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ABSTRACT

This study investigated how relationship quality in coworker dyads elicits
interpersonal emotions (admiration, sympathy, envy, and contempt), which in turn
trigger interpersonal harming behavior in teams, and at the same time, how this
relationship-emotion-harming linkage is regulated by the team’s cooperative goal
(Model 1). Furthermore, I used social comparisons to explain why relationship quality
is related to interpersonal emotions (Model 2). I examined the validity of the key
constructs of the theoretical models using a sample of coworker dyads from a cosmetic
company (Study 1). I tested the models using data from a sample of student teams
(Study 2) and a sample of work teams from a telecommunication services company
(Study 3). In both studies (Study 2 and Study 3), social relations analyses revealed that
relationship quality was negatively related to interpersonal harming; positively related
to admiration, sympathy, and envy; and negatively related to contempt. These effects of
relationship quality on interpersonal emotions were especially strong in teams with a
low cooperative goal and were mitigated in teams with a high cooperative goal. Under
conditions of a high cooperative goal, good relationship quality induced admiration,
which in turn suppressed interpersonal harming. In contrast, in teams with a low
cooperative goal, poor relationship quality elicited contempt, which in turn triggered
harming behavior.

Aside from replicating the results in Study 2, Study 3 also confirmed that social
comparisons mediated the link between relationship quality and emotions. In particular,

upward assimilation (i.e., compared with a higher performer and perceiving a similar



excellence) mediated the association between relationship quality and admiration;
downward assimilation (i.e., compared with a lower performer and perceiving a similar
fate) mediated the association between relationship quality and sympathy; and
downward contrast (i.e., compared with a lower performer and perceiving that a similar
fate is unlikely) mediated the association between relationship quality and contempt.
However, upward contrast (i.e., compared with a higher performer and perceiving that a
similar excellence is unlikely) did not mediate the association between relationship
quality and envy. In addition, associations between relationship quality and social
comparisons (upward assimilation, upward contrast, downward assimilation, and
downward contrast) were buffered under conditions of a high cooperative goal.
Specifically, these relationships were stronger under conditions of a low cooperative
goal. Finally, I found that social comparisons mediated the interactive effects of
relationship quality and cooperative goals on emotions.

These results suggested that the extent to which good or poor work relationships
in coworker dyads can stimulate social comparisons and interpersonal emotions among
teammates, as well as the extent to which such emotions will be translated into harming
behavior toward the focal members are dependent on the team’s cooperative context.
This research clarifies the mediating mechanism and processes that account for
previously established relationship between social exchange quality and reciprocal
behavior. I also shed light on how this relationship is shaped by the team’s cooperative

goal.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Interpersonal harming refers to behavior that goes against the legitimate
interests of another individual (Fox & Spector, 1999; Robinson & Bennett, 1995). This
behavior has tremendous negative impacts on organizations and employees in terms of
lost productivity, increased costs, turnover, degraded employees’ performance, and
mental health (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; LeBlanc & Kelloway, 2002; Pearson &
Porath, 2005). In fact, both practitioners and scholars have attempted to better
understand the causes of this behavior. Most of these studies are guided by the social
exchange theory, wherein it is argued that harming behavior often results from negative
or poor exchange relationships (e.g., Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007). Poor relationships
discourage cooperation and interpersonal helping, produce conflicts and
misunderstanding, and lead to withdrawal and avoidance with contacts. What is still
unclear, however, is the mechanism that transfers such negative experiences from a
social exchange relationship to a reciprocal harming behavior.

Researchers have shown that interpersonal harming may be triggered by
negative emotions such as anger (Fox & Spector, 1999; Judge, Scott, & Ilies, 2006) and
envy (Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007). Emotions are brought into play by the actions
of others, hence, influencing and being influenced by the course of interpersonal
encounters (Parkinson, Fischer, & Manstead, 2005). Interpersonal interactions in a
relationship inevitably trigger a variety of interpersonal emotions (Berscheid &

Ammazzalorso, 2001; Elfenbein, 2008). Particularly, feelings of admiration, sympathy,
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envy, and contempt may strongly influence interpersonal and intergroup behavior
(Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007). Correspondently, even if dyadic relationship quality is
conductive to harming behavior at least in part driven by emotions, the investigation of
the possible mediating role of emotions in the relationship-harming link remains in its
infancy stage.

Emotion theorists have also suggested that the interpretation of an emotion’s
meaning should involve the examination of the social context, which does not only
influence how people experience emotions but also regulates how people behave in
response to their emotions (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). In a similar vein, the social
interactionist perspective on workplace aggression (Andersson & Pearson, 1999;
Douglas et al., 2008) maintains that a better understanding of harmful behavior in the
workplace requires attention to the role of the work context. Existing literature,
nevertheless, has not yet explored how work context acting as a boundary condition
regulates the association between relationship quality, emotion, and harming behavior.

In the current study, I used the appraisal theory of emotions (e.g., Arnold, 1960,
Frijda, 1986; Lazarus, 1991; Roseman, Spindel, & Jose, 1990; Scherer, 1988; Smith &
Lazarus, 1993) to clarify and discuss the mediating role of emotions. In addition, I
introduced the concept of contextualization of emotion appraisals (Elfenbein, 2008;
Manstead & Fischer, 2001; Parkinson, 2001) to delineate the moderating role of team

context in the association between relationship quality and interpersonal harming.

Emotion as a Mediator

Appraisal theory of emotions suggests that emotional reactions depend on the

way people interpret and evaluate dyadic relationships. The appraisal involving an
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evaluation, whether the dyadic relationship is harmful or beneficial, will lead to a
positive or negative affective direction of discrete emotions, which, in turn, may induce
or suppress harmful tendencies to the focal person (Weiss, Suckow, & Cropanzano,
1999). For example, when people appraise the relationship (e.g., low-quality
relationship) as threatening, stressful (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001), or frustrating (Fox
& Spector, 1999; Spector, 1978), negative emotions like contempt and envy will be
induced. Negative emotions representing immediate responses to the stimulus can
energize and motivate subsequent behavior to eliminate threat in a destructive way.
This action may harm another individual (Fox et al., 2001). In contrast, when people
evaluate the relationship (e.g., high-quality relationship) as enhancing one’s well-being,
they may experience positive emotions (Spector & Fox, 2002). Given that positive
emotions such as admiration and sympathy are especially effective in deterring harmful
acts toward the favorable target, people who have experienced positive emotions in
interpersonal relationships should be particularly averse to taking actions that would
harm the target’s interest (Alexander, Brewer, & Herrmann, 1999; Eisenberg et al.,
1989; Neuberg & Cottrell, 2002; Smith, 1992). Thus, it is likely that emotions play a
central role in the association between relationship quality and interpersonal harming

behavior (Spector & Fox, 2002).

Team’s Cooperative Goal as a Moderator

Lazarus (1991) and Elfenbein (2008) suggested that situational contexts (e.g.,
group norms) may provide a regulation process that may influence an individual’s
ongoing and revised evaluation on the appraisals (i.e., reappraisal), especially since

social contexts entail attentional cues, feelings rules, and schemas. Such normative cues
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in the social context may determine the interpretation of emotion information affecting
the subsequent behavior (Ashforth, 1993; Morris & Feldman, 1996). Equally important,
individuals use information from their immediate social environment to interpret
events, develop appropriate attitudes, and understand expectations toward and
anticipate consequences of their harming behavior (Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998;
Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Based on this perspective, people use cues from their social
environment to determine their emotional experiences and the extent to which harming
behavior is appropriate.

In several studies, researchers have investigated the role that norms and team
context play in predicting emotions (e.g., George, 2002; Hochschild, 1979) and
harming behavior (e.g., Aquino & Lamertz, 2004). Team norms entailing emotion
norms and feeling rules (Hochschild, 1979; Parkinson et al., 2005; Rafaeli & Sutton,
1987) pertain to how team members experience emotions in their interpersonal
relationships. These ideas suggest that team members may deliberately suppress the
negative feelings in their interpersonal relationship when explicit rules entailed in team
norms prohibit such emotional experiences; in contrast, members would be more
emotionally responsive when the feeling rules do not constrain such kinds of feelings.

Following this line of reasoning, felt emotions may relate to interpersonal
harming depending on the team’s context, which entails behavioral norms to suggest to
team members whether harming the other is an appropriate means to release their
emotions or not. Empirical studies have provided evidence that harming behavior is
related to the observed or perceived frequency of their coworkers’ engagement in this

behavior (Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Glomb & Liao, 2003; Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly,
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1998), the behavioral cues of team members in expressing negative emotions (Cole,
Walter, & Bruch, 2008), and perceived norms toward organizational deviance (Tepper,
Henle, Lambert, Giacalone, & Duffy, 2008). For example, Tepper et al. (2008)
suggested that employees with low affective commitment are more likely to perform
acts of harming when the organization deviance is normative. These works suggest that
individuals may look for social cues (e.g., team’s norms) to justify their harmful
behavior in response to their felt emotions (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Taken together,
it is likely that a contextual factor (i.e., team’s context) may modulate the experience of
emotions in response to the interpersonal relationship, and likewise regulate the extent
to which such interpersonal emotions translate into harming behavior.

For this purpose, I examined the development of harming behavior in coworker
dyads within a team context. As team member interactions critically depend on the way
team goals are structured (Tjosvold, 1988), I propose a multilevel theoretical model that
casts teams’ cooperative goals (i.e., members’ shared belief that their goals are
compatible; Tjosvold, Yu, & Hui, 2004) as mitigating the relationship between dyadic
relationship quality, emotions, and interpersonal harming. I anticipate that a cooperative
goal, fostering a cooperative context, which entails explicit feeling rules, shared
perceptions, and norms of cooperation, will modulate the experience of emotions in
response to their relationship quality with the target (George, 2002; Parkinson et al.,
2005; Hochschild, 1979). In addition, I consider whether emotions can activate harming
behavior, which will also depend on the cooperative behavioral cues in the work
context (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Therefore, I propose that cooperative goals play an

important role in determining the extent to which good or poor work relationships

15



between actors and targets can stimulate interpersonal emotions of actors, as well as the
extent to which such emotions can be translated into harming behavior toward the

targets (see Figure 1 for an overview of the conceptual model 1).

Social Comparison Explanation

In team settings, high- and low-quality within-group relationships exist in a
relative term (Henderson, Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2008), and individuals’
emotional responses are influenced by comparison made between the individual and
others in his/her reference group based on a relative standing within the social context
and within-group relationships (Firebaugh, 1980; Kelley, 1968). From this perspective,
high- or low- quality relationships within a group may result in different patterns of
people’s comparison with other team members, in turn affecting their emotional
responses. In addition, work teams have been argued as mechanisms providing ample
opportunities for social comparisons, while the team context can modulate the
interpretation of comparison information determining the members’ emotional
responses (Greenberg, Ashton-James, & Ashkanasy, 2007; Robins & Boldero, 2003;
Stapel & Koomen, 2005). Taken together, it is likely that a focal member’s emotions
toward the other can be partly explained by how he/she compares with others based on
the high- or low-quality of relationship and the team context. Drawing from the social
comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), I propose that different levels of team members’
relationship quality and teams’ cooperative goals may jointly influence the team
members’ comparison with each other, which in turn triggers interpersonal emotions. A
social comparison perspective, which argues that the comparison elicited is based on

dyadic relationships and teams’ cooperative context, allows for a thorough examination
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of why team members may feel good or bad toward some of their teammates but not

toward others (see Figure 2 for an overview of the conceptual model 2).

Research Objectives and Contributions

In sum, the purposes of this thesis include the following: (1) to examine how
quality of interpersonal relationship is related to various emotions and harming
behavior; (2) to understand whether emotions mediate the relationship between
relationship quality and harming behavior (mediation model); (3) to explore how
relationship quality and team’s cooperative goals jointly influence interpersonal
emotions (moderation model); (4) to investigate how a cooperative goal regulates the
mediation effects of emotions on the association between relationship quality and
harming behavior in coworker dyads (moderated mediation); and (5) to test whether
interpersonal social comparisons mediate the joint effect of relationship quality and
cooperative goals on interpersonal emotions (mediated moderation). Figure 1 and
Figure 2 depict this study’s theoretical models.

This study provides six major contributions. First, this study contributes to the
social exchange literature by providing a more refined and comprehensive framework
in understanding emotional and behavioral reactions to social exchanges. It looks into
the “black box” of social exchange by clarifying the mediating mechanism and
processes that account for previously established relationship between social exchange
quality and reciprocal behavior. Second, I examine whether interpersonal emotions
shaped by the cooperative team goal account for at least part of the reason why
coworkers’ relationship quality determines a focal employee’s harming behavior. This

contributes to emotion literature by providing broader support for the argument that
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interpersonal emotions are important for the study of behavior in work settings, partly
since they provide a critical pathway through which interpersonal and organizational
factors affect interpersonal behavior. Third, previous research has demonstrated that
both interpersonal emotions (e.g., envy) and interpersonal relationships (e.g., affective
relationship) can shape harming behavior in dyads (Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007,
Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007). However, given that interpersonal relationships closely
associate with emotional experiences (Berscheid & Ammazzalorso, 2001; Elfenbein,
2008), and both of them exert important influences on harming behavior, consideration
of the role of emotions that may induce reciprocal harming in relational exchanges can
better understand the development of interpersonal harming in work teams. Fourth, it
contributes to the appraisal theory by showing the crucial role of contextual factors in
the processes of relational exchanges and emotion appraisals (Parkinson, 2001; Johns,
2006), which in turn determine the extent to which members harm others. Fifth, this
research opens a new avenue for social exchange research by adopting a cognitive
perspective, which allows us to understand how both relationship quality and
cooperative team goals jointly shape the cognitive processes of comparison, and in turn
affect emotional responses in coworkers’ exchange relationships. Finally, moving
beyond the individual level of analysis into dyads and groups, this project examines a
multilevel theoretical model to unveil the dyadic level effects of relationship quality,
social comparisons, and emotions on interpersonal harming as contingent on a team’s

cooperative goal.
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Structure of the Thesis

This thesis consists of seven chapters. Chapter 1 presents the introduction of
this proposal. Chapter 2 offers a detailed review of previous literature and identifies the
research gaps. Chapter 3 illustrates the rationales and theories for the hypotheses and
two research models. Chapters 4, 5, and 6 describe the research method, results, and
discussion for Study 1, Study 2, and Study 3, respectively. Study 1 (Chapter 4)
introduces the specific social network analytical technique -- Social Relations Model
(SRM; Kenny, 1994), and provides a construct validation for the two models. Study 2
(Chapter 5) examines Theoretical Model 1. Study 3 (Chapter 6) aims to replicate the
results in Study 2 and tests Theoretical Model 2. The last chapter, Chapter 7, concludes
the thesis and provides theoretical, methodological, and managerial implications,

strengths and limitations, and future research directions.
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Figure 1.1. Theoretical Framework 1 (Integrated Moderation and Mediation Model) for Study 2 and Study 3
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Figure 1.2. Theoretical Framework 2 (Mediated Moderation Model) for Study 3
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Before describing the development of the research models, I will briefly review the
harming literature and social exchange theory delineating the explanatory framework of the
link between relationship quality and reciprocal harming. Based on the appraisal theory of
emotions, I will unravel the assumption that good or bad work relationships between actors
and targets may stimulate the interpersonal emotions of the actors, which may be translated
into harming behavior toward the targets. Drawing from the recent development in social
comparison theory, I will describe the possible mediation role of social comparison
between the relationship quality and interpersonal emotions. To fulfill the call for “more
complex context theories” (Bamberger, 2008), I will introduce two multilevel theoretical
models to describe the association of relationship quality, social comparison, emotions, and

harming behavior contained within a team’s contextual influence.

Interpersonal Harming Behavior

Workplace harming behavior refers to intentional employee behavior that is
harmful to the legitimate interests of an organization or another individual (Dalal, 2005;
Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). There are generally two types of harming behavior:
organizational (actions directed to the organization) and interpersonal dimension (actions
directed to a specific person). For example, avoiding work, doing task incorrectly, stealing,
and damaging equipment at work are examples of organizational harming (Spector & Fox,
2002; Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007). Yelling at someone, interfering with others’ work,

getting into arguments and treating others with disrespect, and gossiping about others
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behind their back can be classified as interpersonal harming (Cohen-Charash & Mueller,
2007; Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007). Interpersonal harming behavior may be subtle
behavior including both active harming (e.g., talking to others about the bad nature of a
person) and passive harming (e.g., looking with disrespect), which are directed at another
person. Such behavior aims to hinder, over time, the ability of the targeted person to
establish or maintain work-related success and favorable reputation. Our focus here is
interpersonal harming behavior directed at another individual. In accordance to causal
attribution, individuals tend to harm the person they perceive to be responsible for their
negative outcomes rather than the general others (O’ Leary-Kelly, Griffin, & Glew, 1996).
Recently, researchers have paid increasing attention to the relational aspect of harming
behavior oriented toward coworkers (Bowler & Brass, 2006; Cohen-Charash & Mueller,
2007). Considering a relational concern is important because harming behavior toward
another person depends not only on the general tendency to harm but on interpersonal
interactions as well. Thus, patterns of harming may vary according to the characteristics of
dyadic relationships. Hubbard, Dodge, Cillessen, Coie, and Schwartz (2001) indicated that
a large variance of harming behavior toward a peer could be explained by the context of
dyadic relationships, that is, interpersonal harming behavior is a reaction of dyad-specific
social experiences within interpersonal relations.

Interpersonal harming involves behavior that “go[es] against the legitimate interests
of another individual in the organization” (Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007, p. 952). Similar
types of behavior have alternatively been subsumed under labels like antisocial behavior
(Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998), interpersonal aggression (Glomb & Liao, 2003),

interpersonal deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995), undermining behavior (Duffy,
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Ganster, Shaw, Johnson, & Pagon, 2006), and workplace incivility (Lim, Cortina, &
Magley, 2008). Fox and Spector (2005) provided in-depth discussions on the similarities
and differences between such constructs. Such negative, harmful behavior may degrade the
coworkers’ attitudes, performance, and mental and physical health (Chiaburu & Harrison,
2008; Lim, et al., 2008; Pearson, Andersson, & Porath, 2000), and it has tremendous
negative impacts on an organization’s effectiveness (Pearson & Porath, 2005).

Scholars have devoted much effort to uncovering the antecedents of interpersonal
harming behavior. Traditionally, this work has focused on personal or situational
determinants (Hershcovis et al., 2007). For example, research has shown the importance of
individual differences such as negative affectivity, agreeableness, and self-control (Colbert,
Mount, Harter, Witt, & Barrick, 2004; Hershcovis et al., 2007; Marcus & Schuler, 2004);
of attitudes, feelings, and perceptions like job satisfaction, negative emotion, and perceived
organizational justice (Fox, et al., 2001; Judge, et al., 2006; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997); and
of contextual features such as the presence of harmful behavior in individuals’ social
surroundings (Glomb & Liao, 2003; Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998).

More importantly, interpersonal harming may also depend on aspects of the dyadic
relationship between the actor and the target (Aquino & Lamertz, 2004; Hershcovis &
Barling, 2007). The few studies that have paid attention to relational determinants have
shown that an actor’s envy toward the target and related perceived unfairness (Cohen-
Charash & Mueller, 2007), and the quality of relationship between the actor and the target
(Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007) influence interpersonal harming. Therefore, the extent to
which the actor will enact harmful acts toward the other may depend on the elicited

emotion and the characteristics of their relational exchanges.
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Social Exchange Processes of Interpersonal Harming

A handful of study adopting a dyadic perspective has shown that the quality of
relationship between the actor and the target is negatively related to interpersonal harming
(Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007). The theoretical underpinning of this association can be
referred to as the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the law of reciprocity (Gouldner,
1960).

Blau (1964) differentiated two types of exchange relationships: economic and social
exchange relationships. Economic exchange relationships involve the exchange of
economic benefits such as monetary rewards in exchange for work efforts. In contrast,
social exchange relationships involve the exchange of socio-emotional benefits other than
monetary benefits. These exchanges are associated with personal attachments and feelings
of indebtedness, as well as obligations to reciprocate. Hence, people in a positive social
exchange relationship tend to render favors to their partners, and such behavior tend to
induce an obligation on their partners to reciprocate by providing certain favors in return.

In other words, social exchange refers to a situation wherein an individual does
another a favor that will consequently create a feeling of indebtedness on the one who
receives help to reciprocate. Norm of reciprocity includes the obligation to accept favors
when offered and the obligation to repay by rendering favor (Befu, 1980). Given that favor
rendering is especially effective in deterring harmful acts toward the favorable target, an
individual who has experienced a positive exchange relationship with the target should be
particularly averse to taking actions that would harm the target’s interest (Westphal &
Clement, 2008). Specifically, a high-quality relationship providing mutual trust, support,

information exchange, and resource sharing (Kacmar, Witt, Zivnuska, & Gully, 2003;
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Liden & Graen, 1980; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002; Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007) will
reduce occurrences of harmful acts. In addition, Venkataramani and Dalal (2007) suggested
that a high-quality relationship tends to reduce the likelihood of harming behavior as the
cost of losing a valued relationship is higher than the cost of losing a low-quality
relationship (Vetlesen, 1994). Moreover, Thau, Aquino, and Wittek (2007) suggested that
as social exchange relationships build trust over time, such trust prohibits harming behavior
by reducing self-interest and promoting the other’s interest.

Although the norm of reciprocity can reduce harming behavior between team
members, it also compels negative reciprocity resulting from the negative exchange in
relationships (Gouldner, 1960; Westphal & Zajac, 1997). Negative reciprocity reflects a
cognitive motivation to maintain balance or equity in social relationships (Greenberg,
1980; Westphal & Zajac, 1997). “Equity in social exchange is needed for continuous social
interaction; when this expectation is frustrated, the social exchange situation is threatened”
(Westphal & Zajac, 1997, p. 164). To reduce such threat, harmful acts as repayment for
injury become likely. Therefore, individuals who experience a negative relationship may
reciprocate harmful behavior toward the target in an effort to restore equity in the
relationship (Bies & Tripp, 2005) and to defend themselves through acts of revenge or
retaliation (Aquino & Thau, 2009). In addition, low-quality relationships usually manifest
in dislikes and conflicts, eventually leading to such harming behavior (Venkataramani &
Dalal, 2007).

In fact, the perceived obligation to positively or negatively reciprocate, and to
reduce or increase harmful actions is particularly strong in repeated interactions and dyadic

exchanges. Therefore, a person who engages in a high-quality exchange relationship with
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another (i.e., the target) may exhibit less interpersonal harming toward the target, whereas a
person who engages in a low-quality exchange relationship may display more harming
behavior toward their counterpart.

Although the notion of reciprocity posits that people may deter or enact their
harming behavior in good or poor dyadic relationships, we still know little about the
psychological mechanism that translates such positive or negative experiences in the
exchange relationship into forces that suppress or induce reciprocal harming behavior.
Exchange theorists have suggested that emotion may be one of the key mechanisms to
explain the relationship between social exchange and reciprocal behavior. For example,
people tend to feel gratitude or liking (Westphal & Clement, 2008), and exhibit a “punitive
sentiment” (Carpenter, Matthews, & Ong’ong’a, 2004, p. 415) or feelings of dislike
(Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007) in response to the positive and negative experiences in
social exchange relationships. Such kinds of feelings may motivate their positive
reciprocity by deterring the harming and negative reciprocity by increasing their harmful
actions, implying the possible mediation of emotions between the exchange relationship

and the reciprocal harming behavior.

The Role of Emotions

The mediation role of emotions receives some support from the appraisal theory of
emotions, which suggests that stimuli are appraised as harmful or valuable, challenging or
threatening, desirable or undesirable, thus determining the person’s emotional states (e.g.,
Arnold, 1960, Frijda, 1986; Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 1988; Smith & Lazarus, 1993).
Emotion elicitation involves two stages of appraisal processes (Weiss et al., 1999). In the

first stage, an actor may assess whether his/her personal goals are enhanced or hindered in
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a specific situation. This primary appraisal involves a gross evaluation of harm or benefit,
which then leads to the general positive or negative affective direction of the emotion. The
second stage involves the assessment of the causes of the goal enhancement or hindrance in
light of the actions of another person. This secondary appraisal involves the attribution of
the causes and the evaluation of the context of the stimulus in interpreting and
understanding the meaning of the appraisal, consequently resulting in particular emotions
(i.e., discrete emotions). Different emotional responses may in turn signal to individuals
that different actions are required to deal with the current concern based on the appraisal
processes. Accordingly, it suggests a causal relationship between appraisal, emotions, and
behavior. When a focal individual is exposed to an eliciting stimulus and appraises the
stimulus for its meaning, he/she will subsequently experience certain emotions, followed
by behavioral consequences. This appraisal-emotion-behavior sequence suggests that the
effects of cognitive appraisal on behavior may be mediated by emotions.

One of the greatest emotional impacts on workers relates to interactions with
coworkers (Boudens, 2005). On-going interactions are considered as an integral
relationship quality between two persons (actor and target), which may form an important
source of the stimulus for appraisal. When the actor appraises the relationship as good,
he/she is more likely to evaluate their relationship as beneficial to personal goal and
attribute positive causes to the target, further resulting to more positive emotions toward
the target. In contrast, when the actor assesses the relationship quality as poor and harmful,
he/she is more likely to attribute such negative situation as caused by the target,
consequently leading to more negative interpersonal emotions. Previous studies affirm this

notion, showing that positive social relationships convey positive affect; however, negative
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social relationships are more related to a large array of aversive emotional consequences
(e.g., Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Homans, 1951; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).

Emotional responses prepare the actor by setting body in an appropriate state of
readiness for action (Frijda, Kuipers, & Schure, 1989). Harmful acts have been shown to be
related to four particular discrete emotions: admiration, sympathy, envy, and contempt
(Cuddy et al., 2007). Discrete emotions, different from the unidimensional view of positive
and negative affect, are conceptualized as discretely different states having different
implications on behavior (Roseman, Wiest, & Swartz, 1994). For example, admiration and
sympathy have been shown to be more related to cooperative and pro-social behavior,
which may reduce the likelihood to exhibit harming behavior to the other (Alexander et al.,
1999; Eisenberg et al., 1989; Neuberg & Cottrell, 2002; Smith, 1992). Admiration, which
reflects identification with the target, is seeing the target as an in-group member and role
model (Cuddy et al., 2007; Lockwood & Kunda, 1997). Meanwhile, sympathy, which is a
driving force for altruistic behavior (Eisenberg et al., 1989; Smith, 1992), aiming at
alleviating others’ distress, may inhibit the actor’s passive or active harmful acts toward the
target (Allred, Mallozzi, Matsui, & Raia, 1997; Baumeister & Boden, 1998; Cuddy et al.,
2007).

Envy and contempt, categorized as antagonistic emotions (Tran, 2007), may
enhance potential harming acts. Envy may increase harming because it constitutes an
imminent threat to an individual’s self-esteem and identity (Cohen-Charash & Mueller,
2007; De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Salovey & Rodin, 1984; Smith et al., 1996; Smith,

Parrott, Diener, Hoyle, & Kim, 1999). Contempt may be positively associated with
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harming because it often develops on top of one’s anger, implying the co-occurrence of the
inclination to attack, derogate, and exclude a person (Fischer & Roseman, 2007).

Taken together, emotions may play a central role in the association between
relationship quality and interpersonal harming behavior (Spector & Fox, 2002). Attesting
to this notion, previous works have found that affective responses mediate the effects of
appraisal on counterproductive behavior (Fox & Spector, 1999; Fox et al., 2001; Spector &
Fox, 2002). Although these scholars have examined the role of emotions in
counterproductive behavior, they have mainly focused on the antagonistic emotions with
hostile characteristics such as anger. Much less is known about the influences of different
discrete emotions on interpersonal harming, the ways in which emotions are generated in a
relational context, and how they may be influenced in real-world settings (Roseman, 2001).

From the preceding discussion, we can see that relationship appraisals may trigger
discrete emotions. However, we know little about the cognitive processes that may help
better understand how such specific emotions develop in coworker dyad beyond that which
is explained by the exchange relationship quality. I therefore propose that interpersonal
social comparisons may provide some insights into understanding the associations between

relationship quality and interpersonal emotions.

