was “Can you
yourself decide on which way to carry out your wdrlarticipants gave their answers
on a scale ranging from Ydry little) to 5 {sery much Cronbach’s alpha of the scale
was .79.

Work engagememnwas assessed with the nine-item short version efUtnecht
Work Engagement Scale (UWES) developed by Schaeffel. (2002). The nine items
cover the three facets of the work engagement gédns&gor (sample item: “At my
work, | feel bursting with energy”, Cronbachis= .75), dedication (sample item: “| am
proud of the work that | do”, Cronbachis= .82), and absorption (sample item: “I am
immersed in my work”, Cronbachis = .81). All items were scored on a 7-point scale,
ranging from 1 ifeve) to 7 @wayg. We were interested in work engagement as a
composite score. Thus, we computed an overall rseare following previous studies
(e.g., De Lange, et al., 2008; Sonnentag, 2003th¢goulou, et al., 2009). Cronbach’s
alpha for the overall scale of work engagement ®2as

Demographic control variabledNe controlled for age and education because
previous research showed that age and educatimemte focus on opportunities (Cate
& John, 2007; Zacher & Frese, 2009). Participamgorted their highest German
educational degree achieved (e degree 1l =general education degre@ =middle
school degree3 =high school degreeand 4 =university degree Note that it was not
possible to control for gender in this study beeatige vast majority of participants
(97.1%) were male. The results were equivalent whken did not control for
participants’ age and education.

We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis usirgNplus software (Muthén
& Muthén, 2007) to examine whether focus on opputies, job control and work
engagement constitute three distinct factditse three-factor model with factors that
were allowed to covary had an acceptable fit toddiea ¢*[136] = 295.961, CFI = .91,
RMSEA = .09). Although the fit indices were slightbelow standard (Hu & Bentler,
1999), the three-factor model was superior to the-factor model which did not fit the
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data well £[138] = 535.728, CFI = .77, RMSEA = .14). We tested hypotheses by
using hierarchical moderated regression analyshe. veriables were mean-centered
before we entered them into the analyses and beferealculated the interaction terms
(Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003).

Study 2 measures and analysis

Focus on opportunitiewas measured in the general questionnaire witlsahee
five items as in Study 1. Cronbach’s Alpha of thale was .91.

Demographic control variablesNe controlled for age, gender (1nwale 2 =
femalg, and education (1 ro degree2 =general education degred8 =middle school
degree 4 = high school degree5 = university degree Again, the results were
equivalent when we did not control for these vdaab

Daily job controlwas assessed in the first daily questionnaire Wivth items
adapted to the daily level from the German versibthe Work Design Questionnaire
(Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Stegmann et al., 20A0ample item was “Today, the
job allows me to plan how | do my work”. Items weaaswered on 5-point scales
ranging from 1ifot true at al) to 5 {very true).Cronbach’sx of this scale was .91.

Daily work engagementas measured in the second daily questionnaire with
five items adapted to the daily level from Schauél al.’'s (2002) nine-item scale
(UWES). Items used were “Today, | was enthusiasbout my work” and “Today, my
work inspired me” (dedication), “Today, | felt stig and vigorous in my work”, “Today
at my work, | felt bursting with energy” (vigor)nd “Today, | was happily engrossed in
my work” (absorption). All items were scored on -9adint scale ranging from In¢t
true at all) to 7 {very trug. Cronbach’sy of the overall scale for daily work engagement
was .93.

In Study 2, each participant provided data at tbesgn level (e.g., focus on
opportunities) and at the day level (e.g., daily gontrol, daily work engagement). This
constituted a nested data structure as daily messwere nested within persons
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). To test our hypotheses,used Hierarchical Linear
Modeling which allowed us to simultaneously modethwm- and between-person
relations among the variables of interest. Repeaeasures of job control were person-
mean centered in order to ensure that the relateomeng the within-person level
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variables were unconfounded by between-person naidEnders & Tofighi, 2007).
Focus on opportunities as between-person variaategrand-mean centered.

Further, multilevel confirmatory factor analysistbe daily job control and daily
work engagement items with person-mean centerecescaas applied. Model fit
indicators provided by Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 20Gnpported a two-factor model
solution with daily job control and daily work erggament as two distinct yet related
factors {4 90] = 1380.84, CFI = .89, RMSEA = .09, SRMR[withir= .08,
SRMR[between] = .14). However, we need to acknogdedthat these values fall
somewhat below conventional standards for cutoféia of fit indices (Hu & Bentler,
1999).

2.4 Results
Study 1

Table 2.1 shows the descriptive statistics andr-cderelations of the Study 1
variables. Table 2.2 shows the results of a hiareat moderated regression analysis.
Consistent with Hypothesis 1, there was a postive significant relationship between
job control and work engagement € .21, p < .01, see Table 2.2). Supporting
Hypothesis 2, the relationship between focus onodppities and work engagement
was positive and significanip (= .40, p < .01). Hypothesis 3 states that focus on
opportunities moderates the relationship betwedngontrol and work engagement,
such that the relationship is positive for empl@yegth a low focus on opportunities
and non-significant for employees with a high foomsopportunities. As can be seen in
Table 2.2 (Model 2), the interaction between johtoa and focus on opportunities was
significant ¢ = -.20,p < .01). Consistent with our expectations, the $enghope for
employees with a low focus on opportunitigs X .47, p < .01) was positive and
significant whereas the simple slope for employe#k a high focus on opportunities
was non-significantA = .10, ns). This significant interaction effect is displayad
Figure 2.1. Altogether, these findings support Higesis 31

! Although we were primarily interested in work eggement as a composite score (Schaufeli, Bakker, &
Salanova, 2006; Sonnentag, 2003), we conductedi@uali analyses in order to test our hypotheses for
the three dimensions separately. With regard toothgsis 1, the relationship between job control and
work engagement was significant for all three disiens f = .28,p < .01 for dedications = .21,p < .01

for vigor; f = .29, p < .01 for absorption). Further, Hypothesis 2 wés asupported for the three
dimensions respectively = .43,p < .01 for dedicationg = .37,p < .01 for vigor;8 = .38,p < .01 for
absorption). Supporting Hypothesis 3, focus on opmities moderated the relationship of job control
with dedication g = -.23,p < .01), vigor g = -.21,p < .01), and absorptiof & -.18,p < .05.).
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Table 2.1
Means (M), standard deviations (SD), and inter-etations of variables (Study 1)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1. Age 36.77 1470 -

2. Education 2.94 1.03 .02 -

3. Job control 3.16 0.83 23 .10 -

4. Focus on 304 101 -58 .18 03 -

opportunities
5. Work engagement  4.38  1.09 .00 16 27 31 -

Note.N=174." p<.05.” p<.0L.

Table 2.2
Results of hierarchical moderated regression arnalysth work engagement as
dependent variable (Study 1)

Variable Work engagement
Model 1 Model 2
B SE B B SE B
Intercept 4.38 0.08 4.39 0.07
Age 0.01 0.02 19 0.01 0.07 17
Education 0.07 0.08 .07 0.08 0.07 0.08
Focus on 043 010 .48 0.41 0.10 38
opportunities
Job control 0.28 0.10 21 0.32 0.09 24
Job control x
Focus on =27 0.09 -.20
opportunities
0.19 0.23

AR 0.04

Note.N = 174.  p < .05.” p < .01. All independent and control variables weran-

centered.
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Figure 2.1

Focus on opportunities as a moderator of the bebagerson relationship between job
control and work engagement (Study 1)

Study 2

The descriptive statistics and inter-correlatiaristhe Study 2 variables are
presented in Table 2.3. Before testing our hyp@ahesve investigated whether
systematic within- and between-person variancetexign the dependent variable by
estimating a null model with random effects. Thalgses showed that 43.7% of the
variance in daily work engagement was within-pers@riance and 56.3% was
between-person variance. For job control as ouepeddent variable, 64.9% of the
variance was within-person variance and 35.1% weasden-person variance. Thus, the
application of multilevel analysis was appropri@Bdiese, 2000; Bryk & Raudenbush,
1992).
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Table 2.3
Means (M), standard deviations (SD), and inter-etations of variables (Study 2)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
Betwee-person level

1. Gender 1.58 0.50 -

2. Age 41.8611.80 -.06 -

3. Education 416 1.13 -.14 .06 -

4. Focus on opportunities  2.59 0.90 -17 -49° .03 -
Within-person level

5. Daily job control 3.58 0.86 .08 -04 .05 .11 - 17
6. Daily work engagement 3.92 1.21 -19 -18 .06 .37 .19 -

Note.Gender (1 = male; 2 = female). Correlations arstdptive statistics represent the
between-person levelN( = 64). We calculated between-person correlations by
aggregating variables across measurement occasiomselations above the diagonal
represent the within-person levell{ 182). We standardized the variables prior to
calculating the coefficients in order to have staddzed coefficients on the within-
person level. " p<.05.” p< .01

Hypothesis 1 argues for a positive within-perselatronship between daily job
control and work engagement. Multilevel regressesults showed that the relationship
was non-significant y( = 0.14, SE = 0.11, ns, see Model 1 in Table 2.4). Thus,
Hypothesis 1 was not supported in this study. Hypsis 2 states that focus on
opportunities is positively related to work engagei Consistent with this hypothesis,
we found a positive and significant within-persoglationship between focus on
opportunities and daily work engagement(0.37,SE= 0.15,p < .05, see Model 1 in
Table 2.4).

Hypothesis 3 states that focus on opportunitieslaradies the within-person
relationship between daily job control and daily rkvoengagement. We tested
Hypothesis 3 with a cross-level interaction modebdding focus on opportunities as a
predictor of the within-person relationship betwedaily job control and daily work
engagement. Before testing the cross-level intieractve examined whether the slope
variance was significant for the daily job contdally work engagement relationship
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(Bliese & Ployhart, 2002; Hofmann, 1997). To thisdewe estimated a model that
regressed daily work engagement on daily job coratahe within-person level and
estimated the pooled within-person parameters atbitween-person level without
including any between-person predictors. Resultsveld that the Chi square test of the
variance in the within-person slopes was signifiqaf{63] = 114.96:p < .01). Hence,
we could subsequently investigate whether focuspportunities predicts variability in
the slopes of the daily job control-work engagemelgtionship.

Table 2.4 (Model 2) shows the results of the ctessl moderation analysis
using HLM. Focus on opportunities significantly gicted the slope of the within-
person relationship between daily job control andrkwengagementy(= -0.20,
SE = 0.09,p < .05). This interaction is plotted in Figure 2W®e conducted a simple
slope test developed for HLM (Preacher, Curran, @&, 2006). Similar to Study 1,
results indicated that the relationship betweenydpmb control and daily work
engagement was positive and significant for empmeywith a low (i.e., on&D below
the mean) level of focus on opportunities X 0.32,t = 2.34,p < .05), and non-
significant for employees with a high level (i.ene SD above the mean) of focus on
opportunities { = -0.04,t = -0.32,ns). Further, we tested the improvement of Model 2
above Model 1 by computing the difference betwdss tivo respective likelihood
ratios. The likelihood ratio test compares the dewe (-2*log likelihood) of the two
models. The difference is based on a chi-squatgldison with the number of degrees
of freedom equal to the number of different pararsein the two models. Model 2,
which in addition to the demographic control valesband the main effects of daily job
control and focus in opportunities included therattion effect, showed a better model
fit than Model 1 4 -2*log = 4.17,4 df = 1, p < .05). Altogether, these findings support
Hypothesis 3.
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Table 2.4
Results of multilevel analysis with daily work egegaent as dependent variable
(Study 2)
Variable Work engagement
Null model Model 1 Model 2

y SE t y SE t y SE t
Intercept 3.93 0.13 30.89 3.93 0.12 3347 3.93 0.12 33.49
Between-person level
Gender -.24 25 -096 -24 0.25 -0.96
Age -0.00 .01 -0.212 0.00 0.01 -0.24
Education 0.04 011 038 0.04 0.10 0.42

Focus on opportunities
Within-person level
Daily job control
Cross-level interaction

Daily job control x
Focus on opportunities

0.37 0.1%2.47 037 015 242

014 011 131 0.14 0.10 1.34

-0.20 0.09 -2.06

Between-person 0.80 0.18 0.65 0.16 0.65 0.16
mtercept variance

Within-person 0.63 0.08 0.62 0.08 0.60 0.08
mtercept variance

Rebetween 0.183 0.181
Ruithin 0.016 0.049
-2*log (Ih) 529.42 517.39 513.22
A -2*log 12.03 417

A df 5 1

Note.y = unstandardized HLM regression coefficieBE = standard errofN = 182

observations nested within 64 participar@ender (1 = male; 2 = female). Within-

person level variables were person mean-centereblpatween-person level variables

were grand-mean centere®pewmeen = Between-person variance explained by the

predictors was calculated by using the formutau( model— T fixed-effect modet) / T null modei

R’yitmin = Within-person variance explained by the predictoas calculated by using

the formula: 6 nuil model - O fixed-effect modet) / 0> null modet (HOfmann, Griffin, & Gavin,
2000); log (Ih) = likelihood ratio.” p < .05.” p < .01.
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Focus on opportunities as a moderator of the witnson relationship between daily

job control and daily work engagement (Study 2)

2.5 Discussion

We aimed to contribute to the work engagementditee by investigating the
role of focus on opportunities as a predictor ofkmengagement and as a moderator of
the relationship between job control and work ewegagnt. We examined our
hypotheses using a cross-sectional survey studyabetweerperson design based on
a sample of blue-collar workers, and in a dailyygstudy with awithin-person design
based on a sample of administrative employees. rékelts supported most of our
hypotheses. As expected, in Study 1 job control Bowlis on opportunities were
positively related to work engagement, and focusopportunities moderated the
positive between-person relationship between jobhtrob and work engagement.
Specifically, the relationship was positive andngigant for employees with a low
focus on opportunities and weak and non-signifitanemployees with a high focus on

opportunities.
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In Study 2, we replicated two of the findings fré&tudy 1 on the daily level.
First, focus on opportunities positively predictagily work engagement. Second, we
found a cross-level interaction between focus opoadpinities and daily job control,
such that daily job control was positively and #igantly related to daily work
engagement when focus on opportunities was lownbutvhen it was high. However,
contrary to Hypothesis 1, daily job control was generally positively related to daily
work engagement in Study 2. This finding might hes do the characteristics of our
study design. Asking participants to report gendeakls of job control and work
engagement in Study 1 is prone to memory biasesaaack of accuracy. Daily
experiences that capture within-person perceptamd experiences in situ provide
insights over and above reports gathered throughdem-person approaches (Ohly, et
al., 2010). Hence, our finding is consistent withrlier research showing that
relationships between variables can vary stronglyedding on a between- or a within-
person approach (cf. Schalk, van der Heijden, degeéa & van Veldhoven, 2011).
Nevertheless, previous diary studies found stramgpsrt for the relationship between
job control and work engagement (see for examplkk&a& Bal, 2010; Xanthopoulou,
et al., 2009). However, Bakker and Bal (2010) stddjob resources and work
engagement on a weekly basis by referring to jobtrob and work engagement
experienced during the last week and by assessmly the independent and the
dependent variable at one measurement occasion.sdy included a time lag
between the assessment of job control at noon amki @hngagement at the end of the
workday. This limits the potential for common medhbias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), but may have influencedresults.

Furthermore, the non-significant effect of daily joontrol on work engagement
in Study 2 may be explained by the significantratéion of job control with focus on
opportunities. Hence, the relationship betweenydg@b control and daily work
engagement may be more likely to occur under ecertadderating conditions or may
even be indirect based on psychological mechanisatsve did not assess in our study.
For instance, previous research has emphasizeddtmting role of personal resources
such as self-efficacy, optimisrand positive mood states in the relationship betvyele
characteristics and work engagement (Xanthopowbal., 2009).

Our findings extend the literature on work engageine several ways. First, we

contribute to research on the job demands-resomnoee! by taking into account focus
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on opportunities as a boundary condition of thatrehship between job control and
work engagement (Bakker, 2009; Demerouti & Bakk2®ll). In line with the
substitution of resources hypothesis (Hobfoll &eximan, 1987), job control appears
to be less strongly related to work engagement vgeaple’s focus on opportunities is
high. Conceptually, focus on opportunities is arespntation of people’s future
possibilities for control, decision making posstiek, plans, and goals (Zacher & Frese,
2009). We argued and found that focus on opporasmitompensates for low current
job control and results in higher work engagemérngeiople anticipate having many
work-related opportunities in the future. Howewghen people’s focus on opportunities
is low, job control is positively related to workgagement. Thus, job control motivates
employees even in times when they believe that theye no future opportunities.
Consistent with the substitution hypothesis (HdbfoLeiberman, 1987), we found that
high levels of both job control and focus on oppoities that involve people’s
perceptions of work-related opportunities do naidliéo an additional increase in work
engagement. Overall, our findings reveal that itiportant to investigate combinations
of resources instead of investigating a single ues® of interest because similar
resources can substitute one another (Hobfoll,dytdeane, & Geller, 1990).

Second, our study contributes to the literaturefdipwing the suggestion by
Bakker, et al. (2011a, 2011b) to more strongly @mmrsthe dynamic facets of the work
engagement concept and focus on within-personuticins. So far, most research on
work engagement and job control has employed beiweeson study designs (cf.
Bakker, 2009). By investigating these variablegl@ daily level we can more closely
examine short-term processes and everyday expesdenithin people (Bakker, et al.,
2011a; Sonnentag, Dormann, & Demerouti, 2010). ysfuidhowed that a large amount
of variance in work engagement and job control banexplained by within-person
variation.

Third, a main contribution is that we were able to repdcaur findings in two
different samples with employees from different mations. Independent of the
specific occupation, we found compensatory effeittat suggest that focus on
opportunities is particularly beneficial for peoglevork engagement when levels of
general or daily job control are low. Finally, diagy on a social cognitive theory
framework, this study emphasizes the important aflea future-oriented focus on

opportunities as a motivational factor. Our stutgoaighlights that job control serves
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an important function for work engagement when @ygés’ focus on opportunities is
restricted. Hence, our study underpins previousrithand research which suggest that
time represents a crucial variable in understandind explaining human motivation
(Schmidt & DeShon, 2007; Steel & Kénig, 2006).

Limitations and future research

Study 1 had three major limitations. First, job tohand work engagement
were reported at the same time, thus raising thenpial problem of artificially inflated
correlations due to common method variance (Podkadioal., 2003). Second, study
participants were blue-collar workers from one nfaotwring company in Germany
and 97.1% of them were male. This raises poteotiaterns about the generalizability
of our results. Finally, work engagement has o&ljjn been conceptualized as a
fluctuating concept (Bakker, et al., 2011b; Kah®9Q; Sonnentag, et al., 2010),
whereas our between-person design study negleetdetnporal nature of the job
control-work engagement relation. It remains urrcfeawhich time period employees
assessed their level of work engagement and thidityabf general questionnaire
measures is threatened due to the possibilitytodspection bias (Alliger & Williams,
1993).

We addressed these limitations of Study 1 by comiy@ second study. We
used a daily diary design (Ohly, et al., 2010) biseadiary studies are better suited for
addressing questions of daily experiences and diynepisodes. Further, we measured
daily job control in the morning and daily work exgggment in the evening. Finally, we
attempted to replicate the findings of Study 1 iwlate-collar sample. Despite these
strengths, Study 2 also had some limitations.

First, with 64 participants and an overall of 3@&lylresponses our sample size
and the number of observations was relatively srildivever, according to multilevel
power calculations presented by Scherbaum andtEgsr€2009), our sample sizes on
the between- and within person level are sufficterdetect a medium effect size with a
power of around .75. Also, the number of particisaon the between-person level is
well within the range of other recent diary stud{esg., Beal & Ghandour, 2011;
Bissing-Olson, lyer, Fielding, & Zacher, in pre&edow, Schmitt, Frese, & Kihnel,
2011) and this overall sample size has a strongiguence on the power than the
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number of observations on the within-person lev@therbaum & Ferreter, 2009;
Snijders & Bosker, 1993).

Second, similar to Study 1, we assessed all ofver@ables with self-report
measures. However, we tried to minimize this litnda by separating the
measurements of daily job control from measuremehtgork engagement in order to
alleviate concerns of common method bias (Podsakofal., 2003). In addition, one
potential problem of daily diary studies is thapeated measurements of variables
might induce familiarity with the items which camause reactivity and thus lead to
changes in people’s response style (Alliger & Vdiitis, 1993; Bolger, et al., 2003).

Third, we hypothesized a causal relationship betwjd control and work
engagement. However, due to the fact that in dituglies it is impossible to contriar
all confounding factors, reciprocal linkages canbet ruled out. We assessed work
engagement in the afternoon questionnaire only.l&\ike included a time lag between
the measurement of the predictor and criterion alées, controlling for previous
assessments of the criterion variable would haabled us to make stronger inferences
about the causal direction of the within-persoratrehship (cf. Judge & llies, 2004).
Future research should assess the criterion variabl both measurement points.
Moreover, it might be possible to find reciprocdfeets if longer time frames are
studied (Frese, Garst, & Fay, 2007), and if reteti@f focus on opportunities with
engagement and motivated behavior are examinedaimdardized, controlled, yet
naturalistic experimental settings (Steel & Kor#g06).

Fourth, in both studies the response rate was vy raising concerns about
the validity of our results. For example, it may pessible that employees with
generally low levels of work engagement decidedtagparticipate in our study. Self-
selection bias is more likely to exist when studytigipants can entirely decide for
themselves whether or not they like to participstea study and is more strongly
prevalent in diary study designs due to their isitre nature. We compared our samples
to statistics from the German Federal StatisticHlc® (Schwan, 2007; Statistisches
Bundesamt, 2005) and the Federal Employment Offi¢atistik der Bundesagentur flr
Arbeit, 2010) that are available on blue-collar keys and administrative employees
from the public sector. We found that both samplese fairly representative in terms
of average age and the proportion of females aniéana at least for Study 2. Our

sample in Study 1 comprised a slightly higher propo of men compared to the
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population of blue-collar workers. However, bludk@ooccupations include not only
employees from the metalworking industry but alsorf different industries. This may
limit this comparison. Overall, then, generalizatioof our findings must be done
carefully, keeping in mind a threat of internalidél due to possible self-selection bias
(Ohly, et al., 2010).

Fifth, we argued that the proximal mediators byalhob control and focus on
opportunities affect work engagement may be theesd@oth job control and focus on
opportunities were assumed to be energizing andasicly which positively impacts
one’s level of work engagement. So far, our stutieage not examined the underlying
mechanisms. Hence, the empirical investigationhes¢ underlying mechanisms that
account for the compensatory effect should be stibjefuture research.

Similarly, we argued for motivating effects of thking about the future such that
employees tend to attain future-oriented goalsaatigtities when they report being high
in focus on opportunities (Karniol & Ross, 1996)owkver, we did not measure
processes of individuals’ goal selection, attainthand goal commitment in our study
and thus do not have detailed information on wigicals are pursued and whether goals
are future-oriented or not. Hence, we recommendréutesearch to asses individuals’
goals along with the difficulty and specificity ahe adopted goals as these
characteristics have proven to influence the intg@sd persistence of effort exerted to
goal-oriented behavior (Locke & Latham, 1990).

In addition, we argue that more intensive reseanttthe concept of focus on
opportunities is necessary. For instance, futuseaech should examine how focus on
opportunities relates to other cognitive-motivatiboonstructs that were not considered
in this study. For example, the motivational ora&iun of promotion focus from
Higgins’ (1998) regulatory focus theory can be etpd to somewhat overlap with
focus on opportunities (Zacher & de Lange, 201heyfmay both act as self-guides for
behavioral regulation and approach-oriented stgwiby reflecting internal standards
and focusing on achieving personally important rasipns and ambitions. Whereas
promotion focus can be both a chronic dispositias,well as a motivational state
evoked by situational signals (Higgins, 1998), ®oun opportunities may change over a
time period of several years and decades (Zachs Bange, 2011).

Future research might also investigate the relakign between focus on

opportunities and optimism. Whereas optimism isridef as a general disposition to



2 — Study 1: Focus on Opportunities, Job Contrdl\afork Engagemerjt39

expect positive outcomes (Scheier & Carver, 198&¢us on opportunities can be
described as a more realistic job-related formpiinoism that changes with increasing
age and changing work characteristics (Zacher &d;r2009, 2011). Future empirical
studies on focus on opportunities should includengpm as control variable in the

analyses in order to investigate the effects otidoon opportunities over and above
individuals’ level of optimism.

Moreover, future research could investigate theeds of temporal changes in
focus on opportunities. For instance, it remainknaomvn whether changes in focus on
opportunities may also be a result of career ttems such as promotions, job rotation,
or organizational mobility (Feldman & Ng, 2007). Wregard to job characteristics as
antecedents of focus on opportunities, Zacher arasel (2011) showed that job
complexity was not significantly related to focus opportunities in a homogeneous
sample of blue-collar workers. Similarly, in therrant study, we used two relatively
homogeneous samples with regard to work tasks esgbnsibilities. Thus, it can be
assumed that the variability in job complexity wather low. However, other research
with more heterogeneous samples revealed weakdsitiye relationships between job
complexity and focus on opportunities (e.g., ZackeFrese, 2009; Zacher, et al.,
2010). This suggests that future research usingréggneous samples should consider
controlling for job complexity.

Practical implications and conclusion

Based on the notion of compensatory resources ighagrounded in the
substitution hypothesis (Hobfoll & Leiberman, 1986ur findings provide another
theoretical case to realize practical interventiangl suggestions in order to improve
engagement at work (Bakker, et al., 2011a). Thairigpthat job control does not affect
work engagement of all employees alike has impbeoat for job design and human
resource management. On the one hand, our reugtest that in order to engage
employees, organizations would benefit from jokelamnterventions such as increasing
employees’ job control — this would be especiakgessary for employees with a low
focus on opportunities. Job control as a work resmgeems to be a crucial motivating
factor for employees when they perceive their igmals, plans and opportunities to be
low. On the other hand, our findings suggest thmpleyees with a high focus on

opportunities do neither gain nor suffer from highels of job control. It seems as if
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these employees are provided with a strong innetivatmnal impetus that affects
motivation and engagement independent of job ckeniatics such as control. Hence,
with regard to focus on opportunities as a motoral construct, it might be interesting
for organizations to establish ways and implemewoist developed to select for and
increase employees’ focus on opportunities — eafigavhen it is impossible to elevate
levels of job control. One possible way to do so/rha to promote an organizational
culture of opportunities to learn and grow (cf. Bak et al., 2011a; Buckingham &
Coffman, 1999). Organizations need to provide eygd#s from all educational
backgrounds with adequate development opporturagesell as vertical and horizontal
career options focusing on future work goals, plang possibilities. Additionally,
interventions such as mentoring activities of leadeoaching and appraisal interviews
that adhere to employees’ developmental optiond, goal setting might be useful.
Because focus on opportunities is negatively rdl&deage, promoting an organizational
culture of opportunities to learn and grow may Ispeeially important in order to
maintain motivation and engagement of older emmeywho are staying in the labor
market for longer periods of time than ever bef(Behalk et al., 2010). In line with
Bakker, et al. (2011a), we propose that future werkds to be done in order to evaluate
the effectiveness of job-level and individual-leirgerventions mentioned.

In conclusion, this multi-sample, multi-method stuntributes to the work and
organizational psychology literature on work engaget by showing that employees’
focus on opportunities—defined as the goals, pland,possibilities employees believe
to have in their personal future at work —is pesity related to work engagement and
moderates the relationship between job control amik engagement. Focus on
opportunities is a motivational factor and a conga¢ory resource that is positively
related to work engagement especially when cuijamntcontrol is low. However, job
control seems to be an important motivating faéboremployees when they perceive
their future goals, plans and opportunities to doe. IFuture research is now needed to
replicate and extend the current findings, in oitdegain a better understanding of the
interactive effects of future-oriented focus on ogpnities as a person characteristic
and work characteristics such as job control onleyges general and daily work

engagement.
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STUDY 2

Extending the Affective Shift Model of Work Engagenent: Self-

Efficacy as an Antecedent of Effective Affect Regation

3.1 Abstract

This experience sampling study examined self-afficeegarding a person’s
work role as an antecedent of the affective dynamiuderlying work engagement. A
sample of 111 employees (52.3% men) completed @rjirestionnaires twice a day
over ten working days. Results showed that seiéatly acted as a cross-level
moderator on the lagged relationship between negatifect and work engagement.
Negative affect was positively related to work eggyaent for employees high in self-
efficacy. Moreover, the relationship between séfitacy and work engagement was
mediated by positive affect and an increase intpesiffect during the day. These
results extend the affective shift model of worlgagement by showing that self-
efficacy is an important personal resource thapsieimployees to effectively regulate

affective states at work.
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3.2 Introduction

Work engagement is a positive work-related stad¢ ¢an be described by three
facets regarding people’s work related experiefBakier, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011,
Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002yJor means that people
perceive their work as stimulating, invest highdisvof energy, and show persistence in
the face of difficulties. Dedication is characterized by inspiration, pride and
meaningfulness of one's worldbsorptionis a sense of being fully concentrated and
happily engrossed in one‘'s work (Schaufeli, et @002). Work engagement is
considered a motivational state as its three facefiect the main psychological
components of motivation (cf. Llorens, SchaufelakBer, & Salanova, 2007; Salanova
& Schaufeli, 2008). The growing literature on wakgagement has shown that it is
related to positive outcomes such as proactive vimtkavior and learning behavior
(Sonnentag, 2003), task performance (Bakker & B@1,0; Rich, Lepine, & Crawford,
2010), and organizational commitment (Schaufeli &Ber, 2004). In line with recent
research, we conceptualize work engagement as potany motivational state that
fluctuates within individuals over time (Kihnel, r8entag, & Bledow, 2011;
Sonnentag, Dormann, & Demerouti, 2010).

Whereas there is a close link between the presenpesitive affect and work
engagement, the relationship between negativetadfet work engagement is not well
understood? Negative affect as an antecedent of motivated \betkavior in general
and work engagement in particular has received spbrse attention. The available
evidence suggests that this relationship is complex that negative affect can have
positive or negative consequences for work engagerecording to the affective shift
model of work engagement (Bledow, Schmitt, FreseK&hnel, 2011), there is a
positive lagged relationship between negative aféexl work engagement if negative
affect is followed by a shift to positive affectodever, research has not yet examined
factors other than affective dispositions that ém#tis affective shift process.

This article builds on and extends the affectividt shodel of work engagement
by introducing self-efficacy as a personal resouheg facilitates a shift from negative

to positive affect. We posit that self-efficacylugnces work engagement through two

2 The umbrella term affect comprises both discretetons and mood states. Whereas discrete emotions
are more short-term oriented and strongly relatesktf-evident causal objectives or events (Frijc83;
Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), mood states are gepdoalyjer lasting, unfocused or result from mildly
positive or negative events (Morris & Schnurr, 1989
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intertwined mechanisms that relate to the dynamitpositive and negative affect.
First, we hypothesize that self-efficacy moderabeslagged effect of negative affect on
work engagement. We expect that negative affectnhatsvating potential that only
unfolds if people have high self-efficacy belie&econd, we argue that self-efficacy
facilitates the experience of positive affect whista necessary condition for high work
engagement. Self-efficacy enables people to mairitah levels of positive affect in
the course of a work day and to up-regulate pasti¥ect after episodes of low positive
affect. The present article thus contributes to litezature by shedding light on the

dynamics of affect underlying self-regulation atriworhe conceptual model is depicted

in Figure 3.1.
Self- Positive
efficacy affect
Negative ] R Work
affect J engagement
Time
Figure 3.1

Conceptual model

Negative affective states and work engagement

People are inevitably confronted with various negatffective states at work
such as frustration, worry, or fear (Miner, GlondbHulin, 2005). Especially anger is

an often experienced negative affective state ak \(®cherer, Wranik, Sangsue, Tran,
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& Scherer, 2004). Empirical evidence indicates thatconsequences of negative affect
for motivation and behavior are stronger and maesiptent than the consequences of
positive affect (negativity bias; Baumeister, Blatsky, Finkenhauer, & Vohs, 2001;
Judge & llies, 2004; To, Fisher, Ashkanasy, & Ro@@&]1).

Regarding the relationship between negative affaatl work motivation,
previous research revealed competing lines of aegunicf. Bindl & Parker, 2010;
George, 2011). On the one hand, negative affeclsca threat of personal goals and
leads to avoidance behavior and disengagemenot{E¥006). Further, negative affect
may narrow an individual’s attentional scope antdworal repertoire by focusing on
the source of negative affect and thereby leadmegattentional focus away from the
work task. This makes it more difficult to identipossible solutions in order to solve
work-related problems (Beal, Weiss, Barros, & Macbid, 2005). Hence, due to the
“tightening” of mental processes (Derryberry & Tack1994; Fredrickson, Tugade,
Waugh, & Larkin, 2005) negative affect is inconsigt with being absorbed in an
ongoing activity, feeling vigorous, and being dedéd to a task at any moment in time.

On the other hand, negative affect may elicit andoge mode in which people
are more sensitive to inconsistencies, pay clasat&in to details, and engage in more
effortful information processing (George & Zhou,02) Schwarz & Bless, 1991).
Negative affect signals that the current situat®riroublesome and it thus prompts
people to focus on the problematic state and ingritnve situation by taking action
(George, 2011; George & Zhou, 2002; Schwarz & Clag®3). According to a control-
theoretical approach, negative affect signals erémancy between the current state and
the desired state (Carver, 2006; Carver & Schei®f0; Pekrun & Frese, 1992).
Specifically, Carver’s (2006) velocity argument peshat people compare their current
rate of goal progress to a standard and in caseatieeof progress falls below the
standard, negative affect arises. Arising negadiffect functions as a signal to adjust
the rate of progress such that people direct adtegitresources to the situation at hand
and increase their level of effort (Carver & ScheE990; Fay & Sonnentag, 2002;
George & Zhou, 2002). For instance, an employee shasing a broken maschine
might experience negative affect which signals that situation is dissatisfying and
troublesome. As people are motivated to reducerefpismcies, the employee may
respond to the experience of negative affect bintakharge and making sure that the

machine is repaired (George, 2011; Grant & Ashf@d)8). One way of reducing



3 — Study 2: Extending the Affective Shift ModelWlork Engagemer|t54

discrepancy is by increasing one’s engagement gnaflonencing the situation through
one’s actions and thereby regaining control over dituation (e.g., Fay & Sonnentag,
2002; Pekrun & Frese, 1992).

The competing lines of reasoning regarding theticglahip between negative
affect and work engagement can be reconciled i¢ tisntaken into account. Although
negative affective states such as being annoyasiréted or worried are inconsistent
with high levels of work engagement at any momeantime, negative affect can have
positive delayed effects on work engagement (Bledzval., 2011)Research on affect
regulation has shown that down-regulation of negaaffect is a key intermediary
process between the initial negative affective estand subsequent positive
consequences (Bledow, Rosing, & Frese, in presgjeK& Jostmann, 2004). Down-
regulation of negative affect is related to theivation of cognitive processes that
facilitate the enactment of change-oriented intersi The cognitive processes that are
mobilized are characterized by a global mode afrimfation processing and suppress
unpleasant and incongruent information which allg&sple to become engaged in an
activity. This process occurs in an implicit mannargely outside of a person’s
conscious awareness (Baumann, Kaschel, & Kuhl, 28@ble & Jostmann, 2004).
Thus, if a person experiences negative affectd¢hatbe subsequently down-regulated,
the person can enact intentions and increase ¥bedéengagement.

The affective shift model further posits that highrk engagement requires the
presence of positive affect in addition to the dewgulation of negative affect
(Bledow, et al., 2011). Down-regulation of negatigffect provides the cognitive
precondition to show high engagement, howevess the activation of positive affect
that is directly linked to the initiation of inteons, and to the emergence of high work
engagement (Bledow, et al., in press; Koole & Jastm 2004; Kuhl, 2000). If people
experience a decrease in negative affect withoatnmdutanous increase in positive
affect, lower levels of work engagement are to kgeeted. The critical question this
study addresses is what facilitates the affecti grocess and enables some people to
regulate affective states more effectively tharemthwith respect to work engagement.
In the next section, we posit that individual diéfleces in self-efficacy play a critical
role in the affective shift process.
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Self-efficacy and the affective shift process

Self-efficacy beliefs are a prerequisite for iritig goal-directed behavior in
difficult situations and people are more likelysiacceed if they are confident that they
can effectively deal with a situation and change gtatus quo (Bandura, 1997). In the
present study, we examine self-efficacy regardingeason’s work role, that is a
person’s belief or expectation to succeed in aawirelated to work (Bandura, 1997;
Spreitzer, 1995). Individual differences in selfiedcy can develop over time but are
relatively stable as compared to daily fluctuatiansaffect or work engagement
(Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007; Spreitzdr995). Social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1991, 1997) states that self-efficacyctions as a proximal determinant of
human motivation. This argument is in line with\poeis research on the role of self-
efficacy for work engagement (e.g., Korunka, Kukic8chaufeli, & Hoonakker, 2009;
Simbula, Guglielmi, & Schaufeli, 2011). For instanén a 1.5-year follow-up study
Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, and Schaufeli @0fbund that self-efficacy is
positively related to work engagement and contabutto variability in work
engagement over and above the role of job resauftese findings suggest that it is
important to feel competent and confident in ortdeexperience dedication, absorption
and to show high levels of energy (Llorens, et200Q7; Spreitzer, 1995).

We extend previous empirical research and viewedétfacy as an important
personal resource that enables effective affeatlaign at work. More specifically, we
argue that self-efficacy facilitates an affectiveftsand thereby high work engagement
(Bledow, et al., 2011). Self-efficacy influences nwoengagement through two
intertwined mechanisms related to the regulatiopasitive and negative affect: First,
self-efficacy should enable people to transformekyerience of negative affect to high
work engagement as people can more easily dowrategunegative affect. We
hypothesize that self-efficacy moderates the lageféect of negative affect on work
engagement such that people high in self-efficdopshigh work engagement after the
experience of negative affect. Second, self-efficenables people to up-regulate
positive affect during a work day and to enter @imtain an approach-oriented state of
mind which is a necessary condition for high wongagement.