Social Comparison Theory

Social comparison theory suggests that people have the fundamental need to relate
their attitudes, abilities, and performance to those around them (Festinger, 1954). More
than 50 years of research has shed considerable light on the general processes by which
people compare themselves to others (Buunk and Gibbons, 2007). As outlined in the

review of Buunk and Gibbons (2007), early studies have generally found that individuals
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perceive upward comparison (i.e., comparison with others who are doing better) as
threatening and downward comparison (i.e., comparison with others who are doing worse)
as self-affirmative. For this reason, upward comparison has been found to elicit defensive
responses, whereas downward comparison has been found to elicit positive responses (e.g.,
Gibbons & Gerrard, 1991; Salovey & Rodin, 1984).

A growing body of research, however, has indicated that the affective consequences
of a given social comparison may not be attributable to upward or downward directions
(Buunk, Collins, Taylor, & VanYperen, 1990). Both upward and down comparisons may
induce positive or negative affective responses. Buunk et al. (1990) argued that comparing
with the other who is doing poorly may indicate one’s own superiority, thus producing
positive feelings. Nevertheless, it may remind one’s possible worse future, thus inducing
anxiety. Likewise, comparing with a similar other who is doing well may show one’s own
inferiority, which then leads to negative feelings. However, one may get inspired and
motivated by this positive role model (Helgeson & Taylor, 1993). Apparently, both upward
and downward comparisons may lead to positive or negative emotions, but they are not
solely based on the simple upward or downward directions. Therefore, there is no simple
answer to whether upward or downward comparisons are good or bad for individuals.

Indeed, recent findings have highlighted both upward and downward comparisons
as having their “ups and downs” (Buunk et al., 1990). Their consequences have been
shown to largely depend on the extent to which individuals perceive themselves as likely to
become similar or dissimilar to the comparison target (i.e., “assimilation/contrast”; Brewer
& Weber, 1994; Buunk & Gibbons, 2007; Buunk & Ybema, 1997; Van der Zee, Buunk,

Sanderman, Botke, & van den Bergh, 2000). Assimilation refers to a comparison process
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wherein people regard themselves as similar to the target, the feeling of attraction toward
the target, and the perception that they will end up in a similar situation in the future. On
the other hand, contrast refers to a comparison process wherein people focus on the
differences between themselves and the target, and the attempt to distance away from the
target (Ybema, Buunk, & Heesink, 1996). Specific types of social comparison may evoke
discrete emotions (Buunk & Ybema, 1997; Carmona, Buunk, Peird, Rodriguez, & Bravo,
2006; Smith, 2000). Specifically, upward assimilation may lead to positive emotions, such
as admiration or inspiration, as people share the glory of successful others and perceive
others’ success as attainable for themselves (e.g., I may be as good as she is). Upward
contrast may provoke envy or resentment as people view others as better off as
competitors, reminding them that they are inferior (e.g., I am worse and I am unable to
measure up). Downward assimilation may cause sympathy or pity because the actors view
the failure of others who are worse off as a possible future for themselves, suggesting that
their status may deteriorate (e.g., I may become as worse as she is). Downward contrast
may elicit contempt as it prompts feelings of superiority together with a negative
evaluation on the other (e.g., I am better and she is unable to measure up).

Another body of research studying the cognitive perspective of social comparison
suggests that the activation of self-construals, which can be shaped profoundly by
contextual factors, is important in determining social comparison (Gardner, Gabriel, &
Hochschild, 2002; Kemmelmeier & Oyserman, 2001; Marx, Muller, & Stapel, 2005;
Mussweiler & Ruter, 2003; Mussweiler, Riiter, & Epstude, 2004; Schwinghammer, Stapel,
& Blanton, 2006; Stapel & Koomen, 2001). Social comparison responses are largely

dependent on the activation of the independent self (I), relational self (We), or collective
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self (We). The activation of self-construals can be explained by the mechanism of
information accessibility during social comparison (Mussweiler et al., 2004). The selective
accessibility model proposed by Mussweiler et al. (2004) suggests that social comparison
involves a selective information search. When information on personal self-construal
(independent self) is made accessible by priming the word “I,” contrast effects of social
comparison will be the likely result. On the contrary, when information on relational or
collective self-construal (interdependent self) is made accessible by priming the word
“We,” assimilative effects of social comparison are more likely to occur (Stapel &
Koomen, 2001). Assimilation may occur when the collective or relational self is dominant
as the “We” priming is likely to activate an integration mindset, in which information
focusing on the similarity with self and others is emphasized. Therefore self-perception is
assimilated (perceived as similar) to the comparison target. On the other hand, contrast may
occur when the independent self is dominant as the “I” priming is likely to activate a
differentiation mindset, in which self-distinctiveness is emphasized, and information about
dissimilarity between one and the other is focused. As a result, self-perception is contrasted
(perceived as dissimilar) away from the comparison target. The aforementioned views have
received some empirical support. For example, Gardner et al. (2002) found that priming
relational or collective self-construal in a dyadic relationship or in a group situation leads to
increasing assimilative comparisons and reducing contrastive comparisons.

In addition, emerging evidence suggests that self-construal can be largely shaped by
external contexts such as relational context and group context (Gardner et al., 2002; Stapel
& Koomen, 2001; Stapel & Koomen, 2005). For example, Aron, Aron, and Smollan (1992)

suggested that when people are in a good relationship, their relational self often includes
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overlapping connections with the closest other, resulting in assimilation to the self because
the self-definition has been expanded to include those dyadic relationships as a core
representation of self (Gardner et al., 2002). In high-quality relationships, assimilative
comparisons (both upward and downward) are more likely expected. Contrastive
comparisons (both upward and downward) are less likely to happen because positive
relationships may activate shared schemas or relationship-specific interpersonal goals that
will increase levels of identity with the target, as a part of their own self-identity (Aron,
Aron, Tudor, & Nelson, 1991; Baldwin, 1992; Shah, 2003). In contrast, low-quality
relationships may activate the independent self, resulting in increasing contrastive
comparisons and decreasing assimilative comparisons (both upward and downward). As
earlier noted, contrastive and assimilative comparisons may result in discrete emotions (e.g.,
admiration, empathy, envy, and contempt). Together, social comparison may play an
important process, which can likewise uncover the drawing out of discrete emotions in
relation to a high or low level of relationship quality.

So far, we have reviewed appraisal theory and social comparison theory. Both
explain the mediation role of emotions and social comparisons in associations between
relationship quality and interpersonal harming, and between relationship quality and
interpersonal emotions, respectively. Recent literature, however, suggests that emotional
processes and social comparison processes are deeply contextualized (Elfenbein, 2008;
Stapel & Koomen, 2005). Thus, it is necessary to identify a more refined model showing
the association of relationship quality, social comparison, emotions, and harming behavior

among teammates in relation to the team, or the context by which such processes take place.
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The Role of Team Context

Both emotion appraisal and social comparison theorists suggest that the
interpretations of the meaning of the appraisal processes and the social comparison
information should involve the examination of the social context that extends beyond the
self and the other (Elfenbein, 2008; Buunk & Gibbons, 2007; Greenberg et al., 2007,
Manstead & Fischer, 2001; Parkinson, 2001; Parkinson et al., 2005; Stapel & Koomen,
2005). First, according to the appraisal theory of emotions, Lazarus (1991) and Elfenbein
(2008), for example, suggested that situational contexts may provide feeling rules and
emotional schemas to regulate the appraisal processes (i.e., reappraisal). In other words,
situational influences help individuals alter their emotions (Lazarus, 1991) and reevaluate
the situation (e.g., cognitive change; see Gross, 1998; Spencer & Rupp, 2009), thus
determining the subsequent behavior. Within such reappraisal process, people’s emotions
are shaped by the ambience in the work groups that provides guidance about which
emotions are desirable to experience (i.e., feeling rules), because people often look to
others for clues to how they should feel (Sutton, 1991). In addition, situational influences
are capable of altering emotional schemas and cognitions (Gross, 1998) by providing new
responses to the stimulus evaluations, especially when the stimulus is potentially harmful
or beneficial to one’s self-interests (Elfenbein, 2008). For example, a learning climate
encourages students to reappraise mistakes as their own learning opportunities, while a
group’s service norm motivates service employees to view customers as small children
who cannot be responsible for their bad behavior. Such kind of reappraisal engendered in
the social context can effectively influence the experiences and meanings of emotions, and

their downstream effects on behavior.
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Stated differently, the context (e.g. group norms; Elfenbein, 2008) entails pre-
existing conventions, feeling rules, and display rules which define what emotions are
appropriate to feel and provide guidelines about proper emotional responses (Hochschild,
1979; Parkinson et al., 2005). In addition, social context may determine the interpretation
of emotional information, which may affect the subsequent behavior (Ashforth, 1993;
Morris & Feldman, 1996). Together, social context does not only influence how people
experience and express emotions, it also regulates how people behave in response to their
emotions (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). In this regard, social context acts as a regulation force
in overriding automatic processing of appraisals, emotions, and behavior (Elfenbein, 2008;
Grandey, 2000). According to this perspective, people use cues in their social environment
to determine their emotional experiences and the extent to which harming behavior is
appropriate. To recap, relationship appraisal may arouse distinct emotions, which may
determine the levels of harmful behavior in dyads. In addition, this process is regulated by
the social context.

Therefore, the extent by which emotional responses of exchange quality determine
harming behavior depends on the contextual influence. However, empirical examination,
which captures multiple levels of analysis including intra-individual, interpersonal, and
group processes to predict harming, remains limited in existing literature. Such limitation
emphasizes a need for a multilevel theoretical model to delineate the dyadic effects of both
relationship quality and emotions on interpersonal harming, and the ways by which such
relationship-emotion-harming linkage is context dependent.

Second, social comparison in response to the dyadic relationship quality may also

be determined by the team context (Stapel & Koomen, 2005). Stapel and Koomen (2005)
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extended the social comparison literature by showing self-construals as being activated by
the external environment such as in cooperative contexts. This experimental study showed
that when participants were told they were involved in a study of cooperative performance
(cooperative context), upward comparison information could lead to more positive
responses (upward assimilation). In contrast, when participants were told they were
involved in a study of competitive performance (less cooperative context), upward
comparison information led to less positive responses (upward contrast). Numerous studies
have found that a cooperative group context activates an integrated mindset among group
members, which may increase assimilative but reduce contrastive comparisons.
Meanwhile, a less cooperative group context activates a differentiation mindset, which may
increase contrastive but reduce assimilative comparisons (Buunk, Zurriaga, Peiro, Nauta, &
Gosalvez, 2005; Stapel & Koomen, 2001; Stapel & Koomen, 2005). The team’s
cooperative context is a social-cognitive construct, referring to the “shared perceptions” of
a workgroup that team members identify with, and thus molding the members’ cognition of
social comparison (Anderson & West, 1998; Buunk et al., 2005; Zohar & Luria, 2004). It is
acknowledged that a social context may strongly determine the interpretation of
comparison information (Stapel & Koomen, 2005). Such contextual influence (e.g., social
and normative standards in team) may be a stronger predictor of cognitive and behavioral
responses, which may overwhelm relational effects in relationships (Venkataramani &
Dalal, 2007). Thus, a team’s cooperative context may regulate how people compare with
their co-team members depending on their relationship quality with the comparison target.
Currently, there is considerable and consistent evidence showing that assimilative

or contrastive social comparison depends largely on one’s self-concept, namely, the
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interdependent self or the independent self. However, to the best of our knowledge, nearly
all studies investigating the effects of self-construal activation on social comparison were
conducted in experimental laboratories. They have never been empirically tested in real
world settings, particularly in a work environment. In addition, assimilative or contrastive
comparison may be jointly determined by cognitive-based contexts of cooperation and
relationship among team members (Stapel & Moomen, 2005). However, research so far has
not examined the interactive effects of relationship quality and cooperative team context on

social comparison.

Conclusion

Based on the reviewed literature in this chapter, five research gaps are identified.
First, although it is acknowledged that both emotions and relationship quality have impacts
on interpersonal harming (Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007; Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007)
while some conceptual works propose that emotions may play a mediating role to induce
harming in the affective relationship (Averill, 1983; Vetlesen, 1994; Westphal & Clement,
2008), no attempt has been made in examining the emotional mechanisms that activate
reciprocal harming in social exchange relationships. Second, some scholars have begun to
pay attention to the role of emotions in counterproductive behavior; however, they mainly
focus on antagonistic emotions such as anger (e.g., Spector, 1998). Much less is known
about the influences of other types of emotions on interpersonal harming, the ways in
which emotions are generated in a relational context, and how they may be influenced in
real-world settings (Rosemen, 2001). Third, despite previous studies have revealed that
how people appraise relationship quality in coworker dyad may elicit interpersonal

emotions, there are only a few research considering the cognitive processes (e.g., social
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comparison) in identifying specific emotions developed based on their exchange quality.
Fourth, there exists ample evidence showing that the extent to which emotional and
comparison responses of exchange quality determine harming behavior is context-
dependent. Nevertheless, the vital role of context in the linkage of relationship quality,
comparison, emotions, and interpersonal harming has been neglected in the current
literature. What is lacking to date, is a multilevel theoretical examination moving beyond
the individual level of analysis into dyads and groups to unveil the relational effects of
relationship quality, comparison, and emotions on harming behavior in a team context.
Finally, past studies on social comparison have suggested that comparison responses may
be determined by the context of cooperation and relationship among teammates (e.g.,
Stapel & Moomen, 2005). However, none of these has considered the interactive effects of
cooperative team context and relationship quality on social comparison, and how such
comparison may in turn affect team members’ emotions.

To address these research gaps, I propose to investigate four issues. First, consistent
with the conceptual works of social exchange and the appraisal theory of emotions, I will
examine how relationship quality elicits different emotions, which in turn determine the
extent to which a team member engages in or avoids harmful acts to another member.
Second, I propose that team context that casts cooperative team goals may regulate (1) how
relationship quality is related to interpersonal emotions, and (2) the mediating effects of
emotions on the association between relationship quality and harming behavior in
coworker dyads. This is because a cooperative team context provides guidance about which
emotions are desirable to experience (Elfenbein, 2008; Hochschild, 1979; Manstead &

Fischer, 2001; Parkinson et al., 2005; Sutton, 1991) and what behavior is expected in a
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team (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Third, building on the social comparison theory, I suggest
that relationship quality and cooperative team goals jointly influence the patterns of team
members’ comparison with others, which in turn may affect their interpersonal emotions.
Finally, to move beyond the individual level of analysis to the framework of dyads and
groups, I will examine a multilevel theoretical model to understand how a cooperative team
goal influences interpersonal processes involving relationship quality, social comparison,
emotions, and harming behavior. The development of the hypotheses will be presented in

the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3
THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

The above review suggests a possible link between relationship quality, specific
emotions, and harming behavior as contingent on a team’s cooperative goal. More
specifically, high- or low-quality relationship may trigger specific emotions resulting in
harming behavior. Such mediation relationship depends on the team’s cooperative goal. In
addition, a team’s cooperative goal may also regulate the association between relationship
quality and social comparisons among team members that may result in different emotional
responses. Therefore, in the present study, I investigate the following: (1) how the quality
of interpersonal relationship is related to various emotions and harming behavior; (2)
whether emotions mediate the relationship between relationship quality and harming
behavior (mediation model); (3) how relationship quality and team’s cooperative goals
jointly influence interpersonal emotions (moderation model); (4) how cooperative goals
regulate the mediation effects of emotions on the association between relationship quality
and harming behavior in coworker dyads (moderated mediation); and (5) whether
interpersonal social comparisons mediate the joint effect of relationship quality and

cooperative goals on interpersonal emotions (mediated moderation).

Relationship Quality and Harming Behavior

Relationship quality, similar to the concept of friendship, refers to a close personal
relationship characterized by openness, closeness, desirability to enjoy the other’s company,
and attachment, either for instrumental or emotional purpose in fullfiling personal

objectives (Rawlins, 1992; Wong, Tinsley, Law, & Mobley, 2003). We investigate
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interpersonal relationship in organizations where people interact and develop social
relationships beyond the fulfillment of work duties.

Venkataramani and Dalal (2007) have suggested that the quality of relationship
between the actor and the target is negatively related to interpersonal harming. The
theoretical underpinning of this association is the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and
the law of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960). Social exchange refers to a situation when an
individual does another a favor. Herein, the situation creates a feeling of indebtedness on
the one who receives help to reciprocate. The norm of reciprocity includes the obligation to
accept favors when offered and the obligation to repay by rendering favor (Befu, 1980).
Given that favor rendering is especially effective in deterring harmful acts toward the
favorable target, an individual who has experienced a positive exchange relationship with
the target should become particularly averse to taking actions that would harm the target’s
interest (Westphal & Clement, 2008). Specifically, a high-quality relationship providing
mutual trust, support, information exchange, and resource sharing (Kacmar et al., 2003;
Liden & Graen, 1980; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002; Thau et al., 2007; Venkataramani &
Dalal, 2007) will reduce the occurrence of harmful behavior.

Although the norm of positive reciprocity can reduce harming behavior between
team members in a positive relationship, it compels negative reciprocity in response to the
negative exchange relationship (Gouldner, 1960; Westphal & Zajac, 1997). Negative
reciprocity reflects a cognitive motivation to maintain balance or equity in social
relationships (Greenberg, 1980; Westphal & Zajac, 1997). “Equity in social exchange is
needed for continuous social interaction. When this expectation is frustrated, the social

exchange situation is threatened” (Westphal & Zajac, 1997, p. 164). To reduce such threat,
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harmful acts as repayment for injury are likely to occur. Therefore, individuals who
experience negative relationships are likely to exhibit harmful behavior toward the target in
an effort to restore equity in the relationship (Bies & Tripp, 2005) and to defend themselves
through acts of revenge or retaliation (Aquino & Thau, 2009).

Based on above reasoning, I predict that a person engaging in a high-quality
exchange relationship with another (i.e. the target) will exhibit less interpersonal harming
toward the target, whereas a person who engages in a low-quality exchange relationship
with the target will display more harming behavior to the counterpart.

Hypothesis 1: Relationship quality is negatively related to interpersonal harming

behavior in dyads.

Although the notion of reciprocity posits that people may deter or enact their
harming behavior in good or poor dyadic relationships, we still know little about the
psychological mechanism translating such positive or negative reciprocity into forces that
suppress or induce harming behavior. Exchange theorists have suggested that emotion may
be one of the key mechanisms in explaining the relationship between social exchange and
reciprocal behavior. For example, people tend to feel gratitude or liking (Westphal &
Clement, 2008), and exhibit a “punitive sentiment” (Carpenter, Matthews, & Ong’ong’a,
2004, p. 415) or feelings of dislike (Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007) in response to positive
and negative experiences in social exchange relationships, respectively. Such feelings may
motivate their positive reciprocity by deterring harming and negative reciprocity by
increasing their harmful actions, implying the possible mediation role of emotion between
the exchange relationship and the reciprocal harming behavior. Nevertheless, the

investigation of this mediation relationship (and empirical testing thereof) is still in its

43



infancy. I propose that the appraisal theory provides a comprehensive explanatory
framework delineating the intermediating role of interpersonal emotions in the association

between relationship quality and harming behavior.

Interpersonal Relationships and Emotions

The appraisal theory of emotions suggests that the appraisal of the stimulus as
harmful or valuable, challenging or threatening, desirable or undesirable may determine the
person’s emotional state (e.g., Arnold, 1960, Frijda, 1986; Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 1988;
Smith & Lazarus, 1993). Specifically, when the person appraises the stimulus as caused by
the other person, particular emotions will be elicited and directed to that person (i.e.,
interpersonal emotions). Such interpersonal emotions can be categorized into “contacting
emotions” or “attacking and excluding emotions.” Contacting emotions (e.g., love,
admiration, and sympathy) bring individuals to become attached and move toward the
target, while attacking and excluding emotions (e.g., anger, envy, and contempt) drive
people away from the target (Rosemen, 2001, p.71). Consequently, different emotional
responses may signal individuals to manifest different interpersonal actions (e.g., harming
the other), a means to deal with the current concern from the evaluation of the stimulus
(Frijda et al., 1989; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Roseman, 1984).

A stimulus that can arouse appraisal need not literally be an occurring event but can
also be a stable environment, particularly, when the environment involves other people
(Elfenbein, 2008). One of the greatest emotional impacts on workers relates to stimuli from
interactions with coworkers. Most of the previous research tended to focus implicitly on a
particular interaction or incident that elicits emotions. For example, Fox et al. (2001) found

that interpersonal conflicts in coworkers’ relationships may be appraised as threatening,
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and thus arouse negative feelings of anxiety and anger (Spector, 1998) toward the target. In
reality, two individuals may deal with each other on a daily basis in the workplace and
encounter many situations that trigger different emotions on an episodic basis, but they
may not define their relationship with each other in terms of these episodic interactions.
However, when both parties recognize the on-going interactions to be integral to their
relationship, the ways by which they appraise their relationship quality may greatly affect
the ways they feel toward their counterpart. This features longer duration of emotions and
more patterning behavioral response than episodic interactions (Aquino & Lamertz, 2004).
To support this notion, Boudens (2005) found that intense emotions could be evocated
while maintaining relationships with coworkers. In other words, the social exchange
relationship between two persons can form an important source of the stimulus for
appraisal. In particular, because relationship quality can only be evaluated in conjunction
with a corresponding target, the emotions elicited under the relationship appraisal are
necessarily directed to the target. In a similar vein, research on emotions also suggests that
emotions are typically target-directed and give rise to behavioral responses relevant to
these targets (Frijda, 1993; Isen, 1984; Lazarus, 1991). Based on these rationales, I propose
that how the actor appraises their relationship quality may determine in part the emotional
responses (i.e. interpersonal emotions) toward the target (Fischer & Roseman, 2007). In
addition, these interpersonal emotions, departed from episodic emotions of relatively brief
duration (Ekman & Davidson, 1994; Frijda, 1994), are relatively long-lasting and may
contribute to a more patterning behavioral response (Tran, 2007).

Studies on emotion and affect have traditionally focused on two broad affect

variables (positive and negative affect) while giving little attention to specific emotions
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(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Departing from prior research, I focus on specific
interpersonal emotions as distinct emotions can help provide wider explanations for
specific interpersonal behavior (Lee & Allen, 2002). For example, anger and guilt are both
negative emotions. Yet, whereas anger is related to aggression, guilt is not (Baron &
Richardson, 1994). Therefore, ignoring specific emotions in favor of general positive and
negative emotions will decrease their predictive power on behavior. Specifically, in the
current study, I investigate the effects of two emotions from “contacting emotion category”
(i.e., admiration and sympathy) and two emotions from “attacking and excluding emotion
category” (i.e., envy and contempt) on interpersonal behavior.

Previous empirical studies have demonstrated that these four emotions can predict
interpersonal behavior in groups or in relational contexts (Cuddy et al., 2007). In general,
they may significantly influence organizational behavior (Forgas & George, 2001; Pelled &
Xin, 1999) and, in particular, a harming behavior (Baumeister & Boden, 1998; Keltner,
Ellsworth, & Edwards, 1993; Lee & Allen, 2002). Admiration and sympathy have been
shown to be related more to cooperative and pro-social behavior, which may reduce the
likelihood of exhibiting harming behavior to others (Alexander et al., 1999; Eisenberg et al.,
1989; Neuberg & Cottrell, 2002; Smith, 1992). In contrast, envy and contempt, categorized
as antagonistic emotions (Tran, 2007), may enhance potential harming acts.

For the purpose of examining the emotional consequences of dyadic relationship for
interpersonal harming, I expect that relationship quality between two individuals may
determine the extent to which they engage in interpersonal harming toward each other, at
least in part, because their quality of relationship triggers specific interpersonal emotions

(admiration, sympathy, envy, and contempt). These emotions may activate or suppress
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harmful behavior (Cuddy et al., 2007). Consistent with the appraisal theory (Roseman &
Smith, 2001), when people appraise the relationship as threatening and stressful (Fox et al.,
2001) or frustrating (Fox & Spector, 1999; Spector, 1978) (e.g., low-quality relationship),
attacking and excluding emotions such as envy and contempt will be induced. These
negative emotions, representing immediate responses to the stimulus, energize and
motivate subsequent behavior to eliminate threat in a destructive way. Under such
circumstances, harming another individual is likely (Fox et al., 2001). On the contrary,
when people evaluate the relationship as enhancing one’s well-being (e.g., high-quality
relationship), contacting emotions such as admiration and sympathy will be experienced
(Spector & Fox, 2002). Given that these positive emotions are especially effective in
deterring harmful acts toward the favorable target, people who have experienced these
emotions in the interpersonal relationship should be more averse to taking actions to harm
the target (Alexander et al., 1999; Eisenberg et al., 1989; Neuberg & Cottrell, 2002; Smith,
1992). Thus, emotions may play a central role in the association between relationship
quality and interpersonal harming behavior (Spector & Fox, 2002).

In sum, from a social exchange perspective, relationship quality can induce positive
or negative reciprocity which determines interpersonal harming. From an appraisal
perspective, relationship quality can elicit interpersonal positive or negative emotions.
Taken together, the dyadic social exchange signals the actor to reciprocate favor or harm to
the target, while emotions elicited from relationship appraisal can motivate such reciprocal
behavior. Specifically, positive reciprocity (decreased harming) is likely to happen when a

high-quality relationship induces the feelings of admiration and sympathy; negative
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reciprocity (increased harming) likely occurs when a low-quality relationship induces envy
and contempt. Based on the above evidence, I draw the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2: Relationship quality is positively related to admiration (2a) and
sympathy (2b), and negatively related to envy (2¢) and contempt (2d).
Hypothesis 3: Emotions (admiration, sympathy, envy, and contempt) mediate the
negative association between relationship quality and interpersonal harming

behavior in dyads.

The Moderating Role of Team’s Cooperative Goals

So far, I have established the link between relationship quality, emotions, and
interpersonal harming. Appraisal theory also predicts reciprocal harming as a result of an
exchange quality that may be mitigated (or intensified) when the social context facilitates
the inducement of positive emotion (or negative emotion) and restrain negative emotions
(or positive emotion). Recent research on emotion and appraisal emphasizes the fact that
emotion appraisals and processes are strongly influenced by the context in which they
emerge and develop (Elfenbein, 2008; Manstead & Fischer, 2001; Parkinson, 2001;
Parkinson et al., 2005). Lazarus (1991) and Elfenbein (2008), for example, have suggested
that the social environment, which engenders feelings rules, emotional schemas, and
behavioral norms, does not only influence the ways people experience emotions in the
appraisal processes, but it also regulates how people behave in response to their emotions
(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). In a similar vein, the social interactionist perspective on
workplace aggression (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Douglas et al., 2008) maintains that a
better understanding of harmful behavior in the workplace requires attention to the role of

the work context. It is argued that individuals use information from their immediate social
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environment to interpret events, develop appropriate attitudes, and understand expectations
toward and consequences of their behavior (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). According to this
perspective, people use cues in their social environment to determine their emotional
experiences and the extent to which harming behavior is appropriate. Thus, a more
complete theory of the association between relationship appraisal, emotions, and
interpersonal harming among teammates requires a consideration of the team context in
which such behavior takes place.

In the current study, I focus on the role of the team’s cooperative goal because a
number of emotion appraisal literature showed that appraisal processes may highly depend
on the evaluation of goal relevance and goal congruence (Smith & Lazarus, 1993), and the
facilitation of goal progress (Fitzsimons, 2006). In addition, a cooperative goal
emphasizing team harmony, cohesion, mutual support, and shared identity discourages
competitive and harming behavior (Buunk et al., 2005; Tjosvold, Hui, & Yu, 2003;
Tjosvold et al., 2004). A cooperative team goal reflects the team members’ shared belief
that their individual goal achievements are positively related, and that they can reach their
goals only when the others also reach their goals (Tjosvold et al., 2004). It is similar to the
concept of cooperation (Deutsch, 1949, 1973) and positive goal interdependence (Johnson
& Johnson, 1989). In laboratory studies, a cooperative goal induced by providing team
members with group feedback, or with rewards for collective performance fosters
cooperative context (Weldon & Weingart, 1993). A cooperative context provides explicit
rules, cues, norms, and expectations, which constrain the process of appraisal, feelings of
emotions, and rationalization of their work behaviors (Elfenbein, 2008; Parkinson et al,,

2005; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Thus, I expect that a cooperative goal will (1) influence
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how relationship quality is related to interpersonal emotions; and (2) determine the
mediating effects of emotions on the association between relationship quality and
interpersonal harming.