Regarding the relationship between negative aff@ct work engagement, we
argue that people high in self-efficacy can morsilgaenact intentions to change a

situation and to increase the level of effort atteg experience of negative affect as
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compared to people low in self-efficacy. High sefficacy implies that people trust in
their abilities and internally attribute succeskebetter people evaluate their ability to
solve related tasks and overcome obstacles, therehgy can deal with negative
affective states (Bandura, 1997; Hobfoll & Leiberma987; Jerusalem & Schwarzer,
1992). People high in self-efficacy tend to pereenegative situations as challenging
opportunities and have positive expectations reggrdoal achievement which in turn
elicits positive attitudes and motivation (SalanoMarens, & Schaufeli, 2011; Skinner
& Brewer, 2002). Self-efficacy counteracts the peton that goal achievement is
threatened and enables people to have an overdigatential courses of actions that
can serve as a remedy for the problematic situation

In contrast, people who perceive low self-efficatyould not increase their
engagement after experiencing negative affectn# does not trust in one’s ability,
investing effort and increasing engagement willnsefatile (Korunka, et al., 2009;
Xanthopoulou, et al., 2009). Decreasing one’s eegemt and conserving energy
resources may appear as the more adaptive copiategt. The example of an
employee who experiences negative affect when wgrlgith a broken machine may
help to illustrate the proposed effect of selfafy. In the case of high self-efficacy,
the experience of negative affect may focus theleyeps’ attention on the problematic
situation and signal the necessity to take acfitne perception of self-efficacy in turn
informs the person that the situation can be chdage the person can achieve positive
outcomes. As a consequence, employees may showehnighgement by fixing the
machine or by making sure the machine is beingdfixe contrast, an employee who
perceives low self-efficacy is unlikely to invesheegy and show engagement to
improve the situation and will remain passive.

Hypothesis 1. Self-efficacy moderates the lagged relationshiggvben negative

affect and work engagement. For people high ineféiifacy negative affect has

a positive lagged effect on work engagement.

According to our theoretical model, the second rmadm through which self-
efficacy is related to work engagement is through regulation of positive affect. We
expect that self-efficacy is associated with higlesels of positive affect and that it
enables people to up-regulate positive affect anterean approach-oriented mode when
positive affect is low. As work engagement impliee presence of positive affect, up-

regulation of positive affect is necessary if pesitaffect was previously low. Up-
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regulation of positive affect activates cognitiardaehavior so that people can initiate
an intended course of action and show high engage(Keihl & Kazén, 1999). Up-
regulation of positive affect is especially relevatfter situations in which negative
affect was experienced. The experience of negadiffect inhibits and decreases
positive affect and a subsequent increase in ipesiffect is thus critical in order to
implement and enact behavioral intentions (Bledewg|., in press).

Self-efficacy is associated with a higher baselal of positive affect such
that people who feel capable of mastering work damhkd future challenges tend to
experience more positive affect (Salanova, et2éll1; Skinner & Brewer, 2002). As a
consequence of higher positive affect, they shoalslb experience more work
engagement (cf. Bandura, 1997; Sonnentag & Grarirass). Although a person with
high self-efficacy will experience higher levelspisitive affect at work, there will also
be episodes of low positive affect. For instandtra negative event such as a failure
or a conflict at work, negative affect will arisacadampen the level of positive affect
the person experiences. We argue that feelingelbesicacy enable the person to
restore positive affect subsequently and show Bigflagement. In constrast, a person
with low self-efficacy will linger for a prolongegeriod of time in a state of low
positive affect.

Self-efficacy entails that people perceive contmlisuccessfully deal with the
demands of their work role. People high in selieaify experienced that they can
successfully deal with work-related situations,tttieey can overcome obstacles and
change the status quo. This expectation of suaes$the attribution of trust and self-
confidence tend to generalize (Bandura, 1997; ab¥os & Schwarzer, 1992). As a
consequence, people are more likely to up-regplasgive affect and thereby switch to
an approach- and action-oriented mindset in woldted situations of low positive
affect which is crucial for work engagement. Itinsportant to note that this process
should be facilitated by self-efficacy beliefs ipeeent of the person’s actual
knowledge, skills and abilities.

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between self-efficacy and workagement is

mediated by positive affect. Self-efficacy is asatsd with (a) a higher level of

positive affect and (b) an increase of positiveedffduring the day; both

processes facilitate work engagement.
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3.3 Method

To test the hypotheses, we used an experience isgngildy design, asking
participants to report their affective states amknengagement two times a day over a
period of ten working days. Participants were insied to answer the daily online
guestionnaires at noon between 11 a.m. and 1 mah.irathe afternoon just before
leaving the workplace between 3 p.m. and 6 p.ms fiésulted in a total of 20 possible
daily observations for each participant. One weelote starting with the daily
questionnaires, participants completed a genenaheguestionnaire to measure self-
efficacy, demographic and control variables. Byngsan experience sampling study
design we were capable of detecting short-terntidkteons that are close to people’s
actual experiences and are less likely to be bibgedtrospective recall (Bolger, Davis,
& Rafaeli, 2003; Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Za&#10). At the same time, this
approach allowed us to examine the influence ofefétacy as a between-person
characteristic on daily processes.

Participants and procedure

The data used in this study came from a samplelaf fill-time employees
working in different branches and organization®tighout Germany. The total sample
included 53 (47.7%) women and 58 (52.3%) men. Magmwas 39.0 yearSD= 10.0
years), ranging from 18 to 61 years. On averageéiicgmnts had 17.5 years of
professional experienc&D = 10.2 years), and 11.1 years of professional respee in
their current organizationsSD = 9.1 years). In terms of educational backgro8a,
participants (27.0%) had a middle school degreg33%%) had a high school degree,
38 (34.2%) had a university degree and six (5.4&6)i@pants held a doctorate degree.
Two participants (1.8%) did not provide information their educational level.

As a first step of data collection, we contacte®d 28nployees via an e-mail
letter that contained information about the stuely. inclusion in this study, employees
had to meet two criteria: First, they needed canistacess to the internet during work.
Second, they were required to hold full-time posisi in order to be able to respond to
the online questionnaires both at noon and in ftegreoon. One hundred fourty-seven
individuals agreed to participate. To maintain amoity, participants entered a code
each time they answered the online questionnaif@se hundred twenty-five

participants completed the initial general questare. One hundred twenty-two of
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these individuals then also proceeded with theydailine questionnaires (response
rate: 83%). In total, 1792 daily questionnaires eveompleted during the ten days
measurement period. We checked whether particigampleted the questionnaires in
adequate time frames corresponding to our instmsti(11 a.m.-1 p.m. and 3 p.m.-
6 p.m.), and excluded questionnaires that were amglvat wrong times. On average,
participants completed the daily online questioregl 3.1 times3D = 4.0).

To test the hypotheses, observations could onlindeded if participants had
completed the experience sampling questionnair Bbthoon and in the afternoon.
Because noon and afternoon observations of eachhaayo be combined we had to
exclude ten participants from the analyses as kiaelynot provided pairs of noon and
afternoon observations. This resulted in a finah@a size of 111 participants and 600

usable pairs of daily questionnaires to test oyoklyeses.
Measures
General online questionnaire measures

Demographic variablesGender (1 = male, 2 = female), age, and edudtion
level (1 = no degree, 2 = general education dedeeniddle school degree, 4 = high
school degree, 5 = university degree, 6 = doctadatgee), and organizational tenure
were assessed with one item each. However, thesegiaphic variables were
unrelated to daily work engagement and were thagnctuded in the analyses.

Trait positive and negative affectere assessed as control variables by using
MacKinnon et al.’s (1999) short version of the p@si and negative affect scales
(PANAS) (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Partanips rated five negative affect
adjectives (afraid, upset, nervous, scared andedstd) and five positive affect
adjectives (inspired, alert, excited, enthusiastetermined) according to the extent to
which each describes the way participants feekimegal. All items were scored on a 5-
point Likert scale ranging from (bot at all)to 5(extremely) Cronbach’s alpha was .82
for the trait negative affect scale and .79 forttlag positive affect scale.

Self-efficacy regarding a person’s work rodas measured by three items of
Spreitzer's empowerment scale (Spreitzer, 1995 Taéms were: “I am confident
about my ability to do my job”, “I am self-assuraldout my capabilities to perform my
work activities”, and “I have mastered the skillscassary for my job”. All items were
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scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging frorfnat at all)to 5 (extremely) Cronbach’s
Alpha of the scale was .85.

Daily online questionnaire measures

The daily online questionnaires were completeddveiach day over ten working
days. In order to maintain participants’ complianger the entire study period, we used
short and time-saving measures.

Negative affectWe used Kessler and Staudinger’'s (2009) affettidi measure
negative affect during the last hours before fjliout the questionnaire at noon and in
the afternoon. The items were: angered, nervousjed) and anxious. The items were
scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging frorfnat at all)to 5 (extremely) Cronbach’s
Alpha was .82.

Positive affectvas assessed with five items by Kessler and Stgadi(2009).
Participants indicated the degree to which fiveeetfitems described their experience
during the last hours just before filling out theegtionnaire. Items scored on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from (not at all)to 5 (extremely) The items were: elated, active,
delighted, enthusiastic, and proud. Cronbach’s Alfan this scale was .89.

Work engagememnwas assessed with five items adapted to the tail from
Schaufeli et al.’s (2002) nine-item scale of theredht Work Engagement Scale
(UWES). Participants were asked to refer to thesll@f work engagement they had
experienced in the last hours before completing réspective online questionnaire.
Items used were “At my work, | felt bursting withexgy”, “At my job, | felt strong and
vigorous” (vigor), “l was enthusiastic about my ’jpb‘My job inspired me”
(dedication), and “I was immersed in my work” (alpgmn). Participants gave their
answers on a scale ranging fronfnbt true at all)to 7 (very true) Coefficient Alpha

for the work engagement scale was .94.
Analyses

Apart from testing Hypothesis 2a, we used Hierarahiinear Modeling (HLM
6.08) which allowed us to account for the nestetéh d&ructure and to simultaneously
model within- and between-person relations amoegvtriables (Raudenbush, Bryk, &
Congdon, 2004). Prior to testing the hypotheses,jnvestigated whether systematic
within- and between-person variance existed in dependent variable and in the

mediator by estimating a null model with randoneef§. Analyses indicated that 59.7%
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of work engagement in the afternoon was within-pergariance (40.3% was between-
person variance). Moreover, there was substantiédinaperson variance in positive

affect at noon (52.4%; 47.6% was between-persaarnveg) and in positive affect in the

afternoon (48.6%; 51.4% was between-person varjaides suggests that multilevel

analysis is appropriate for analyzing the data (htoin, Griffin, & Gavin, 2000) .

For Hypothesis 1, we examined whether self-efficamctions as a cross-level
moderator of the relationship between negativecafiarticipants had experienced since
the beginning of the work day (reported for theetiperiod before 11 a.m. — 1 p.m.) and
work engagement in the last hours before completimgydaily questionnaire in the
afternoon (reported for the time period before B.p- 6 p.m.). Repeated measures of
within-person level variables were person-mean eredt so that relations among
negative affect and work engagement were unconfedify between-person variance
(Enders & Tofighi, 2007).

For Hypothesis 2a, we examined whether betweerepeddferences in self-
efficacy were significantly related to the meannairk engagement across all noon and
afternoon observations and whether this relatigna@s mediated by the average level
of positive affect across all noon and afternoorsepbations | = 111). We used
multiple linear regression analysis because allabées resided at the between-person
level only. For Hypothesis 2b, we examined whettier relationship between self-
efficacy and work engagement was mediated by theegplation of positive affect
from noon to afternoon. Predictors at the withimspe level were grand-mean centered

in these analyses (Enders & Tofighi, 2007).
3.4 Results
Descriptive statistics and inter-correlations

Table 3.1 shows descriptive statistics and interetations of the study
variables. The correlations below the diagonal espnt between-person relationships
(N =111). The correlations above the diagonal represithin-person relationships for
state variables measured at noon and in the afierndhese relationships were
estimated by HLM models with single within-pers@avel predictors and no between-
person level predictordN(= 600).We standardized all variables prior to calculatimeg
coefficients in order to obtain standardized caeeffits on the within-person level.

Table 3.1 shows that people high in self-efficaeparted higher levels of positive
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affect and work engagement across occasions (cmeffs range from .41 to .4p,<
.01) as well as lower levels of negative affectefGoients range from -.37 to -.4p,<
.01).

Table 3.1

Means (M), standard deviations (SD), and inter-etations of study variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Trait measures

1. Trait positive affect 3.4€0.55 -

2. Trait negative affect 1.840.63-.51" -

3. Self-efficacy 4.2€0.59 .36 -47 -

State measures

4. Negative affect (noon) 1.610.72-.30° .63" -37° - .37 -33 -18 -26 -.15
5. Negative affect (afternoor1.540.63-.40 .67 -41" .87 - -16 -31 -18 -31"
6. Positive affect (noon)  2.9€0.76 .42 -.33" 41 -42" -36 - .31 .75 .45
7. Positive affect (afternoon)2.9€ 0.76 .45 -33" 42" -31° -34 84 - 24 77
8. Work engagement (noon)4.25 1.28 .39 -.34" .44 -36 -34 82" .75 - Al

9. Work engagement
(afternoon)

*% *k

4.211.30 .38 -34" 47" -33 -37 .75 .81 .91

Note The correlations below the diagonal represenwvéen-person relationships
(variables 4 through 9 were aggregated across ioosasN = 111). The correlations
above the diagonal represent within-person relaliggs and were estimated from HLM
models with single within-person level predictoradano between-person level
predictors N = 600). We standardized all variables prior tacakdting the coefficients
in order to obtain standardized coefficients on wighin-person level. Means and
standard deviations were calculated for the aggeelgscores. p < .05. ~ p < .01.

(two-tailed).

Tests of hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 states that self-efficacy moderates ldgged within-person
relationship between negative affect at noon ankk\wwagagement in the afternoon. We
included self-efficacy as a predictor of the witlpi@rson relationship between negative
affect and work engagement. Table 3.2 (Model 3shthe results of the cross-level

moderation analysis based on a sample of 111 pemits and 600 pairs of
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observations. Self-efficacy significantly predictede slope of the within-person
relationship between negative affect at noon andkvemgagement in the afternoon
(y=0.17,t = 2.42,p < .05). This interaction is plotted in Figure 3F2&r people high in
self-efficacy, negative affect at noon was posifivelated to work engagement in the
afternoon. For people low in self-efficacy, negataffect at noon was unrelated to work
engagement in the afternoon,

In addition, we conducted a simple slope test tth&r examine the cross-level
moderation (Preacher, Curran, & Bauer, 2006). Ressihow that the relationship
between negative affect at noon and work engagemehe afternoon was significant
for employees with high self-efficacy (i.e., o8® above the mean) £ 0.219t = 2.90,

p < .01), but non-significant for employees with I¢ve., oneSD below the mean) self-

efficacy ¢ = 0.002,t = 0.39,ns). Next, improvement of model fit for Model 2 and
Model 3 was examined by calculating the differemesgween the likelihood ratios

which is based on a chi-square distribution and pares the deviance (-2*log
likelihood) of the respective models (Table 3.2)odél 2, which includes all control

variables and main effects, showed a better mati¢hdn the null-model (Model 1)

(4 -2*log = 452.77,4 df = 8, p < .01). Model 3, which additionally includes the
interaction term, showed a significant better mddethan Model 2 4 -2*log = 5.90,

A df=1,p < .05). Altogether, these findings support Hypsthd..

We conducted additional analyses to examine if @edse in negative affect
from noon to afternoon was related to work engageni&e calculated a difference
score that reflects raw score change in negatifeetaby subtracting negative affect at
noon from negative affect in the afternoon. We thegressed work engagement in the
afternoon on this difference score. Results shothetl a decrease in negative affect
between noon and afternoon was related to work gargant in the afternoon when

controlling for work engagement at noon<- 0.26,t =-4.22 p < .01).



3 — Study 2: Extending the Affective Shift ModelWork Engagemer|t64

Table 3.2
Results of cross-level moderation of self-effiqgtypothesis 1)

Variable Work engagement (afternoon)

Model 1 Model Z Model ¢

y SE t y SE t y SE t

Intercep 422 0.1C 415(7 424 0.0¢ 4871 | 4.2¢ 0.0¢ 48.71
Trait measures
Trait negative affect 0.11 0.17 -0.64 -0.110.17 -0.64
Trait positive affect 041 019 220 041 0.19 2.20
Self-efficacy 0.66 0.17 3.86/ 066 0.17 3.86
State measures
Negative affect 009 0.05 164 0.11 0.06 206
(noon)
Negative affect 0.12 0.06 -1.90 -0.100.06 -1.61
(afternoon)
Positive affect (noon) 0.07 0.06 1.19/ 0.07 0.06 1.17
Positive affect 0.97 0.05 19.35 097 0.05 19.50
(afternoon)
Work engagement 0.27 0.04 6.62/ 027 0.04 6.65
(noon)
Cross-level interaction
Negative affect (noon) 0.17 0.07 2.44
x Self-efficacy ' ' '
Wlt_hln-person mtercept 0.680 0.289 0.286
varianct
Between-pe(son 0.984 0.765 0.766
mtercept variance
-2*log (Ih) 1701.9¢ 1249.21: 1243.30!
A -2*log 452.77 5.90
A df 8 1

Note.y = unstandardized HLM regression coefficieBE = standard errorN = 600
observations nested within 111 participam&thin-person level variables were person
mean-centered, and between-person level varialdes grand-mean centered. log (Ih)

= likelihood ratio. " p < .05.” p < .01. (two-tailed).
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Self-efficacy as a moderator of the relationshipwaen negative affect at noon and

work engagement in the afternoon

Hypothesis 2 states that the relationship betweelfiefficacy and work
engagement is mediated (a) by the level of posiffect and (b) by an increase in
positive affect from noon to afternoon. Table 3Hows that the between-person
correlations between self-efficacy, positive affentd work engagement were positive.
The preconditions to test for mediation were thiet (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Frazier,
Tix, & Barron, 2004). To test Hypothesis 2a, wedtted the average level of work
engagement across all noon and afternoon obsemgatigh self-efficacyl = 111). In
a second step, the average level of positive aféecbss all noon and afternoon
observations was entered as a mediator in the sggre equation. In support for
mediation, the regression coefficient for self-edfty declined fronb = .63 ¢ = .35;t =
3.72;p<.01) tob = .21 # = .12;t = 1.86) and was no longer significant when positiv
affect was included. Results thus supported theottngsis that people with high as
compared to low self-efficacy show higher work eygraent because they experience
higher levels of positive affect.

To test Hypotheses 2b, we first tested whetheredbtfacy was related to an

increase in positive affect during the day. Chamgeositive affect from noon to
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afternoon was examined by predicting positive dffieche afternoon with self-efficacy

while controlling for positive affect at noon (s€able 3.3). As positive affect at noon
was controlled for, the residual variance in pwgsitaffect in the afternoon reflects
change in positive affect. Results show that déifacy was positively related to

change in positive affect, that is, self-efficaagglicted an increase in positive affect
from noon to afternoory = 0.18,t = 2.69,p < .01).

We next predicted work enagement in the afternoaoth self-efficacy as
independent variable and change in positive affexctthe mediator (i.e. afternoon
positive affect while controlling for noon positiedéfect). Results show that the residual
variance in positive affect that reflects changpasitive affect was positively related to
work engagement in the afternoorn=0.95,t = 20.82,p < .01). As can be seen in Table
3.3, the regression coefficient for self-efficacgsmon-significanty(= 0.15,t = 1.82,
ns) if positive affect was included in the model. 3lsupports Hypothesis 2b, which
states that self efficacy is related to work engag@ because it factiliates an increase

in positive affect after situations in which positiaffect was low?

% In all analyses, we controlled for trait positied negative affect on the between-person level.
However, the results did not differ when we condddhe analyses without the control variables ihetu
(Becker, 2005). For Hypothesis 1, state variablesewperson-mean centered which ensures that the
relations shown in Table 3.2 are independent of differences between participants in trait affect
(Enders & Tofighi, 2007). For Hypothesis 2b, statgables were grand-mean centered. The results
shown in Table 3.3 provide evidence that self affic predicted the change in positive affect ovet an
above the influence of trait affect. Omitting thentrol variables did not change the results.
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Table 3.3
Results of mediation analysis (Hypothesis 2b)
Variable Positive affect Work engagement
(afternoon) (afternoon)

Y SE t y SE t
Intercep 2.97 0.02 87.4¢€° | 4.2( 0.0£ 100.3¢"
Trait measures
Trait negative affect 0.09 0.07 1.33 -0.05  0.09 -0.57
Trait positive affect 0.19 0.07 259 |-0.12  0.09 -1.33
Self-efficacy 0.18 0.07 269 |0.15 0.08 1.82
State measures
('\:]‘Z%ar‘]t)“’e affect 0.08 005  1.73 010 005  1.94
gitge?;"éi r‘]i)ffeCt 029 005 58 | -013 006  2.19
Positive affect (noon) 0.42 0.04 11.36 | -0.06  0.06 -1.23
Positive affect (afternoon) 0.95 0.05 20.8>
Work engagement (noon) 0.39 0.04 11.50

Note.y = unstandardized HLM regression coefficieBE = standard errorN = 600
observations nested within 111 participaktsthin-person level variables and between-
person level variables were grand-mean centeged..05. = p < .01. (two-tailed).

3.5 Discussion

The aim of this article was to further develop #iective shift model of work
engagement by including self-efficacy regardingeespn’s work role as a facilitator of
the dynamics of affect related to high work engageimResults provided support for
the hypothesis that negative affect has motivgoigntial and can result in high work
engagement if self-efficacy is high. Hence, peapl® evaluate their ability to satisfy
demands related to their work role as high and gutigeir behavior as effective are
more likely to display work engagement after nagataffective situations. Further,
results provided evidence that the motivating pidéof negative affect unfolds only
after a time lag during which people are able taroegulate negative affective states.
Moreover, this study shed light on the mediatinge rof positive affect for the

relationship between self-efficacy and work engagretPeople high in self-efficacy
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reported high levels of positive affect and an éase of positive affect after positive
affect was temporarily reduced. Thus, a key undeglynechanism of the motivational
benefits of self-efficacy is the up-regulation afsgiive affect, a mechanism that is of
particular importance after situations in which adge affect was experience (Bledow,
et al., 2011).

In sum, the current study extends the affectivét shodel of work engagement
(Bledow, et al., 2011) by providing evidence thalf-gfficacy is a personal resource in
the affective shift process and by advancing theetstanding of the underlying
affective mechanisms. The extended model is basedheories of self-regulation
(Baumann, et al., 2007; Bledow, et al., 2011; K&00) and the literature on self-
efficacy as an important resource in the regulatddnmotivation (Bandura, 1997,
Jerusalem & Schwarzer, 1992; Spreitzer, 1995). Sthdy adds to the literature by
providing a dynamic account of work motivation. Nwtly affective states matter for
motivation, but changes in affect and the dynamterplay of positive and negative
affect (Carver & Scheier, 1990).

The present study also contributes to the liteeatur self-efficacy. Self-efficacy
is defined as the subjective assessment and enaiuat a person’s abilities and
knowledge rather than a person’s objective perfogeaabilities and skills (Bandura,
1997; Spreitzer, 1995). However, we argued thatsomes of self-efficacy do not only
assess people’s beliefs about their competencieadbual self-regulatory abilities (cf.
Kuhl, 2001). The present findings support this @sipon because they show that self-
efficacy is related to the ability to regulate atfeffectively. The role of self-efficacy in
effectively regulating positive and negative affant the work context has been
neglected by previous research so far. Thus, tludysadds by helping to explain
previous findings regarding the positive relatiapshetween self-efficacy and work
engagement which have not specified the underlgffgct-regulatory mechanisms
(e.g., Korunka, et al., 2009; Xanthopoulou, et2009).

Nevertheless, it can be argued that when therelaslkaof actual abilities and
skills, it may be difficult for a person to succedly deal with negative affective
situations, because the engagement the persontsnvesvork-related tasks does not
yield positive outcomes. Although the person pex®ihigh self-efficacy and is
confident in being able to change the status cwperson will fail to succeed due to a

lack of actual knowledge, abilities and skills, walniin turn may have long-term
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negative consequences in terms of motivation amtbqeance (Frese & Fay, 2001).
Hence, for effective performance the ability to ulge affect needs to be

complemented by task-specific knowledge and skills.
Limitations and future research

This study was solely based on self-report measwigish is a potential source
of concern with regard to inflated associations twmeommon method variance. To
minimize this limitation, self-efficacy as a betweperson variable was assessed once
in a general questionnaire independent from théy dpiestionnaires. Study variables
that are assessed at different time points areliledyg influenced by common method
bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 200Burther, for the test of
Hypohesis 1 we used person-mean centering of thbinaperson level predictor
variables in order to remove any between-persoianeg. According to Siemsen, Roth,
and Oliveira (2010), common method variance dodsnegatively affect validity of
study results in testing interaction effects whicds one main focus of this study.

Experience sampling studies can investigate tenhpdfacts but they do not
allow for clear conclusions about causal relatibesween variables, as they do not
provide the degree of control to rule out otheeralative explanations (Uy, Foo, &
Aguinis, 2010). One advantage of this study tha&gjthens causal inferences is that we
investigated lagged effects of affective states ahdnges in affect from noon to
afternoon on work engagement. However, recipragationships between the variables
cannot be ruled out. For example, if work engagdnnemigh, it might be easier to
down-regulate negative affect and up-regulate peséffect. Hence, work engagement
might have also been the cause of affect-regulapmocesses and not only their
consequence. Future studies need to clarify theataelationships between affective
states and work engagement by using experimentdi stesigns (Spencer, Zanna, &
Fong, 2005).

There are some important avenues for future relSetimat follow from this
study. First, the study did not address the is$i®w people regulate affective states in
order to show work engagement. People can dowrlaegmegative affect and up-
regulation positive affect through different medhat can be explicit or implicit. The
initiation and implementation of explicit strategieof affect regulation requires

conscious effort. By constrast, implicit strategbesur outside of a person’s awareness
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and do not draw form the limited resources of tbascious mind (Baumann, et al.,
2007; Gyurak, Gross, & Etkin, 2011). For instantlee construct of action-state

orientation refers to individual differences in ilef affect regulation (Baumann, et al.,

2007; Koole & Jostmann, 2004). Under stressful daethanding conditions, action-

oriented people down-regulate negative affect apgegulate positive affect more

efficiently than state-oriented people. The lateperience persisting negative affective
states (Koole & Jostmann, 2004). When negativecaffeenduring and not effectively

regulated, energetical resources may be depletbds fesults in a physical and

psychological state of exhaustion and negativelpaots health and well-being in the
long turn (Gross & John, 2003; Kuhnel, et al., 20Muraven & Baumeister, 2000).

Longitudinal and experimental studies are needeextmine the interplay of explicit

and implicit means of affect regulation and theffeeiveness in leveraging the

beneficial and miniziming the detrimental conseqgeof negative affect.

Second, regulation strategies used by employeesvargybetween people from
different cultural backgrounds due to cultural eliéinces in the norms for experiencing
and expressing affective states (Eid & Diener, 200&sumoto, 2006). Negative affect
may more likely be positively related to work engagnt under conditions of high self-
efficacy in Western cultures but not in Easterriurels where people tend not to change
the status quo based on individual decisions beitnaore likely to adapt to the given
situation (Chang, 1996; Matsumoto, 2006). Futuseaech needs to look into this issue.

Third, future research needs to examine other bamynzbnditions that influence
the regulation of affective states and their conseges for work engagement. For
example, for people with personal resources othan tself-efficacy (e.g., resilience,
optimism) or external resources (e.g., job contoofjanizationl support, psychological
safety), the relationship between negative affadtwaork engagement might be positive
despite of low levels of self-efficacy. In contratste relationship might be negative for
people low in compensating personal and exterrsdurees (Hobfoll & Leiberman,
1987; Westman, Hobfoll, Chen, Davidson, & Laskip20 Accordingly, Kihnel et al.
(2011) showed that on days with high job contriohet pessure as a job demand which
can elicit negative affect, was beneficial for woehgagement whereas it was
detrimental for work engagement on days with lojgbrcontrol.

Finally, an interesting avenue for future resedochnore systematically examine

the affective shift process would be to investigapecific work events as external
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antecedents of the affective shift process thairently effect work engagement

transmitted through affective reactions (Weiss &anzano, 1996). For instance, Bach
and Fisher’s (2000) events-emotions matrix reve#bad negative events such as task
problems, lack of control, acts of colleagues armhagement have a strong impact on

negative affective states (e.g., feeling angerexiried or frustrated).
Practical implications and conclusion

We propose that organizations and supervisors hanee work engagement of
employees by strengthening their self-efficacyf-8#lcacy benefits form clear work
roles and from the development of skills that aezassary to perform effectively.
People who feel capable in handling their work iare better able to regulate affective
states such that work engagement increases. Huasarce practices need to pay
attention to competency development in employebeuld emphasize learning and
development, identify skill and competency gaps pravide customized training and
performance feedback on a regular basis. Bandug®7(12000) proposed that
employees can benefit from approaches that incrigeséeliefs they hold about their
capabilities in given situations and their skillsdacompetencies. Guided mastery
experiences gained through effort and ability ardefrom setbacks strengthens self-
efficacy and provides an effective way of cultingticompetencies in employees
(Bandura, 1997, 2000). Also, positive environmentanditions at work and
organizational support can strengthen one's sélfeefy (Bandura, 2000; Gardner &
Pierce, 1998).

In conclusion, the present experience samplingysadtls to the literature on
work engagement and self-regulation by showing ske#tefficacy regarding a person’s
work role operates through the regulation of affecstates in how it influences work
engagement. People high in self-efficacy regulffiecive states more effectively than
people low in self-efficacy. Hence, it is the ity of positive affect, negative affect
and self-efficacy as a personal resource thatenftes daily work engagement.
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STUDY 3

What Makes Us Happy, Angry, Content or Worried? Deelopment
and Validation of a Work Events Taxonomy Using Conept Mapping
Methodology

4.1 Abstract

Affective events theory (AET) highlights the impamte of work events as
antecedents of distinct emotions, attitudes andkwbehavior. However, when
reviewing the literature it becomes evident thawv fattempts have been made to
systematically classify positive and negative wevients. The aim of this study was to
develop a comprehensive taxonomy of work eventprtwvide a common frame of
reference for future research. Further, we aimesgkfidain what constitutes an affective
event by accounting for the appraisal dimensionesds satisfaction. We used concept
mapping methodology as a qualitative approach &byaa our data on work events.

In three daily diary studies, 218 employees repo®®9 positive and 383
negative work events. We identified four positivedaseven negative event clusters.
Each event cluster showed a unique relationship distinct affective states, mostly
also when controlling for trait affect and the oceace of events without clustering.
The results support the validity of our taxonomiisTstudy contributes to the previous
literature by refining AET and through providingcamprehensive yet parsimonious
classification of both positive and negative worlemts. Future research can use the
taxonomy to more differentially investigate relaiships proposed in AET, and work-

related consequences of affect.
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4.2 Introduction

Affective experiences are present everywhere itydde. They range from
pride when accomplishing an important task to angeen having to talk to a rude
customer, from enjoyment in pleasant activitiedrtstration when goal progress is
lacking. The pervasiveness of affective experieniceslso reflected in numerous
research approaches dealing with emotion-elicitengents such as psychological
contract breach (Conway & Briner, 2002), goal pesgr (Zohar, Tzischinski, &
Epstein, 2003), positive and negative feedback d&tu& DeNisi, 1996), and stress at
work and at home (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & S8icly, 1989; Kanner, Coyne,
Schaefer, & Lazarus, 1981) to name just a few pmemti examples. Affective events
are defined as “things [that] happen to people ankwsettings” (Weiss & Cropanzano,
1996, p. 11) to which “people react emotionally”.

Although in each of these research approaches, lkedge is gained of how the
appraisal of specific events relate to affectivgpaziences and in turn to important
outcomes such as job attitudes and job performahealth and well-being, and
behavior towards significant others, a comprehengiicture of the kind of events
frequently occurring in the workplace, and of thrmmbined rather than specific effects
is lacking. In reviewing the literature on events antecedents of affect in the
workplace, Brief and Weiss (2002) noted that a latkheoretical frame of reference
hinders progress in this field. More knowledge be kind of affective events that
frequently occur in work settings is needed to\degpecific propositions how stable
work features are linked to the occurrence of &ffecstates (Weiss & Cropanzano,
1996). Furthermore, a better prediction of thetj@nd possibly interactive effects of
both positive and negative work events will be gmes Knowing about the occurrence
and consequences of affective events has impantgatications for theorizing about the
antecedents of affect-driven behavior such as hglpr developing novel ideas.

The aim of the present study is to provide a frafeeference for future studies
to build on by a) establishing a comprehensive narwy of workplace events, b)
examining the relevance of the cognitive dimensieeds satisfaction that determines
the occurrence of work events, and c) showing emdeof the validity of this
taxonomy. We will first describe the nature of affee experience and outline the
propositions of AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996).&hen a literature review we will
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then describe limitations in previous studies ofrkvevents before we describe the
approach used in this study.

Affective experiences

The umbrella term of affective experiences coveoghbshort-term discrete
emotions and longer lasting mood states (Forga85;1%/eiss & Cropanzano, 1996).
Current theoretical frameworks integrate the apghaaf circumplex models developed
by mood researchers and the focus on discrete ensofiVeiss & Cropanzano, 1996).
Whereas emotions are more strongly linked to thpraapal of causal events or
objectives and are more specific for a certain eyemnjda, 1993; Weiss & Cropanzano,
1996), mood states may result from the appraisehtbier mildly positive and negative
events (Morris & Schnurr, 1989) or develop fromeanotional state when the causing
event or objective is no longer salient (Frijda93p Work events are related to discrete
affective states which differ in hedonic qualitydam the level of activation. In this
paper, we explore the relationship between worktsvand five distinct affective states
from the affective circumplex: Anger and worry aghty activated negative affective
states, enthusiasm as an highly activated posaffeetive state, at rest as a deactivated
affective positive state, and exhaustion as a dedetl negative affective state.
Examining distinct affective states is an advantaggr approaches contrasting positive
and negative activating and deactivating affectabee affective states from the same
level of activation and valence can be differehtie¢lated to outcome variables (Lerner
& Keltner, 2000; Weiss, Suckow, & Cropanzano, 1999k base our assumptions on
the relationships between work events and affectitades on cognitive appraisal
theories that attribute the occurrence of affectitages to cognitive appraisal processes
that are initiated when individuals perceive objexg and events from the environment
(cf. Elfenbein, 2007; Lazarus, 1991; Weiss & Cragaano, 1996).

Affective events theory

According to AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), wodqd events elicit
affective states such as transient moods and ths@motions. The appraisal of
affective events is seen as an important mechabigwhich the work environment
impacts job attitudes such as job satisfaction, eérmits affect-driven behavior such as
helping. Furthermore, “work environments are seeiaving an indirect influence on

affective experience by making certain events, ogalmagined, more or less likely”
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(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996, p. 12). The work envitent refers to features of the job
such as autonomy, task variety, supervisory suppod job demands. In addition to the
strong influence of work events, personality disfiamss such as trait positive and
negative affect have a substantial impact on distffective states according to AET.
Affective states will directly influence work atides and in turn both attitudes and
affective states determine behavioral responses.

Only few studies have tested the core propositibnaffective events as
mechanisms in the relationship between featurdbeojob and job attitudes (Weiss &
Beal, 2005). Some studies have tested propositbAET without assessing affective
events. For example, Weiss and colleagues (19989esth that daily affective
experiences (averaged across the days of the sfudg)ct job satisfaction over and
above dispositional affect and beliefs about onpefs Fisher (2002) examined stable
antecedents of affective experiences and showedatin@easure of job characteristics
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976), and dispositional positiaffect predicted average
momentary affect while role conflicts and dispasial negative affect predicted
average momentary negative affect.

Other studies that focused on workplace eventserdiffidely in the way
affective events were assessed and analyzed (seer&view below). One reason for
this fact is the relative muteness of AET about tiaure of affective events. No
specific propositions about which kind of eventgielpositive or negative affective
states are formulated. AET has therefore been ctemized as a “macrostructure”
instead of a testable theory (Weiss & Beal, 2002)p

Review of empirical studies on daily work events

To look for studies to be integrated in the prediggriature review, we did an
electronic search in the PsycINFO and Google Sclualtabases. We gathered relevant
articles on “work events* that were identified Inetdatabases. We also screened the
respective reference lists for further studiesalfyn a total of 14 studies are included in
our review” From the studies included it becomes clear thbad range of work
events were assessed: Anger and pride-elicitingte\(&randey, Tam, & Brauburger,
2002), stressful events (Elfering et al., 2005jdfdt al., 2003), positive and negative

“ A table providing an overview of our literatureview on affective events with details regarding the
sample, assessment of work events and resultiegaaés for the respective study can be provided by
the authors upon request.
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interpersonal interactions (Dimotakis, Scott, & awan, 2011), goal-disruptive and
goal-enhancing events (Zohar, et al., 2003), toepust a few. In sum, there seems to
be lack of consensus what kind of events can beepinalized as affective events, and
what kind of affective events are worth examining.