The interactionist model of emotion (Ashforth, 1993; Morris & Feldman, 1996) and
recent appraisal literature (Manstead & Fischer, 2001; Parkinson et al., 2005) suggest that
appraisals, experiences, and expressions of emotions are socially constructed. This means
that people make sense of their emotions through their understanding of the social
environment (Manstead & Fischer, 2001). Social environment tends to exert social
influences on people. When a person feels attached to other team members in a group and
believe that they can help achieve important goals, this person is more likely to want to
gain and maintain social approval from the other team members. Therefore, this person will
feel the pressure to comply with the group’s wishes and expectations while bringing one’s
own thoughts, feelings, and behavior in line with others (George, 2002). Stated differently,
team context, which entails pre-existing conventions, feeling rules, and display rules,
defines the appropriate emotions and provides guidelines on proper emotional responses
(Hochschild, 1979; Parkinson et al., 2005). Specifically, cooperative team context, which
increases shared identity among team members, may encourage feelings of favorable and
contacting emotions such as admiration and sympathy toward the other. In contrast,
members in a less cooperative team context may tend to differentiate and perceive the other
as out-group (Hogg, 2000). In this situation, they are more likely to experience negative
and attacking emotions such as envy and contempt toward another member in the dyadic
relationship (Buunk et al., 2005; Dufty, Shaw, & Schaubroeck, 2008; Stapel & Koomen,

2001; Stapel & Koomen, 2005). Thus, a cooperative goal may provide guidance in

50



identifying emotions that are desirable to experience (i.e., feeling rules) in response to the
relationship appraisal.

In addition, a team’s cooperative context is capable of altering emotional schemas by
providing new responses to relationship evaluations, especially when the relationship is
potentially harmful or beneficial to self-interests (Elfenbein, 2008). Put differently,
cooperative goal, which entails a shared belief in a common goal among team members,
encourages members to evaluate each other’s relationship in a positive way,
correspondingly leading to positive emotions (Manstead & Fischer, 2001). Together, the
team’s cooperative goal can greatly influence the ways people think and feel about their
team members because it provides for feeling rules and the means to appraise their dyadic
relationship, as it shapes their cognitive appraisal schema. Cooperative goals can influence
the experience and feelings of emotion, and the relationship appraisal; thus, it is likely that
it will also affect the link between relationship appraisal and emotion.

Furthermore, social and normative standards may play a stronger role that may
overwhelm the relational effects from exchange quality in influencing behavioral and
emotional responses between team members (Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007). Therefore, I
propose that cooperative team context may compensate for the impacts of relationship
quality on emotions. A cooperative goal conveys a sense of mutual support (Buunk et al.,
2005) and shared identity (Schneider, 1990; Schneider, Ehrhart, Mayer, Saltz, & Niles-
Jolly, 2005) among team members, which may reduce the threat of exploitation in dyadic
relationships. When team members feel secure in their relationships, identify with their
team members, and provide mutual support to each other, team cohesiveness tends to

increase (Hogg, 1992), and individuals belonging to the group may feel pressured to
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comply with the group’s cooperative norms (George, 2002; Parkinson et al., 2005). In such
circumstances, the association between dyadic relationship quality and emotion may be
weakened, especially as people’s experience of emotions is shaped and primed in a
cooperative way; that is, people's feelings toward each other are shaped by their favorable,
cooperative context, which enhances positive feelings, while it buffers negative feelings,
irrespective of relationship quality. In other words, cooperative goal buffers the
associations between relationship quality and interpersonal emotions. In contrast, under
conditions of a less cooperative goal wherein team members focus less on common goals
and cooperation, team members may become more emotionally responsive to their dyadic
relationship appraisal because their emotions are less restricted by the cooperative norms.
As such, a negative relationship appraisal may induce more attacking emotions such as
envy and contempt, while positive relationship appraisal may enhance more contacting
emotions such as admiration and sympathy. Hence, a less cooperative goal may strengthen
the associations (both positive and negative) between relationship quality and emotions.
Hypothesis 4: Cooperative goals moderate the associations between relationship
quality and admiration (4a), and sympathy (4b) in dyads: The positive associations
between relationship quality and these emotions are stronger in teams with a lower
cooperative goal than in a higher cooperative goal.
Hypothesis 5: Cooperative goals moderate the associations between relationship
quality and envy (5a), and contempt (5b) in dyads: The negative associations
between relationship quality and these emotions are stronger in teams with a lower

cooperative goal than in a higher cooperative goal.
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Furthermore, I propose that the cooperative goal of teams plays an important role in
regulating the mediating effects of emotions in the relationship-harming linkage. That is, a
cooperative goal moderates the indirect effect of relationship quality on harming behavior
through the mediation mechanism of emotions. According to this study’s framework,
emotions should increase or reduce harming behavior, but not all individuals experiencing
such emotions will engage in or avoid acts of harming toward other team members. It
depends on the team’s cooperative goal, which entails behavioral norms, to suggest to the
team members whether harming the other is an appropriate means in releasing emotions.
Empirical works provide evidence that individuals look for social cues for guidance as to
what does and does not constitute harming behavior. These studies have shown that
harming behavior is related to the observed or perceived frequency of their coworkers’
engagement in this behavior (Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Glomb & Liao, 2003; Robinson &
O'Leary-Kelly, 1998), behavioral cues of team members to express negative emotions
(Cole et al., 2008), and perceived norm toward organizational deviance (Tepper et al.,
2008).

Previous works have proposed that an antisocial climate is conducive to individual
harming behavior (Glomb & Liao, 2003; Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998). Much less is
known about how a positive team context (cf. Ashkanasy, 2003; Aquino & Douglas, 2003;
Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007) such as a cooperative goal in team may mitigate such
harmful behavior in a team. [ argue that a cooperative goal may signal to employees
whether interpersonal harming is appropriate in behaviorally expressing their emotions by
assessing the extent to which their group’s goal is collective. In teams with a high

cooperative goal, team members generally would like each other to perform effectively
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with each individual gaining success, especially as they perceive the outcomes between
themselves and the other teammates as interdependent (Kelley & Thibaut, 1968). For this
reason, I believe that when a cooperative goal is high, people experiencing unpleasant
emotions (envy and contempt) in their low-quality dyadic relationships will have little
motivation to execute harming behavior, as harming another team member would endanger
one’s own goal attainment. In contrast, those who experience favorable emotions
(admiration and sympathy) in high-quality relationships may trigger positive evaluations of
others (Stapel & Koomen, 2005) when cooperation is normative, thus reducing the
likelihood of harming the other.

In teams where cooperative goal is low, however, individual interests will prevail over
collective interests. In this regard, detrimental effects of unpleasant emotions (envy and
contempt) that are experienced in low-quality relationships more likely increase
interpersonal harming given that harming the target may reduce such negative feelings
without endangering the actor’s own goal achievement. In these circumstances, however,
pleasant emotions elicited from high-quality relationships may not be related to
interpersonal harming as a less cooperative team context activates differentiation mindset
(Stapel & Koomen, 2001; Stapel & Koomen, 2005) in which self-distinctiveness is
emphasized. Therefore, people are less likely to process favorable information for the other,
and pleasant emotions may not generate positive evaluation on the target as means to
eschew acts of harming. The preceding argument produces a framework in which emotions
mediate the association between relationship quality and interpersonal harming; thus, I
contend that a cooperative goal will conditionally influence the strength of the indirect

relationship between relationship quality and interpersonal harming through emotions. In
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other words, the mediation effects of emotions on the association between relationship
quality and interpersonal harming may vary according to high or low levels of cooperative
goal.

Hypothesis 6: Cooperative goals moderate the indirect effect of relationship quality on
interpersonal harming through interpersonal emotions: The mediation effects of contacting
emotions (6a: admiration and 6b: sympathy) on the association between relationship
quality and interpersonal harming behavior in dyads are stronger when a team’s
cooperative goal is high but not when it is low. On the other hand, the mediation effects of
attacking emotions (6¢: envy and 6d: contempt) on this relationship are stronger when a

team’s cooperative goal is low but not when it is high.

The Mediating Mechanism between Relationship Quality and Emotions

Building upon the appraisal theory of emotions, I have elaborated on a team
member’s appraisal of his/her relationship quality with another in relation to their
interpersonal emotions. What is still unclear, however, is the interpersonal process that may
help in better understanding how such specific emotions develop in a coworker dyad
beyond that what is explained by the social exchange theory. The purpose of this section is
to clarify mediating mechanisms and processes that account for previously established
relationships between exchange quality and emotions in coworker dyads in work teams.
Drawing from the social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), I propose that social

comparison plays a mediating role between relationship quality and interpersonal emotions.
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The Mediating Role of Social Comparison

Research in social comparison has shown that people like to repeatedly and
automatically compare themselves with a particular similar or close other because it
provides a routine standard for self-evaluation. Such comparison information is easy to use
and efficient to obtain (Mussweiler & Ruter, 2003). As coworkers in work teams can be
easily observed as targets for comparison, employees are then expected to compare
themselves frequently and automatically with their coworkers. Moreover, individual
members will likely experience simultaneously upward comparison with some teammates
and downward comparison with other teammates, depending on certain contexts.

It has long been suggested in social comparison literature that upward comparison
(i.e., comparison with others who are doing better) or downward comparison (i.e.,
comparison with others who are doing worse) will elicit negative or positive emotional
responses depending on the extent to which individuals perceive themselves as likely to
become similar or dissimilar to the comparison target (i.e., “assimilation/contrast”’; Brewer
& Weber, 1994; Buunk & Gibbons, 2007; Buunk & Ybema, 1997; Van der Zee et al.,
2000). When individuals perceive a high level of assimilation (i.e.,  will end up in a
similar situation), upward comparison has been shown to result in positive feelings (e.g.,
admiration) as individuals regard the comparison target as a role model and assume that
they can attain similar excellence (Lockwood & Kunda, 1997; Lockwood, Jordan, &
Kunda, 2002). Downward comparison, in this situation, may engender assimilative
emotions (e.g., sympathy) due to the prospect of falling prey to an equivalent fate
(Lockwood et al., 2002). When individuals perceive a low level of assimilation (i.e.,

contrast — [ will not end up in the similar situation), downward comparison has been shown
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to prompt feelings of superiority and a negative evaluation of the other (e.g., contempt),
whereas upward comparison induces feelings of inferiority (e.g., envy; Collins, 1996; Van
der Zee et al., 2000). In sum, previous literature has identified four interpersonal emotions
resulting from interpersonal social comparisons: upward assimilation — admiration,
downward assimilation — sympathy, upward contrast — envy, downward contrast —
contempt (Cuddy et al., 2007; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; Smith, 2000).

In team settings, people are nested within a network of relationships. In this respect,
the characteristics of the dyadic relationship may have great impact on the comparison
processes. The social cognitive perspective of social comparison (Mussweiler et al., 2004)
suggests that social comparison is a process of search for selective information. When
information on personal self-construal (the independent self, “I”’) is made accessible,
contrast effects of social comparison will be the likely result. In contrast, when information
on interdependent self-construal (relational self or collective self, “We”) is made
accessible, assimilative effects of social comparison are more likely to occur (Gardner et
al., 2002; Stapel & Koomen, 2001). Assimilation is more likely to manifest when the
interdependent self is dominant because it activates an integration of the mindset wherein
information focusing on the similarity of one’s self with others is emphasized. Therefore,
self-perception is assimilated (perceived as similar) to the comparison target. On the other
hand, contrast is more likely to occur when the independent self is dominant, especially
because it is likely to activate a differentiation mindset wherein self-distinctiveness is
emphasized, and information on dissimilarity between one and the other is focused on. As a
result, self-perception is contrasted (perceived as dissimilar) away from the comparison

target.
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The aforementioned views have received some empirical support. To begin with,
Gardner et al. (2002) found that priming the relational and collective self-construals in a
dyadic relationship or in group situations has lead to increased assimilation effects and
reduced contrast effects during social comparison. Moreover, Aron et al. (1992) suggested
that people who are part of a good relationship see that their relational self often includes
overlapping connections with the closest other [person], thus resulting in assimilation to the
self, as such self-definition has been expanded to include such dyadic relationships as the
core representation of one’s self (Gardner et al., 2002). In a high-quality relationship,
assimilative comparisons (both upward and downward) are more likely and contrastive
comparisons (both upward and downward) are less likely to happen because a positive
relationship may activate shared schemas or relationship-specific interpersonal goals that
will increase levels of identity with the target, as a part of their own self-identity (Aron et
al., 1991; Baldwin, 1992; Shah, 2003). In contrast, low-quality relationships may activate
the independent self and manifest dissimilarities between people, resulting in increased
contrastive comparisons and decreased assimilative comparisons (both upward and
downward).

As argued earlier, social comparison can be viewed in relation to different
emotional responses (Cuddy et al., 2007; Fiske et al., 2002; Smith, 2000). Taken together,
the relationship quality of dyads may shape the patterns of social comparison which in turn
elicit interpersonal emotions. Supporting this argument, Henderson et al. (2008) suggested
that social comparison translates the effects of relationship quality between leader and

member into stronger affective outcomes. Hence, I formulate the following hypotheses:
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Hypothesis 7a: Upward assimilation mediates the association between relationship
quality and admiration.

Hypothesis 7b: Downward assimilation mediates the association between
relationship quality and sympathy.

Hypothesis 7¢: Upward contrast mediates the association between relationship
quality and envy.

Hypothesis 7d: Downward contrast mediates the association between relationship

quality and contempt.

The Moderating Role of Cooperative Goal on the Association between Relationship

Quality and Social Comparison

Recent social comparison research, however, emphasizes the fact that social
comparisons are typically located in a social context (Buunk & Gibbons, 2007; Greenberg
et al., 2007). In laboratory studies, cooperative context can activate interdependent self-
construals and levels of cooperation in teams in order to increase assimilative comparisons
and reduce contrastive comparisons (Stapel & Koomen, 2005). Cooperative team goal is a
social-cognitive construct, referring to the “shared perceptions” of a work group that team
members identify with, thus molding the members’ cognition during social comparison
(Anderson & West, 1998; Buunk et al., 2005; Zohar & Luria, 2004). Therefore, social
context may strongly determine the interpretation of comparison information (Stapel &
Koomen, 2005), and such contextual influence may have potency to override interfering
signals sent by other relational variables in the work environment (Venkataramani & Dalal,
2007; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978, p. 238-240). Hence, I suggest that relationship quality may

have few implications on social comparisons in teams with a high cooperative goal.
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A high cooperative team goal that emphasizes on team harmony, cohesion, mutual
support, and shared identity discourages competition (Buunk et al., 2005; Tjosvold et al.,
2003; Tjosvold et al., 2004). It activates a collective and integrated mindset among team
members (Gardner et al., 2002; Stapel & Koomen, 2001), which may reduce the threat of
exploitation in dyadic relationships and increase the sense of security in coworker
relationships. As such, team members are more likely to identify with, be attracted by,
perceive themselves to be similar to the comparison targets (more assimilative
comparisons), and be less distant from their comparison targets during comparison
processes (less contrastive comparisons). In other words, a high cooperative team goal
tends to enhance assimilative comparisons and buffer contrastive comparisons in coworker
dyads regardless of their relationship quality. Put simply, the effects of relationship quality
on social comparisons will be attenuated in teams with a high cooperative goal. Thus, I
expect that the relationship quality is less related to comparisons when the cooperative
team goal is high.

In contrast, without such a strong cooperative goal, individuals are more likely to
rely on their relationship quality in determining the ways by which they compare
themselves with their team members. Under conditions of a less cooperative goal wherein
team members are less focused on common goals and cooperation, members compete for
resources, prestige, and status (Mettee & Smith, 1977). Therefore, team members are
placed under the threat of resource exploitation from their coworkers. Perceptions of low
levels of relationship quality are likely to intensify the perception of the acute threat of
being exploited by another team member, and therefore activate the independent self,

which then results to more contrastive comparisons and less assimilative comparisons. In
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contrast, if the focal member perceives a high-quality relationship with the target,
assimilative comparisons are more likely and contrastive comparisons are less likely to
occur, respectively. This may be a result of a high-quality dyadic relationship, which may
expand the relational self into one’s self-definition. This makes people feel secure and
attracted by the target, resulting in increased assimilative effects and decreased contrastive
effects during social comparison (Aron et al., 1992).

In other words, if a strong cooperative goal exists, team members are likely to make
more assimilative comparisons and less contrastive comparisons with other team members
in accordance with established and shared cooperative perceptions regardless of their
dyadic relationship quality. In contrast, member comparisons are less restricted by such
integrated perception if they belong to teams with a weak cooperative goal. They are more
likely to make comparisons depending on their levels of relationship quality with their
dyad members. Taken together, the associations between relationship quality and social
comparisons are expected to be attenuated in teams with a strong cooperative goal, whereas
these relationships are exacerbated in teams with a weak cooperative goal. Herein, the
following hypotheses are formulated:

Hypothesis 8: Cooperative goals moderate the associations between relationship

quality and assimilative comparisons (8a: upward assimilation, 8b: downward

assimilation): The positive associations between relationship quality and
assimilative comparisons are stronger in teams with a lower cooperative goal than
in teams with a higher cooperative goal.

Hypothesis 9: Cooperative goals moderate the associations between relationship

quality and contrastive comparisons (9a: upward contrast, 9b: downward contrast):
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The negative associations between relationship quality and contrastive comparisons
are stronger in teams with a lower cooperative goal than in teams with a higher

cooperative goal.

Social Comparison Mediates the Interactive Effects of Relationship Quality and

Cooperative Goals

I contend that social comparisons may mediate the interactive effects of relationship
quality and cooperative goals on emotions. As noted previously, relationship quality is
expected to be more related to interpersonal emotions under conditions of a low
cooperative goal because people’s feelings toward others are more likely to vary according
to the way on how they appraise their dyadic relationship when their emotions are less
restricted by the cooperative feelings rules and norms. Similarly, individuals are more
likely to make comparisons with their targets according to their relationship quality when
they are less primed by the integrated mindset in teams with a low cooperative goal. In
addition, social comparisons will generate specific emotions including admiration,
sympathy, envy, and contempt. Thus, I believe that a cooperative goal may influence the
effects of relationship quality on interpersonal comparisons in the same way as it
influences the effects of relationship quality on interpersonal emotions. Specifically,
relationship quality will be more related to social comparisons (positively related to upward
assimilation and downward assimilation, and negatively related to upward contrast and
downward contrast) and emotions (positively related to admiration and sympathy, and
negatively related to envy and contempt) when the cooperative goal is low. However, in

teams with a high cooperative goal, relationship quality will be less likely to trigger
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interpersonal comparisons and emotions. Therefore, I predict a mediated moderation, as
shown in the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 10a: Upward assimilation mediates the interactive effects of

relationship quality and cooperative goals on admiration.

Hypothesis 10b: Downward assimilation mediates the interactive effects of

relationship quality and cooperative goals on sympathy.

Hypothesis 10c: Upward contrast mediates the interactive effects of relationship

quality and cooperative goals on envy.

Hypothesis 10d: Downward contrast mediates the interactive effects of relationship

quality and cooperative goals on contempt.

The models depicting the key theoretical relationships are presented in Figure 1 and
Figure 2. The model in Figure 1 examines the following: (1) how relationship quality is
related to interpersonal emotions and harming behavior; (2) whether emotions mediate the
association between relationship quality and harming behavior; (3) how relationship quality
and team’s cooperative goals jointly influence interpersonal emotions; and (4) how
cooperative goals regulate the mediation effects of emotions on the association between
relationship quality and harming behavior. On the other hand, the model in Figure 2
investigates the following: (1) the mediating effects of social comparisons on the
associations between relationship quality and emotions; (2) the interactive effects of
relationship quality and cooperative goals on social comparisons; and (3) how social
comparisons mediate the joint effects of relationship quality and cooperative goals on

interpersonal emotions.
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I examined the constructs’ validity and tested the hypotheses in a series of three
studies. Study 1 was a pilot study that examined and refined the measure instruments.
Study 2 examined the Theoretical Model in Figure 1 using a sample of student teams.
Study 3, representing a sample of work teams from a telecommunication services company,
replicated the findings in Study 2 and tested the Theoretical Model in Figure 2. For each
study, I presented the method, followed by the results, and finally the discussion.

In Study 1, construct validation was examined. In Study 2 (Model 1), Hypotheses 1,
2 (a-d), 3, 4 (a-b), 5 (a-b), and 6 (a-d), were tested. Study 3 replicated the findings in Study
2 and examined Model 2, including Hypotheses 7 (a-d), 8 (a-b), 9 (a-b), and 10 (a-d). I
analyzed the data in Studies 2 and 3 using Kenny’s (1994) social relations model (SRM) in
order to isolate variance and to test the hypotheses across multiple levels of analysis. In
addition, I also used Edwards and Lambert’s framework (2007), an approach that combines
moderated regression procedures with the path analytic framework, to test the mediation

effects of emotions and social comparisons.
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CHAPTER 4
STUDY 1: Social Relations Model and Construct Validation -- Methodological
Issues

In this Chapter, I will first introduce a specific social network analytical
technique used to analyze data, the Social Relations Model (SRM; Kenny, 1994).
Second, in a pilot study (Study 1), I will examine the construct validation for the
two Theoretical Models. Model 1 includes seven variables: A’s relationship quality
with B (i.e., overall effectiveness of the relationship between A and B); the four
types of A’s interpersonal emotions toward B (i.e., the extent to which A feels
admirable, sympathetic, envious, and contemptuous toward B); cooperative goals
(i.e., team members’ shared perception about the cooperative goal in a group); and
A’s harming of B (i.e., the extent to which A will exhibit harmful behavior toward
B). Model 2 includes ten variables: A’s relationship quality with B; the four types of
A’s social comparison responses to B (i.e., upward assimilation, downward
assimilation, upward contrast, and downward contrast); the four types of A’s
emotions toward B (i.e., admiration, sympathy, envy, and contempt); and
cooperative goals.

I used data from Study 1 solely to pretest measures and to troubleshoot the
survey--not to test the hypotheses. Study 1 serves two purposes. First, it is important
to examine the factor structure of the models’ variables as this study adopts items
from different scales (e.g., interpersonal emotions) that are susceptible to overlaps
in meaning. To check whether these variables are distinct from each other, I
conducted three exploratory factor analyses to assess the construct validation of the

theoretical models.
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Second, based on these results, I selected items with the highest loadings of
each variable in order to test the hypotheses in Studies 2 and 3. Questionnaires in
both studies contained social network items that asked survey participants to
respond to specific questions about each of their team members (i.e., round robin
design). Such labor-intensive nature of rating all the team members precludes the
use of the full version of every measure, because asking participants to respond to
multiple items per measure about all their co-team members would be arduous and
would result in respondents’ fatigue and low response rates (Marsden, 1990).
Therefore, following the common practice in social network studies (Bowler &
Brass, 2006; Van Der Vegt, Bunderson, & Oosterhof, 2006; de Jong, Van der Vegt,
& Molleman, 2007), I used the short version scale of the measures, which have been
examined in this pilot study to collect data for Studies 2 and 3. Hypotheses were

analyzed by the SRM.

Social Relations Model (SRM)

SRM is a model that examines the social perception and behavior between
socially interacting partners in a dyadic relationship within social contexts (Kenny,
1994; Kenny & La Voie, 1984). Dyadic relations within groups are functions of
multilevel effects: individual level effects (actor effect and target effect), dyad-level
effects (relationship effects), and group-level effects. The SRM can partition the
variance of perception and behavior into four major components: actor (member X),
target (member Y), dyad (X and Y relationship), and group. Perceiver variance
(actor variance) is a portion of variance that arises from the tendency of a perceiver
to rate all other members in a particular way. This also refers to the extent to which
a perceiver sees all targets as alike. The variance of perceiver effects is a measure of

assimilation or a perceiver’s tendency to judge similarly multiple targets that, in
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fact, vary. For example, X tends to view everyone as helpful. This is related to
individual differences among people. Target variance refers to the portion of
variance arising from the tendency of a target to receive similar ratings from other
members. This is also the extent to which a target is seen by all actors in a similar
way. Variance of target effects is a measure of the consensus of the multiple
perceivers’ judgments of a common target. For example, everyone views Y as
helpful. Dyadic variance arises from the particular relationship between the
perceiver and the target. This is also the degree to which a given perceiver sees a
specific target in a particular way. The variance of dyadic effects is a measure of the
uniqueness of the perceiver’s judgment of a specific target controlling for the
perceiver and target effects. For example, X views Y as helpful because they have a
long history of helping each other. Group variance arises from group membership,
which is under the influence of group norms. For example, X and Y are in a group
in which helping is a group norm.

In dyadic behavior, according to Kenny (1994) and Kenny, Mohr, and
Levesque (2001), actor effect (perceiver effect) in general is a function of an actor’s
personality, skill, and characteristics. Meanwhile, target effect (partner effect) refers
to the amount of perception and behavior that a person consistently elicits from
others. Relationship effect appears when a unique relationship alters the response
from one to another. More precisely, actor effect is defined as the consistency of an
actor’s behavior across interacting targets. For example, X’s helping behavior
depends on his/her personality. Target effect refers to the impact of an interacting
partner on an individual’s behavior. For example, X’s helping action depends on
Y’s behavior. Relationship effect means the influence of a unique relationship of a

dyad on their interacting behavior. For example, the degree to which X helps Y
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depends on their relationship. The SRM also measures the extent of generalized
reciprocity and dyadic reciprocity. General reciprocity is measured by the
correlation between actor and target effects. For example, if X helps others, do the
others help X in return? Dyadic reciprocity is measured by a correlation between
relationship effects, such that if X helps Y, does Y help X in return?

Most of the SRM studies were not specifically interested in behavior but
rather focused on the perception (Kenny et al., 2001). For example, previous
research has found significant variances of perceiver effects in perception studies on
stereotype and group bias (Boldry & Kashy, 1999; Kenny, 1994); partner/target
effects in studies of trait-liked characteristics (Albright, Kenny, & Malloy, 1988;
Kenny, Albright, Malloy, & Kashy, 1994; Kenny, Horner, Kashy, & Chu, 1992;
Malloy & Albright, 1990; Malloy, Albright, Kenny, & Agatstein, 1997; Park &
Judd, 1989; Paulhus & Reynolds, 1995) and leadership (Malloy & Janowski, 1992;
Zaccaro, Foti, & Kenny, 1991); and relationship effects in liking judgment (Park &
Flink, 1989), feeling of affiliation and control (Wright & Ingraham, 1986), peer
preference (Whitley, Schofield, & Snyder, 1984), and co-orientation (Kenny &
Kashy, 1994). Although the study of SRM in behavior has received considerably
less attention in most literature, accumulated evidence suggests that social behavior
is determined by relationship variances (Kenny et al., 2001; Malloy, Barcelos,
Arruda, DeRosa, & Fonseca, 2005). Specifically, relationship effect and dyadic
reciprocity effect are commonly found in behavioral research. For example,
relationship effect is more substantial for behavior that reflects interaction dynamics
such as conversation (Kenny et al., 2001). Dyadic reciprocity effect, referring to a
correlation between relationship effects (X helps Y, and Y helps X in return), is

more salient in talking behavior, pro-social behavior, gesturing, friendliness, and
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involvement (Kenny et al., 2001). A recent study investigating expertness diversity,
interpersonal commitment, and helping behavior reveals that a large proportion of
interpersonal commitment variance (66%) and interpersonal helping variance (21%)
is determined by dyadic relationships (Van Der Vegt, et al., 2006). Many interesting
and important dyadic behaviors and interpersonal perception still await further
exploration. For instance, harming behavior, the experience of interpersonal
emotions, and perception of social comparison have not yet to be examined. Thus,
in the present thesis, I will examine two theoretical models using SRM to isolate
variance and test the hypotheses at multiple levels of analysis: actor, target, dyad,
and group.

Data were collected using a round robin design (Warner, Kenny & Stoto,
1979) with at least three members in a team. Every member of the team rated and
was rated by other team members. For example, in a group of 4 members, 12 direct

assessments were obtained, as each member rated 3 targets.

Method

Sample and Procedures

The examination of a construct’s validity does not require items in social
network nature, I therefore did not use the round robin design to collect data for
Study 1. Instead, I collected data from coworker dyads (i.e., participants in a work
team were randomly paired up).