From our review it becomes evident that the resgltategories of events are
based on researchers’ theoretical assumptionsrardations (stress and occupational
health; emotions; self-regulation). This procedsrenfortunate because the same event
may be coded differently in these taxonomies. Glerdhe example of an employee
being hindered in executing a task because the gtanpquipment is failing. In terms
of self-regulation (Zohar, et al., 2003), this evisrcoded as a goal-disruptive event. In
terms of stress research, this would be an orgaomned problem (Elfering, et al., 2005),
and in terms of emotions an anger-eliciting evepécifically a task interference
(Grandey, et al., 2002) or job incompetence (F&n2600). Finally, in terms of
psychological contracts, this event could be cleegkas psychological contract breach
(N. Conway, personal communication, August 30, 2@dnway & Briner, 2002).

Positive work events were less often the subjecatégorization, but a similar
argument applies here as well: A co-worker praisingndividuals’ work would either
be coded as a positive interaction with a co-wolREmotakis, et al., 2011), or as a
pride-eliciting event, specifically performance deack (Grandey, et al., 2002), or as
exceeded promises in terms of psychological contitaeory (N. Conway, personal
communication, August 30, 2011; Conway & BrinerQ2)) Clearly, the use of different
labels for the same event hinders integration radifigs. Thus, knowledge about what
kinds of work events elicit affective experienceswanulates only slowly.

Knowledge about the nature of work events is alsw $0 accumulate because
there is no accepted method of assessing work vAstone approach to study work
events, questions with an open response format haga used (Fuller, et al., 2003;
Grandey, et al., 2002). The responses to theseigugsvere either coded into different
categories (see examples above), or positive (gathe) events as unitary concepts
(Gross et al., 2011). In essence, in studies udiigy unitary approach, there is an
implicit assumption that all forms of positive (ige) events will have the same effect
on employees’ affective experiences, well-beingatr attitudes. This assumption is
questionable however. For example, Gross and cpleEsadraw on Hobfoll's (1989)

conservation of resources theory, and stipulaterdsmurces are built in positive events
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that can be used when negative events occur. Howeue all resources are equally
effective in dealing with negative events. In sdressearch, the triple match principle
(De Jonge & Dormann, 2003; De Jonge & Dormann, RQ@i6poses a distinction

between three dimensions of stressors, resourecestains: A cognitive-informational

dimension, an emotional dimension, and a physicaédsion (for a similar distinction

see Brief & Weiss, 2002; and Shirom, 2011). Thusedaon the differentiation of

resources and stressors, it seems likely thatititedd resources built in positive events
needs to be differentiated. For example, positivents involving social interactions

might build resources that help buffer againsteéfects of negative events involving
social interactions. To be able to test this assiompa better differentiation of work

events is needed. The assumption of events agyiacepts is also questionable in
light of findings that some subtypes of eventsratated to affective experiences while
others are not (Miner et al., 2005). Thus, a d#fidtiated account of positive and
negative events is likely to yield better predin8af affective experiences.

AET suggests that affective events are relatedidorete emotions. However,
based on our review of studies it seems that #lationship has rarely been tested.
Researchers have instead mostly focused on th&orships with hedonic tone,
positive and negative mood (Conway & Briner, 20D2notakis, et al., 2011; Miner,
Glomb, & Hulin, 2005), or on fatigue (Elfering, &, 2005; Zohar, et al., 2003). Other
focused on specific emotion-eliciting events iratiein to the discrete emotions of anger
and pride (Fitness, 2000; Grandey, et al., 2002) did not test their relationships with
other affective states. Only rarely does a studyonte relationships with multiple
affective states from the circumplex such as fedeeling content (for an exception see
Mignonac & Herrbach, 2004). Examining the full rengf the affective circumplex
could lead to important insights. For example, mkmnewledge could be gained of
which kind of positive events counteract the efextnegative events.

Taken together, previous studies on positive arghtinee work events differ
widely in the way specific events were categorizel assessed. Furthermore, the
unitary approach to assess positive or negativatsevegas some disadvantages, and a
differentiated assessment is likely to yield nowelights. Finally, the focus on single
affective states as outcomes combined with unigupecaches to assess affective work

events makes it difficult to integrate study finglsn This lack of integration complicates
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the comparison of results across studies, and mialdficult to derive conclusions
about the validity of the assumptions of AET conaay the role of affective events.
Events-emotions matrix

A first systematic and widely recognized approagictlassifying work events
was supplied by Basch and Fisher (2000). The asitleveloped an events-emotions
matrix that represents the relationship betweeramegtional events and resulting
emotional experiences mentioned by study parti¢gpatD1l employees retrospectively
described 332 positive and 404 negative eventstliegthad “recently” experienced at
work and that caused ten specified emotions (B&sEtsher, 2000, p. 6). Work events
mentioned by participants were classified into gates by the researchers based on an
existing incident classification system suggested Hitner, Booms, and Tetreault
(1990). Fourteen categories of positive job evantsthirteen categories of negative job
events emerged from the analysis. The events-ensoti@atrix provides a valuable first
attempt to classify affective events. However, Wk that the approach used in this
study had some limitations. First, study particisacompleted the questionnaire only
once referring to work events in the past. Becaidbe retrospective report, memory
distortions about the nature of events are possi#eond, for the most part the events-
emotions matrix is based on a preliminary clasgiion scheme. The adoption of
preexisting classification schemes, however, may @ classification results that do
not match the reality of respondents who mentiometk events but are biased due to
researchers’ expectations (Jackson & Trochim, 200i2glly, because participants had
to describe a recent work event that caused orteno$pecified emotions, they had to
focus on only one particular emotion when reporimgevent. Grandey et al. (2002)
challenged this approach by stating that it doed atlow for the complex concurrence
of multiple and conflicting emotions” (p. 33).

Our study intends to tackle the limitations mentéidn To develop a
comprehensive taxonomy of positive and negativekvewents we collected reports of
work events in a heterogeneous sample of employleeseduce memory distortion,
these reports were collected twice daily. The dbjef this study was to gather an in-
depth understanding of the occurrence and affectwsequences of work events and to
develop a comprehensive taxonomy to provide a comiraone of reference for future
research. In order to explore these research gunesive applied a qualitative approach

to examine work events using concept mapping meibgg. Furthermore, to provide
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evidence for the validity of the taxonomy we examdinthe relationships of the
occurrence of positive and negative work eventgdsitive and negative affective
states.

AET posits that the appraisal of work events isimportant mechanism by
which the work environment impacts affect, attitsided behavior. However, previous
categorizations of work events did not sufficienthtegrate the role of appraisal
dimensions in the development and interpretatiortheir classifications. Although
Basch and Fisher (2000) noticed the relevance faggal and evaluation processes for
the determination of affective events, they did examine these dimensions in detail.
Our study contributes by examining one specificrajgal dimension as an important
mechanism that determines the perception of affectrork events. Specifically, we
examine the role of basic psychological needseraippraisal of an event.

Development of hypotheses

Based on previous research, we expect to find pteltategories of positive and
negative events that are related to discrete afecttates. We base our events
taxonomy and relationships with affective states cognitive appraisal theories of
emotions (e.g., Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 1988), andthe relevance of basic
psychological needs for well-being (Deci & Ryan,0@R According to cognitive
appraisal theories, affective states are the redudtsequence of appraisal processes or
stimulus appraisal checks along sequential apprdisgnsions that are initiated when
individuals perceive objectives and events from #émironment (Elfenbein, 2007;
Scherer, 2001). It is the psychological meaningvofk events that matters for the
individual, not the occurrence of an event per se.

Appraisal processes can sometimes be deliberatetheyt usually proceed
without conscious awareness (Elfenbein, 2007; Eiffw& Scherer, 2003). The first
appraisal dimension is novelty: Individuals confifaavaluate novel events that happen
in their environment and that attract attentibarther dimensions of appraisal include
pleasantness of a stimulus, relevance to needsgaal$, and potential for coping,
followed by others that are based on the resultthéoprevious appraisal steps (cf.
Elfenbein, 2007; Frijda, 1993; Scherer, 1988). histstudy, we focus on the
conduciveness of an event to the satisfaction etfisdecause appraisal researchers see
this as the most important dimension (cf. Ellswo&Scherer, 2003). Although the
various theoretical approaches differ in the numdfeand the labels used for appraisal
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dimensions, the importance of needs and goalshiappraisal of events is a central
dimension in most appraisal theories (cf. Ellswo&hScherer, 2003). For instance,
Scherer (2001) proposes that individuals checkdheyance or importance of an event
for the hierarchy of needs such that an eventdggd to be relevant if it results in
outcomes that affect fundamental psychological seédthe approach developed by
Lazarus (1991), the motivational relevance of goahgruence and goal content is
inherent in the dimension of primary appraisal, &aseman (2001) uses the term
motive consistency for this appraisal dimension.

When an individual appraises an event, the evalnaif need relevance is based
on those needs that are currently high in the iddads’ priority. According to self-
determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & De&900), there are three basic
psychological needs that exist in all individuasvarying degrees and that have high
priority when threatened. Threeed for autonomsefers to the capability to control one’s
behavior and to engage in behavior that is congisté&h the integrated sense of the
self. The need for competenceefers to the experience of personal mastery and
engagement in challenges. Tieed for relatednes®fers to the need to feel connected
to others and to form stable interpersonal relatiqus. Several studies have shown that
the satisfaction of these basic psychological needmked to health and well-being
whereas well-being is impaired when autonomy, cderpg, or relatedness are
threatened (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Reis, Sheldon, Ga®tscoe, & Ryan, 2000). Given
that well-being includes positive affective expade and the absence of negative affect,
it seems likely that affective work events are elsterized by the potential (or lack of
potential) to fulfill basic human needs.

Based on cognitive appraisal theories, we assurae that the appraisal of
affective work events is related to the fulfillmesftthese basic psychological neefs.
event is perceived to be positive if it is judgedbe relevant for the fulfillment of at
least one of the three basic needs currently mgsriority (Ellsworth & Scherer, 2003;
Scherer, 1988). Conversely, an event is perceivecdemative if it is appraised as
hindering the satisfaction of needs that are higpriority.

Hypothesis 1a: Positive work events are characterized by a piatletd fulfill

basic psychological needs.

Hypothesis 1b: Negative work events are characterized by therhimze of

fulfillment of basic psychological needs.
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Hypothesis 2: Positive work events are related to positive aifecstates.

Hypothesis 3: Negative work events are related to negative affestates.

While AET proposes a moderating and cumulativecefté dispositional affect
on the relationship between work events and affec8tates, cognitive appraisal
theories assume that the processes are generalaaiolss persons. Hence, we suppose
that the relationship between affective events afidctive states is relatively
independent of individuals’ disposition affect @llorth & Scherer, 2003; Weiss &
Cropanzano, 1996). Thus, evidence of validity & tlixonomy of work events can be
shown when the taxonomy leads to prediction ofctiffe states better than would be
possible by trait affect alone.

Hypothesis 2a: The positive relationship between specific positiork events

and positive affective states will also be sigmifit when controlling for trait

positive affect.

Hypothesis 3a: The relationship between specific negative workngs will also

be significant when controlling for trait negatiatect.

Furthermore, as outlined above, there are reasonguestion the unitary
approach to work events that implies homogenediestsfof all positive (or negative)
events on affective states. Thus, we expect thierdrt categories of positive (or
negative) events to have unique effects on affecstates over and above the mere
occurrence of positive (or negative) work eventhauit clustering.

Hypothesis 2b: The positive relationship between specific worlereg and

positive affective states will also be significamhen controlling for the

occurrence of positive events without clustering.

Hypothesis 3b: The positive relationship between specific negatiork events

and negative affective states will also be sigaificwhen controlling for the

occurrence of negative work events without clustgri
The method of concept mapping

Concept mapping is an appropriate methodology falyaing data gathered
through open-ended questionnaires (Jackson & TmgcRD02). It combines statistical
analysis with participants’ judgments to createcemtually related categories by using
multidimensional scaling and cluster analysis aplaatory analytical techniques.

Compared to alternative methods for analyzing tpitale data, concept mapping has
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several advantages: There are no forced categasgifitations that are pre-established
by the researcher. Rather, sorters involved incihrecept mapping create their own
categories based on their understanding and indiderspective. Sorters are
instructed to create groups based on the thematiasty of the statements that have
to be sorted and classified. Hence, the final diaafons are based on the mental
models of the sorters and not biased due to rdse@‘cexpectations (Jackson &
Trochim, 2002; Kane, Trochim, & Trochim, 2007).drder to account for disagreement
in sorters’ judgments, they are statistically aggted afterwards. The combination of
sorters’ judgment and exploratory statistical asialyallows one to gain a picture of
individuals’ understandings of work events categ®rand to include this knowledge
into statistical analyses (Jackson & Trochim, 2002)
We aimed to develop a comprehensive taxonomy ofkwements that can

provide a conceptual checklist of types of positwvel negative work events in future
studies. Thus, for our research question that wpkmtory in nature the approach of

concept mapping was especially useful.
4.3 Method
Procedure

We build the classification taxonomy on a data bafstaree online daily diary
studies. Data came from 218 full-time employeeskimgy in different branches and
professions. The only requirement for participaiiothe diary studies was access to the
internet during working time.

In Study 1 N = 114 participants) and Study ¥ € 41), data were collected over
the course of two work weeks. Work events and &ffecstates were assessed both in
the noon and the afternoon questionnaire. In S8y = 63), data were collected over
the course of four work days. Whereas work even&ewassessed in the noon
guestionnaire only, affective states were assassté afternoon questionnaire. Before
attending to the daily questionnaires, participantall three studies completed one
general online questionnaire to measure demographi@bles, trait negative and

positive affect and other more trait-like concepts.
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Sample

The overall sample included 126 men (58%) and 9thero (42%). Mean age
was 38.88 yearsSD = 9.89 years) with a range from 18 to 62 yearstelms of
educational background, five (2.4%) participantsl lea German general education
degree, 48 (22.4%) had a middle school degree282%) had a high school degree,
82 (38.3%) had a university diploma, and 17 (7.9%g a doctoral degree. On average,
participants had 16.71 yeaiSOy= 10.59 years) of professional experience withragea
from six months to 41 years. Participants heldréetsaof jobs in different branches and
organizations such as engineers, administrativestasts in public administration,
commercial clerks, design draftsmen, physiciang assistant medical technicians,
software engineers or specialists in informatiooht®logy. The diversity of these

samples helps us to generalize our findings a@eesle variety of occupations.
Measures
Daily online questionnaire

Because the same daily diary questionnaires hae wompleted between eight
and 20 times, adapted scales and single item nmesaswere used in order not to
overburden participants (Bolger, Davis, & Rafa2D03; Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, &
Zapf, 2010).

Positive and negative work evenBarticipants were instructed to note whether
they had experienced certain events at work thaey trerceived as being positive or
negative during the last hours before completirgggbestionnaire (dichotomous item:
yes/no for positive and negative events separatBlgjticipants were then required to
briefly describe their positive or negative workeats in an open question format. The
wording for positive events was as follows: “Duritige last hours, did you experience
an event or a certain situation at work that yorc@eed to be positive (e.g., receiving
praise or appreciation; solving a work-related probor attaining a work goal)? If yes,
what was the event about? Please describe thist éwegily.” The instruction for
negative events had the following wording: “Duritige last hours, did you experience
an event or a certain situation at work that yorcgged to be negative (e.g., coming
into conflict with someone; receiving a bad newsperiencing technical problems at
work)? If yes, what was the event about? Pleaseritbesthis event briefly.” In the first

daily questionnaire at noon, participants reporexk events they had experienced
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since the beginning of the working day. In the sec@uestionnaire, participants

reported work events they had experienced duriegtithe period between noon and
afternoon (in Studies 1 and 3). Participants’ resps typically comprised one sentence
or statement per work event mentioned. Altogetl®8 employees reported and

described 559 positive and 383 negative work ev@ntstal of 942 events).

Positive and negative affective statds. all three studies we assessed the
positive activating affective state “enthusiastarid the negative activating affective
states “worried” and “angered”. In Study 1, we atseasured the deactivating affective
states “at rest” and “exhausted”. Participants datiee extent to which they had
experienced these affective states during the Hasirs just before filling out the
questionnaire on a scale ranging frormdat(at al) to 5 extremely. In Studies 1 and 2,
affective states were measured in both the noontlaadafternoon questionnaire. In
Study 3, affective states were assessed in theafie questionnaire only.

The use of single-item measures is common in dhdyy studies where brevity
is important (Ong, Bergeman, Bisconti, & Wallac@08&). Advantages of single-item
measures are that they are easily understood Hicipants and brief to administer
(Larsen & Fredrickson, 1999). As we were interestedlistinct affective states that
consist of concrete singular attributes, singleziteeasures are found to be sufficient in
this case (Rossiter, 2002).

General online questionnaire

Demographic variablesGender and age were measured with one item each.

Positive and negative trait affecio be able to control for the influence of trait
affect, the German translation of MacKinnon etsa{1999) short version of the positive
and negative affect scales (Watson, Clark, & Telilegl988) was used to measure
positive and negative trait affect. Coefficient rpranged from .70 to .79 for the

positive trait affect scale and from .72 to .82ttoe negative trait affect scale.
Analyses

To develop the classification typology we used ¢tbacept mapping approach
which consists of the following five steps (JackswnTrochim, 2002; Kane, et al.,
2007):

(a) Determination of the units of analysis. The researchers need to ensure that a unit of

analysis consists of one statement containing onky concept or idea (work event in
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our case). Single-concept statements are seleatkdvatten on cards for the sorting
process.

(b) Participants sort units of analysis into groups of similar concepts. According to
Jackson and Trochim (2002) and Kane et al. (200i8)recommended to have at least
10 sorters who do the sorting of concepts indivilguégsorters can create as many
groups as they regard as reasonable — the numlgeogbs specified is unlimited. The
only two constraints are that sorters are not akbwo create a “miscellaneous” group
and they cannot put all events in one group. Sotteen have to name each of their
groups based on the content that is representide irespective group.

(c) Performing a multidimensional scaling analysis (MDS) of the sorted data. Sorters’
individual judgments are aggregated and representdistance matrix form. This is a
binary square matrix with rows and columns représgrstatements which results by
adding sorters’ individual sortings together. Frahmt aggregated matrix, MDS
estimates distances between the statements ortigbgeto explain them in terms of
underlying dimensions (Kane, et al., 2007). OveMdIDS arranges the statements in a
space with any number of dimensions in order tovarat a configuration that best
approximates the observed distances. The distameediagramed in a map where each
statement is represented by a point. Distancesdest\woints represent how similar the
statements are judged to be by the sorters. Annt@postatistic in MDS is the stress
index that helps to evaluate how well a particidanfiguration of statements can
reproduce the observed distance matrix (Kruskal &h/N1978). Whereas a low stress
value suggests a good overall fit between the inpatrix and the matrix gathered
through MDS, a high stress value implies that thera greater discrepancy such that
the map does not represent the input data wellosliieg to Kane et al. (2007) stress
values that represent a good fit are in the rargevden 0.205 and 0.365. The number
of underlying dimensions of the investigated olgebiat are finally chosen depends on
balancing the interpretability of the solution &hd evaluation of the stress index.

(d) Performing a cluster analysisto identify a final cluster solution. In order to decide
on the final number of clusters that represent pprapriate solution for the data a
cluster analysis is performed based on the pointseoMDS map. Cluster analysis is an
exploratory data analysis tool which aims at grogpobjects of similar kind into

categories and developing taxonomies by organinbgerved data into meaningful
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structures (Kane, et al., 2007; Romesburg, 2004g dutput of cluster analysis is
represented in a dendrogram (tree structure).

(e) Naming the clusters. Labels for the final clusters need to be deterohibased on
the names the original sorters had given to theiugs of concepts and based on the

researchers judgments of the label that best repteshe respective cluster.
Application of concept mapping analysis to our data

In our study, we followed these five steps. We ecesl the work events
mentioned by participants in the diary studies andured that each report consists of
only one event. From the 590 positive and 383 megatork events, we randomly
chose 70 positive and 70 negative events for cdnegpping. A larger amount of
events was not possible to choose due to dataragristof the program we used for the
concept mapping proceduré4Sort Beta version 1.8) (Dong, Martin, & Waldo, 2001).
EZSortis an automated and freely accessible sorting ttwadl was developed by IBM.
EZSortincludes twapackagestsort provides an interface for the sorting procedur an
EZCalcanalyzes the sorting data gathered ftdsort. As a limitation howeverzZSort
cannot work with item sets of larger than 70 itefach of the respective 70 positive
and negative work events was written on a smatl éarthe sorting process.

Twenty-eight students of psychology participated sasters in our study.
Fourteen of them sorted the positive events, lfedathe negative events. Students
were invited into the laboratory, they were thestincted to individually sort the given
work events into groups based on conceptual siityil&and to name each of their
groups. Sorters’ individual judgments were enten¢a the concept mapping toblsort
in order to prepare for data analy€tZCalcanalyzed the sort data gathered fridsort
by aggregating the individual sortings of each esofbor positive and negative events
separately (Dong, et al., 200BZCalcthen represents the data in distance matrix form.
In our study, this distance matrix is a 70 x 7Cabynsquare matrix (columns and rows
represent work events) that contains the aggreghs¢éaince judgments by adding all of
the 28 judgments together. Multidimensional scaliMpS) was applied from the
aggregated distance matrix by using ALSCAL algonitivhich is implemented in SPSS
(for further information see Borg & Groenen, 20085)DS can detect meaningful
underlying dimensions that allow explaining obsdrveistances between the

investigated work events.
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Basic needs rating

Six graduate students that have not been involwetia sorting process before
rated the extent to which the three basic psychcdbgeeds (need for competence,
need for autonomy, need for relatedness) were abtefor each of the respective four
positive event clusters and the extent to whiclsehtiree basic needs were threatened
by the occurrence of each of the seven negativet@hesters. Rating was done on a 4-
point scale ranging from het at all relevantpr (not at all threatenedto 4 extremely
relevant)or (extremely threatengdFurther, the students indicated how confidepl/th
felt with their ratings for each of the work evetiister on a 5-point scale ranging from

1 (not at all confidentjo 5(extremely confideint
4.4 Results
Multidimensional scaling analysis (MDS)

To determine underlying dimensions of the objectibased on the aggregated
distance matrix of the 28 sorters, distances beatweese statements were estimated by
using MDS (Izenman, 2008). As recommended by Kanal.e(2007), we analyzed
several dimensional solutions ranging from one disien to three dimensions and
evaluated whether a particular solution was apjeitgarResearchers tend to prefer two
dimensional solutions that can be more easily pmeted and are the most useful
foundation for the cluster analysis that followseafards (Kane, et al., 2007; Kruskal
& Wish, 1978). Finally, for the positive events wkose a two-dimensional solution
that had a stress index of 0.246 suggesting a §jbedth the data. For the negative

events we chose a two-dimensional solution thatahstless index of 0.267.
Cluster analysis

In order to identify a final cluster solution, weerformed hierarchical
agglomerative cluster analysis of the multidimenalcscaling coordinates using SPSS
(Kane, et al., 2007; Romesburg, 2004). As a linkaggeto decide on when two clusters
can be linked together we used Ward's method wnetiuates the distances between
clusters based on an analysis of variance testm@de the final decision on the number
of conceptual clusters by looking at the clustenditegrams resulting from cluster
analysis and decided on the kind of classificatltat seems logical. Importantly, there
IS no single "correct” number of clusters but tleeision is based on human judgment
and depends on the level of specificity that igrédgKane, et al., 2007).
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For positive events, six clusters were found. Qertbusters were conceptually
similar enough to merge: Two of the clusters comdistatements on goal attainment,
problem solving and personal success related tadhepletion of work tasks (e.g., for
one cluster: “I successfully completed the preliamynwork for my supervisor”; “Hold a
successful presentation®; “Attained the importagadline”, and for the other cluster: I
could contain a long-standing problem®; “Could &xsevere error”). Two other clusters
covered work events that contained the perceptiggersonal competence perceived in
social interactions such as talks or discussiorg, (Bor one cluster “I could exceed all
customer expectations”; “Assisted my supervisor fetidcompetent®, and for the other
cluster “The job interview with trainees worked ofime”; “The discussion with
colleagues on the phone was successful and cotigé&'))c Hence, we decided on a
four-cluster solution by putting conceptually sianiclusters together.

For negative events, a total of ten clusters vieved. Three clusters were
found to be conceptually similar enough to mergeahee they covered statements such
as overload, barriers that impede the completiogazfls and hindrances in order to
successfully complete work tasks (e.g., “too maiffeient tasks and projects that are
not solvable”; "acute lack of time* for one clusteflack of success due to a failure in
preparation®; “forgot one important step in the Wog process” for the second cluster,
and “frequent questions from colleagues and cust®niat impede my work®; “many
difficult and annoying calls from customers” foretlthird cluster). Further, two other
clusters were merged due to their common focus rdarrial organizational and
managerial problems affecting organizational clen&.g., “My colleague resigned
from his job due to problems with our supervisd&;colleague whom | recommended
quit his probation period after two days” for onester. “Received unfair criticism
from my supervisor”; “Problems with the managemeinthe company* for the second
cluster). Hence, for the negative events we decttlatl a seven-cluster solution was
reasonable. In sum, based on similarity in conteeneral clusters were merged which
resulted in four clusters for positive events aades clusters for negative events as a
final solution.

To determine a label that best represented theenbof the work event clusters,
two advanced graduate students not previously waeblin the study independently
examined the statements in each of the four peséind seven negative event clusters

and the names the original 28 sorters had givehdw sorted groups of events. They



4 — Study 3: Development and Validation of a WovleEs Taxonomy96

independently chose a label for each cluster. Tdmaeswas done by one of the
researchers. Consensus was reached by discussion.

Coding of remaining events

The remaining 489 positive and 313 negative worknév that could not be
included in the concept mapping procedure due pa@dy constraints of our concept
mapping tool were sorted into the eleven categdryesvo graduate students. For both
positive and negative work events inter-rater kgliiy was found to be Cohen’s
Kappa = .89 < 0.01). In sum, the two raters showed a substiaetiel of agreement.
For those few events the two student sorters deealgion, one of the researchers
decided on the final assignment to one of the eveaitegories.

Description of final cluster solution

The final classification typology gathered from tbencept mapping analysis
and examples for positive and negative work evergationed are presented in Table
4.1. Four clusters for positive work events weraggated. Altogether, 303 of the 559
reported positive events (54.20%) fall into thestdém of goal attainment, problem
solving, task-related successn example is “Solved a technical problem togethigh
a colleague”. The occurrence of this event clugeconsistent with the notion that
perceived performance, progress, or competence taskais related to positive affect
(Amabile & Kramer, 2011; Fisher & Noble, 2004) aisdsimilar in content to events
included in previous research (see Table 4.1).ikgiance, as stated in the literature on
goal-setting people tend to perceive a task to lmeenfavorable when they have
performed well compared to when they have failegetzh their goals (cf. Fisher, 2008;
Locke & Latham, 2002).

The second most frequently experienced form oftipesevents fall into the
cluster praise, appreciation, positive feedba@xample: “I was given credit by my
principal”) and were mentioned in 21.21% of all piee events. The content of this
cluster is consistent with the notion thratognizingis an important leader behavior
(Yukl, 2001), and events of this type have beetunhed frequently in previous studies
(under different labels, see Table 4.1).

Events that fall into the clustguerceived competence in or through social
interactions are reported in 16.99% of all positive everfesxample: “successful

teamwork”) The occurrence of this event cluster is consisiégtit the importance of
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social work design features (Grant et al., 2007mHdarey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson,
2007) and research showing that individuals intergith others to regulate their
emotions or to deal with stressful situations (2&i& Harris, 2005; Fritz, Lam, &
Spreitzer, 2011). Positive social interactions sashelping others at work are related
to the experience of energy and positive affecayBdra & Kwun, 2000). Interestingly,
this type of event has not been included in previmsearch in this specific form but
could have been subsumed under the label posiiisialsnteractions.

Passively experienced, externally determined p@sitexperienceswere
mentioned less frequently (7.69%). An example i®t“@ new job offer”. It is
conceivable that this type of event does not oé@quently or on a daily basis. Still,
the content of this event cluster is similar tor@gencluded in previous research (see
Table 4.1).

A total of seven clusters were generated for negativents. Events reported
most frequently were in the clusténindrances in goal attainment, obstacles in
completing work tasks, overlogdeported for 22.45%, example item is: “additional
strain due to new work tasks”). The content of ttiisster is similar to research on task-
related stressors in organizations, specificallgsstors in the regulation of actions (for a
review see Sonnentag & Frese, 2003) or hindrarleéecestressors (LePine, Podsakoff,
& LePine, 2005). Similar events have been includeguently in previous research (see
Table 4.1).

Events in the clusteconflicts and communication problemgere the second
most frequently occurring type of negative work mge (21.93%, example item:
“conflicts with a colleague”). The emergence ofstiluster reflects the importance of
conflicts in work settings for employees (De Dreiarink, & Van Vianen, 1999). This
importance is also reflected in previous studiesjdently including this type of event
(using different labels; see Table 4.1).

Technical difficulties, problems with work utensilsd equipmentvere reported
in 17.23% of all negative events. An example igHt@cal problems with the internet”.
This event cluster is again similar to regulatidistacles or hindrance-related stressors,
but more specifically related to (technical) equgm The emergence of this cluster is
consistent with the notion that technology is amlit@hal source of stress among
employees (Smith, Conway, & Karsh, 1999). This tgpevent has not been included

in previous research on affective events in thiscgg form. Events that fall into the
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cluster ofmanagerial and internal problems, organizationahw@tewere mentioned for
13.84% (example: “my colleague resigned from his”)joThis type of event has
frequently been included in previous research umdeyring labels (see Table 4.1).

The events in the clusteambiguity, insecurity, loss of contrdl11.49%,
example: “ambiguous task in a project”) are simtlarthe concept of role ambiguity
(Katz & Kahn, 1978), and have been included in jgnev research under different
labels (see Table 4.1). Events in the clublth problems and private issu@s57%,
example: “I suffer from stomach ache”) have beeantbin previous research (see
Table 4.1) but have been omitted from the analysg@sevious research due to content
overlap with well-being outcomes (van Eck, Nicolsofa Berkhof, 1998). The
emergence of this type of event may neverthelessf lrgerest in light of research on
work-home interference (Rothbard & Wilk, 2011).

Problems in interactions with clients or patierf&48%, example: “ineffective
conversation with a customer”) were reported lesguently. The emergence of this
type of event is consistent with previous reseamctcustomer-related social stressors
(Dormann & Zapf, 2004) and emotional labor (Grand2300). Table 4.1 also shows
that the relative frequencies with which each ev@aster occurred are similar across

the three diary studies.
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Results of concept mapping
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Absolute Relative
Cluster name Representative events mentioned frequency frequency Related concepts in previous Comments
of of studies
occurrence | occurrence
Goal attainment, problem “I met the deadline” 303 54.20% Goal-enhancing events (Zohar, ¢tFrequently studied;
solving, task-related success | “Had a successful presentation” al., 2003); related to positive affect
“Discussed and finished the agenda for|a Study 1: Perceived performance (Fisher & (Fisher & Noble, 2004;
workshop with colleagues* 56.53% Noble, 2004); Miner, et al., 2005; Zohar,
“Solved a technical problem together with Study 2: Self-acknowledgment (Grandey,| et al., 2003); pleasure and
a colleague* 50.00% 2000) ; comfort and low fatigue
“Finishing of a work task” Study 3: Successfully completed a project (Mignonac & Herrbach,
47.13% or task (Mignonac & Herrbach, | 2004)
2004);
Positive event related to work
(Miner, et al., 2005);
Achievement (Herzberg, 1966)
Praise, appreciation, positive | “received praise” 118 21.12% Positive event related to Frequently studied,;
feedback “my supervisor thanked me* supervisor or coworkers (Miner, | Related to hedonic tone
“received praise for being credible” Study 1: et al., 2005); (Miner, et al., 2005),
“I was given credit by the principal® 22.62% Received praise from supervisor pleasure, comfort and
Study 2: or coworker or award and tiredness (Mignonac &
5.41% acknowledgement of achievemenpterrbach, 2004)
Study 3: (Mignonac & Herrbach, 2004);
27.59% Feedback (Grandey, et al., 2002);

Feedback (Gaddis, Connelly, &
Mumford, 2004);
Recognition (Herzberg, 1965)
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Absolute Relative
Cluster name Representative events mentioned frequency frequency Related concepts in previous Comments
of of studies
occurrence | occurrence
Perceived competence in or | “Assisted my supervisor and felt 95 16.99% Daily positive interaction with Not specifically studied in
through social interactions competent* supervisor or coworker previous research but
“Was asked for help in a research project Study 1: (Dimotakis, et al., 2011); included in broader
by colleagues from another department| 16.83% Positive event related to category of positive social
“positive meeting, | was a best seller” Study 2: | supervisor or coworkers (Miner, | interactions;
“good conversation with a colleague* 20.27% et al., 2005); Related to positive affect
“successful teamwork* Study 3: Socio-emotional feedback (Dimotakis, et al., 2011)
14.94% (Grandey, 2000); and hedonic tone (Miner,
Work itself (Herzberg, 1965) et al., 2005);
Passively experienced, “was assigned to a new project leader* 43 7.69% Received a promotion (Mignona¢ Heterogeneous category
externally determined “service assignment in Spain” & Herrbach, 2004) ; that was included in
positive experiences “received a promotion* Study 1: Recognized potential (Grandey, jevarious ways in previous
“My colleague got a baby" 4.02% al., 2002); research;
“got a new job offer" Study 2: Responsibility and advancement Related to pleasure,
24.32% (Herzberg, 1966) comfort and tiredness
Study 3: (Mignonac & Herrbach,
10.34% 2004)
Hindrances in goal “acute lack of time* 86 22.45% Goal-disruptive events (Zohar, et Traditional work stressor;
attainment, obstacles in “too many different tasks and projects al., 2003); Related to hedonic tone
completing work tasks, that are not solvable* Study 1: Negative event related to work | (Miner, et al., 2005);
overload “errors when completing a task — thus, 21.01% (Miner, et al., 2005); negative mood (Bolger, et
additional expenses in working time* Study 2: Overload at work (Bolger, et al., | al., 1989); emotional
“additional strain due to new work tasks" 24.69% 1989); exhaustion and
“permanent questions from colleagues Study 3: Quantitative and qualitative depersonalisation (Zohar,
and costumers that impede my work" 25.00% overload (Elfering, et al., 2005); | 1997);

Time conflicts (Hahn, 2000);
Role overload (Zohar, 1997)

Anger-eliciting event
(Hahn, 2000)
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Absolute Relative
Cluster name Representative events mentioned frequency frequency Related concepts in previous Comments
of of studies
occurrence | occurrence
Conflicts and communication | “communication problems between the 84 21.93% Cooperation problems in Elfering Frequently studied;
problems female employees* et al., 2005; Related to negative mood
“an unjustified reproach from a Study 1: Personal attacks or incivility (Dimotakis, et al., 2011);
colleague* 23.95% (Grandey, et al., 2002); hedonic tone (Miner, et al
“an extremely negative discussion with an Study 2: Negative social interaction 2005); emotional
employee” 12.35% (Dimotakis, et al., 2011; van Eck, exhaustion and
“conflict with a colleague” Study 3: et al., 1998); depersonalisation (Zohar,
26.56% Negative event related to 1997)
coworker (Miner, et al., 2005);
Role conflict (Zohar, 1997);
Hostile communication and
inability to communicate
expectations (Hahn, 2000);
Interpersonal conflict with single
other person (Bolger, et al.,
1989);
Problems getting along with a
supervisor or coworker
(Mignonac & Herrbach, 2004);
Relations with peers (Herzberg,
1965)
Technical difficulties, “technical problems with the internet” 66 17.23% Goal-disruptive events (Zohar et| Related to negative affect
problems with work utensils | “the program crashed" al., 2003); and fatigue (Zohar, et al.,
and equipment “the components are damaged” Study 1. | Task interference (Grandey, et dl.2003) and hedonic tone
“parts of production dropped out for 19.33% 2002); (Miner, et al., 2005)
80%" Study 2: Negative event related to work
14.82% (Miner et al., 2005);
Study 3: Organizational problems
12.50% (Elfering, et al., 2005)
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Absolute Relative
Cluster name Representative events mentioned frequency frequency Related concepts in previous Comments
of of studies
occurrence | occurrence
Managerial and internal “an employee will leave the organization* 53 13.84% Unjust treatment and job See justice research
problems, organizational “my colleague resigned from his job* incompetence (Fitness, 2000);
climate “received unfair criticism from my Study 1: Social stressors (Elfering, et al.,
supervisor* 13.03% 2005);
“endless discussion at the meeting Study 2: Policy/structure (Grandey, et al.,
without satisfying results” 14.81% 2002);
“problems with the management of the Study 3: | Well-liked coworker left your
company” 15.63% work unit (Mignonac & Herrbach
2004);
Supervision (Herzberg, 1965)
Ambiguity, insecurity, loss of | “Chaos! There is no business strategy*” 44 11.49% Organizational problems in Traditional stressor, see
control “ambiguous task in a project” Elfering et al., 2005; concept of role ambiguity;
“A second payment reminder appeared Study 1: Policy/structure in Grandey et al|, Related to emotional
and nobody knows anything about it* 10.50% 2002; exhaustion and
Study 2: Unreliability (Hahn, 2000); depersonalisation (Zohar,
11.11% Role ambiguity (Zohar, 1997); | 1997)
Study 3: Company policy and
15.63% administration (Herzberg, 1965)
Health problems and “I come down with a cold" 29 7.57% Private life (Elfering, et al., Rarely subject of analyses
private issues “Have a hangover” 2005); excluded from the analyse
“I suffer from stomach ache* Study 1: Personal lives interfering with (van Eck, et al., 1998);
“received bad news about a relative” 5.04% work (Hahn, 2000); anger-eliciting event
“ineffective flat viewing" Study 2: Personal health (van Eck, et al.,| (Hahn, 2000)
19.75% 1998)
Study 3: Personal life (Herzberg, 1965)

1.56%
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Absolute Relative
Cluster name Representative events mentioned frequency frequency Related concepts in previous Comments
of of studies
occurrence | occurrence
Problems in interactions with | “had a phone call with a short-tempereg 21 5.48% Interpersonal conflict with a See also concept of
clients or patients customer* single other person (Bolger, et al..customer-related social
“ineffective conversation with a Study 1: 1989); stressor and research on
customer* 7.14% Personal attack or incivility by | emotion work;
Study 2: customer (Grandey, et al., 2002); Anger-eliciting event
2.47% Client dissatisfaction with service (Grandey, et al., 2002;
Study 3: (Hahn, 2000); Hahn, 2000);
3.13% Role conflict (Zohar, 1997) Related to emotional

exhaustion and
depersonalisation (Zohar,
1997);

Strongest predictor of
negative mood (Bolger, et

al., 1989)
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Test of hypotheses

Hypotheses la and 1b stated that positive worktsvare characterized by a
potential to fulfill basic psychological needs wha&s negative work events are
characterized by the hindrance of fulfillment ostzapsychological needs. To test these
hypotheses we evaluated whether the six raters eggrgstent in their ratings by using
intra-class coefficients for Likert items (ICC) (®ht & Fleiss, 1979). For all the eleven
event clusters the six raters were on average ratalgrto predominantly confident
regarding their rating?M = 3.40,SD= 0.42).