The survey was conducted in an organization operating in more than 60
cosmetic chain stores and counters in Hong Kong. The service-oriented work
performed in these sites is complicated, such that communication and coordination
are required in task completion. In addition, employees also have opportunities to be

involved in some discretionary behaviors such as interpersonal harming. The aim of
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Study 1 is to examine the constructs’ validity of the current research project. This
includes the following: A’s relationship quality with B; A’s social comparison
responses to B; A’s interpersonal emotions toward B; cooperative goals; and A’s
harming of B. Interpersonal harming was rated by the other teammate (i.e., member
B), and it involved the harming he/she obtains from member A. The respondents
were asked to answer specifically the questions based on their interactions with
another member in the two weeks prior to the survey. Each questionnaire was coded
with a researcher-assigned identification number so that the researcher could match
the responses of the members of the dyads. I visited all the respondents in person to
brief them about the purposes of the study and to explain the procedures for
implementing the survey. The questionnaires were separately administered to the
groups of member A and member B. The respondents received a cover letter
explaining the study, a questionnaire, and a return envelope. To ensure
confidentiality, the respondents were required to seal the completed questionnaires
in the envelopes and returned them directly to the researcher on site. Out of 267
questionnaires, 238 usable questionnaires were returned, with a response rate of
89.1%. Ninety-five percent of the members were female, and 95% finished high
school education or above. The mean age and organization tenure were 25.5 and 2.7,
respectively.
Measures
Relationship quality

Relationship quality was measured by seven items taken from the work of
Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995), which was adopted by Anderson and Williams (1996)
and Sherony and Green (2002). This was conducted to capture exchange

relationship quality between team members. Items were rephrased to gauge the
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respondents’ assessment of the overall effectiveness of the relationship between
themselves and each of their teammates. Sample items are “How would you
characterize your working relationship with this team member?” (1 = extremely
ineffective, 5 = extremely effective) and “How well does this team member
understand your job problems and needs?”” (1 = not a bit, 5 = a great deal). The
Cronbach’s alpha was .87.
Social comparison responses

Social comparison responses (upward assimilation, downward assimilation,
upward contrast, and downward contrast) were assessed using a 12-item social
comparison identification-contrast scale developed by Van der Zee et al. (2000).
Each response was measured by three items. Using a 5-point response scale ranging
from 1 (not at all) to 5 (always), subjects were asked to indicate how likely they
would respond to the following: (1) when B is doing better than they are (upward
comparison) and (2) when B is doing worse than they are (downward comparison).
A sample item of upward assimilation is “I am pleased that things can get better,”
while a sample item of downward assimilation is “I fear that my future will be
similar.” A sample item of upward contrast is “It is threatening to notice that [ am
doing not so well,” while a sample for the downward contrast is “I am happy that |
am doing so well myself.” I averaged the three responses of every dimension of
comparison to form an overall measure of each employee A’s comparison with each
employee B. The Cronbach’s alphas for upward assimilation, upward contrast,
downward contrast, and down assimilation were .86, .88, .88, and .93, respectively.
Emotions

Hypothesized emotions (admiration, sympathy, envy, and contempt) were

examined using different scales. Through a 5-point response scale ranging from 1
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(never) to 5 (always), the respondents were asked to indicate how often they
experienced certain emotions while working with each of the other team members.
Admiration was measured by two items based on previous research (Buunk et al.,
1990) and two items from the work of Fiske et al. (2002). The items include
“encouraged,” “inspired,” “admiring,” and “respectful.” Sympathy was measured
using a four-item scale developed by Eisenberg et al. (1989), which includes items
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like “moved,” “sympathetic,” “compassionate,” and “softhearted.” Envy was
measured by three items selected from the scale developed by Parrott and Smith
(1993) and one more item from the study of Fiske et al. (2002). The items include
“feeling of inferiority,” “longing,” “resentful,” and “jealousy.” Finally, contempt
was measured by four items selected from Fiske et al.’s study (2002), including
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“contemptuous,” “angry,” “disgusted,” and “hateful.” The Cronbach’s alphas for
admiration, sympathy, envy, and contempt were .82, .84, .76, and .88, respectively.
As we conceptualized that relationship quality can feature a longer duration of
interpersonal emotions, we measured interpersonal emotions by self-reported items,
which remain the central method to access the affective information (Tran, 2007).
Cooperative goals

Cooperative goals was measured by five items from Tjosvold et al. (2004). It
was operationalized in team level. Using a 5-point response scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), team members were asked to rate the
following sample items: “Our team members ‘swim or sink’ together,” “Our team
members’ goals go together,” and “Our team members seek compatible goals.” The

Cronbach’s alpha was .88.

Interpersonal harming behavior

72



[ used a 12-item scale developed by Cohen-Charash and Mueller (2007) to
assess interpersonal harming behavior. Respondents were asked to rate the extent to
which the 12 types of harming behavior were represented in each of their
teammates’ behavior toward them. A 5-point response scale was used ranging from
1 (not representative at all) to 5 (very representative). Sample items are “[A]
interferes with my performance” and “[A] is nasty to me.” The term [A] was
replaced by the name of a teammate, and the respective items were subsequently
repeated for all members of the team. The Cronbach’s alpha was .96.

Translation of Questionnaire Items

All measures used in the current analysis were developed originally in
English and were translated to Chinese by a bilingual expert. Back translation from
another bilingual expert was conducted. The back-translated English version was
then compared with the original English draft for equivalency and agreement

(Brislin, Lonner, & Thorndike, 1973).

Results

Exploratory Factor Analyses

I conducted two exploratory factor analyses to statistically discriminate the
four dimensions of social comparison responses and the four dimensions of
emotions. The 12 items that measured the social comparisons responses and the 16
items that measured emotions were submitted to a principal components analysis
using varimax rotation, respectively. As shown in Table 4.1, four factors emerged
for social comparisons with eigenvalues greater than 1 (2.67, 2.44, 2.41, and 2.67),
accounting for 82.43% of the total variance. As expected, the items were loaded on
four dimensions, representing upward assimilation, upward contrast, downward

assimilation, and downward contrast. In addition, Table 4.2 shows the four factors
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that emerged for emotions with eigenvalues greater than 1 (3.29, 2.85, 2.63, and
2.36), accounting for 69.52% of the total variance. The items were loaded on four
dimensions, representing admiration, sympathy, envy, and contempt.

In addition, I conducted another exploratory factor analysis to examine the
factor loadings and differentiate the constructs of relationship quality, cooperative
goals, and harming behavior. Table 4.3 presents the factor loadings of relationship
quality, cooperative goals, and interpersonal harming. Based on Tables 4.1, 4.2, and
4.3, I selected the items with the highest factor loadings to examine the models in
Studies 2 and 3: 5 items from the relationship quality scale, 3 items from the
cooperative goals scale, 6 items from the interpersonal harming scale, and 3 items
from each emotion’s scale. I used a full scale to measure the social comparison

responses in Study 3.
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Table 4.1. Results of the Exploratory Factor Analysis for Social Comparison (Study 1)

Component Component Component Component
ltems 1 2 3 4
C1: Upward assimilation a=.86
When | see him/her doing better than ... .89 .22 A7 .04
It makes me happy realizing that it is possible for me to improve. .92 22 15 .04
| am pleased that things can get better. .87 .30 12 -.04
| have good hope that my situation will improve.
C2: Upward contrast o =.88
| sometimes feel frustrated about my situation. .16 .82 13 24
It is threatening to notice that | am doing not so well. .05 .89 A2 .16
| feel depressed realizing that | am not doing so well. .23 .86 .07 14
C3: Downward contrast o =.88
When | see him/her doing worse than I...
| am happy that | am doing so well myself. .09 13 .88 .03
| feel relieved about my own situation. .00 .05 91 -.06
| realize how well | am doing. -.04 .10 .85 A2
C4: Downward assimilation a=.93
| fear that | will go along the same way. .21 .23 -.03 .84
| fear that my future will be similar. .29 .18 .02 .83
| experience fear that my status will decline. 24 .16 13 .87
% of variance explained 19.73 20.12 22.25 20.34

N =238
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Table 4.2. Results of the Exploratory Factor Analysis for Emotions (Study 1)

Component Component Component Component

ltems 1 2 3 4
C1: Admiration ao=.82
How often you experience these emotions when you are working with B in the last two weeks?
*Encouraged -.02 .76 .23 37
*Inspired .00 .79 .10 .32
*Admiring -.06 .84 .21 .05
Respectful -12 .62 .18 -.02
C2: Sympathy o=.84
Moved -.05 .51 .53 .16
*Sympathetic .09 .20 .87 .05
*Compassionate 12 22 .86 A1
*Softhearted A7 A7 72 19
C3: Envy o=.76
*Feelings of inferiority .08 .30 .09 .69
*Longing A1 .21 22 .75
Resentment 43 -.09 .30 .56
*Jealous .38 .08 -.03 77
C4: Contempt o =.88
Contemptuous 72 .02 .02 .08
*Disgusted .89 -1 13 14
*Angry .89 -.07 A2 14
*Hateful .87 -.07 .08 22
% of variance explained 20.54 17.81 16.44 14.73
N =238

Note. *Selected items for Studies 2 and 3
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Table 4.3. Factor Loadings of Relationship Quality, Cooperative Goals, and

Interpersonal Harming (Study 1)

ltems

Relationship quality

1

6
7

Do you know where you stand with this team member...do you usually know how
satisfied this team member is with what you do?

*How well does this team member understand your job problems and needs?
*Regardless of how much formal authority he/she has built into his/her position, what are

the chances that this team member would use his/her power to help you solve problems
in your work?

*Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority this team member has, what are the
chances that he/she would “bail me out,” at his/her expense?

| have enough confidence in this team member that | would defend and justify his/her
decision if he/she were not present to do so?

*How would you characterize your working relationship with this team member?
*How well does this team member recognize your potential?

Cooperative goals

1
2
3
4
5

*Our team members “swim or sink” together.

Our team members want each other to succeed.

Our team members seek compatible goals.

*Our team members’ goals go together.

*When our team members work together, we usually have common goals.

Interpersonal harming
To what extent has employee X intentionally engaged in activities to harm you?

1

O~NOoO O WN

9

10
11
12

*Interferes with my performance

Tries to sabotage my reputation

Withholds work-related information from me
*Creates coalitions against me

Starts an argument with me

Backstabs me

*Blows the whistle on me

*Be nasty to me

Provides incorrect information to mislead me
Slows down all correspondence to me
*Talks to others about my bad nature
*Looks at me with disrespect

o=.87
.68

.74
73

.83

73

77
.78
o =.88
.83
.82
.82
.83
.83

.84
.84
72
.87
.81
.81
91
.88
.81
.82
91
.87

Note. *Selected items for Studies 2 and 3
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Discussion

In conclusion, using a sample of 238 coworker dyads from an organization that
operates more than 60 cosmetic chain stores and counters in Hong Kong, the construct
validation of the two theoretical models was examined in Study 1. The labor-intensive
nature of the round robin design (i.e., scoring all items for all the team members) for
Studies 2 and 3 precluded the use of too many items per scale. Therefore, based on this
study, I selected the items with the highest factor loadings to examine the Models in
Studies 2 and 3: 5 items from the relationship quality scale, 3 items from the
cooperative goals scale, 6 items from the interpersonal harming scale, and 3 items from

each emotion’s scale. I used a full scale to measure the social comparison responses for

Model 2 in Study 3.
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CHAPTER5
STUDY 2: Interpersonal Relationships, Emotions, and Harming: The Moderating
Role of Cooperative Goals (Model 1)

In Study 2, I examined Theoretical Model 1. The purposes of this study include
the following: (1) to examine how the quality of interpersonal relationship is related to
various emotions and harming behavior; (2) to understand whether emotions mediate
the relationship between relationship quality and harming behavior (mediation model);
(3) to explore how relationship quality and team’s cooperative goals jointly influence
interpersonal emotions (moderation model); and (4) to investigate how cooperative
goals regulate the mediation effects of emotions on the association between relationship
quality and harming behavior in coworker dyads (moderated mediation model). Based
on these purposes, I developed the following hypotheses for Study 2:

Hypothesis 1: Relationship quality is negatively related to interpersonal harming

behavior in dyads.

Hypothesis 2: Relationship quality is positively related to admiration (2a) and

sympathy (2b), and negatively related to envy (2¢) and contempt (2d).

Hypothesis 3: Emotions (admiration, sympathy, envy, and contempt) mediate

the association between relationship quality and interpersonal harming behavior

in dyads (mediation model).

Hypothesis 4: Cooperative goals moderate the associations between relationship

quality and admiration (4a), and sympathy (4b) in dyads: The positive

associations between relationship quality and these emotions are stronger in
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teams with a lower cooperative goal than in teams with a higher cooperative
goal (moderation model).

Hypothesis 5: Cooperative goals moderate the associations between relationship
quality and envy (5a), and contempt (5b) in dyads: The negative associations
between relationship quality and these emotions are stronger in teams with a
lower cooperative goal than in teams with a higher cooperative goal
(moderation model).

Hypothesis 6: Cooperative goals moderate the indirect effect of relationship
quality on interpersonal harming through interpersonal emotions. The mediation
effects of contacting emotions (6a: admiration and 6b: sympathy) on the
association between relationship quality and interpersonal harming behavior in
dyads are stronger when a team’s cooperative goal is high but not when it is
low. In contrast, the mediation effects of attacking emotions (6¢: envy and 6d:
contempt) on this relationship are stronger when a team’s cooperative goal is

low but not when it is high (moderated mediation).

Method

Sample and Procedures

Survey data for Study 2 were collected from undergraduate students at one of

the educational institutes in Macau. Most of the participants were in their second or

third year in their study of Tourism; thus, they knew each other quite well before the

survey. As a required part of their study program, the students worked in teams of three

to seven members to complete the team project (i.e., prepare a business plan) within a

period of three months. Similar to company work teams, the team tasks required intense
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member interaction and student teams embraced the networks of dyadic relationships. I
collected data using a round robin design in which the team members provided self-
descriptive information while rating all the other members (Warner et al., 1979). In
addition to the self-ratings of relationship quality and interpersonal emotions, and
aggregated scores of cooperative goals, I likewise captured interpersonal harming
through other-rating scores.

I distributed paper-and-pencil surveys to 154 students across 32 teams. The
participants returned the completed surveys directly to the researcher and were assured
that their responses would be treated confidentially. The analysis strategy in the current
study required a complete set of data from both individuals in the dyad. After omitting
incomplete dyads, the final data set comprised of 141 students (555 dyadic relations)
distributed across 30 teams. The effective response rate was 92%. The mean age of the
respondents was 20 years. In total, 77 % were female, and the average length of the
dyadic relationships (i.e., dyadic tenure) was 19 months.

Measures

The key measures, namely, relationship quality (o =.92), admiration (a0 = .91),
sympathy (o =.90), envy (a0 = .82), contempt (a0 = .91), cooperative goals (o0 = .88),
and interpersonal harming (o0 = .92), were the same as in Study 1. If necessary, these
measures were translated to Chinese using a double-blind back-translation procedure.
Control variables

Demographic variables may influence harming behavior (Barling, Dupre, &
Kelloway, 2009; Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998), so I controlled for the participants’

gender (0 = male, 1 = female) and age. I also controlled for the dyadic tenure and team
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size (as provided by the course coordinator) because these variables have been shown
to influence group processes (Richter, West, van Dick, & Dawson, 2006). Finally, I
controlled the actors’ positive and negative affectivity because these personality traits
are associated with the tendency to engage in harmful behavior (e.g., Barling et al.,
2009; Duffy et al., 2006; Hershcovis et al., 2007). Positive affectivity and negative
affectivity were measured using eight items (“interested,” “excited,” “enthusiastic,”
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“active,” “stressed,” “scared,” “upset,” and “nervous”) from the Positive and Negative
Affect scale (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegan, 1988). The Cronbach’s alphas for
positive affectivity and negative affectivity were .86 and .78, respectively.
Statistical Analyses

The round robin data collected for the purpose of this study have a complex
nested structure, with relationships nested within dyads, and both individuals and dyads
nested within work teams. This specific nested structure can be modeled in social
relations model (SRM) by including crossed random effects for two individuals from
the same relationship (see Snijders & Kenny, 1999, p. 472-473). Following prior
research that examined dyadic relationships within work teams (e.g., Van der Vegt et
al., 2006), I used a specific hierarchical linear modeling application of the SRM to
analyze this study’s data (see Snijders & Kenny, 1999, or Kenny, 1994, for technical
details). This multilevel analysis estimates how much of the variance of harming
behavior can be explained by the characteristics of the actor (e.g., unfriendly people
harm others more often), the target (e.g., unfriendly people receive more harm from

others), the dyad or relationship (e.g., only when both A and B are in unfriendly terms

will they harm each other), and the team (e.g., an unfriendly manager will induce more
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harming behavior in a team). I tested for a decrease in log-likelihood between each of
the models by means of a chi-square difference test, which indicates how well a given
model fits the data.

To test the hypothesized relationships, I first followed the causal steps approach
proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986). Second, to examine the moderated mediation
model (Hypotheses 6a-d), I provided a parallel test guided by Edwards and Lambert’s
path analytic framework (2007) in order to demonstrate the strength of the mediation
effects of emotions on the association between relationship quality and harming (i.e.,
indirect effect of relationship quality on harming through emotions) varying across
levels of the moderator — cooperative goals.

Tests of mediation. Collectively, Hypotheses 1 to 3 suggest a mediation model,
whereby the association between A’ relationship quality with B and A’s harming of B
is transmitted by A’s interpersonal emotions toward B. Figure 5.1 illustrates this
mediation model. Baron and Kenny (1986) proposed a three-step procedure to test this
mediation model. First, relationship quality (the independent variable) should be related
to interpersonal harming (the dependent variable); second, relationship quality (the
independent variable) should be significantly related to emotions (the mediating
variables); and third, emotions (the mediating variables) should be related to the
interpersonal harming (the dependent variable) with relationship quality (the
independent variable) controlled. If the beta weight of the independent variable is
reduced and still significant in the final step, partial mediation is present. If the beta

weight of the independent variable is not significant, full mediation is present.
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Figure 5.1. Mediation Model (Study 2)

A’s Relationship | A’s Emotions
Quality with B g toward B

A 4

A’s Harming of B

Tests of moderation. Hypotheses 4 and 5 suggest a moderation model, whereby
the associations of A’s relationship quality to B and A’s emotions toward B depend on
the levels of cooperative goals. Figure 5.2 illustrates this moderation model. Following
Baron and Kenny (1986), the interactive effects of relationship quality (the independent
variable) and cooperative goals (the moderating variable) on interpersonal emotions
(the dependent variable) should be significant. Interactions were plotted by deriving
separate equations for the high and low (one standard deviation above and below the
mean) conditions of cooperative goals, as recommended by Aiken and West (1991).

Figure 5.2. Moderation Model (Study 2)

Cooperative Goals

A’s Relationship v A’s Emotions
Quality with B toward B

Tests of moderated mediation. With regard to Hypothesis 6, I predict that the
mediation effects of emotions on the association between A’s relationship quality with
B and A’s harming of B (indirect effect of relationship quality on harming behavior
through emotions) vary across levels of a cooperative goals. Figure 5.3 depicts this
relationship. This moderated mediation model was tested using a series of hierarchical

regressions based on a four-step procedure recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986).
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The goal of step one is to establish the relationship between relationship quality (the
independent variable) and interpersonal harming (the dependent variable). The second
step demonstrates that relationship quality (the independent variable) and cooperative
goals (the moderating variable) should interact to influence interpersonal harming (the
dependent variable). The third step examines whether emotions (the mediating
variables) are significantly related to interpersonal harming (the dependent variable),
with the interactive effects of relationship quality and cooperative goals are controlled.
The final step demonstrates that the coefficient of the initial variable (the interaction of
relationship quality and cooperative goals) is reduced or insignificant when the
mediator (the interaction of emotion and cooperative goals) is added to the model (see
Langfred, 2004 for a review).

Figure 5.3. Moderated Mediation Model (Study 2)

Cooperative Goals

A’s Relationship R A’s Emotions
Quality with B toward B

\ 4

A’s Harming of B

However, the moderated causal steps approach (Baron & Kenny, 1986) I used
above has some limitations. For example, the non-significant interaction between
relationship quality and cooperative goals on A’s harming of B does not rule out the
possibility that cooperative goals exert moderating effects of opposite sign on the direct
and indirect effects relating relationship quality and A’s harming of B. That is,
cooperative goals may weaken the direct effect of relationship quality on harming

behavior (negative sign) but strengthen the indirect effect of relationship quality on
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harming behavior through mediation effects of emotions (positive sign). In addition, the
moderated causal steps approach does not directly estimate the extent to which
cooperative goals influence the indirect effect of relationship quality on A’s harming of
B, which is transmitted through emotions (Edwards & Lambert, 2007). To address
these limitations, I provided an additional analysis to further examine this study’s
combined moderation and mediation model using Edwards and Lambert’s (2007)
framework (see Figure 5.4). This analytical framework, which combines moderation
and mediation, examines how a moderating variable (cooperative goals) influences the
paths constituting a direct effect (relationship quality = harming), indirect effect
(relationship quality = emotion = harming), and total effects (both direct and indirect
effects) of the mediation model. This approach combines moderated regression
procedures with the recommendations for testing mediation in a path analytic
framework. I examined the path estimates using SRM and followed the procedures
from Edward and Lambert’s work to generate 1,000 bootstrap estimates and calculate
the simple effects at high and low levels of cooperative goals.

Figure 5.4. Combined Moderation and Mediation Model (Study 2)

Cooperative Goals

A’s Relationship A’s Emotions
Quality with B - toward B

y
A 4

A’s Harming of B
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Results

Preliminary Analyses
Aggregating scores of cooperative goals

I calculated a single cooperative goal score for each team by aggregating the
individual members’ ratings. One-way analyses of variance revealed significant team
effects on individuals’ cooperative goal ratings (F29, s0s = 9.11, p <.001). Furthermore,
the intraclass correlation coefficients exceeded the values typically recommended for
team-level constructs (ICC; = .62, ICC, = .89), and the median within-group agreement
values were above commonly used thresholds (g = .95).
Confirmatory factor analyses

Before testing the hypotheses, I conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to
evaluate the convergent and discriminant validity of the four emotions using AMOS
6.0. The results suggested that the hypothesized four-factor model (CFI = .98, TLI =
.97, RMSEA = .07) yielded a better fit than the two-factor model (CFI =.70, TLI = .63,
RMSEA = .19), with a change in chi-square (A x> = 614.69, A df =5, p <.001). A
better fit was also noted compared with the one-factor model (CFI = .40, TLI = .26,
RMSEA = .30), with a change in chi-square (A y* = 2646.08, A df =6, p <.001).

In addition, I conducted another confirmatory factor analysis to distinguish
statistically the six key variables in this study’s model, namely, relationship quality,
cooperative goals, and the four emotions. Specifically, the first model allowed items of

relationship quality, cooperative goals, and emotions to load on one factor. Second was
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the six-factor model with the items assigned to the six corresponding variables. Results
showed that the six-factor model (CFI = .97, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .06) yielded a better
fit than the one-factor model (CFI = .39, TLI = .32, RMSEA = .23), with a change in
chi-square (A x* = 4579.85, A df = 15, p <.001).
Descriptive Statistics

Table 5.1 presents the descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations. As shown,
A’s harming of B was negatively related to cooperative goals (r =-.25, p <.001),
relationship quality (r=-.17, p <.001), and A’s admiration toward B (r =-.13, p <.01),
and positively related to A’s contempt toward B (r = .11, p <.05). Relationship quality
was positively related to A’s admiration (r =.52, p <.001), sympathy (r =.25,p <
.001), and envy (r = .31, p <.001), and negatively related to A’s contempt toward B (r

=-21,p<.001).
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Table 5.1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Measures (Study 2)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. Gender g7 42 -

2. Age 19.77 132 -7 -

3. Positive affectivity 2.87 .78 .08 .00 (.86)
4. Negative affectivity — 3.23 .82 09*  -15%  -16"*  (.78)

5. Dyadic tenure 19.37 26.23 .01 .08 -.05 2% -

6. Team size 5.39 .78 .08 -.04 -.05 -.06  -20* -

7. Cooperative goals 3.64 .46 02 =25 19"  -01 .07  -23"* (.88)

8. Relationshi . - - e -

quality P 3.03 .87 .06 -.09 22 -08 .21 -14 .28 (.92)

9. Admiration 2.57 .97 .00 .01 .28*** .04 .04 -.10* A3 52% (191)

10. Sympathy 1.97 .85 -.10* .09* .06 18%* .05 -14**  -05 .25 .38  (.90)

11. Envy 1.85 .78 .02 .03 .09* 13 .02 -.07 A3 31 48%F 33" (.82)

12. Contempt 1.61 .78 .02 .04 -.10* 23 .00 -10%  -22% S 29% 2% 24% 12 (.91)

13. A's harming of B 1.65 .76 .03 .05 -.06 .02 -.02 -04 =25 A7 13 -.03 -.05 A1 (.92)
p <.05

kokk p < .01

p<.001
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Variance Partitioning

Table 5.2 presents the partitioning of variance in A’s harming of B and A’s
emotions toward B for the actor, target, dyadic, and group levels of analysis. For
interpersonal harming behavior, 7% of the total variance was due to the differences
between groups, 8% was attributable to the differences between actors, 37% was
attributable to the characteristics of the target, and 47% was due to the unique dyadic
characteristics. For emotions, 40% of the total variance in admiration, 47% in sympathy,
47% in envy, and 50% in contempt; all were attributable to dyadic characteristics.
These findings indicated that most of the variance in interpersonal harming behavior
and interpersonal emotions directed toward another depended on the characteristics of

the dyadic relationship between the actor and the target.
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Table 5.2. Variance Partitioning for A's Interpersonal Harming of B and A’s Emotions toward B (Study 2)

A's harming of B Admiration Sympathy Envy Contempt
Sou.rce of Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
variance
Group .04 .02 .03 .02 .00
variance %) 03 o 0 cu 0 o 0%
Actor (A) .05 41 32 .26 23
variance s%) 02 sy V7 @davey 00 @y 0 N
Target (B) 21 13 .03 .05 .08
variance R 4% 0 @ 02 0% 2 a3 02
Dyadic 27 .38 .35 .29 31
variance 47%) 02 (40%) 03 47%) 03 47%) 02 (50%) 03
Deviance 1118.93 1347.51 1245.71 1128.53 1186.67

Note. N = 141 individuals in 555 dyads within 30 teams.
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Tests of Mediation

After entering all the control variables, it was found that relationship quality
was negatively related to A’s harming of B (B =-.11, p <.01), lending support to
Hypothesis 1. Meanwhile, supporting Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2d, relationship quality
was positively related to A’s admiration (B = .53, p <.001) and sympathy (B = .28, p <
.001) toward B, and negatively related to A’s contempt toward B (B =-.18, p <.001).
Out of my expectation, relationship quality was negatively (rather than positively)
related to A’s envy toward B (B = .26, p <.001). Hypothesis 3 predicted that emotions
mediate the relationship between relationship quality and A’s harming of B. However,
none of the emotions (admiration: B = -.05, n.s.; sympathy: B =-.05, n.s.; envy: B =
.02, n.s.; contempt: B =.02, n.s.) was related to A’s harming of B. Emotions were not
related to A’s harming of B and failed to fulfill the condition for testing the mediation
effect of emotions. As such, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. Although the mediation
model was not significant, it suggested the presence of a potential moderator regulating
the mediation effects of emotions on A’s harming of B.
Tests of Moderation

Table 5.3 presents the results for Hypotheses 4a, 4b, 5a, and 5b, which predicted
that a cooperative goal moderates the associations between relationship quality and
emotions. As shown in Table 5.3 (Model 2), the interactive effects of relationship
quality and cooperative goals were significant for admiration (B =-.08, p <.01),

sympathy (B =-.09, p <.01), envy (B =-.09, p <.001), and contempt (B =.09, p <.01).