Inter-rater consistency across the positive evergters was ICC = .83. Hence,
the six raters were consistent in their evaluatinrthe needs that were relevant for each
of the respective positive event clusters. Foraimse, the raters consistently rated the
clustergoal attainment, problem solving, task-relatedcassto most likely fulfill the
need for competencéVi(= 4.00,SD = 0.00, ICC = .92) (see Table 4.2). The cluster
perceived competence in or through social interadiwas judged to consistently
(ICC = .89) fulfill the need for competencM (= 3.67,SD = 0.52) and the need for
relatednessM = 3.67,SD = 0.52). The clustepraise, appreciation, positive feedback
was most likely judged (ICC = .68) to fulfill theeed for competenceVvi( = 3.50,
SD = 0.84). However, forpassively experienced, externally determined p@siti
experienceshe raters were relatively consistent in theirleaton (ICC = .77) that this
cluster did neither fulfill the need for autononiy € 2.00,SD = 0.63), nor the need for
competenceM = 2.50,SD = 0.55) or for relatednesM (= 2.67,SD = 0.82). Hypothesis
la was largely supported. Three of the four pasitvent clusters were consistently
related to the conduciveness of basic psychologieatls.

Similarly, inter-rater consistency for the negatesents was satisfying with an
average ICC of .79. The only exception was the ewcarster health problems and
private issues(ICC = .02). Also, for events from this cluster,ettithree basic
psychological needs were rated to be low (see T&RBle This was also the case for the
clustertechnical difficulties, problems with work utensdad equipmentThe raters
were consistent (ICC = .89) that this cluster daither fulfill the need for autonomy
(M = 2.83,SD = 0.75), nor the need for competend& £ 2.83,SD = 0.98) or for
relatednessM = 1.17,SD = 0.41). Apart from these two exceptions, therabers were

consistent in their judgments on basic psycholdgieads that were threatened by the
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occurrence of the respective negative event ckistar instance, the clusteonflicts
and communication problemegas judged to consistently (ICC = .91) threatriked for
relatednessM = 4.00,SD = 00). Further, the raters consistently (ICC 5 joéged the
cluster ambiguity, insecurity, loss of contrab most likely threaten the need for
competenceM = 3.67,SD = 0.52) and the need for autonom € 3.33,SD = 0.82),
and less likely to be related to the need for eglaessNlI = 2.50,SD = 1.05). For more
results, see Table 4.2. Apart from the two eveunstelshealth problems and private
issuesandtechnical difficulties, problems with work utensilsd equipmentypothesis

1b was supported.
I nvestigating relationships between event clusters and distinct affective states

To test Hypotheses 2 and 3 and investigate thdiaethips between event
clusters and distinct affective states we usedaldbical linear regression analysis
(HLM 6; Raudenbush, Bryk, & Congdon, 2004) becaose data had a two-level
structure: Variables measured at the day-level Kwerents, affective states) were
nested within persons.

The results of testing Hypotheses 2 and 3 are septed in Table 4.2. The
relationships are based on correlation coefficientshe day-level (within-person level)
of analysis it = 830 observations; foat restand exhaustedn = 552) and represent
unstandardized parameter estimates from fixed-comfts HLM models with single
day-level predictors and no between-person levatliptors. In order to better evaluate
the strength of the relationships between work tsvand distinct affective states, we
calculated the amount of within-person variancelarpd in the outcome variable by
the respective event cluster as an effect size umed&) (Hofmann, Griffin, & Gavin,
2000).

Hypothesis 2 stipulated that positive events atated to positive affective
states. As can be seen in Table 4.2, all positwnteclusters are positively related to
the highly activated positive state ehthusiastic,with the event cluster ofjoal
attainment, problem solving and task-related suscehowing the strongest
relationship. All but one of the positive event® guositively related t@t rest The
exception is the clustempassively experienced, externally determined pa@siti
experiencesThese results generally support Hypothesis 2.
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Hypothesis 3 stipulated that negative events alaeck to negative affective
states. The highly activated negative stateaoferedis significantly related to all
negative event clusters (exceéqalth problems and private issjiewith conflicts and
communication problemshowing the strongest relationship. The highlyivated
negative affective state aforried is positively related to four of the seven negativ
event clusterstechnical difficulties, problems with work utensésid equipment;
hindrances in goal attainment, obstacles in conmpdetvork tasks, overload; ambiguity,
insecurity, loss of control; and conflicts and coomication problems The low
activated negative affective state @thausteds positively related to three negative
event clustershgalth problems and private issues; problems iaraattions with clients
and patients; ambiguity, insecurity, loss of coitneith health problems and private
issuesexplaining 10.85% of variance in feelirexhausted However, this effect is
probably due to an overlap in content of the prediand the outcome (van Eck, et al.,
1998). Further,exhaustedis unrelated to the other four negative event telgs
Together, these results partially support Hypoth8siTaken together, there are no two
event clusters with identical relationships withe thive affective states. Moreover,
althoughangeredandworried are both high activation negative affective statheir
relationships with preceding events differ (seel@&h2).

Hypothesis 2a and 3a stipulated that the relatipnshpositive (negative) work
events and positive (negative) affective states ldvaemain significant also when
controlling for trait positive (negative) affect.oTtest Hypotheses 2a and 3a and to
further ascertain the validity of our taxonomy, eaculated whether the distinct event
clusters explained variance in affective states ane above the influence of trait affect
as between-person predictor in multilevel regressinalyses. Predictors at the day-
level were grand-mean centered in these analysen@hn, et al., 2000). The results
revealed that the distinctive event clusters expldivariance in almost all affective
states beyond the influence of trait positive ardative affect. For example, the four
positive event clusters explained 6.89% additimaadance inat restbeyond the effect
of trait positive affect. Further, the negative mivelusters explained 29.56%angered
5.54% inworried and 8.92% inexhaustedoeyond the effect of trait negative affect.
However, the four positive event clusters explainaty 0.40% additional variance in
enthusiastidbeyond the effect of trait positive affect. Thessults support Hypotheses

2a and 3a with regard to four of the five distiaffective states.
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Hypothesis 2b and 3b stated that the relationshipositive (negative) work
events and positive (negative) affective statesaremsignificant also when controlling
for the occurrence of positive (negative) eventsolder to test these hypotheses, we
investigated whether the event clusters explairathmce in affective states over and
above a dichotomous variable that assessed theonewerence of positive or negative
work events (any event occurred versus no eventrostt) without clustering. The
specific negative and positive event clusters erpth variance in three of the five
affective states over and above assessing thereocer of positive and negative events
without clustering. For instance, we found thatudag the positive event clusters in
the analyses explained 1.4% variancatimestover and above a dichotomous variable
for the occurrence of positive events without @usig. Including the negative event
clusters explained 6.72% varianceekxhaustednd 3.62% irangeredover and above a
dichotomous variable for negative events withowstdring. On the contrary, the
negative event clusters explained only 0.5% vasgamcworried over and above a
dichotomous variable for negative events. Furtheenm the state oénthusiastiche
distinct event clusters did not explain notableiarage over and above the broad
assessment of positive work events as a dichotoweanigble. Hence, for the prediction
of enthusiastiandworried the differentiation between specific event clustédoes not
seem to be relevant compared to the predictiomefémaining affective states. These
results partly support Hypothesis 2b (with an exioepfor enthusiasticas positive
activating state) and partly support Hypothesis(8lth an exception fomworried as
negative activating state). Together, these firgliegd support for the predictive power
of the distinct event clusters that result from study.
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Relationship of work event clusters with affectitages
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High Low High High Low Mean rating | Mean rating | Mean rating
activation activation activation, activation, activation of relevance | of relevance | of relevance
positive positive negative negative negative
Cluster name Need for Need for Need for
Enthusiastic' At rest® Angered* Worried* Exhausted? autonomy® | competencé | relatedness

Goal attainment, ++ + -- - -

problem solving, task-

related success .48**(0.06) .18%(0.07) -.55**(0.08) | -.26**(0.06) -.21*%0.07) 3.00 (0.00) 4.00 (0.00) 2.33 (1.03
6.77% 1.31% 5.98% 1.91% 1.90%

Praise, appreciation, + + - o] -

positive feedback

.30** (0.09) .33** (0.11) -.34*%0.11) -.09(0.09) -.25%0.10) 2.33(0.62) 3.50 (0.84) 3.00 (0.63

1.11% 2.48% 1.33% 0.08% 1.63%

Perceived competence in + + - o] o]

or through social

interactions .27*(0.10) .31**(0.12) -47*%(0.12) -.16(0.09) -.20(0.112) 2.50 (0.84) 3.67 (0.52) 3.67 (0.52
0.57% 0.89% 2.07% 0.46% 0.91%

Passively experienced, + o] - 0 0

externally determined

positive experiences .27%(0.14) .26(0.21) -.34*(0.17) -.06(0.13) .13(0.20) 2.00 (0.63) 2.50 (0.55) 2.67 (0.82
0.73% 0.17% 0.69% 0.09% 0.02%
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High Low High High Low Mean rating | Mean rating | Mean rating
activation activation activation, activation, activation of relevance | of relevance | of relevance
positive positive negative negative negative
Cluster name Need for Need for Need for
Enthusiastic* At rest® Angered* Worried* Exhausted? autonomy® | competencé | relatedness
Hindrances in goal - 0 + + 0
attainment, obstacles in
completing work tasks, -.39** (0.19) -.16(0.12) 49* (0.12) .23*(0.09) .13(0.12) 3.50 (0.55) 3.67 (0.52) 2.50 (1.05
overload
1.89% 0.14% 2.66% 1.06% 0.29%
Conflicts and - - ++ + o]
communication problems
-.48** (0.10) | -.52* (0.12) | .87** (0.12) .27** (0.10) 0.08(0.11) 2.33(0.52) 2.83 (0.98) 4.00 (0.00
2.11% 4.28% 10.12% 0.50% 0.05%
Technical difficulties, - - + + 0
problems with work
utensils and equipment -.36** (0.11) | -.37* (0.13) | .53** (0.14) .28** (0.11) .07(0.12) 2.83(0.75) 2.83 (0.98) 1.17 (0.41
1.67% 1.48% 1.79% 0.97% 0.13%
Managerial and internal - 0 + 0 o]
problems, organizational
climate -.41**(0.13) -.19(0.16) .62** (0.15) .24*(0.12) .25(0.15) 3.17 (0.76) 2.83 (0.75) 3.83(0.41
0.97% 0.32% 1.99% 0.29% 0.81%
Ambiguity, insecurity, - - + + +
loss of control
-.46** (0.13) | -.63* (0.17) | .67** (0.16) .58** (0.13) .52** (0.16) 3.33(0.82) 3.67 (0.52) 2.50 (1.05
0,
1.44% 2.69% 2.61% 2.84% 2.14%
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High Low High High Low Mean rating | Mean rating | Mean rating
activation activation activation, activation, activation of relevance | of relevance | of relevance
positive positive negative negative negative
Cluster name Need for Need for Need for
Enthusiastic* At rest® Angered* Worried* Exhausted? autonomy® | competencé | relatedness
Health problems and - 0 o] 0 ++
private issues
-.42** (0.16) -.29(0.23) -.19(0.19) -.03(0.16) .89** (0.21) 2.67 (1.37) 2.33(0.52) 2.33 (0.52
0.61% 0.26% 0.07% 0.02% 10.85%
Problems in interactions - 0 + 0 +
with clients or patients
-.34* (0.20) -.35(0.22) .70** (0.24) .07(0.19) .60** (0.21) 2.00 (0.63) 3.00 (0.63) 2.83(0.98
0.67%
0.38% 0.31% 0.02% 1.48%

Note.Unstandardized coefficients are reported (standarars in brackets). Within-person variance (in égplained by the predictor was

calculated by using the formula® R (6% nui model - OZfixed-effect model) / 0% nuil moder (HOfmann, et al., 2000).

++/-- indicates a significant positive/negativeatenship with more than 5% of the variance exmditby the predictor. +/- indicates a

significant positive/negative relationship withdakan 5% of the variance explained by the predictindicates no significant relationship.

1'n =830 observations based on all studies.

2n = 552 observations based N 114 from Study 1.

3Rating of relevance for basic psychological needs done on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (notlaekevant) to 4 (extremely relevant).

Standard deviations in brackets.
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4.5 Discussion
Summary of results

AET highlights the importance of the appraisal obrkv events as proximal
antecedents of affect and distal antecedents ibfidgs and work behavior (Ellsworth &
Scherer, 2003; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Howexased on our literature review one
can conclude that few attempts have been madestersgtically classify positive and
negative work events (see for an exception Basdfisker, 2000). Rather, a clear picture
of the kind of events that occur frequently in therkplace is lacking. The purpose of this
study was to develop a comprehensive classificaaonomy of positive and negative
work events in order to provide a common frameeténence for future studies to build on.
Using concept mapping methodology, we were ablaéatify 11 work event clusters.
Further, we examined the validity of our taxonomy ibvestigating the relationships
between each work event cluster and affective stiten the affective circumplex. Our
findings demonstrate the usefulness of differemigabetween the distinct positive and
negative event clusterand lend support for the validity of our taxonomy. Withe
exception forenthusiastic the relationships between positive (negative)kwarents and
positive (negative) affective states remained $icgmt beyond influences of trait positive
and trait negative affect that are assumed to iaddity predict affective states (Watson, et
al., 1988; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996).

Furthermore, the event clusters explained notaat@nce in affective states (apart
from enthusiasticandworried) over and above the broad assessment of work ®asna
dichotomous variable. These findings lend supporttifie meaningfulness of clustering
work events and investigating affective consequerafespecific event clusters and they

confirm the validity of our taxonomy.
Comparison with existing classifications of work events

Basch and Fisher (2000) applied the first systearegtproach to categorize work
events and to link events categories with emotiangderiences. Some similar clusters
emerged in our taxonomy: the cluspgrise, appreciation, positive feedbasksimilar to
receiving recognitionn the events-emotions matrix. Further, the negagivent cluster of
health problems and private issuessembles the event clusigrsonal problemsn the

events-emotions matrix. There are also some diftme The events-emotions matrix
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contains 14 positive and 13 negative event clustansreas we found a smaller number of
both positive and negative event clusters by s&ongustering. This allows for a
comprehensive and economical assessment of afeetients. When necessary, however,
the bigger clusters in our taxonomy that resultemmf merging conceptually similar
clusters can be broken down in more specific ctasteor example, goal progress and goal
achievement could be distinguished from problemvisgl and success in social
interactions related to task accomplishment coeldlifferentiated from success in social
interactions related to the quality of cooperatowl progress in teamwork.

Compared to another detailed classification by Gegret al. (2002), our taxonomy
Is more comprehensive. The concept mapping metleodated that, consistent with
previous researclnealth problems and private issuasdhindrances in goal attainment,
obstacles in completing work tasks, overl@ad important and frequent additional events.
Furthermore, deviating from Grandey’s (2002) appho@ group events by selected
emotions (pride and anger), our taxonomy is opeoutlthe relationship to specific
affective states, and the results of our correfaicanalyses revealed that in fact each
cluster of events is related to more than one eisaffective state.

As a further extension of previous taxonomies, dudings emphasize the
importance of taking into account the appraisalatision of needs satisfaction for positive
and negative work event®/e found that three of the four positive event ®Es were
related to a high potential for the fulfillment bésic psychological needs whereas, apart
from the event clustetsealth problems and private issues, technicaldiffies, problems
with work utensils and equipmentegative events were experienced when an esent i
appraised as hindering or threatening the satisfacf needs (Ellsworth & Scherer, 2003;
Scherer, 1988).

In sum, this study adds to previous research byigirtg a comprehensive yet
parsimonious classification of both positive andyjateve work events. Based on our
results, we developed a checklist including allrévausters from our taxonomy that can
be used for future studi@By applying this work events checklist in diarydies, future

research may investigate relationships betweerspkeific work event clusters and other

® The work event checklist can be obtained from titbars upon requediNote: The checklist is included in
the appendix of this dissertation)
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distinct affective states not included in our stdyg., feeling pride, sympathy, gratitude,
frustration and hostility).

Theoretical contribution

Our study adds to the literature in at least thvags: First, this study contributes to
the refinement of AET. It provides a basis for sfyarg some of the propositions of AET,
according to which specific work events are relatedlistinct affective states. Also, by
taking the appraisal dimension of needs satisfadio account, our study was able to
explain what constitutes an affective event.

Second, our study extends knowledge by identifyahgsters of positive and
negative work events as specific sources of affBcis enables to investigate more fine-
grained relationships between work events, affact afective consequences. Third, our
taxonomy integrates previous theory and researcprbyiding evidence on the kinds of
experiences that are judged as important in th&kway. Below, we will describe these

contributions in more detail.
Refinement of AET

Our literature review reveals that only few studiase tested the main proposition
of AET that proposes affective events to functian mechanisms in the relationship
between job features and job attitudes (Weiss & ,B#205). We argued that one reason
for this fact may be the lack of specific propasis about the kind of work events that
elicit certain positive or negative affective stand the lack of consensus what kind of
affective events are worth examining. By identifyibl event clusters and examining the
validity of our approach, this study provides ai®&sr specifying testable propositions.

AET states that the appraisal of events is imporfan the determination of
affective events but previous categorizations ofknevents did not sufficiently integrate
appraisal processes in the development and intatfme of their classifications. Our study
contributes by examining the role of basic psycpigial needs as an important appraisal
dimension that determines the perception of affectvork events. The definition of
affective events as “things [that] happen to peapleork settings” (Weiss & Cropanzano,
1996, p. 11) to which “people react emotionallyh¢hus be refined.