92



Table 5.3. Social Relations Model Analyses for A’s Emotions toward B (Moderation Model, Study 2)

Admiration Sympathy Envy Contempt
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Step and variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
Control variables
A's Gender -.08 A3 -.08 A3 -.23 A3 -.24* 1 .01 12 .00 A2 .08 1 .08 1
A's Age .05 .05 .05 .05 .08 .05 .09* .04 .08 .04 .09 .04 .02 .04 .01 .04
Positive affectivity .26%** .07 25" .07 .08 .08 .08 .07 .03 .07 .02 .07 .02 .07 .02 .07
Negative affectivity 14 .06 14 .06 27 .07 27 .06 4> .06 4% .06 .20*** .06 .20*** .06
B's Gender -.14 .09 -.16 .09 .16* .08 A3 .08 -.07 .08 -.09 .08 .08 .08 .10 .08
B's Age -.03 .03 -.03 .03 .01 .03 .02 .03 -.03 .03 -.03 .03 .04 .03 .04 .03
Dyadic tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Team size -.01 .07 -.02 .07 -.05 .08 -.07 .07 -.01 .06 -.03 .06 -12 .07 -.10 .07
Main effects
Relationship quality
(RQ) 45%** .03 A4 03 .24*** 03 .24*** .03 22%* .03 22%** .03 -14*** .03 -14*** .03
Cooperative goals
(CG) -.03 .05 -.03 .05 -.08 .06 -.08 .05 .05 .05 .05 .04 =12 .05 =11 .05
Ax(10) 164.09*** 50.64*** 52.43*** 24.72***
Two-way interaction
CG XRQ -.08** .03 -.09** .03 -.09"* .03 .09** .03
A1) 7.489** 10.65** 1111 9.58**

Note. N = 555 dyads.

'p<.05 "p<.01,  p<.001
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Figures 5.5a-d plot the interactive effects of relationship quality and cooperative
goals on emotions following the procedures outlined by Aiken and West (1991) for
testing simple slopes. As expected, under conditions of a low cooperative goal,
relationship quality was positively related to admiration (B =.52, p <.001) and
sympathy (B = .33, p <.001), while negatively related to contempt (B =-.23, p <.001).
Again, relationship quality was positively (rather than negatively) related to envy (B
=.30, p <.001) when a cooperative goal was low. In contrast, under conditions of a
high cooperative goal, relationship quality was unrelated to sympathy (B = .08, n.s.),
envy (B =.04, n.s.), and contempt (B = -.04, n.s.). In addition, as shown in Figure 5.5a,
the positive relationship between relationship quality and admiration was relatively
weaker in teams with a high cooperative goal (B =.37, p <.001) than in teams with a
low cooperative goal (B = .52, p <.001). Therefore, Hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 5b received
full support. Although the hypothesized moderating effect of cooperative goals on the
association between relationship quality and envy (Hypothesis 5a) was significant, the

pattern of results was somewhat different from what I had expected.
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Figure 5.5. Interaction between Relationship Quality and Team’s Cooperative Goals on

Emotions (Study 2)
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Tests of Moderated Mediation

Hypothesis 6 predicted that a cooperative goal moderates the indirect effect of
relationship quality on A’s harming of B through emotions such that the mediation
effects of admiration (6a) and sympathy (6b) on the association between relationship
quality and A’s harming of B are stronger when the cooperative goal is high. In contrast,
the mediation effects of envy (6¢) and contempt (6d) on this association are stronger
when the cooperative goal is low. As noted earlier, moderated mediation refers to a
mediated effect (relationship quality = emotion = harming) that varies across levels of
a moderator variable (cooperative goals). Following the procedure suggested by Baron
and Kenny (1986), this moderated mediation effect on harming behavior will be
confirmed if the initial variable (the interaction of relationship quality and cooperative
goals) is reduced or found insignificant after the mediator (the interaction of emotion
and cooperative goals) is added to the model.

Table 5.4 shows that upon the inclusion of the control variables and main
effects in Model 1, the interaction term of cooperative goals and relationship quality in
Model 2 and mediators in Model 3, the interaction coefficients of cooperative goal and
admiration (B =-.11, p <.01) and contempt (B =-.12, p <.001) in Model 4 became
significantly related to A’s harming of B, while the interaction coefficient of
cooperative goals and relationship quality became insignificant (B = .05, n.s.). Table
5.4 also shows that the interaction terms of cooperative goals and emotions (admiration
and contempt) were related to A’s harming of B causing an increase in model fit in the

final step (Ay*(4) = 18.42, p < .001). This implies that mediators (admiration and
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contempt) were only significant in one part of the sample, that is, in teams with high or

low levels of cooperative goals, respectively.
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Table 5.4. Social Relations Model Analyses for A’s Harming of B (Moderated Mediation Model, Study 2)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Step and variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
Control variables
A's Gender .09 .08 .09 .08 .09 .08 .09 .08
A's Age .01 .03 .01 .03 .01 .03 .01 .03
Positive affectivity .00 .05 .00 .05 .01 .05 .00 .05
Negative affectivity .02 .04 .02 .04 .02 .05 .01 .04
B's Gender -.04 1 -.02 1 -.02 1 -.04 1
B's Age .00 .04 .00 .04 .00 .04 -.01 .04
Dyadic tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Team size -.05 .07 -.04 .07 -.04 .07 -.01 .07
Main effects
Relationship quality (RQ) -.08* .03 -.08* .03 -.08* .04 -.08** .04
Cooperative goals (CG) -.15%* .05 -15%* .05 -.15%* .06 -.22%* 10
Ay*(10) 14.87***
Two-way Interaction
CG XRQ .07* .03 .07+ .03 .05 .04
Ax(1) 5.45*
Mediation
Admiration -.02 .04 .02 .04
Sympathy -.03 .03 -.02 .03
Envy .04 .04 .04 .04
Contempt .01 .03 .02 .03
Ax(4) 1.70
Moderated mediation
CG x Admiration =11 .05
CG x Sympathy .05 .03
CG x Envy .05 .05
CG x Contempt - 2% .03
Ay2(4) 18.42***

Note. N = 555 dyads.

'p<.05 p<.0l, p<.001
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Additional Analyses

To assess the magnitude of the mediated relationship at the different levels of
cooperative goals, I further analyzed the moderated mediation model (mainly focusing
on two significant emotions: admiration and contempt) using Edwards and Lambert’s
framework (2007). In path analytic terms, moderated mediation means that either or
both of the paths from relationship quality to emotions (first stage of the model) and
from emotions to harming (second stage of the model), which constitute the direct
effect (relationship quality = harming) and indirect effect (relationship quality =
emotions = harming) of relationship quality on harming, vary across levels of
cooperative goals. Table 5.5 presents the coefficients of the first stage (path from
relationship quality to emotions), second stage (path from emotions to harming), direct
effect (path from relationship quality to harming), and indirect effect (path from
relationship quality to harming through emotions) varying at low and high levels of
cooperative goals.

As shown in Table 5.5 (mediator: admiration), when the cooperative goal was
high, relationship quality was positively related to admiration (P = .44, p <.001);
admiration was negatively related to A’s harming of B (P =-.16, p <.001); and
relationship quality had an indirect effect on A’s harming of B (P =-.07, p <.001).
This provided evidence that admiration mediated the association between relationship
quality and A’s harming of B when the cooperative goal was high. In contrast, under
the condition of a low cooperative goal, relationship quality was positively related to
admiration (P = .61, p <.001) and had a direct effect on A’s harming of B (P =-.22, p

<.001) but the path from admiration to A’s harming of B was not significant (P = .08,
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n.s.), nor was the indirect effect of relationship quality on A’s harming of B (P = .05,
n.s.). These results showed that admiration did not mediate the association between
relationship quality and A’s harming of B when the cooperative goal was low. In
addition, Table 5.5 (mediator: contempt) shows that at a low level of cooperative goal,
relationship quality was negatively related to contempt (P =-.30, p <.001); contempt
was positively related to A’s harming of B (P = .18, p <.05); and relationship quality
had a direct (P =-.14, p <.05) and indirect effect (P =-.05, p <.05) on A’s harming of
B. This provided support that contempt mediated the association between relationship
quality and A’s harming of B when cooperative goal was low. However, when the
cooperative goal was high, all paths were not significant, indicating that contempt did
not mediate the abovementioned association.

In addition, as noted in Table 5.5 (mediator: admiration; see Difference), the
moderating effects of cooperative goals were observed in the first stage (path from
relationship quality to admiration, Diff: -.16, p <.001), second stage (path from
admiration to harming, Diff: -.24, p <.001), direct effect (path from relationship quality
to harming, Diff: .29, p <.001), and indirect effect (path from relationship quality to
harming through admiration, Diff: -.12, p <.01). Meanwhile, for contempt, the
moderating effects manifested in the first stage (path from relationship quality to
contempt, Diff: .25, p <.001), second stage (path from contempt to harming, Diff: -.26,
p <.001), direct effect (path from relationship quality to harming, Diff: .07, p <.05),
and indirect effect (path from relationship quality to harming through contempt,

Diff: .06, p <.001). Thus, cooperative goals moderated the direct effect of relationship

quality on harming, the first stage, and the second stage of the indirect effect of
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relationship quality on harming mediated by emotions (admiration and contempt).
These patterns of results were exactly the same as the results found in the social

relations analyses.
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Table 5.5. Direct and Indirect Effects of Relationship Quality on A’s Harming of B at High and Low levels of Cooperative Goals

through Admiration and Contempt (Study 2)

Stage Effect
Mediators Moderator First Second Direct Indirect Total
RQ-2>Emot Emot>Harm RQ->Harm RQ->Emot>Harm
Admiration High cooperative goals 44 -.16%** .07 =07 .00
Low cooperative goals B1%** .08 - 22%%* .05 = AT
Difference -.16%* .24 29%** -12% A7
Contempt High cooperative goals -.05 -.09 -.08 .00 -.07
Low cooperative goals -.30%** A8 -.14** -.05%** -.20%**
Difference 25%* -.26%** .07* .06*** 12¢

Note. N = 555 dyads. 'p<.05 p<.0l, p<.001

First stage: path from relationship quality (RQ) to emotion (Emot: admiration/contempt)

Second stage: path from emotions (Emot) to A's harming of B (Harm)

Direct effect: path from relationship quality (RQ) to A's harming of B (Harm)

Indirect effect: path from relationship quality to A's harming of B through emotions (RQ—> Emot - Harm)
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Figures 5.6a and 5.6b plot the interactive effects of emotions (admiration and
contempt) and cooperative goals on interpersonal harming following the procedures
outlined by Aiken and West (1991). As expected, the simple slopes tests showed that
under the condition of a high cooperative goal, admiration was negatively related to
interpersonal harming (B =-.16, p <.01), whereas this relationship was not significant
(B =.08, n.s.) when a cooperative goal was low. In contrast, under the condition of a
low cooperative goal, contempt was positively related to interpersonal harming (B = .17,
p <.01), whereas this relationship was not significant (B =-.09, n.s.) when a

cooperative goal was high.
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Figure 5.6. Interaction between Emotions (Admiration and Contempt) and Team’s

Cooperative Goals on A’s Harming of B (Study 2)
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Figures 5.7a and 5.7b show the plots of the mediated effects of relationship
quality through admiration (see Figure 5.7a) and contempt (see Figure 5.7b) on A’s
harming of B at + SD around the mean of cooperative goals. As shown in Figure 5.7a,
under conditions of a low cooperative goal, there was no relationship observed between
the mediated effect of relationship quality (through admiration) and A’s harming of B.
However, A’s harming of B decreased as the mediated effect of relationship quality
increased through the increase in A’s admiration toward B under the condition of a high
cooperative goal.

Figure 5.7b shows that when a cooperative goal was low, the mediated effect of
relationship quality through the decrease in A’s contempt toward B was negatively
related to A’s harming of B. In contrast, A’s harming of B was not related to the
mediated effect of relationship quality (through contempt) when the cooperative goal
was high. In sum, the results provided support for Hypotheses 6a (admiration) and 6d
(contempt), such that the mediation effect of admiration on the association between
relationship quality and harming was stronger when the cooperative goal was higher.
Meanwhile, the mediation effect of contempt on the association between relationship
quality and harming was stronger when the cooperative goal was lower. However,

Hypotheses 6b (sympathy) and 6¢ (envy) were not supported.
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Figure 5.7. Interaction between the Indirect (Mediated) Effect of Relationship Quality

(RQ) and Team’s Cooperative Goals on A’s Harming of B (Study 2)
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Discussion

In Study 2, using a sample of student work teams consisting of 555 dyadic
relations collected from Macau, I found that relationship quality was negatively related
to A’s harming of B (Hypothesis 1), positively related to admiration (Hypothesis 2a)
and sympathy (Hypothesis 2b), and negatively related to contempt (Hypothesis 2d).
Interestingly, relationship quality was found to be positively related rather than
negatively related to envy (Hypothesis 2c). Furthermore, the associations between
relationship quality and emotions were buffered when the cooperative goal was high,
whereas these associations were exacerbated when the cooperative goal was low
(Hypotheses 4a, 4b, 5a, and 5b).

This study found that emotions did not mediate the association between
relationship quality and A’s harming of B, indicating that Hypothesis 3 was not
supported. However, both social relations analyses and Edwards and Lambert’s path
analytic analyses (2007) showed that the mediation effect of admiration on the
association between relationship quality and A’s harming of B was stronger when a
team’s cooperative goal was high but not when it was low (Hypothesis 6a). Similarly,
the mediation effect of contempt on this relationship was stronger when a team’s
cooperative goal was low but not when it was high (Hypothesis 6d). On the other hand,
the mediation effects of sympathy and envy on the association between relationship
quality and A’s harming of B were not significant regardless of the team’s cooperative
goal, indicating that Hypotheses 6b and 6¢ were not supported. Finally, the results from
path analytic analyses confirmed the Theoretical Model 1 that cooperative goals

moderated the direct effect of relationship quality on harming, the first stage, and the
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second stage of indirect effect of relationship quality on harming mediated by emotions
(admiration and contempt).

Significantly, this current study challenged the prevailing assumption in social
exchange that exchange processes are solely responsible for reciprocal behavior. I
ascertain that emotions constitute another vital role by which relationship quality elicits
harming behavior. These results also confirm that the relationship-emotion-harming
linkage is deeply contextualized. That is, a team’s cooperative goal regulates the extent
to which relationship quality is related to emotions and the mediation effects of
emotions in the association between relationship quality and harming behavior.

Despite these encouraging observations, this study has its limitations. First, a
student sample may not be representative of company work teams. Second, the
cognitive processes that help understand the ways by which discrete emotions develop
in dyad according to different levels of relationship quality remain unclear. In Study 3,
I will fill these gaps using a sample of work teams from a telecommunication services
company, to validate the initial results from Study 2, and further explore the possible
mediating role of social comparison in the relationships between relationship quality

and emotions.
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CHAPTER 6
STUDY 3: Interpersonal Relationships and Emotions: The Mediating Role of
Social Comparison

Study 3 consists of two parts. First, I attempted to replicate the findings from
Study 2 by examining Hypotheses 1 to 6 of the Theoretical Model 1 using the data
collected from sales teams in a stated-owned telecommunication services company.
Second, I investigated the cognitive intermediary through which relationship quality
relates to interpersonal emotions. In particular, this study proposes that social
comparison accounts for at least part of the reason why interpersonal relationship leads
to different interpersonal emotions. To test Theoretical Model 2, I examined the
following: (1) the mediating effects of social comparison responses on the association
between relationship quality and emotions (mediation model); (2) the interactive effects
of relationship quality and cooperative goals on social comparison responses
(moderation model); and (3) how social comparison responses mediate the joint effects
of relationship quality and cooperative goals on interpersonal emotions (mediated
moderation model). Based on these predictions, I developed additional hypotheses for
Study 3.

Hypothesis 7a: Upward assimilation mediates the association between

relationship quality and admiration (mediation model).

Hypothesis 7b: Downward assimilation mediates the association between

relationship quality and sympathy (mediation model).
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Hypothesis 7c: Upward contrast mediates the association between relationship
quality and envy (mediation model).

Hypothesis 7d: Downward contrast mediates the association between
relationship quality and contempt (mediation model).

Hypothesis 8: Cooperative goals moderate the associations between relationship
quality and assimilative comparisons (8a: upward assimilation; 8b: downward
assimilation). The positive associations between relationship quality and
assimilative comparisons are stronger in teams with a lower cooperative goal
than in teams with a higher cooperative goal (moderation model).

Hypothesis 9: Cooperative goals moderate the associations between relationship
quality and contrastive comparisons (9a: upward contrast; 9b: downward
contrast). The negative associations between relationship quality and contrastive
comparisons are stronger in teams with a lower cooperative goal than in teams
with a higher cooperative goal (moderation model).

Hypothesis 10a: Upward assimilation mediates the interactive effects of
relationship quality and cooperative goals on admiration (mediated moderation
model).

Hypothesis 10b: Downward assimilation mediates the interactive effects of
relationship quality and cooperative goals on sympathy (mediated moderation
model).

Hypothesis 10c: Upward contrast mediates the interactive effects of relationship

quality and cooperative goals on envy (mediated moderation model).
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Hypothesis 10d: Downward contrast mediates the interactive effects of
relationship quality and cooperative goals on contempt (mediated moderation

model).

Method

Sample and Procedures

Data were collected from sales associates who worked in teams of four to five
members in a state-owned telecommunication services company in China. The main
duty of the sales associates is to sell the telecommunication services package. Their
weekly and monthly sales records are posted on the internal notice board to publicize
individual performance. Apart from this selling duty, employees are required to work
together as a team to achieve their administrative tasks including communication and
coordination. In addition, employees have to fulfill their specific roles and
responsibilities, interact with multiple members, engage in multiple interpersonal
relations with other members for task accomplishment, and adhere to the norms of the
group. This complicated work context may shape one’s social comparison response,
and in turn, affects work behavior.

Similar to Study 2, I collected data using a round robin design in which the team
members provided self-descriptive information and rated all the other members
(Warner et al., 1979) of the team. Relationship quality, social comparisons, and
emotions where captured through self-ratings; cooperative goals through members’
aggregate scores; and interpersonal harming through other-ratings. These data were

used to corroborate the external validity of the findings from Study 2.
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Paper-and-pencil surveys were distributed to 132 sales associates across 31
teams. The participants directly returned the completed surveys to the researcher, and
all were assured that their responses would be kept confidential and would be used for
research purposes only. After omitting 12 incomplete dyads, the final data set contained
128 individuals (408 dyadic relations) from 31 teams, yielding an effective response
rate of 97%. The mean age and organizational tenure of the respondents were 25 and
1.2 years, respectively. Forty-four percent were female, and 44% had a high school
education or above. The average length of the dyadic relationships was five months.
Measures

The key measures, namely, relationship quality (o = .91), admiration (o = .86),
sympathy (o = .88), envy (o =.70), contempt (o = .88), cooperative goals (a0 = .87),
interpersonal harming (o = .91), and all control variables were the same as in Study 2.
Social comparison responses (upward assimilation: o = .89; upward contrast: o = .83;
downward assimilation: a. = .90; and downward contrast: oo =.79) were the same as in
Study 1. In measuring the mediation effects of social comparison in Theoretical Model
2, I also controlled the social comparison orientation because social comparison may
depend on the individual difference in self-tendency of comparison with others (Buunk
et al., 2005). An 11-item social comparison orientation scale developed by Gibbons and
Buunk (1999) was used. A sample item is “I always pay a lot of attention to how I do
things compared with how the others do things.” The Cronbach’s alpha was .64. When
necessary, these measures were translated to Chinese using a double-blind back-

translation procedure.
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Statistical Analyses

As in Study 2, I conducted two analyses to examine both Models 1 and 2. In the
first analysis, I used the causal steps approach proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986) to
test all hypothesized relationships. Furthermore, I provided an additional analysis
following Edwards and Lambert’s path analytic framework (2007) to demonstrate the
moderated mediation relationship in Model 1 and the mediated moderation relationship
in Model 2. The procedures to examine Model 1 were the same as those in Study 2. The
procedures to examine Model 2 are listed below.

Tests of mediation. Hypotheses 7a-d suggest a mediation model, whereby the
association between A’s relationship quality with B and A’s emotion toward B is
transmitted by A’s social comparison with B. Figure 6.1 illustrates this relationship. 1
followed Baron and Kenny’s three-step procedure (1986), which is similar to that in
Study 2 (see p. 83-84), to test this model.

Figure 6.1. Mediation Model (Study 3)

A’s Relationship A’s Social - A’s Emotion
Quality with B Comparison with - toward B

\ 4

Tests of moderation. Hypotheses 8 and 9 suggest a moderation model, whereby
the association between A’s relationship quality with B and A’s social comparison with
B depends on the levels of cooperative goals. Figure 6.2 shows this moderation model.
Again, I followed Baron and Kenny’s procedure (1986) to test this moderation model

as in Study 2 (see p. 84).
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Figure 6.2. Moderation Model (Study 3)

Cooperative Goals

A’s Relationship v A’s Social
Quality with B Comparison with B

Tests of mediated moderation. Hypotheses 10a-d predict that A’s social
comparison with B mediates the joint effects of relationship quality and cooperative
goals on A’s emotion toward B, as illustrated in Figure 6.3. Baron and Kenny (1986)
suggested a three-step procedure to test this mediated moderation model. In the first
step, the interactive effects of relationship quality (the independent variable) and
cooperative goals (the moderating variable) on A’s emotion toward B (the dependent
variable) should be significant. In the second step, the interactive effects of relationship
quality (the independent variable) and cooperative goals (the moderator variable) on
A’s social comparison with B (the mediating variable) should be significant. Lastly,
A’s social comparison with B (the mediating variable) should be significantly related to
A’s emotion toward B (the dependent variable), with the interactive effects of
relationship quality and cooperative goals controlled for. Complete mediation occurs
only when the interactive effects become non-significant in the third step. Partial

mediation appears when the interactive effects decrease and become less significant.
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Figure 6.3. Mediated Moderation Model (Study 3)

Cooperative Goals

A’s Relationship
Quality with B

A 4

A’s Social
Comparison with B

A’s Emotion
toward B

In addition, as in Study 2, an additional analysis using Edwards and Lambert’s

framework (2007) was conducted to provide support for this mediated moderation

relationship.
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Results: External Validation of Relationship-Emotion-Harming Linkage as

Contingent on Cooperative Goals (Theoretical Model 1)

Preliminary Analyses
Aggregating scores of cooperative goals

One-way analyses of variance revealed significant team effects on individuals’
cooperative goals ratings (Fso, 377 = 7.58, p <.001). Furthermore, the intraclass
correlation coefficients exceeded the values typically recommended for team-level
constructs (ICC; = .62, ICC, = .87), and the median within-group agreement values
were above commonly used thresholds (Fwgg) = .87).

Confirmatory factor analyses

Before testing the hypotheses, I conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to
evaluate the convergent and discriminant validity of the four emotions using AMOS
6.0. Results suggested that the hypothesized four-factor model (CFI = .96, TLI = .95,
RMSEA = .07) yielded a better fit than the two-factor model (CFI = .62, TLI = .52,
RMSEA = .21), with a change in chi-square (A x* = 829, A df =5, p <.001). The model
also achieved a better fit compared with the one-factor model (CFI = .35, TLI = .21,
RMSEA = .27), with a change in chi-square (A y* = 1459.28, A df =6, p <.001).

In addition, I conducted an additional confirmatory factor analysis to distinguish
statistically the six key variables in our model, namely, relationship quality, cooperative
goals, and the four emotions stated above. Specifically, the first model allowed the
items of relationship quality, cooperative goals, and emotions to load on one factor. The

second was a six-factor model, with the items assigned to six corresponding variables.
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Results showed that the six-factor model (CFI = .95, TLI =.93, RMSEA = .07) yielded
a better fit than the one-factor model (CFI = .42, TLI = .35, RMSEA = .20), with a
change in chi-square (A x> =2610.14, A df = 15, p <.001).

Descriptive Statistics

Table 6.1 presents the descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations. Herein,
A’s harming of B was negatively related to cooperative goals (r =-.30, p <.001) and
relationship quality (r =-.16, p <.01), and positively related to A’s contempt toward B
(r=.21, p<.001). Furthermore, relationship quality was positively related to A’s
admiration (r = .43, p <.001), sympathy (r = .18, p <.001), and envy (r =.12, p <.05)
but negatively related to A’s contempt toward B (r =-.22, p <.001).