Based on cognitive appraisal theories (cf. Elfenp@007; Lazarus, 1991), we
argued and found that the perception and affeameduation of work events is driven
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primarily from the conduciveness to the satisfactd basic psychological needs such that
events that are perceived to fulfill the needsaiagtonomy, competence and relatedness are
evaluated to be positive whereas events that thiheaheeds for autonomy, competence
and relatedness are more likely judged to be negakor example, the cluster gbal
attainment, problem solving and goal progréssharacterized by the possibility to fulfill
the need for competence. Individuals experiencwvents of this kind may feel that they
achieved something and experience enthusiasmesil. rThis explanation is in line with
findings that emotional well-being results from thkatisfaction of psychological needs
(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Reis, et al.,, 2000). Similarthe negative work event clusters
conflicts and communication problemand managerial and internal problems,
organizational climateare characterized by high potential to threat theedn for
relatedness. Hence, this study provides eviderateaththree basic psychological needs of
autonomy, competence and relatedness are impddarine determination of specific
affective work events.

However as an exception, three of the eleven eslasters passively experienced,
externally determined positive experiences; tedinifficulties, problems with work
utensils and equipment, health problems and privasie} were unrelated to the
fulfillment or threat of fulfilment of basic psyotogical needs. This indicates that apart
from the appraisal dimension of relevance to baseds, further appraisal dimensions,
such as the availability of resources and the piatieto cope with the perceived situation
are also relevant for the determination of workndése(cf. Ellsworth & Scherer, 2003;
Scherer, 2001). For example, a problem with wodnsils or equipment may be appraised
as challenge or hindrance, depending on the lelvesmurces available for coping with
the event (Elfenbein, 2007; Podsakoff, LePine, &ioe, 2007). Further, a conflict with a
customer might be appraised as obstructive or comeluo the need for competence
depending on the level of resource availability #mel ability to cope with the situation
(Elfenbein, 2007; Scherer, 1988). Future researebds to look into this issue by
investigating the role of these further dimensioglevant for the appraisal of affective
events.

Although AET and cognitive appraisal theories of otions highlight the
importance of studying distinct affective statef Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), most

research on affect at work has primarily focused gmmeral positive (activating or
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deactivating) and negative (activating or deacinggtaffect rather than on distinct affect
states (Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Weiss, Suckow, lgt1®99). Our study refines AET by
showing that work events are differentially relateddiscrete affective states such that
there are no two event clusters with identical treteships with the five affective states.
This contradicts the unitary approach where pasigwnd negative events are coded as
unitary concepts that are assumed to have the sdfeet on employees’ affect and
outcomes of affective experiences (Gross, et 81,1 Furthermore, this contradicts the
unitary approach of affective states according toctv broader concepts of positive and
negative activating and deactivating affect aredusg summarizing distinct affective
states to composite concepts. This approach avgpesifying if and when distinct
affective states of the same valence and level abivation are related to different
predictors and have different effects on outcomealbées (Lerner & Keltner, 2000). In
accordance with previous research showing thatndisaffective states have different
causes and consequences (Keltner, Ellsworth, & Etbyd 993), our study contributes by
providing evidence for the usefulness of investigadistinct affective states beyond the
mere consideration of valence and activation. kan®le, althouglangeredandworried
are both high activation negative affective statiesir relationships with preceding events
differed. Thus, in line with Weiss, Suckow et d1999), who argue that ignoring research
on distinct affective states may reduce the pd#silio predict more specific behaviors
and affect-related consequences, our study prowadbasis for future research to more
differentially examine affective events, distinéfeative states and more specific affective
outcomes.

Following from the assumption that events are m@adévfor certain psychological
needs, some basic needs may be more salient thars dor individuals at certain times,
even though the three basic needs can be uniweeggdlied (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan &
Deci, 2000). Based on the triple-match-principle @nge & Dormann, 2006), one would
expect positive events that help fulfilment of tteme need that has been threatened in a
negative event to lessen the effect of this negadivent. For example, after the need for
relatedness has been threatened by an event frenclukterproblems with clients or
patients experiencing a positive interaction with a cowerkvould occur more relevant
and might function as an effective means to restowenentary well-being. This argument

is supported by recent research examining theegies employees use to regulate their
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daily affect (Binnewies & Fetzer, 2010; Daniels &ids, 2005; Fritz, et al., 2011). Some
strategies identified in this line of research hawvdocus on social interactions. For
example, talking to others to regulate affect ostdve problems (Binnewies & Fetzer,
2010; Daniels & Harris, 2005), or doing othersofaFritz, et al., 2011) have been linked
to the experience of activated positive affectnight be that these relational, affiliation-
related strategies are particularly helpful aftgpeziencing an event in which the need for
relatedness was threatened, for example aftemtalki a rude customer or experiencing a
dispute with a coworker. In sum, our study helpsdévelop some clearer predictions
which kinds of events will lead to affective stat€onsequently, future research needs to
take into account between-person and within-pevsoiation in the salience of needs and
relationships with affective states across time.

In addition, based on our findings future researeh more systematically and
differentially investigate the relationships betweeork features and specific work events
that are proposed in AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1986} instance, it can be expected
that positive events such pgise, appreciation and positive feedbaale more likely to
be reported in an organizational environment witsitrang feedback culture that provides
high levels of informal supervisor and coworkerdieack, that values a collective climate
and supports social support such that people takeraonal interest in one another
(Humphrey, et al., 2007; Rosen, Levy, & Hall, 2006y contrast,conflicts and
communication problenmight be more likely to occur in work environmentisere social
support and interest in employees’ welfare is lowd avhere there is a lack of positive
social climate (Frese, 1999; Morgeson & Humphre06). Events from the clusters
hindrances in goal attainment, obstacles in compdetwork tasks, overloadand
ambiguity, insecurity, loss of contratay be more likely reported in work environments
that are low in job autonomy (Morgeson & Humphrg@06). In future research, these

propositions may be examined in more detail.
Contribution to research on consequences of affective experiences

Previous research has examined the effects ofta#eexperiences on different
performance dimensions such as in-role performaheking behavior, creativity, and
proactive behavior (Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Mo0j2809; Fay & Sonnentag, 2012;
Fisher, 2002; Fritz & Sonnentag, 2009; llies, Sc&ttludge, 2006), and theoretical work

has highlighted the processes explaining how affeatxperiences lead to performance
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outcomes. However, there also have been requeastssearch on the sources of affective
experiences at work (Seo, Feldman Barrett, & Batyua004).

By providing a differentiated approach of specifiork events as sources of
affective experiences, our taxonomy may contridateur knowledge on the relationship
between affect and performance. Examining the dyng@nocesses of daily performance,
affect can either enhance the focus on the taskaatd, or distract from it, thereby
increasing or decreasing performance in so-calledopmance episodes (Beal, Weiss,
Barros, & MacDermid, 2005). Beal and colleaguesO&0Oargued that positive affect
attributed to a task can act as an attentional, péireby increasing task performance
whereas positive affect resulting from other sosircan distract from the task at hand. This
argument points to the fact that it is necessaintmw the source of affect when studying
the affect-performance link. Our study contributeshis line of research by providing a
differentiation of sources of affective experiendesllowing the logic outlined above, an
employee experiencingoal attainment, problem solving, task-related ssssvould be
better able to focus on the task at hand, andabhieve better results than when the same
employee receivepraise, appreciation, positive feedba&milarly, the negative affect
resulting from negative events such kimdrances in goal attainment, obstacles in
completing work tasks, overloadight help an employee focus on the task and persis
his or her efforts whereas negative affect resylfrom other, non-task related events
would distract the employee. If these assumptioms but to be valid, the research on
affect-performance links can move beyond the assomphat positive affect generally
has positive and negative affect negative effectperformance.

Moreover, recent empirical evidence reveals that diinamic interplay between
positive and negative affect determines work-relatetcomes such as creativity or the
positive affective-motivational state of work engagent (Bledow, Rosing, & Frese, in
press; Bledow, Schmitt, Frese, & Kuhnel, 2011). ¢xding to the affective shift model
(Bledow, et al., 2011), negative affect can posliivinfluence work engagement if it is
followed by a sequence of positive affect. Peoplevare able to shift to a positive
affective state after having experienced negatiffecta can more effectively regulate
affective states which impacts work-related consegas. Investigating the event clusters
found in our study could complement knowledge om élkternal sources of the affective

shift process with more differentiated predictidoswork-related outcomes. For example,
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for people who experience anger or worry dubit@lrances in goal attainment, obstacles
in completing work tasks, overloadmay be possible to increase their level of watdion

or creativity when they experience any event relategoal attainment, problem solving,
task-related succesdue to its motivational, approach-related efféetttis linked to the
positive affective state of enthusiastic. In cosiiréor people who first experience anger or
worry and are subsequently confronted witssively experienced, externally determined
positive experienceshat are only marginally related to positive afiee states, the
motivational potential of the negative affectivatstis unlikely to unfold which in turn
may decrease the person’s level of work engagem@uat. taxonomy provides the
necessary means to more systematically analyzegitams of the affective shift model.

I ntegration of knowledge from different research traditions

Third, our taxonomy integrates previous theory sestarch by providing evidence
on the kinds of experiences that are judged as rit@pbin the work day irrespective of
certain research traditions. Whereas it becomegeavifrom our literature review that the
categories of previous approaches on work evemtsbased on researchers’ theoretical
assumptions and orientations (e.g., stress and pational health; emotions; self-
regulation), the event clusters that emerged fraimamalyses are recognized in different
theoretical frameworks that can now be integraf@d.instance, our taxonomy includes the
positive event clusteiperceived competence in or through social inteawi The
emergence of this cluster is in line with recensesch on relational job design
demonstrating the relevance of rewarding sociaradtions at work (Grant & Parker,
2009; Saavedra & Kwun, 2000). Further, our taxonontjudes negative events that are
related to ambiguity and insecurity at work. Theéigedly, this category of work events has
already been emphasized in role theory (Katz & Kal®78) which includes role overload,
role conflict and role ambiguity as stressors atkwhat have shown to be negatively
related to well-being (cf. Sonnentag & Frese, 2008)reover, ambiguity and insecurity
appear in the categorization of stressors baseactbon theory (Frese & Zapf, 1994) as
hindering goal-oriented action.

The results based on our taxonomy suggest thaayt lme beneficial and useful to
integrate previous taxonomies on work events bgiguai cognitive approach that accounts
for the dimensions of appraisal processes. Dimessiof appraisal such as novelty,

pleasantness, conduciveness to needs and pofenta@ping determine the occurrence of
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an event and its affective content (Elfenbein, 208dherer, 1988). Hence, the numerous
research approaches dealing with positive and ivegamotion-eliciting events such as
stressful events (e.g., Elfering, et al., 2005)sifjpe feedback, overload at work,
interpersonal conflicts (e.g., Bolger, et al., 198%8d relationships between these event
clusters and affective states, can obviously begnated based on cognitive appraisal
processes and the role of basic psychological nEedsell-being that were noted in our
study. For instance, whereas events from the chistenflicts and communication
problemsand managerial and internal problems, organizationainwte can be traced
back to different research traditions and theoaétimmeworks (Dimotakis, et al., 2011,
Fitness, 2000; Grandey, et al., 2002), they weth bonsistently judged to threat the need
for relatedness. Further, events from both clustene significantly related to the negative
activating state of angered and may thus have aintibnsequences for affect-related

attitudes and behavior.
Limitations and future research

As with all research, this study is not without iiations. Although we used a
heterogeneous sample of employees in our diaryestuthe generalizability of our results
might be limited to white collar workers from a Wes culture who have the opportunity
to access the internet during working time. Thediency and types of events might be
specific for this sample. For instance, eventshim tlustemproblems in interactions with
clients or patientsnay appear more frequently in samples consistireghogher proportion
of service providers. More research is needed teraene the generalizability of our
findings, potentially by using other data colleatidevices and by using samples that differ
in professions and in cultural background.

We found some support for the idea that work everdse characterized by the
potential to fulfill or threat psychological needdowever, the ratings were made by
independent raters according to the descriptioouofqualitative results gathered from the
concept mapping approach. We did not assess teearele of basic needs for the
occurrence of work events in the three diary stdiuture research will need to more
thoroughly examine basic psychological needs agcadents of affective states by
assessing an individuals’ appraisal affected byntbek event.

Diary studies do not allow for clear causal infaes (Bolger, et al., 2003; Ohly, et

al., 2010). Thus, the conclusion that the appras$akork events causes affective states
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might be premature. Specifically, it could be thtividuals experiencing negative affect
are more likely to report negative events becaleset types of events are more accessible
in memory (mood congruence effect, Fiedler, 1996rgks, 1995). This differential
accessibility would inflate the relationship betwesvents occurrence and the experience
of affective states. Although we cannot rule ous #ffect completely, our analyses also
revealed that the events occurrence in generaintagimental validity over and above trait
affect, indicating that at least the differentialcassibility due to dispositional influence
might not be a great problem.

However, an exception was the positive activatiffgciive state ofenthusiastic
where the distinct event clusters did not explaitahle variance over and above trait
affect and the broad assessment of positive woektsvas a dichotomous variable without
clustering. One reason for this finding may be thait positive affect acts as a
confounding variable as it both influences the o@nce of positive events and predicts
the positive affective state ehthusiastiqWatson, et al., 1988). Former empirical research
revealed that trait positive affect predicted tikelihood of affect-congruent judgments of
work events and predisposed individuals to expedanore positive events in terms of life
events (Magnus, Diener, Fujita, & Pavot, 1993; Aske & Larsen, 2002). Therefore,
when controlling for trait positive affect or thecaurrence of work events, the
differentiation between specific event clusters sdowt explain incremental variance.
Hence, differential accessibility due to dispositibinfluence might have been valid for
the positive state aénthusiastic Future research needs to further look into tbssie by
replicating our findings and examining further piv® activating affective states (e.g.,
delighted, proud) as consequences of specificigesahd negative work events.

In the three diary studies, participants differedthe number of events they
reported. This difference in frequency does not ikt some individuals experienced
fewer events. It could also be interpreted as &rmihtial reporting due to individual
differences. Based on our assumption that evemdeacharacterized by the potential for
psychological need satisfaction (Ellsworth & Sche003; Scherer, 2001), one could
conclude that individuals who are dispositionaltystuationally primed towards a specific
need are more likely to report an event charaadrizy the potential to fulfill this need.
Alternatively, individuals reporting of events mighlso depend on their willingness to

invest the extra effort of describing an eventheit own words, and previous research has
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identified characteristics of responding (as opgdose non-responding) individuals
(Spitzmuller, Glenn, Barr, Rogelberg, & Daniel, BQOFuture research should focus on
individual differences such as conscientiousnesst (@lates to response behavior), or the
chronic use of expressive suppression as affeclatgn strategy that may be associated
with memory distortions regarding work events daeits cognitive costs of inhibiting
outward signs of affect (Richards & Gross, 2006lividual differences in the willingness
to report and describe an event could be allevibjedsing a more parsimonious checklist

based on the results of our study.

Conclusion

The comprehensive taxonomy of affective workplagengs developed in this study
can be used to derive and test specific propositi@sed on AET and related research. By
examining their causes and effects, a better utateti®ig and a more integrated picture of

affective experiences at work may be possible.
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Appendix A: Work Events Checklist Developed in Stud{German and
English Version)

Dichotomous Response Format (yes/no)

1) Konnten Sie ein Problem in der Arbeit 16sen,eefufgabe fertigstellen oder ist
Ihnen eine bestimmte Aufgabe gut gelungen?
Did you solve any work-related problem, completeosk task, or did you succeed in a

certain work-related task?

2) Haben Sie sich kompetent im Umgang mit Andem®B.(Kollegen, Vorgesetzten,
Kunden) geflhlt oder gute Erfahrungen in Gespraalmehim Umgang mit Kollegen,
Vorgesetzten oder Kunden gemacht?

Did you feel competent in interaction with othersoleagues, supervisors,
costumers/clients), or do you have had any posigxperience when talking to

colleagues, supervisors or costumers?

3) Sind Sie mit positiven aber unerwarteten Nattteic konfrontiert worden (z.B. einer
Beforderung, einem neuen Arbeitsauftrag)?
Did you face positive but unexpected news or inftion (e.g., a promotion or a new

work assignment)?

4) Konnten Sie Ihre Arbeit aufgrund bestimmter exte Einflisse und Begebenheiten
besonders genielRen (z.B. aufgrund einer posititero8phére im Arbeitsteam)?
Did you enjoy your work because of certain exterfators and influences (e.g.,

because of a friendly and positive atmosphere wibur work team)?

5) Haben Sie ein Lob, eine erfreuliche Rickmeldodgr Dank von Anderen (z.B.
Vorgesetzen, Kollegen, Kunden) erhalten?
Did you receive praise, positive feedback or thamiksn others at work (e.g.,

supervisor, colleagues or costumers)?
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6) Sind technische Probleme, Probleme mit dem PQr othit anderen
Arbeitsgegenstanden aufgetreten?

Did any technical problems, problems with your RQvith other work tools occur?

7) Sind gesundheitliche Probleme bei Ihnen auftgirdz.B. Kopf-, Bauch- oder
Ruckenschmerzen, Unwohlsein)?
Did you experience any health issues (e.g., heajastomach ache, backache or

discomfort)?

8) Haben Sie in der Arbeit negative Nachrichten ifwem privaten Umfeld erfahren
(z.B. Probleme von Ihnen nahe stehenden Personen Etignisse, die in lhrem
privaten Umfeld aufgetreten sind)?

Did you perceive any negative news or happeninggour private environment while
being at work (e.g., problems concerning closenftg or family, events concerning

your private life)?

9) Haben Sie Zeitdruck, Uberforderung oder das wtdh von Fehlern
wahrgenommen, so dass es fir Sie schwierig wae Anpeitsaufgaben zu erledigen?
Did you experience time pressure, excessive demandiid you recognize mistakes

which resulted in difficulties to fulfill your wottiasks?

10) Sind Probleme im Umgang mit Kunden oder Kliantaufgetreten (z.B.
Beschwerden, schwierige oder erfolglose Gesprache)?
Did you experience difficulties in direct contacdt tostumers or clients (e.g.,

complaints, difficult conversations or discussiés)

11) Sind in der Arbeit Situationen aufgetreten, 8ie als chaotisch wahrgenommen
haben (z.B. eine unklare Aufgabenstellung, fehleimd@rmationen) oder Situationen,
die mit Unsicherheit oder mit Verlust von Kontrollei Innen verbunden waren?

Did you experience any chaotic work situations.(ébogcause of nonspecific tasks, lack
of information) or situations that were relateduncertainty and loss of control?
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12) Sind Konflikte oder Kommunikationsprobleme immgang mit Kollegen
aufgetreten?

Did you experience any conflicts or communicatiocobfems with colleagues?

13) Sind Ereignisse aufgetreten, die das Betrigiskbetreffen und das Miteinander-
arbeiten negativ beeinflusst haben (z.B. die Kimngggeines Kollegen, Probleme mit
der Geschaftsleitung, Probleme im Umgang mit denrg®®etzten; ergebnislose
Teamgesprache)?

Did you experience any situation that negativelie@éd the work climate and the
cooperation among the people in your department/yaumpany (e.g., dismissal of a

colleague, issues dealing with the supervisor, oosssful team meetings)?