In addition, relationship quality was positively related to upward assimilation (r
=.50, p <.001) and negatively related to downward contrast (r =-.11, p <.05).
Cooperative goals were likewise positively related to upward assimilation (r = .33, p <
.001) but negatively related to upward contrast (r =-.14, p <.01) and downward
assimilation (r =-.11, p <.05). Moreover, upward assimilation was positively related to
admiration (r = .53, p <.001) and sympathy (r = .11, p <.05), and negatively related to
contempt (r =-.16, p <.01). Upward contrast, downward contrast, and downward

assimilation were positively related to sympathy, envy, and contempt.
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Table 6.1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Measures (Study 3)

M SD
Variable (Study2) (Study 2) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
1. Gender 44 .50 -
2. Age 25.24 5.15 -.09 -
3. Positive *x ok
affectivity 3.02 75 -14 19 (.75)
4. Negative
affecivity 2.36 73 .05 -.02 .07 (.70)
5.  Social
comparison 3.50 .76 -.10* -.00 14 .20%** (.64)
orientation
6.  Dyadic tenure 5.07 8.24 -.01 16** .07 .09 .06 -
7. Team size 7.82 5.42 .05 - 15% -.07 02 A4 -.01 -
8. Cooperative 3.93 58 A1 00 A4 e 07 10 -18™  (87)
goals
9. Relationship 5 o5 92 120 .08 23 .00 -02 7™ -09 38 (91)
quality
10.  Admiration 2.83 1.02 -.09 A3 AT -05 07 06 -.09 200 43 (.86)
1. Sympathy 1.65 79 -15% .03 .05 A7 A1 A2+ -.04 -.04 18w A2+ (.88)
12. Envy 1.65 67 -10* .06 08 A5 10 02 .06 -10 A2+ 200 300 (.70)
13.  Contempt 1.37 66 02 06 -.01 240 -.02 A1 A2¢ S30 .00 A9 30 (.87)
14. Upward 3.28 98 -10 -16* 38+ A A1 A3 -10* 33 5OM B3 A 05 - 16 (.89)
assimilation
15.  Upward " ok o .k ok ok
st 2.00 81 A3 02 -.04 28 .04 .06 .05 14 -03 .04 A3 39 29 .05 (.83)
16. Downward 2.18 88 05 -.03 -.03 2% .03 10 01 -.09 - .05 A0 320 g .04 3gr* (.79)
contrast
17.  Downward 1.78 89 -07 .09 .08 210 .06 18" .03 -11* .00 .06 31 46m 33 .08 A49* 34 (90)
assimilation
18. ngB harming 4 44 67 -05 12+ 10* A5+ .03 01 S04 -30" -6 -04 01 05 217 .08 -02 05 06 (91)
=
p<.05
*%
p<.01
kK
p <.001
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Variance Partitioning

Table 6.2 presents the partitioning of variance in A’s harming of B and A’s
emotions toward B for the actor, target, dyadic, and group levels of analysis. For
interpersonal harming behavior, 14% of the total variance was due to the differences
between groups, 11% for the differences between actors, 32% based on the
characteristics of the target, and 43% due to the unique dyadic characteristics. For
emotions, 35% of the total variance in admiration, 39% in sympathy, 54% in envy, and
61% in contempt were attributable to dyadic characteristics. These findings indicated
that most of the variance in the harming behavior and interpersonal emotions that one
team member directed toward another depended on the characteristics of the dyadic

relationship between the actor and the target.
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Table 6.2. Variance Partitioning for A's Interpersonal Harming of B and A’s Emotions toward B (Study 3)

A's harming of B Admiration Sympathy Envy Contempt
Sou}'ce of Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
variance
Group .06 .16 .00 .06 .03
variance (14%) 04 (15%) 08 (0%) 00 (14%) 03 (7%) 03
Actor (A) .05 Sl .36 A2 A1
variance (11%) 02 (49%) 09 (57%) 06 (27%) 03 (26%) 03
Target (B) .14 .02 .02 .02 .03
variance (%) 03 o 0 4% %) 02 6% 2
Dyadic .19 .36 24 24 .26
variance @) 2 35wy 0 Gy 03 4%y 03 61wy 0
Deviance 704.25 992.45 822.26 747.96 758.99

Note. N = 128 individuals in 408 dyads within 31 teams
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Tests of Mediation

After entering all the control variables, it was found that relationship quality
was negatively related to A’s harming of B (B =-.09, p <.01), lending support to
Hypothesis 1. Meanwhile, supporting Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2d, relationship quality
was positively related to A’s admiration (B = .37, p <.001) and sympathy (B = .21, p
<.001) toward B, but negatively related to A’s contempt toward B (B =-.16, p <.001).
As in Study 2, relationship quality was negatively (rather than positively) related to A’s
envy toward B (B = .13, p <.001). Hypothesis 3 predicted that emotions will mediate
the relationship between relationship quality and A’s harming of B. However, none of
the emotions (admiration: B =-.02, n.s.; sympathy: B =-.01, n.s.; envy: B=.00, n.s.;
contempt: B =.03, n.s.) was related to A’s harming of B. As emotions were not related
to A’s harming of B, which failed to fulfill the condition for testing mediation effect of
emotions, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. However, the non-significant mediation
relationship suggested the presence of a potential moderator regulating the mediation
effects of emotions on A’s harming of B.
Tests of Moderation

Table 6.3 presents the results for Hypotheses 4a, 4b, 5a, and 5b, which predicted
that cooperative goals moderate the associations between relationship quality and
emotions. As shown in Table 6.3 (Model 2), the interaction coefficients of relationship
quality and cooperative goals were significant for all types of emotions (admiration: B
=-.07, p <.05; sympathy: B=-.09, p <.01; envy: B=-.11, p <.001; contempt: B =

.06, p <.05.).
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Table 6.3. Social Relations Model Analyses for A’s Emotions toward B (Moderation Model, Study 3)

Admiration Sympathy Envy Contempt
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Step and variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
Control variables
A's Gender .03 A3 .04 12 -22 A2 .00 .01 -.15 .09 -.14 .09 -.05 .08 -.05 .08
A's Age .02 .01 .01 .01 .00 .01 -.01 .08 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01
Positive affectivity NN .09 53 .09 -.04 .08 21* .08 .02 .06 .05 .02 .02 .06 .01 .06
Negative affectivity -.01 .09 -.01 .09 .20* .08 .10 .06 .10 .06 1 .00 A3 .06 12 .06
B's Gender -.09 .07 -.09 .07 .09 .06 .00 .01 -.04 .06 -.04 .00 -15* .06 -.15* .06
B's Age .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .01 -.01 .07 .00 .01 .00 .01
Dyadic tenure .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .06 .01 .00 .01 .00
Team size .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .01 .01 .18 .01 .01 .01 .01
Main effects
Relationship quality
(RQ) 29%** .05 28" .05 21 .04 8% .04 A3 .04 A1 .04 =12 .04 =12 .04
Cooperative goals
(CG) A3 .07 A2 .07 -.08 .06 -.08 .06 =11 .06 -12 .06 -.134* .05 - 13" .05
Ax*(10) 50.56*** 28.63*** 14.07*** 25.37***
Two-way interaction
CG XRQ -.07* .04 -.09** .03 =117 .03 .06* .03
Ax*(1) 3.90* 9.39** 13.01™ 3.90*
Note. N = 408 dyads. 'p<.05"p<.01, p<.001
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Figures 6.4a-d plot the interactive effects of relationship quality and cooperative
goals on emotions following the procedures outlined by Aiken and West (1991) for
testing the simple slopes. As expected, the simple slopes tests showed that under the
condition of a low cooperative goal, relationship quality was positively related to
admiration (B = .34, p <.001) and sympathy (B = .27, p <.001), but negatively related
to contempt (B =-.14, p <.001). Again, relationship quality was positively (rather than
negatively) related to envy (B =.22, p <.001) when a cooperative goal was low. In
contrast, under conditions of a high cooperative goal, relationship quality was unrelated
to sympathy (B =.09, n.s.), envy (B =.00, n.s.), and contempt (B =-.09, n.s.). In
addition, as shown in Figure 6.4a, the positive relationship between relationship quality
and admiration was relatively weaker in teams with a high cooperative goal (B = .21, p
<.01) than in teams with a low cooperative goal (B = .34, p <.001). Therefore,
Hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 5b received full support. Similar to Study 2, although the
interaction term of relationship quality and cooperative goals on envy (Hypothesis 5a)

was significant, the pattern of results was somewhat different from what I had expected.
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Figure 6.4. Interaction between Relationship Quality and Team’s Cooperative Goals on
Emotions (Study 3)
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6.4c
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Tests of Moderated Mediation

Hypothesis 6 predicted that the cooperative goals moderate the indirect effect of
relationship quality on A’s harming of B through emotions, such that the mediation
effects of admiration (6a) and sympathy (6b) on the association between relationship
quality and A’s harming of B are stronger when the cooperative goal is high, but the
mediation effects of envy (6¢) and contempt (6d) are stronger when the cooperative
goal is low. As shown in Table 6.4, after entering the control variables, main effects
(Model 1), interaction term of cooperative goals and relationship quality (Model 2), and
mediators (Model 3), only the interaction coefficient of cooperative goals and
admiration (Model 4) was significantly related to A’s harming of B (B =-.11, p <.001).
Although the interaction term of cooperative goals and relationship quality was not
significant in Model 2 (B = .01, n.s.), recent methodologists (Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger,
1998; Shrout & Bolger, 2002) have suggested that it is not necessary for initial variable
a (cooperative goals x relationship quality) to correlate with outcome variable b (A’s
harming of B). As discussed earlier, the non-significant interaction between
relationship quality and cooperative goals on A’s harming of B may due to the fact that
cooperative goals exert moderating effects of opposite sign on the direct and indirect
effects relating relationship quality and A’s harming of B. It is recommended that
mediation analyses should be based on formal significance tests of the indirect effect a
to b through a mediator (m). Our previous tests on the moderation model already
showed that the interaction term of cooperative goals and relationship quality (2)
predicted interpersonal emotions (M); thus, these findings satisfied the condition of

establishing mediation. Table 6.4 shows that the interaction term of cooperative goals
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and admiration was related to A’s harming of B, and there was an increase in model fit
in the final step (Ax*(4) = 11.43, p <.05). This implies that the mediation effect of
admiration was only significant in one part of the sample, that is, in teams with a high

cooperative goal.
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Table 6.4. Social Relations Model Analyses for A’s Harming of B (Moderated Mediation Model, Study 3)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Step and variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
Control variables
A's Gender -.09 .07 -.09 .07 -.08 .07 -.09 .07
A's Age .01 .01 .01 .01 .00 .01 .01 .01
Positive affectivity .04 .05 .04 .05 .04 .05 .05 .05
Negative affectivity .03 .05 .03 .05 .03 .05 .05 .05
B's Gender .03 .09 .03 .09 .04 .09 .04 .09
B's Age .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01
Dyadic tenure .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00
Team size -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01
Main effects
Relationship quality (RQ) -7 .06 -7 .06 -7 .06 .06 12
Cooperative goals (CG) -.07* .03 -.70* .03 -.07* .04 -.08* .04
Ay*(10) 14.01***
Two-way Interaction
CG XRQ .01 .03 .01 .03 .03 .03
Ax(1) .05
Mediation
Admiration .01 .04 .01 .04
Sympathy .01 .04 .02 .04
Envy .00 .05 -.01 .05
Contempt .03 .05 .02 .06
Ax(4) -.03
Moderated mediation
CG x Admiration o .03
CG x Sympathy -.06 .04
CG x Envy .08 .05
CG x Contempt .02 .04
Ay2(4) 11.43*

Note. N = 408 dyads.

'p<.05 p<.0l, p<.001
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Additional Analyses

I further analyzed the moderated mediation model (mainly focusing on
admiration) using Edwards and Lambert’s framework (2007). This analytical
framework that combines moderation and mediation examines how the moderator
variable (cooperative goals) influences the paths constituting the direct, indirect, and
total effects of the mediation model. Table 6.5 presents the coefficients of the first stage
(path from relationship quality to admiration), second stage (path from admiration to
harming), direct effect (path from relationship quality to harming), and indirect effect
(path from relationship quality to harming through admiration) that varied at low and
high levels of cooperative goals. Similar to Study 1, under the condition of a high
cooperative goal, relationship quality was positively related to admiration (P = .24, p
<.001); admiration was negatively related to A’s harming of B (P =-.15, p <.01); and
relationship quality had an indirect effect on A’s harming of B (P = -.04, p <.05). This
provided support that admiration mediated the association between relationship quality
and A’s harming of B when the cooperative goal was high. However, at low level of a
cooperative goal, relationship quality was positively related to admiration (P = .34, p
<.001), but all of the other paths were not significant. These findings suggested that
admiration did not mediate the association between relationship quality and A’s
harming of B when the cooperative goal was low.

In addition, as can be seen in Table 6.5 (see Difference), the moderating effects
of cooperative goals manifested in the first stage (path from relationship quality to
admiration, Diff: -.10, p <.05), second stage (path from admiration to harming, Diff: -

.24, p <.05), and indirect effect (path from relationship quality to harming through
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admiration, Diff: -.07, p <.05). Thus, cooperative goals moderated the first stage and
the second stage of the indirect effect of relationship quality on harming mediated by
admiration. These patterns of results were exactly the same as those found in the social

relations analyses.
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Table 6.5. Direct and Indirect Effects of Relationship Quality on A’s Harming of B at High and Low levels of Cooperative Goals

through Admiration (Study 3)

Stage Effect
Mediator Moderator First Second Direct Indirect Total
Adm(Har
RQ->Adm m RQ(Harm RQ(Adm(Harm
Admiration High cooperative goals 24%E* - 15%* -.06 -.04* - 10%**
Low cooperative goals 34w .09 -.14 .03 - 11
Difference -.10* -.24* .08 -.07* .01

Note. N = 408 dyads. 'p<.05 "p<.01, " p<.001

First stage: path from relationship quality (RQ) to admiration (Adm)

Second stage: path from admiration (Adm) to A's harming of B (Harm)

Direct effect: path from relationship quality (RQ) to A's harming of B (Harm)

Indirect effect: path from relationship quality to A's harming of B through admiration (RQ->Adm->Harm)
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Figure 6.5 plots the interactive effects of admiration and cooperative goals on
interpersonal harming following the procedures outlined by Aiken and West (1991). As
expected, the simple slopes tests showed that under the condition of a high cooperative
goal, admiration was negatively related to interpersonal harming (B =-.15, p <.01),
whereas this relationship was not significant (B = .09, n.s.) when a cooperative goal

was low.
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Figure 6.5. Interaction between Admiration and Team’s Cooperative Goals on A’s

Harming of B (Study 3)
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Figure 6.6 shows the plot of the mediated effects of relationship quality through
admiration on A’s harming of B at + SD around the mean of cooperative goals. As
shown, under the condition of a low cooperative goal, there was no relationship
between the mediated effect of relationship quality (through admiration) and A’s
harming of B. However, A’s harming of B decreased as the mediated effect of
relationship quality increased through the increase in A’s admiration toward B under
the condition of a high cooperative goal. These results and those from Study 2 provided
support for Hypothesis 6a (admiration) and partial support for Hypothesis 6d
(contempt) as my predictions were confirmed in Study 2 but not in Study 3. However,

Hypotheses 6b (sympathy) and 6¢ (envy) were not supported.
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Figure 6.6. Interaction between the Indirect (Mediated) Effect of Relationship Quality

(RQ) and Team’s Cooperative Goals on A’s Harming of B (Study 3)
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Results: The Mediating Role of Social Comparison (Theoretical Model 2)

Preliminary Analyses
Confirmatory factor analyses

Before testing the hypotheses, I conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to
evaluate the convergent and discriminant validity of the four social comparison
responses using AMOS 6.0. The results suggested that the hypothesized four-factor
model (CFI=.99, TLI =.99, RMSEA = .04) yielded a better fit than the two-factor
model (CFI = .64, TLI = .55, RMSEA = .21), with a change in chi-square (A * =
898.61, Adf =5, p <.001). It also gained a better fit compared with the one-factor
model (CFI = .48, TLI = .36, RMSEA = .25), with a change in chi-square (A x> =
1299.14, Adf =6, p <.001).

In addition, I conducted another confirmatory factor analysis to distinguish
statistically the seven key variables in our model, namely, relationship quality,
cooperative goals, the four emotions, and social comparison. Specifically, the first
measurement model allowed the items of relationship quality, cooperative goals,
emotions, and parcels of social comparison to load on one factor. The second was a
seven-factor measurement model, with the items and parcels assigned to the seven
corresponding variables. Results showed that the seven-factor model (CFI = .91, TLI =
.88, RMSEA = .08) yielded a better fit than the one-factor model (CFI = .40, TLI = .34,
RMSEA = .18), with a change in chi-square (A x> =2817.21, A df =21, p <.001).
Variance Partitioning

Table 6.6 presents the partitioning of variance in A’s comparison with B for the

actor, target, dyadic, and group levels of analysis. Forty-two percent of the total
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variance in upward assimilation, 34% of the total variance in downward assimilation,
40% of the total variance in upward contrast, and 36% of the total variance in
downward contrast were due to dyadic effects. In addition, 51% of the total variance in
upward assimilation, 48% in downward assimilation, 48% in upward contrast, and 56%
in downward contrast could be attributed to the actor effects. These results indicated
that the comparison of one team member to the others depended largely on the
characteristics of that fellow team member and on the characteristics of the dyadic

relationship.

Table 6.6. Variance Partitioning for A’s Comparison with B (Study 3)

Upward Downward Upward Downward
Assimilation Assimilation Contrast Contrast

Sou.rce of Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

variance
Group .06 A1 .03 .02
variance aw % s 0 4% 03 %) 0
Actor (A) .49 .37 32 42
variance 1wy @y M wasw % ey W
Target (B) .01 .03 .05 .05
variance 1% 03 @ 0 8% 02 ©%)
Dyadic .40 27 27 27
variance @y 0 cawy B @ B @ew 2
Deviance 991.75 811.67 866.87 896.35

Note. N = 128 individuals in 408 dyads within 31 teams

Tests of Mediation
Hypothesis 7 states that social comparisons can mediate the associations

between relationship quality and emotions. Before testing the mediation effects, I firstly
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examined the associations between relationship quality and social comparisons. After
entering all the control variables, I found that relationship quality was positively related
to upward assimilation (B = .44, p <.001) and downward assimilation (B = .08, p <.05),
but negatively related to downward contrast (B =-.16, p <.001). However, it was not
related to upward contrast (B = .07, n.s.). Therefore, Hypothesis 7c (mediating role of
upward contrast on the association between relationship quality and envy) was not
supported. The significant effects of upward assimilation, downward assimilation, and
downward contrast fulfilled the first requirement of mediation. Thus, this study only
examined the mediation effects of these three social comparison responses on the
associations between relationship quality and emotions. Table 6.7 presents the results.
As shown in Model 1, relationship quality was positively related to admiration (B = .34,
p <.001) and sympathy (B = .22, p <.001), and negatively related to contempt (B = -
.16, p <.001); thus, the second requirement for mediation was met. As reported in
Model 2, upward assimilation was significantly related to admiration (B = .23, p <.001)
while the coefficient of relationship quality decreased (B = .24, p <.001). Similarly,
downward assimilation was positively related to sympathy (B = .18, p <.001) while the
coefficient of relationship quality decreased (B =.17, p <.001). In addition, upward
contrast (B = .10, p <.05), downward contrast (B =.14, p <.001), and downward
assimilation (B = .13, p <.001) were positively related to contempt while the
coefficient of relationship quality decreased (B =-.13, p <.001). The Sobel test results
showed that upward assimilation partially mediated the association between
relationship quality and admiration (z =4.41, p <.001); downward assimilation

partially mediated the association between relationship quality and sympathy (z = 2.14,
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p <.05); and downward contrast partially mediated the association between relationship
quality and contempt (z = -2.56, p <.05). Therefore, Hypotheses 7a, 7b, and 7d were

supported.

140



Table 6.7. Social Relations Model Analyses for A’s Emotions towards B (Mediation Model, Study 3)

Admiration Sympathy Envy Contempt
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Step and variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
Control variables

A's Gender .03 13 .01 A2 -.20 A2 -19 A2 -.14 .09 -13 .07 -.06 .08 -.06 .08

A's Age .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 0 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 0 .01 .01 .01

Positive affectivity 52¥ .09 45 .08 -.06 .08 -.09 .08 0 .07 .02 .05 0 .06 .03 .06

Negative affectivity -.06 .09 -.08 .09 21* .08 .19* .08 1 .06 -.01 .05 A7 .06 .08 .06

Social Comparison

Orientation .05 .08 .03 .08 .06 .08 .04 .07 .04 .06 .04 .05 -.06 .06 -.06 .05

B's Gender -.10 .07 -.08 .07 .10 .06 10 .06 -.03 .06 -.01 .05 -.14 .06 -13 .05

B's Age 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01

Dyadic tenure 0 .01 -.01 .01 0 0 0 0 0 0 -.01 0 .01 0 .01 0

Team size 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01
Main effects

Relationship quality

(RQ) 34** .05 24** .05 227 .04 A7 .04 A3 .04 A8** .04 -16** .04 =137 .04
Ay*(10) 92.20™** 43.7** 20.19* 44 45
Mediation

Upward assimilation 237 .05 .09 .05 -10%* .04 -.06 .04

Downward assimilation .04 .06 18" .05 23 .04 A3 .04

Upward contrast .03 .06 0 .05 A3 .04 .10* .05

Downward contrast .09 .05 0 .05 A6 .04 4% .04

AY(1) 32.06™** 22.56*** 103.32*** 50.44***
Note. N = 408 dyads. 'p<.05 "p<.01,” p<.001
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Tests of Mediated Moderation (Social Comparison as a Mediator)

As shown in the previous analyses (Table 6.3), the interaction of relationship
quality and cooperative goals had significant effects on emotions. The results fulfilled
the first requirement of mediated moderation. Table 6.8 presents the results for
Hypotheses 8a, 8b, 9a, and 9b, which predicted that cooperative goals moderate the
associations between relationship quality and social comparisons. As shown in Table
6.8 (Model 2), the interaction coefficients of relationship quality and cooperative goals
were significant for upward assimilation (B = -.08, p <.05), downward assimilation (B
=-.14, p <.001), upward contrast (B =-.13, p <.001), and downward contrast (B = .06,

p <.05). These results met the second requirement of mediated moderation.
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Table 6.8. Social Relations Model Analyses for A’s Comparison with B (Moderation Model, Study 3)

Upward Assimilation

Downward Assimilation

Upward Contrast

Downward Contrast

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Step and variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
Control variables
A's Gender .08 A2 .08 A2 -.14 A3 -13 A3 19 12 .21 A2 .08 A3 .08 A3
A's Age .03 .01 .03 .01 .01 .01 0 .01 .01 .01 0 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01
Positive affectivity 31 .08 337 .08 .08 .10 A1 .09 -.04 .08 -.01 .08 .08 .09 .09 .09
Negative affectivity -.10 .08 -.09 .08 18 .09 .20* .09 27 .08 28%* .09 21 10 .22* .09
Social Comparison
Orientation 14 .08 A3 .08 .04 .09 .03 .09 .03 .08 .02 .08 0 .09 0 .09
B's Gender -.03 .07 -.03 .07 -.02 .07 -.01 .07 -.08 .07 -.07 .07 -.09 .07 -.09 .07
B's Age 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 -.01 .01 -.01 .01
Dyadic tenure 0 .01 0 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01
Team size 0 .01 0 .01 .01 .02 .01 .02 .01 .01 .01 .01 0 .01 0 .01
Main effects
Relationship quality
(RQ) 39 .04 37 .04 .08* .04 .04 .04 .07 .04 .04 .04 - 15" .04 - 15" .04
Cooperative goals
(CG) A2* .06 12 .06 - 11 09 -12 .09 -.08 .07 -.09 .07 -.08 .08 -.08 .08
AxA(11) 123.16*** 19.88* 27.56** 27.63**
Two-way interaction
CG XRQ -.08* .04 -14*** .03 -13** .03 .06* .03
A1) 4.95* 19.54*** 15.88*** 3.98*

Note. N = 408 dyads.

'p<.05 "p<.01,” p<.001
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The interactive effects are plotted in Figures 6.7a to d. The simple slope
analyses showed that under the condition of a low cooperative goal, relationship quality
was positively related to upward assimilation (B = .44, p <.001) and downward
assimilation (B = .18, p <.001), and negatively related to downward contrast (B = -.13,
p <.01). Similar to the result in envy, relationship quality was positively (rather than
negatively) related to upward contrast (B = .18, p <.001) when a cooperative goal was
low. In contrast, under the condition of a high cooperative goal, relationship quality
was unrelated to downward assimilation (B = -.10, n.s.), upward contrast (B = -.08,
n.s.), and downward contrast (B =-.10, n.s.). In addition, the positive relationship
between relationship quality and upward assimilation was relatively weaker in a high
cooperative goal (B =.29, p <.001) than in a low cooperative goal (B = .44, p <.001).
Essentially, we found the same pattern of interactions for comparisons as we found for
emotions. Therefore, Hypotheses 8a, 8b, and 9b received full support. Although the
interaction term of relationship quality and cooperative goals on upward contrast
(Hypothesis 9a) was significant, the pattern of results was somewhat different from

what [ had expected.
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Figure 6.7. Interaction between Relationship Quality and Team’s Cooperative Goals on

A’s Comparison with B (Study 3)
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Next, Table 6.9 (Model 3) reveals significant effects of the upward assimilation
on admiration (B =.22, p <.001); upward assimilation (B = .09, p <.05) and downward
assimilation (B =.16, p <.001) on sympathy; upward assimilation (B =-.10, p <.01),
downward assimilation (B = .22, p <.001), upward contrast (B = .12, p <.01), and
downward contrast (B =.16, p <.001) on envy; and downward assimilation (B = .14, p
<.001), upward contrast (B =.10, p <.05), and downward contrast (B =.14, p <.001)
on contempt. These met the third requirement for mediated moderation. The interaction
of relationship quality and cooperative goals was no longer significant for admiration
(B=-.04, n.s.) and contempt (B =.02, n.s.), and its significance was reduced for
sympathy (B =-.06, p <.05) and envy (B =-.06, p <.05) after all comparisons were
controlled. These findings met the fourth requirement of mediated moderation. The
Sobel test results showed that upward assimilation completely mediated the interaction
effects on admiration (z =-2.28, p <.05). Similarly, downward contrast fully mediated
the interaction effects on contempt (z = 1.96, p <.05). In addition, downward
assimilation partially mediated the interaction effects on sympathy (z =-2.64, p <.01),
while upward contrast partially mediated the interactive effects on envy (z=-2.47,p <

.05). Therefore, Hypotheses 10a, 10b, 10c, and 10d were supported.
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Table 6.9. Social Relations Model Analyses for A’s Emotions toward B (Mediated Moderation Model, Study 3)

Admiration Sympathy
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Step and variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
Control variables
A's Gender .04 13 .05 A2 .03 A2 -.21 A2 -.21 A2 -19 12
A's Age .02 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01
Positive affectivity S0 .09 537 .09 45 .09 -.04 .08 -.02 .08 -.06 .08
Negative affectivity -.02 .09 -.02 .09 -.04 .09 19* .09 19* .08 A7 .08
Social comparison Orientation .04 .08 .04 .08 .02 .08 .07 .08 .06 .08 .05 .08
B's Gender -.09 .07 -.09 .07 -.07 .07 .09 .06 .10 .06 .10 .06
B's Age .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01
Dyadic tenure .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Team size .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01
Main effects
Relationship quality (RQ) 29" 05 .28 05 .20 .05 217 .04 A8 .04 A5 .04
Cooperative goals (CG) 13 .07 A2 .07 .10 .06 -.08 .07 -.09 .06 -.08 .06
Ax*(11) 95.84*** 45,35
Two-way Interaction
CG XRQ -.07* .04 -.04 .04 -.09* .03 -.06* .03
AxA(1) 3.91* 9.22%**
Mediation
Upward assimilation 22%%* .05 .09* .04
Downward assimilation .03 .06 6% .05
Upward contrast .03 .06 -.02 .05
Downward contrast .10 .05 .01 .05
Ax(4) 29.01*** 17.61**
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Envy Contempt
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Step and variables Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate
Control variables
A's Gender -14 .09 -.13 .09 -13 .08 -.06 .08 -.06 .08 -.06 .08
A's Age .01 .01 .00 .01 .01 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01
Positive affectivity .01 .07 .04 .07 .04 .06 .03 .06 .02 .06 .03 .06
Negative affectivity .09 .06 .10 .07 -.02 .06 14 .06 14 .06 .04 .06
Social comparison Orientation .05 .06 .05 .06 .05 .05 -.05 .05 -.05 .05 -.05 .05
B's Gender -.04 .06 -.04 .06 -.01 .06 -.15* .06 -.15% .06  -.14* .05
B's Age .00 .01 -.01 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01
Dyadic tenure .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00
Team size .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01
Main effects
Relationship quality (RQ) A3 04 A1 .04 AT .04 =13 .04 -12"* 04 -.10* .04
Cooperative goal (CG) -1 .06 -12* .06 -.08 .05 -13** .05  -13*" .05 -.10* .04
Ax*(11) 23.58* 52.34***
Two-way Interaction
CG XRQ =117 .03 -.06* .03 .06* .03 .02 .03
Ax(1) 12.91*** 3.90*
Mediation
Upward assimilation -.10** .04 -.05 .04
Downward assimilation 22%* .04 47 .04
Upward contrast 2% .04 10* .05
Downward contrast 6% .04 47 .04
Ax(4) 92.74*** 52.54***

Note. N = 408 dyads.

'p<.05 "p<.01, " p<.001
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Additional Analyses

I further analyzed the mediated moderation model using Edwards and Lambert’s
framework (2007). This analytical framework, which combines moderation and
mediation, examines how the moderator variable (cooperative goals) influences the
paths constituting the direct, indirect, and total effects of the mediation model. Table
6.10 presents the coefficients of the first stage (path from relationship quality to social
comparisons), second stage (path from social comparisons to emotions), direct effect
(path from relationship quality to emotions), and indirect effect (path from relationship
quality to emotions through social comparisons), which varied at low and high levels of
cooperative goals.

As shown, the mediation effects of social comparisons on the relationships
between relationship quality and emotions mainly occurred under the condition of a low
cooperative goal. When the cooperative goal is low, relationship quality was positively
related to upward assimilation (P = .46, p <.001), downward assimilation (P = .23, p
<.001) and upward contrast (P = .23, p <.001), but negatively related to downward
contrast (P =-.13, p <.001). Meanwhile, upward assimilation was positively related to
admiration (P = .31, p <.001); downward assimilation was positively related to
sympathy (P =.17, p <.001); upward contrast was positively related to envy (P =.33, p
<.001); and downward contrast was positively related to contempt (P = .54, p <.001).
In addition, relationship quality showed indirect effects on admiration (P = .14, p
<.001), sympathy (P = .04, p <.01), envy (P =.08, p <.001), and contempt (P =-.07, p
<.001). These results showed that social comparisons mediated the associations
between relationship quality and emotions under the condition of a low cooperative
goal. When the cooperative goal was high, upward assimilation mediated the

association between relationship quality and admiration (indirect effect: P = .08, p
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<.001). However, relationship quality had no indirect effects on sympathy (P =-.01,
n.s.), envy (P =-.02, n.s.), and contempt (P = -.01, n.s.), showing that social
comparisons did not mediate the associations between relationship quality and these
three types of emotions under conditions of a high cooperative goal.

Comparing the first and second stages of indirect effects for high or low
cooperative goals (moderating effect; see Difference in Table 6.10), it was observed
that the first stages of indirect effect (path from relationship quality to social
comparisons) were stronger under the condition of a low cooperative goal for
admiration (Diff = -.14, p <.01), sympathy (Diff = -.28, p <.001), envy (Diff =-.29, p
<.001), and contempt (Diff = -.02, p <.05). Meanwhile, the second stages (path from
social comparison to emotions) did not differ under the condition of a high or low
cooperative goal for admiration (Diff =-.04, n.s.), sympathy (Diff = .06, n.s.), and envy
(Diff = -.06, n.s.). Only contempt achieved a significant second stage of indirect effect,
which was also stronger when cooperative goal was low (Diff =-.49, p <.001). In
addition, the direct effects (path from relationship quality to emotions) were stronger
under conditions of a low cooperative goal for admiration (Diff = -.04, p <.05),
sympathy (Diff =-.17, p <.001), envy (Diff =-.19, p <.001), and contempt (Diff = .10,
p <.01). By combining the direct effects with the indirect effects under conditions of a
low cooperative goal, relationship quality produced a larger total effect for admiration
(Diff =-.10, p < .05), sympathy (Diff =-.21, p <.001), envy (Diff =-.29, p <.001), and
contempt (Diff = .16, p <.05). Thus, cooperative goals moderated the direct effect of
relationship quality on emotions and the first stage of the indirect effect of relationship
quality on emotions mediated by social comparisons. These results provided full

support for the Theoretical Model 2.
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Table 6.10. Direct and Indirect Effects of Relationship Quality on A’s Emotions toward B at High and Low levels of Cooperative Goals through

Social Comparisons (Study 3)

Stage Effect
Emotions Social Comparison Cooperative Goals First Second Direct Indirect Total
(Dependent variable)  (Mediator) (Moderator) RQ>SC SC->Emot RQ->Emot RQ->SC->Emot
Admiration Upward Assimilation High cooperative goals 32 27 5% .08*** 24%**
Low cooperative goals 46*** 3 9 4% 33
Difference =14 -.04 -.04* -.05 -.10*
Sympathy Downward Assimilation ~ High cooperative goals -.06 23 15** -.01 14
Low cooperative goals 23 A7 31 .04** .35
Difference -.28*** .06 - A7 -.05 -21%*
Envy Upward Contrast High cooperative goals -.07 27 .07 -.02 .05
Low cooperative goals 23 33 26%** .08*** .33
Difference -.29%** -.06 - 19%** -.09 -.29%**
Contempt Downward Contrast High cooperative goals -.15 .05 -.05** -.01 -.06**
Low cooperative goals - 13 54> -.15% -7 -.23**
Difference -.02* -.49%** 10" .06*** .16*

Note. N = 408 dyads. 'p<.05 "p<.01, p<.001

First stage: path from relationship quality (RQ) to social comparisons (SC: upward assimilation/downward assimilation/upward contrast/downward contrast)
Second stage: path from social comparisons (SC) to emotions (Emot: admiration/sympathy/envy/contempt)

Direct effect: path from relationship quality (RQ) to emotions (Emot)

Indirect effect: path from relationship quality to emotions through social comparisons (RQ—>SC—->Emot)
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Discussion

In Study 3, using a sample of work teams consisting of 408 dyadic relations
collected from a state-owned telecommunication services company in China, I found
similar results for the Theoretical Model 1 compared with Study 2. Relationship quality
was negatively related to A’s harming of B (Hypothesis 1), positively related to
admiration (Hypothesis 2a) and sympathy (Hypothesis 2b), and negatively related to
contempt (Hypothesis 2d). Again, relationship quality was positively related (rather
than negatively) to envy (Hypothesis 2¢). Furthermore, the associations between
relationship quality and emotions were buffered when a cooperative goal was high, but
these associations were stronger when a cooperative goal was low (Hypotheses 4a, 4b,
Sa, and 5b).

I found that emotions did not mediate the association between relationship
quality and A’s harming of B. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. For the
moderated mediation model, both social relations analyses and Edwards and Lambert’s
path analytic analyses (2007) showed that the mediation effect of admiration on the
association between relationship quality and A’s harming of B was stronger if a team’s
cooperative goal was high but not when it was low. Thus, Hypothesis 6a was supported.
On the other hand, the mediation effects of sympathy, envy, and contempt on the
association between relationship quality and A’s harming of B were not significant
regardless of the team’s cooperative goal. Thus, Hypotheses 6b, 6¢, and 6d were not
supported. Finally, the analytical framework confirmed the Model 1 that the cooperative
goal moderated both first and second stages of indirect effect of relationship quality on
harming mediated by emotion (admiration).

In examining Theoretical Model 2, I found that upward assimilation mediated

the association between relationship quality and admiration (Hypothesis 7a); downward
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assimilation mediated the association between relationship quality and sympathy
(Hypothesis 7b); and downward contrast mediated the association between relationship
quality and contempt (Hypothesis 7d). I further confirmed Hypotheses 8a, 8b, 9a, and
9b that the associations between relationship quality and social comparisons (upward
assimilation, upward contrast, downward assimilation, and downward contrast) were
buffered under conditions of a high cooperative goal. However, these relationships were
intensified under conditions of a low cooperative goal. Furthermore, I found that social
comparisons mediated the interactive effects of relationship quality and cooperative
goals on emotions. Specifically, upward assimilation mediated the interactive effects of
relationship quality and cooperative goals on admiration (Hypothesis 10a); downward
assimilation mediated the interactive effects of relationship quality and cooperative
goals on sympathy (Hypothesis 10b); upward contrast mediated the interactive effects
of relationship quality and cooperative goals on envy (Hypothesis 10c); and downward
contrast mediated the interactive effects of relationship quality and cooperative goals on
contempt (Hypothesis 10d).

Additionally, I used Edwards and Lambert’s framework (2007) to conduct a
parallel test and found that the mediation effects of social comparisons on the
associations between relationship quality and emotions were stronger when the
cooperative goal was low but not when it was high. In order words, cooperative goals
buffered the mediation effects of social comparisons on the associations between
relationship quality and emotions. Finally, this analytical framework confirmed the
Theoretical Model 2 that cooperative goals moderated the direct effect of relationship
quality on emotions, and the first stage of the indirect effect of relationship quality on

emotions mediated by social comparisons.
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In the next chapter, I will discuss about the theoretical implications,
methodological implications, managerial implications, and strengths and limitations.
Future research directions will be proposed.

Table 6.11 and Table 6.12 summarize the hypotheses and results of Model 1 and

Model 2.
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Table 6.11. Summary of Hypotheses and Results of Model 1

Hypotheses | Descriptions Study 2 Study 3

HI Relationship quality is negatively related to harming behavior in dyads S S

H2a Relationship quality is positively related to admiration S S

H2b Relationship quality is positively related to sympathy S S

H2c Relationship quality is negatively related to envy NS NS

H2d Relationship quality is negatively related to contempt S S

H3 Emotions (admiration, sympathy, envy, and contempt) mediate the negative association between relationship NS NS
quality and interpersonal harming behavior in dyads (mediation model)

H4a Cooperative goals moderate the association between relationship quality and admiration in dyads S S
(moderation model)

H4b Cooperative goals moderate the association between relationship quality and sympathy in dyads S S
(moderation model)

H5a Cooperative goals moderate the association between relationship quality and envy in dyads PS PS
(moderation model)

H5b Cooperative goals moderate the association between relationship quality and contempt in dyads S S
(moderation model)

Hoé6a Cooperative goals moderate the indirect effect of relationship quality on interpersonal harming through S S
admiration (moderated mediation model)

Hé6b Cooperative goals moderate the indirect effect of relationship quality on interpersonal harming through NS NS
sympathy (moderated mediation model)

Hoéc Cooperative goals moderate the indirect effect of relationship quality on interpersonal harming through envy NS NS
(moderated mediation model)

Héd Cooperative goals moderate the indirect effect of relationship quality on interpersonal harming through S NS

contempt (moderated mediation model)

S = supported, PS = partially supported, NS = not supported
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Table 6.12. Summary of Hypotheses and Results of Model 2

Hypotheses | Descriptions Study 3

H7a Upward assimilation mediates the association between relationship quality and admiration (mediation model) S

H7b Doward assimilation mediates the association between relationship quality and sympathy (mediation model) S

H7c Upward contrast mediates the association between relationship quality and envy (mediation model) NS

H7d Downward contrast mediates the association between relationship quality and contempt (mediation model) S

HS8a Cooperative goals moderate the association between relationship quality and upward assimilation S
(moderation model)

HS8b Cooperative goals moderate the association between relationship quality and downward assimilation S
(moderation model)

H9a Cooperative goals moderate the association between relationship and upward contrast (moderation model) PS

H9b Cooperative goals moderate the association between relationship and downward contrast (moderation model) S

H10a Upward assimilation mediates the interactive effects of relationship quality and cooperative goals on S
admiration (mediated moderation model)

HI10b Downward assimilation mediates the interactive effects of relationship quality and cooperative goals on S
sympathy (mediated moderation model)

H10c Upward contrast mediates the interactive effects of relationship quality and cooperative goals on envy S
(mediated moderation model)

H10d Downward contrast mediates the interactive effects of relationship quality and cooperative goals on contempt S

(mediated moderation model)

S = supported, PS = partially supported, NS = not supported
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CHAPTER 7
DISCUSSION
The impetus for the present dissertation is to investigate the frequently

overlooked mechanisms between interpersonal exchange quality and reciprocal harming
behavior, and how such interpersonal processes are regulated by a team context. As a
general expectation, the extent to which relationship quality in coworker dyads elicits
interpersonal emotions, and whether such emotions will be translated into harming
actions to the focal member are regulated by the teams’ cooperative goal. Furthermore,
drawing from the social comparison theory, I also anticipated social comparisons
among team members explaining the processes wherein relationship quality elicits
interpersonal emotions and that the cooperation goal may influence the associations
between relationship quality and social comparisons which in turn affect interpersonal
emotions. To systematically investitage these relationships, I conducted three empirical
studies, the details of which were reported in the preceding chapters. In the next section,
I will provide an overview of the results, followed by a discussion of the theoretical,
methodological, and practical implications. Consequently, the strengths and limitations
of these three studies will be discussed. This chapter will end with the suggestions for

future research and an overall conclusion.

Overview of the Results

In Study 1, the convergent and discriminant validity of the theoretical models’
key variables, which include relationship quality, emotions, social comparisons,
cooperative goals, and harming behavior, were examined. Based on these results, the
highest loading items were selected to test Model 1 and Model 2 in Studies 2 and 3.

Across the two studies (Study 2: sample of student teams; Study 3: sample of

work teams in telecommunication services company), social relations analyses revealed
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that relationship quality was positively related to admiration, sympathy, and envy, but
negatively related to contempt and interpersonal harming. The effects of relationship
quality on interpersonal emotions were stronger in teams with a low cooperative goal
and were buffered in teams with a high cooperative goal. In addition, across the two
studies, both social relations analyses and path analytical analyses (Edwards &
Lambert, 2007) showed that admiration mediated the association between relationship
quality and interpersonal harming only when the teams’ cooperative goal was high but
not when it was low. In contrast, contempt mediated the association between
relationship quality and interpersonal harming only when the teams’ cooperative goal
was low but not when it was high as in Study 2, albeit the mediation effects of contempt
was not significant in Study 3. These results showed that emotions constitute a vital role
by which relationship quality determines harming behavior. This relationship-emotion-
harming linkage is dependent on the teams’ cooperative goal. Specifically, a team’s
cooperative goal regulates the extent to which relationship quality triggers interpersonal
emotions. It also affects the mediation of emotions in the association between
relationship quality and interpersonal harming.

In Study 3, I found that social comparisons (upward assimilation, downward
assimilation, and downward contrast) mediated the association between relationship
quality and interpersonal emotions (admiration, sympathy, and contempt). However, I
did not find relationship quality to be related to upward contrast, suggesting that a
possible moderator could mask the effect of relationship quality on upward contrast.
Confirming this prediction, I found cooperative goals to moderate the linkage between
relationship quality and the four types of social comparison (upward assimilation,
upward contrast, downward assimilation, and downward contrast). Specifically, the

associations between relationship quality and social comparisons were stronger in teams
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with a low cooperative goal and weaker in teams with a high cooperative goal. Finally,
the teams’ cooperative goals moderated the associations between relationship quality
and social comparisons, as the same way it moderated the associations between
relationship quality and emotions. This showed that social comparisons mediated the
interactive effects of relationship quality and the teams’ cooperative goal on emotions.
These results proved that relationship quality could influence social comparisons among
teammates, which in turn triggered their interpersonal emotions. Again, this relationship
was modulated by the teams’ cooperative goal.

The pattern of results with regard to relationship quality, envy, and upward
contrast turned out to be more complex than expected. In contrast to what is suggested
in the appraisal theory of emotions wherein envy belongs to the negative and
antagonistic type of emotion and may thus be elicited from an appraised low
relationship quality, I found that relationship quality was positively (rather than
negatively) related to envy. This positive relationship was even stronger in teams with a
low cooperative goal. Likewise, I found that relationship quality was positively (rather
than negatively) related to upward contrast, an unfavorable comparison, which was
strongly associated with envy. An initial explanation for the unexpected positive
relationships between relationship quality and envy, and between relationship quality
and upward contrast is that people tend to compare themselves unfavorably with friends
they have intimate relationships with rather than with casual acquaintances (Mussweiler
& Ruter, 2003). This may be a result of people interacting more frequently with
teammates whom they share good relationships with; thus, the pain of unfavorable
comparison is experienced repeatedly. Hence, envy is generally more acute in a good
work relationship (Alicke & Zell, 2008). The second possible explanation lies in the

fact that individuals in close and high-quality relationship are more likely to compete
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for the same resources. Such competitive situations induce unfavorable comparison
(upward contrast) and feelings of envy when being outperformed by a good friend
(Alicke & Zell, 2008).

Results from this research indicate that interpersonal emotions may not
necessarily mediate the association between relationship quality and interpersonal
harming. Such mediation effects depend on the teams’ cooperative goal, suggesting that
the interpersonal processes of relationship-emotion-harming are highly contextualized.
Specifically, admiration and contempt have significant mediating effects on the
association between relationship quality and interpersonal harming when the teams’
cooperative goal is high or low, respectively. However, sympathy and envy do not
mediate the relationship-harming link, irrespective of the levels of the teams’
cooperative goal. These results suggest that only certain emotions may account for the
linkage between relationship quality and reciprocal harming in coworker dyads as
teams’ context changes, thus supporting the notion that discrete emotions may play
different implications on interpersonal behavior (Lee & Allen, 2002; Roseman et al.,
1994).

High or low teams’ cooperative goals may facilitate the inducement of favorable
emotions like admiration and sympathy, or unfavorable emotions like contempt and
envy, thus determining the mediation effects of emotions on relationship-harming
linkage. Under conditions of a high cooperative goal, admiration is more likely to
mediate the relationship-harming link because admiration reflects identification with the
target. The target is seen as an in-group member and role model (Cuddy et al., 2007;
Lockwood & Kunda, 1997), thus enhancing the favorable information processing for
the target (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and ultimately inhibiting the actor’s passive or

active harmful acts toward the target (Allred et al., 1997; Baumeister & Boden, 1998;
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Cuddy et al., 2007). In contrast, harming behavior resulting from relationship quality
may not be mediated by sympathy. Although sympathy may enhance an altruistic
motive to reduce harming, it may also be associated with disrespect or sadness leading
to avoidance, neglect, or dismissive behavior (Cuddy et al., 2007) that may offset its
suppression effects on harming. In this situation, sympathy is not related to harming;
therefore, I did not find a significant mediation effect of sympathy on the relationship-
harming linkage.

Under the condition of a low cooperative goal, contempt has significant
mediation effects on relationship-harming link because feelings of contempt imply an
extreme negative view of the other person resulting from previous unpleasant
interactions (Fischer & Roseman, 2007). The typical behavioral outcomes are social
exclusion, silent treatment, gossip, and derogation (passive harming). In addition,
contempt often develops on top of one’s anger, implying the co-occurrence of the
inclination to attack, derogate, and exclude a person. Therefore, when one has started to
appraise the relationship as threatening, stressful (Fox et al., 2001), or frustrating (Fox
& Spector 1999; Spector, 1978) (e.g., low-quality relationship), attacking and excluding
emotions like contempt will be induced. This negative emotion, representing immediate
response to reduce threat, may motivate harmful actions toward the other. However,
envy is less likely to mediate the relationship-harming link because envy sometimes
may not have destructive, but rather constructive, effects on behavior. Envious
employees may be motivated to improve their own performance rather than sabotage
their envied target’s performance (Takahashi et al., 2009). For example, Latham and
Locke (1991) suggested that envy, a drive of seeking equalization of outcomes with the
similar other (Heider, 1958), often leads to the setting of a higher performance goal that

may stimulate performance enhancement. Supporting this notion, Schaubroeck and
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Lam (2004) found that employees who report of having a higher level of envy when
seeing their newly promoted colleagues tend to perform better than their less envious
counterparts five months later. In the current thesis, envy experienced in the
interpersonal relationship may be a motivation for envious members to improve their
own performance rather than harm the other. Therefore, envy may not relate to harming
behavior, and its mediation effect on relationship-harming linkage is not significant.
Viewed together, these findings indicate that how relationship quality influences
interpersonal processes (social comparisons and emotions) and the outcome
(interpersonal harming) is dependent on the teams’ cooperative goal. These results
show that the effects of good or poor work relationships in coworker dyads on social
comparisons and emotions are more salient in teams with low cooperative goals. In
addition, under these interpersonal emotions, admiration experienced in dyadic
relationship, for example, may defer harming behavior when the teams’ cooperative
goal is high, whereas contempt may induce harming behavior when teams’ cooperative
goal is low. As will be discussed below, these results extend knowledge by
demonstrating the mediation mechanism that account for previously established
relationship between relationship quality and reciprocal behavior, and equally important
is that such interpersonal processes are evidently context-dependent. These results are
also of practical value because the teams’ cooperative goal, which can buffer the
negative effects of interpersonal interactions, are placed under the control of the

managers. This will be discussed further in the managerial implications section.

Theoretical Implications

The first and main theoretical implication is that the two studies (Studies 2 and
3) indicate that interpersonal relationship in work teams can significantly influence

interpersonal emotions and harming behavior. These effects are particularly strong in
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teams with a low cooperative goal and are buffered in teams with a high cooperative
goal. First, these results contribute to the appraisal theory in which the relationship
quality between two persons forms an important source of the stimulus for appraisal.
The appraisal theory of emotions suggests that an evaluation of the stimulus, either
harmful or beneficial, may determine the person’s emotional state (e.g., Frijda, 1986;
Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 1988; Roseman, et al., 1990). Previous studies have tended to
focus implicitly on a person’s appraisal of a particular interaction or incident that elicits
emotions (e.g., Spector, 1998). Nevertheless, no study has ever considered that intense
emotions can be evocated in evaluating the relationship quality with the close other. My
studies’ results show that when both parties recognize the on-going interactions to be an
integral part of their relationship, the means by which they appraise their relationship
quality may feature a longer duration of emotions and a more patterned behavioral
response than in episodic interactions (Aquino & Lamertz, 2004). Second, my
dissertation contributes to both emotion and appraisal literature by showing solid
evidence that appraisals, experiences, and expressions of emotions are socially
constructed (Ashforth, 1993; Manstead & Fischer, 2001; Morris & Feldman, 1996;
Parkinson et al., 2005). The contextual variable, teams’ cooperative goals, can largely
determine how team members experience their emotions toward others in response to
their dyadic relationship quality.

The second implication also stems from Studies 2 and 3. Both reveal that the
mediation effects of emotions on the relationship quality-harming linkage are also
modulated by the cooperative team goal (Glomb & Liao, 2003; Robinson & O'Leary-
Kelly, 1998). These findings are consistent with the thesis that people may look for
normative information in determining whether interpersonal harming is an appropriate

way to behaviorally express their emotions (Tepper et al., 2008). More importantly,
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departing from the previous studies that investigate negative norms (e.g., antisocial
norms), the current studies also suggest that people’s emotional and behavioral
responses from a social exchange may also be regulated by a positive team norm. These
results contribute to the literature in two ways. First, it extends the literature on social
exchange by providing new insights into the psychological mechanisms that explain the
established relationship between exchange quality and reciprocal harming behavior.
Second, it contributes to context theories (Bamberger, 2008) by showing the essential
role of social context (John, 2006), signaling emotional and behavioral norms to
regulate the exchange and emotion processes, thus accounting for the harming behavior.
Specifically, cooperative norms may serve as an antidote to the negative impacts of
poor relationship quality and unfavorable interpersonal emotions on interpersonal
harming behavior.

The third implication mainly comes from Study 3. Results show that social
comparisons among team members may be the cognitive processes, which explain why
relationship quality in coworker dyads may elicit different emotions. These findings
open a new avenue for social exchange research by adopting a cognitive perspective,
which allows us to understand better the development of interpersonal emotions in work
teams. In addition, following the pleas for “more ex ante theory building” for social
comparison (Goodman & Haisley, 2007, p. 114), this study advances current
knowledge by theorizing the organizational antecedents and boundary conditions that
may initiate the social comparisons among team members accounting for workplace
emotions. These results provide new insights into the social comparison processes,
which illustrate the impacts of interpersonal relationship on employees’ emotions. It

also highlights the aspects of relationships between organizational factors and social
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comparison processes that remain relatively unexplored to date (Goodman & Haisley,

2007).

Methodological Implications

The current research also contributes to the better understanding of the
development of interpersonal social comparisons and harming in work teams by
showing that a substantial proportion of the variance in social comparisons, emotions,
and harming behavior within work teams was located in members’ dyadic relations.
These results imply that the reasons for individual team members’ decision to make
different comparisons, experience different emotions, and behave toward specific other
members in a negative and harmful manner are largely dependent on the characteristics
of the dyadic relationships. As such, the literature on social comparison, interpersonal
emotions, and workplace harming should broaden their traditional focus on individual
or situational antecedents (Buckingham & Alicke, 2002; Hershcovis et al., 2007) and
devote greater attention to relationships at the dyadic level of analysis (see also Aquino
& Lamertz, 2004; Hershcovis & Barling, 2007; Kenny, 1994; Klein, 1997, 2003).

A broader methodological implication is that future studies could use the Social
Relations Model (SRM) methodology to investigate relational level effects within
organizational settings. Although this approach requires a good deal of trust from the
respondents, the results from the two studies testify that it can be done. Certainly, these
results imply that the use of SRM can open new opportunities for researchers.

Finally, the approach of studying relational level foundations, as well as the
group level relations, provides more in-depth insight into the processes operating within
the team. Answering the call for “more complex context theories” (Bamberger, 2008),
the results demonstrate a cross-level (dyadic-level and group level ) interaction effect of

relationship quality and the teams’ cooperative goal on interpersonal emotions. It also
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focuses on the mediation effects of emotions on the relationship between exchange
quality and interpersonal harming as contingent on teams’ cooperative goals.
Consequently, apart from using a multilevel, multisource, and multimethod approach,
researchers may benefit by simultaneously employing a multistudy approach, as what

has been done in this thesis.

Managerial Implications

The findings offer important implications for the management of workplace
emotions and interpersonal harming in work teams. The present findings indicate that
great proportions of variance in interpersonal emotions and harming between specific
individuals can be explained by their relationship characteristics. Given the difficulty in
designing selection tools that assess an individual’s tendency to develop good or poor
relationship quality with specific others, it was found that situational interventions
might be crucial. Managers may need to take conscious steps to actively encourage
positive relationships among coworkers and prevent the formation of negative
relationships to minimize interpersonal harming.

Even though a low-quality relationship in coworker dyads, social comparisons,
and emotions among team members may be unavoidable within work teams, managers
can curtail the negative implications by harnessing the teams’ cooperative goal. Results
show that a cooperative goal directly diminishes interpersonal harming (i.e., a main
effect), reduces the consequences of interpersonal emotions and social comparisons
(i.e., a moderating effect), and enhances the mediation effects of pleasant emotion
(admiration) in eschewing harming behavior in response to exchange relationships. As
Tjosvold (1988) demonstrated, team members’ sense of a shared purpose and common
tasks critically advances the development of cooperative goals. Managers may promote

these features, for example, through specific leadership behaviors (e.g., articulating a
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shared vision and emphasizing a collective identity) that raise the intrinsic value of
shared goals, provide team members with a common purpose, and enhance members’
identification with and attachment to their teams (e.g., Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, &
Popper, 1998). To the extent that managers succeed in creating and fostering a
cooperative goal, they can likewise prevent negative impacts of interpersonal processes
(i.e., interpersonal exchange, emotional processes, and social comparison processes)
among team members by diverting interpersonally harmful behavior to maintain

positive team outcomes.

Strengths and Limitations

Despite some notable strengths (e.g., peer-rating data sources, validation of the
initial results in a second independent study), the current research also has some
limitations. First, these findings should not be interpreted as unambiguously indicating
causality. Even though the hypotheses were developed on a strong theoretical
background, and the results were replicated in two studies, spurious relationships based
on unmeasured third variables may still account for the findings, as is common in field
studies. Moreover, [ used some self-reporting measures (e.g., relationship quality, social
comparisons, and emotions) that may introduce common method bias. However,
confirmatory factor analyses showed that relationship quality and emotions were
statistically discriminant across Study 2 and Study 3; and relationship quality, social
comparisons, and emotions were three distinct variables in Study 3. In addition, I found
relationship quality and teams’ cooperative goal to interact in determining emotions and
social comparisons. It would be difficult to attribute the significant two-way
interactions found to common method bias (Evans, 1985). Nevertheless, this thesis

acknowledges the need for further evidence based on data from different sources and by
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measuring all the variables at each point in time before claims of causality can be
defendable.

Second, the generalizability of the findings may be a concern. Although I
obtained the same pattern of results both in student teams and in company work teams,
sampling different types of teams or using data from different industries may yield
differing outcomes. Similarly, the generalizability of these findings to other cultural
contexts is limited because I collected data for both studies in China. The Chinese
culture, for example, is characterized by high collectivism (Hofstede, 2001), potentially
reducing the likelihood that employees engage in interpersonal harmful behavior in
response to unfavorable emotions, thus rendering the hypotheses tests more
conservative. However, this would seem to make my results more compelling because
the hypothesized predictors (relationship quality, emotions, and cooperative goals) can
still significantly predict interpersonal harming even though the respondents are less
prone to harming behavior. Results would have been even stronger had I conducted this
research in other countries. Certainly, scholars may benefit from replicating the present

investigation in different teams, industries, and cultures.

Future Research Directions

The present study suggests several interesting directions for future research.
First, the current study looks only at relationship quality as antecedent. However, it is
possible that relationship characteristics (relational variable) interact with individual
differences or attitudes (individual variable) and teams’ cooperative goal (group
variable) in affecting emotions, social comparisons, and harming behavior. For example,
trait anger (Douglas & Martinko, 2001) and trait hostility (Judge, et al., 20006),
neuroticism (Van der Zee, Oldersma, Buunk, & Bos, 1998), social comparison

orientation (Buunk, Oldersma, & de Dreu, 2001), and perceived similarity to the
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comparison target (Tesser & Campbell, 1982) may determine the actors’ emotional
response to comparison information and shape his/her harming behavior. Forming an
additional theory in the future followed by empirical research would be useful in
identifying such interaction.

In addition, it is worthwhile to investigate other candidates that may be the
mediators of the relationship—harming behavior linkage. For example, exchange
quality may lead to various affective outcomes, such as interpersonal trust (de Jong et
al., 2007) and commitment (Van Der Vegt et al., 2006). Both of them are very likely to
suppress harming behavior. Similarly, counterproductive behavior literature suggests
that interpersonal conflict and interactional justice perception which depend on the
relationship quality of coworkers’ dyads, may be conducive to harming actions toward
one another (Fox & Spector, 1999; Fox et al., 2001; Spector, 2009). Investigating other
candidates that may mediate the relationship-harming link promotes a broader depiction
of the social dynamics that spark interpersonal harming and outlines the underlying
mechanism and processes in more details from different perspectives.

It is also likely that receiving interpersonal harming may create negative
attitudes, trigger incivility spirals in teams, and affect team performance adversely.
Thus, exploring the individual attitudinal outcomes, reciprocal harming in teams, and
team performance-related consequences of receiving interpersonal harming would be a
fruitful area for future research.

Study 3 showed that social comparisons only partially mediate the associations
between relationship quality and emotions. This suggests that other variables may also
influence this relationship. Future research may therefore consider the role of other
mediating variables such as forgiveness and willingness to sacrifice (e.g., Wieselquist,

Rusbult, Foster, & Agnew, 1999).
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These research results indicate that cooperative goals may function as a
reappraisal process that regulates the actor’s emotional response on relationship quality
appraisal. As such, an actor’s cognitive reappraisal may be a potential mediating factor
through which the actor responds to the teams’ goal and social exchange responses.
Thus, it would be interesting to implicate an actor’s cognitive reappraisal in future
research to further advance the understanding of how a cooperative team goal could
influence a team member’s cognition of the interpersonal process and their subsequent
work behavior.

Drawing from the theory of cooperation and competition (Deutsch, 1949;
Tjosvold, 1988), people in teams with cooperative goals believe that their goals are
positively related (i.e., as one person accomplishes his/her goals, other move towards
achieving their goals). In contrast, people in teams with competitive goals believe that
their goals are negatively related (i.e., as an individual achieves his/her goals, others
find it more difficult to achieve their goals). In this perspective, cooperation and
competition may be polar opposites on a single continuum. While the current study
shows a buffering effect of a cooperative goal context on the interpersonal processes, a
competitive goal context may exacerbate such processes, such that the effects of
relationship quality on emotions, comparison cognitions, and behavior may be
intensified in a more competitive goal context than in a less competitive goal context.
On the other hand, some studies on interpersonal conflict proposed that cooperation and
competition are two different variables that may have different or interactive effects on
interpersonal dynamics. For example, Tjosvold, Johnson, Johnson, and Sun (2003) also
suggested that competition might exist in a cooperative context in which cooperation
and competition may jointly influence interpersonal behavior in organizations.

Therefore, future research may benefit from examining the possible enhancing effects
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of a competitive context and the interactive effects of cooperative and competitive
contexts on interpersonal processes.

Scholars may extend the models by investigating other forms of emotion
regulation mechanisms (e.g., strategies that deliberately control emotional experience
and behavioral expression of emotion) that may buffer the adverse impacts of negative
relationship quality on interpersonal emotions and emotions on interpersonal harming
(Gross, 1998).

An additional area of study can be related to how individuals deal with
interpersonal situations that place conflicting demands in terms of harming. For
example, team members with different relationship configurations in teams at different
times may have different implications on interpersonal harming in teams. Therefore, it
would be interesting to examine how team members’ relationships evolve over time and
eventually attain stability. This could be extended using a longitudinal research design
to examine the developing rather than established relationships. Specifically, a
longitudinal study may address how time contributes to the development of
interpersonal emotions and harming behavior.

In addition, I propose that a feedback loop may exist, especially as emotions
may trigger interpersonal harming (e.g., Fox et al., 2001; Spector & Fox, 2002), which,
in turn, may negatively affect relationship quality. Poor relationship quality may be
conducive to interpersonal harming. Furthermore, interpersonal harming may also be
negatively related to pleasant emotions but positively related to unpleasant emotions
(Cole et al., 2008), which in turn affect interpersonal relationship quality. Good or poor
relationship may then further defer or enact harming behavior. Panel data with repeated
measurements of harming, emotions, and relationships quality are needed to fully

explicate these feedback effects.
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Concluding Remarks

The results of this dissertation clearly demonstrate that the scarcely investigated
aspects of mediation mechanism of interpersonal exchange quality and reciprocal
harming are contingent on teams’ cooperative goals. This research further clarifies the
relationship between exchange quality and interpersonal emotions by implicating the
cognitive processes of social comparison. The empirical studies went further than
merely investigating the main effects and showing the interaction effects of relationship
quality in dyadic level and teams’ cooperative goals in the group level. Both are
important in predicting social comparisons and interpersonal emotions that may account
for interpersonal harming behavior in teams. Taken together, these findings not only
contribute to the scholarly understanding of interpersonal relationship characteristics on
harming but also provide strong incentives for investigating dyadic phenomena in
future research. Additionally, I hope to have provided practitioners with some practical
recommendations with which they can manage coworkers’ relationships effectively and
recognize the importance of establishing a cooperative team goal. Lastly, the results
clearly indicate a need for more research to take on a more complex view of the social
exchange theory beyond the one that currently exists. This thesis provides a good
starting point in terms of both methods and insights for studies examining the effects of
social exchange among coworkers with considerations on contextual influences on

teamwork.

174



REFERENCES

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (Eds.). (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and
interpreting interactions. Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage Publications.

Albright, L., Kenny, D. A., & Malloy, T. E. (1988). Consensus in personality judgments
at zero acquaintance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55(3), 387-
395.

Alexander, M. G., Brewer, M. B., & Herrmann, R. K. (1999). Images and affect: A
functional analysis of out-group stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 77(1), 78-93.

Alicke, M. D., & Zell, E. (2008). Social comparison and envy. In R. H. Smith (Ed.),
Envy: Theory and research (pp. 73-93). New York: Oxford University Press.

Allred, K. G., Mallozzi, J. S., Matsui, F., & Raia, C. P. (1997). The influence of anger
and compassion on negotiation performance. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 70(3), 175-187.

Anderson, N. R., & West, M. A. (1998). Measuring climate for work group innovation:
Development and validation of the team climate inventory. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 19(3), 235-258.

Anderson, S. E., & Williams, L. J. (1996). Interpersonal, job, and individual factors
related to helping processes at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(3), 282-
296.

Andersson, L. M., & Pearson, C. M. (1999). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility
in the workplace. Academy of Management Review, 24(3), 452-471.

Aquino, K., & Douglas, S. (2003). Identity threat and antisocial behavior in

organizations: The moderating effects of individual differences, aggressive

175



modeling, and hierarchical status. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 90(1), 195-208.

Aquino, K., & Lamertz, K. (2004). A relational model of workplace victimization:
Social roles and patterns of victimization in dyadic relationships. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 89(6), 1023-1034.

Aquino, K., & Thau, S. (2009). Workplace victimization: Aggression from the target’s
perspective. Annual Review of Psychology, 60, 717-741.

Arnold, M. B. (1960). Emotion and personality: Vol. 1. Psychological aspects. New
York: Columbia University Press.

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Smollan, D. (1992). Inclusion of other in the self scale and the
structure of interpersonal closeness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
63(4), 596-612.

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., Tudor, M., & Nelson, G. (1991). Close relationships as including
other in the self. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(2), 241-253.

Ashforth, B. E. (1993). Emotional labor in service roles: The influence of identity.
Academy of Management Review, 18(1), 88-115.

Ashkanasy, N. M. (2003). Emotions in organizations: A multilevel perspective. In F.
Dansereau, & F. J. Yammarino (Ed.), Research in multilevel issues: Multi-level
issues in organizational behavior and strategy (Vol. 2. pp. 9-54). Oxford, UK:
Elsevier Science.

Averill, J. R. (1983). Studies on anger and aggression: Implications for theories of
emotion. American Psychologist, 38(11), 1145-1160.

Baldwin, M. W. (1992). Relational schemas and the processing of social information.

Psychological Bulletin, 112(3), 461-484.

176



Bamberger, P. (2008). Beyond contextualization: Using context theories to narrow the
micro-macro gap in management research. Academy of Management Journal,
51(5), 839-846.

Barling, J., Dupre, K. E., & Kelloway, E. K. (2009). Predicting workplace aggression
and violence. Annual Review of Psychology, 60, 671-692.

Baron, R. A., & Richardson, D. R. (Eds.). (1994). Human aggression (2nd ed.). New
York: Plenum Press.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in
social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic and statistical considerations.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1173-1182.

Baumeister, R. F., & Boden, J. M. (1998). Aggression and the self: High self-esteem,
low self-control, and ego threat. In R. G. Geen, & E. I. Donnerstein (Eds.), Human
aggression: Theories, research, and implications for social policy (pp. 111-137).
San Diego, Calif.: Academic Press.

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal
attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3),
497-529.

Befu, H. (1980). Structural and motivational approaches to social exchange. In M.
Greenberg & R. H. Willis (Eds.), Social exchange: Advances in theory and
research (pp. 197-214). New York: Plenum Press.

Berscheid, E., & Ammazzalorso, H. (2001). Emotional experience in close relationships.
In G. J. O. Fletcher & M. Clark (Eds.), Blackwell handbook of social psychology:
Interpersonal processes (pp. 308-330). Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Bies, R. J., & Tripp, T. M. (2005). The study of revenge in the workplace: Conceptual,

ideological, and empirical issues. In S. Fox & P. E. Spector (Eds.),

177



Counterproductive work behavior: Investigations of actors and targets (pp. 65-
81). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Blau, P. M. 1964. Exchange & Power in social life. New York: Wiley.

Boldry, J. G., & Kashy, D. A. (1999). Intergroup perception in naturally occurring
groups of differential status: A social relations perspective. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 77(6), 1200-1212.

Boudens, C. J. (2005). The story of work: A narrative analysis of workplace emotion.
Organization Studies, 26(9), 1285-1306.

Bowler, W., & Brass, D. J. (2006). Relational correlates of interpersonal citizenship
behavior: A social network perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(1), 70-
82.

Brewer, M. B., & Weber, J. G. (1994). Self-evaluation effects of interpersonal versus
intergroup social comparison. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
66(2), 268-275.

Brislin, R., Lonner, W. J., & Thorndike, R. (1973). Cross-cultural research methods.
New York: Wiley.

Buckingham, J. T., & Alicke, M. D. (2002). The influence of individual versus
aggregate social comparison and the presence of others on self-evaluations.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83(5), 1117-1130.

Buunk, A. P., & Gibbons, F. X. (2007). Social comparison: The end of a theory and the
emergence of a field. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
102(1), 3-21.

Buunk, A. P., & Ybema, J. F. (1997). Social comparison and occupational stress: The

identification-contrast model. In B. Buunk, & F. X. Gibbons (Eds.), Health,

178



coping, and well-being: Perspectives from social comparison theory (pp. 125-
165). Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Buunk, B. P., Collins, R. L., Taylor, S. E., & VanYperen, N. W. (1990). The affective
consequences of social comparison: Either direction has its ups and downs.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59(6), 1238-1249.

Buunk, B. P., Oldersma, F. L., & de Dreu, C. K. W. (2001). Enhancing satisfaction
through downward comparison: The role of relational discontent and individual
differences in social comparison orientation. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 37(6), 452-467.

Buunk, B. P., Zurriaga, R., Peiro, J. M., Nauta, A., & Gosalvez, 1. (2005). Social
comparisons at work as related to a cooperative social climate and to individual
differences in social comparison orientation. Applied Psychology, 54(1), 61-80.

Carmona, C., Buunk, A. P., Peiro, J. M., Rodriguez, 1., & Bravo, M. J. (2006). Do
social comparison and coping styles play a role in the development of burnout?
cross-sectional and longitudinal findings. Journal of Occupational &
Organizational Psychology, 79(1), 85-99.

Carpenter, J. P., Matthews, P. H., & Ong’ong’a, O. (2004). Why punish? Social
reciprocity and the enforcement of prosocial norms. Journal of Evolutionary
Economics, 14, 407-429.

Chiaburu, D. S., & Harrison, D. A. (2008). Do peers make the place? Conceptual
synthesis and meta-analysis of coworker effects on perceptions, attitudes, OCBs,
and performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(5), 1082-1103.

Cohen-Charash, Y., & Mueller, J. S. (2007). Does perceived unfairness exacerbate or
mitigate interpersonal counterproductive work behaviors related to envy? Journal

of Applied Psychology, 92(3), 666-680.

179



Colbert, A. E., Mount, M. K., Harter, J. K., Witt, L. A., & Barrick, M. R. (2004).
Interactive effects of personality and perceptions of the work situation on
workplace deviance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(4), 599-609.

Cole, M. S., Walter, F., & Bruch, H. (2008). Affective mechanisms linking
dysfunctional behavior to performance in work teams: A moderated mediation
study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(5), 945-958.

Collins, R. L. (1996). For better or worse: The impact of upward social comparison on
self-evaluations. Psychological Bulletin, 119(1), 51-69.

Cuddy, A.J. C,, Fiske, S. T., & Glick, P. (2007). The BIAS map: Behaviors from
intergroup affect and stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
92(4), 631-648.

Dalal, R. S. (2005). A meta-analysis of the relationship between organizational
citizenship behavior and counterproductive work behavior. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 90(6), 1241-1255.

De Dreu, C. K. W., & Weingart, L. R. (2003). Task versus relationship conflict, team
performance, and team member satisfaction: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 88(4), 741-749.

de Jong, S. B., Van der Vegt, G. S., & Molleman, E. (2007). The relationships among
asymmetry in task dependence, perceived helping behavior, and trust. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 92(6), 1625-1637.

Deutsch, M. (1949). A theory of cooperation and competition. Human Relations, 2,
129-52

Deutsch, M. (1973). The resolution of conflict. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

180



Douglas, S. C., & Martinko, M. J. (2001). Exploring the role of individual differences
in the prediction of workplace aggression. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(4),
547-559.

Douglas, S. C., Kiewitz, C., Martinko, M. J., Harvey, P., Kim, Y. H. & Chun, J. U.
(2008). Cognitions, emotions, and evaluations: An elaboration likelihood model
for workplace aggression. Academy of Management Review, 33(2), 425-451.

Dufty, M. K., Ganster, D. C., Shaw, J. D., Johnson, J. L., & Pagon, M. (2006). The
social context of undermining behavior at work. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 101, 105-126.

Dufty, M. K., Shaw, J. D., & Schaubroeck, J. (2008). Envy in organizational life. In R.
H. Smith (Ed.), Envy: Theory and research (pp. 167-189). New York: Oxford
University Press.

Edman, P., & Davidson, R. J. (Eds) (1994). The nature of emotion — Fundamental
questions. New York: Oxford University Press.

Edwards, J. R., & Lambert, L. S. (2007). Methods for integrating moderation and
mediation: A general analytical framework using moderated path analysis.
Psychological Methods, 12(1), 1-22.

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Miller, P. A., Fultz, J., Shell, R., Mathy, R. M., et al.
(1989). Relation of sympathy and personal distress to prosocial behavior: A
multimethod study. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 57(1), 55-66.

Elfenbein H. A. (2008). Emotion in organization: A review and Theoretical Integration.
The Academy of Management Annals, 1, 315-386.

Evans, M. G. (1985). A Monte Carlo study of the effects of correlated method variance
in moderated regression analysis. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision

Processes, 36, 305-323.

181



Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human Relations, 7(2),
117-140.

Firebaugh, G. (1980). Groups as contexts and frog ponds. In K. H. Roberts & L.
Burstein (Eds.), Issues in aggregation (pp. 43-52). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Fischer, A. H., & Roseman, I. J. (2007). Beat them or ban them: The characteristics and
social functions of anger and contempt. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 93(1), 103-115.

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J. C., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often mixed)
stereotype content: Competence and warmth respectively follow from perceived
status and competition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 878-
902.

Fitzsimons, G. (2006). Pursuing goals and perceiving others: A self-regulatory
perspective on interpersonal relationships. In K. D. Vohs, & E. J. Finkel (Eds.),
Self and relationships: Connecting intrapersonal and interpersonal processes (pp.
32-56). New York: Guilford Press.

Forgas, J. P., & George, J. M. (2001). Affective influences on judgments and behavior
in organizations: An information processing perspective. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 86(1), 3-34.

Fox, S. & Spector, P. E. (2005). Counterproductive work behavior: Investigations of
actors and targets. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Fox, S., & Spector, P. E. (1999). A model of work frustration-aggression. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 20(6), 915-931.

Fox, S., Spector, P. E., & Miles, D. (2001). Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) in
response to job stressors and organizational justice: Some mediator and moderator

tests for autonomy and emotions. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 59(3), 291-309.

182



Frijda, N. H. (1986). The emotions. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Frijda, N. H. (1993). The place of appraisal in emotion. Cognition & Emotion, 7, 357-
387.

Frijda, N. H. (1994). Varieties of affect: Emotions and episodes, moods, and sentiments.
In: R. J. Davidson (Ed.), The nature of emotion — Fundamental questions (pp. 59-
67). New York: Oxford University Press.

Frijda, N. H., Kuipers, P., & Schure, E. T. (1989). Relations among emotion, appraisal,
and emotional action readiness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
57(2), 212-228.

Gardner, W. L., Gabriel, S., & Hochschild, L. (2002). When you and I are "we," you are
not threatening: The role of self-expansion in social comparison. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 82(2), 239-251.

George, J. M. (2002). Affect regulation in groups and teams. In R. G. Lord, R. J.
Klimoski & R. Kanfer (Eds.), Emotions in the workplace: Understanding the
structure and role of emotions in organizational behavior (1st ed., pp. 183-217).
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Gibbons, F. X., & Buunk, B. P. (1999). Individual differences in social comparison:
Development of a scale of social comparison orientation. Journal of Personality
& Social Psychology, 76(1), 129-142.

Gibbons, F. X., & Gerrard, M. (1991). Downward comparison and coping with threat.
InJ. Suls & T. A. Wills (Ed.), Social comparison: Contemporary theory and
research (pp. 317-342). NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum: Hillsdale.

Glomb, T. M., & Liao, H. (2003). Interpersonal aggression in work groups: Social
influence, reciprocal, and individual effects. Academy of Management Journal,

46(4), 486-496.

183



Goodman, P. S., & Haisley, E. (2007). Social comparison processes in an
organizational context: New directions. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 102(1), 109-125.

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement. American
Sociological Review, 25(2), 161-178.

Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership:
Development of leader-member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over 25
years: Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. Leadership Quarterly,
6(2), 219-247.

Grandey, A. A. (2000). Emotional regulation in the workplace: A new way to
conceptualize emotional labor. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 5(1),
95-110.

Greenberg, J., Ashton-James, C. E., & Ashkanasy, N. M. (2007). Social comparison
processes in organizations. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 102(1), 22-41.

Greenberg, M. (1980). Introduction. In M. Greenberg & R. H. Willis (Eds.), Social
exchange: Advances in theory and research (pp. 3-26). New York: Plenum Press.

Gross, J. J. (1998). The emerging field of emotion regulation: An integrative review.
Review of General Psychology, 2(3), 271-299.

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Helgeson, V. S., & Taylor, S. E. (1993). Social comparisons and adjustment among

cardiac Patients. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 23(15), 1171-1195.

184



Henderson, D. J., Wayne, S. J., Shore, L. M., Bommer, W. H., & Tetrick, L. E. (2008).
Leader-member exchange, differentiation, and psychological contract fulfillment:
A multilevel examination. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(6), 1208-1219.

Hershcovis, M. S., & Barling, J. (2007). Towards a relational model of workplace
aggression. In Langan-Fox, J., Cooper, C. L., & Klimoski, R. J. (Eds.), Research
companion to the dysfunctinonal workplace: Management Challenges and
Symptoms (pp. 268-284). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Hershcovis, M. S., Turner, N., Barling, J., Arnold, K. A., Dupré, K. E., Innes, M.,
LeBlanc, M. M., & Sivanathan, N. (2007). Predicting workplace aggression: A
meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 228-238.

Hochschild, A. R. (1979). Emotion work, feeling rules, and social structure. The
American Journal of Sociology, 85(3), 551-575.

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture's consequences: Comparing values, behaviors,
institutions, and organizations across nations (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, Calif.:
Sage Publications.

Hogg, M. A. (1992). The social psychology of group cohesiveness: From attraction to
social identity. New York: New York University Press.

Hogg, M. A. (2000). Social identity and social comparison. In J. Suls, & L. Wheeler
(Eds.), Handbook of social comparison: Theory and research (pp. 401-422). New
York: Plenum.

Homans, G. C. (1951). The human group. London: Routledge & Kegan.

Hubbard, J. A., Dodge, K. A., Cillessen, A. H. N., Coie, J. D., & Schwartz, D. (2001).
The dyadic nature of social information processing in boys' reactive and proactive

aggression. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80(2), 268-280.

185



Isen A. M. (1984). The influence of positive affect on decision-making and cognitive
organization. Advance in consumer research, 11, 534-537.

Johns, G. (2006). The essential impact of context on organizational behavior. Academy
of Management Review, 31(2), 386-408.

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (1989). Cooperation and competition: Theory and
research. Edina, MN: Interaction Books.

Judge, T. A., Scott, B. A., & Ilies, R. (2006). Hostility, job attitudes, and workplace
deviance: Test of a multilevel model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(1), 126-
138.

Kacmar, K. M., Witt, L. A., Zivnuska, S., & Gully, S. M. (2003). The interactive effect
of leader-member exchange and communication frequency on performance ratings.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(4), 764-772.

Kelley, H. H., & Thibaut, J. W. (1968). Group problem solving. In G. Lindzey & E.
Aronson (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (vol. 4, pp. 1-105). Reading, MA:
Addison-Wesley.

Kelley, H. K. (1968). Two functions of reference groups. In H. H. Hyman. & E. Singer
(Eds.), Readings in reference group theory and research (pp. 77-83). New York:
Free Press.

Keltner, D., Ellsworth, P. C., & Edwards, K. (1993). Beyond simple pessimism: Effects
of sadness and anger on social perception. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 64(5), 740-752.

Kemmelmeier, M., & Oyserman, D. (2001). Gendered influence of downward social
comparisons on current and possible selves. Journal of Social Issues, 57(1), 129-

148.

186



Kenny, D. A. (1994). Interpersonal perception: A social relations analysis. New York:
Guilford Press.

Kenny, D. A., & Kashy, D. A. (1994). Enhanced co-orientation in the perception of
friends: A social relations analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
67(6), 1024-1033.

Kenny, D. A., & La Voie, L. (1984). The social relations model. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.),
Advances in experimental social psychology, (vol. 18, pp. 142-182). Orlando, FL:
Academic Press.

Kenny, D. A., Albright, L., Malloy, T. E., & Kashy, D. A. (1994). Consensus in
interpersonal perception: Acquaintance and the big five. Psychological Bulletin,
116(2), 245-258.

Kenny, D. A., Horner, C., Kashy, D. A., & Chu, L. (1992). Consensus at zero
acquaintance: Replication, behavioral cues, and stability. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 62(1), 88-97.

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D. A., & Bolger, N. (1998). Data analysis in social psychology.
In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social
psychology (4™ ed., Vol. 1, pp. 233-265). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Kenny, D. A., Mohr, C. D., & Levesque, M. J. (2001). A social relations variance
partitioning of dyadic behavior. Psychological Bulletin, 127(1), 128-141.

Klein, W. M. P. (1997). Objective standards are not enough: Affective, self-evaluative,
and behavioral responses to social comparison information. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 72(4), 763-774.

Klein, W. M. P. (2003). Effects of objective feedback and "single other" or "average
other" social comparison feedback on performance judgments and helping

behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(3), 418-429.

187



Langfred, C. W. (2004). Too much of a good thing? Negative effects of high trust and
individual autonomy in self-managing teams. Academy of Management Journal,
47(3), 385-399.

Latham, G. P., & Locke, E. A. (1991). A theory of goal setting and task performance.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Emotion and adaptation. New York: Oxford University Press.

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (Eds.). (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping. New York:
Springer Pub. Co.

LeBlanc, M. M., & Kelloway, E. K. (2002). Predictors and outcomes of workplace
violence and aggression. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 444-453.

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace
deviance: The role of affect and cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1),
131-142.

Liden, R. C., & Graen, G. (1980). Generalizability of the vertical dyad linkage model of
leadership. Academy of Management Journal, 23(3), 451-465.

Lim, S., Cortina, L. M., & Magley, V. J. (2008). Personal and workgroup incivility:
Impact on work and health outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(1), 95-
107.

Lockwood, P., & Kunda, Z. (1997). Superstars and me: Predicting the impact of role
models on the self. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73(1), 91-103.

Lockwood, P., Jordan, C. H., & Kunda, Z. (2002). Motivation by positive or negative
role models: Regulatory focus determines who will best inspire us. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 83(4), 854-864.

Malloy, T. E., & Albright, L. (1990). Interpersonal perception in a social context.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58(3), 419-428.

188



Malloy, T. E., & Janowski, C. L. (1992). Perceptions and metaperceptions of leadership:
Components, accuracy, and dispositional correlates. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 18(6), 700-708.

Malloy, T. E., Albright, L., Kenny, D. A., & Agatstein, F. (1997). Interpersonal
perception and metaperception in nonoverlapping social groups. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 72(2), 390-398.

Malloy, T. E., Barcelos, S., Arruda, E., DeRosa, M., & Fonseca, C. (2005). Individual
differences and cross-situational consistency of dyadic social behavior. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 89(4), 643-654.

Manstead, A. S. R., & Fischer, A. (2001). Social appraisal: The social world as object
of and influence on appraisal processes. In K. R. Scherer, A. Schorr & T.
Johnstone (Eds.), Appraisal processes in emotion: Theory, methods, research (pp.
173-186). New York, N.Y.: Oxford University Press.

Marcus, B., & Schuler, H. (2004). Antecedents of counterproductive behavior at work:
A general perspective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(4), 647-660.

Marsden, P. V. (1990). Network data and measurement. In W. R. Scott & J. Blake
(Eds.), Annual review of sociology (16™ ed., pp. 435-463). Palo Alto, CA: Annual
Reviews.

Marx, D. M., Muller, D., & Stapel, D. A. (2005). We can do it: The interplay of
construal orientation and social comparisons under threat. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 88(3), 432-446.

Mettee, D. R., & Smith, G. (1977). Social comparison and interpersonal attraction: The
case for dissimilarity. In J.M. Suls & R.L. Miller (Eds.), Social comparison
processes: Theoretical and empirical perspectives (pp. 21-41). Washington:

Hemisphere.

189



Morris, J. A., & Feldman, D. C. (1996). The dimensions, antecedents, and
consequences of emotional labor. Academy of Management Review, 21(4), 986-
1010.

Mussweiler, T., & Ruter, K. (2003). What friends are for! The use of routine standards
in social comparison. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85(3), 467-
481.

Mussweiler, T., Riiter, K., & Epstude, K. (2004). The ups and downs of social
comparison: Mechanisms of assimilation and contrast. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 87(6), 832-844.

Neuberg, S. L., & Cottrell, C. A. (2002). Intergroup emotions: A sociofunctional
approach. In D. M. Mackie, & E. R. Smith (Eds.), From prejudice to intergroup
emotions: Differentiated reactions to social groups. New York; Hove: Psychology
Press.

O'Leary-Kelly, A. M., Griffin, R. W., & Glew, D. J. (1996). Organization-motivated
aggression: A research framework. Academy of Management Review, 21(1), 225-
253.

Park, B., & Flink, C. (1989). A social relations analysis of agreement in liking
judgments. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56(4), 506-518.

Park, B., & Judd, C. M. (1989). Agreement on initial impressions: Differences due to
perceivers, trait dimensions, and target behaviors. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 56(4), 493-505.

Parkinson, B. (2001). Putting appraisal in context. In K. R. Scherer, A. Schorr & T.
Johnstone (Eds.), Appraisal processes in emotion: Theory, methods, research (pp.

173-186). New York: Oxford University Press.

190



Parkinson, B., Fischer, A., & Manstead, A. S. R. (Eds.). (2005). Emotion in social
relations: Cultural, group, and interpersonal processes. New York: Psychology
Press.

Parrott, W. G., & Smith, R. H. (1993). Distinguishing the experiences of envy and
jealousy. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 64(6), 906-920.

Paulhus, D. L., & Reynolds, S. (1995). Enhancing target variance in personality
impressions: Highlighting the person in person perception. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 69(6), 1233-1242.

Pearson, C. M., & Porath, C. L. (2005). On the nature, consequences, and remedies of
workplace incivility: No time for "nice"? Think again. Academy of Management
Executive, 19(1), 7-18.

Pearson, C. M., Andersson, L. M., & Porath, C. L. (2000). Assessing and Attacking
Workplace Incivility. Organizational Dynamics, 29(2), 123-137.

Pelled, L. H., & Xin, K. R. (1999). Down and out: An investigation of the relationship
between mood and employee withdrawal behavior. Journal of Management, 25(6),
875-895.

Rafaeli, A., & Sutton, R. I. (1987). Expression of emotion as part of the work role.
Academy of Management Review, 12(1), 23-37.

Rawlins, W. K. (1992). Friendship matters. New York: Aldine de Gruyter.

Richter, A. W., West, M. A., van Dick, R., & Dawson, J. F. (2006). Boundary spanners'
identification, intergroup contact, and effective intergroup relations. Academy of
Management Journal, 49(6), 1252-1269.

Robins, G., & Boldero, J. (2003). Relational discrepancy theory: The implications of
self-discrepancy theory for dyadic relationships and for the emergence of social

structure. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 7(1). 56-74.

191



Robinson, S. L., & Bennett, R. J. (1995). A typology of deviant workplace behaviors: A
multidimensional scaling study. Academy of Management Journal, 38(2), 555-
572.

Robinson, S. L., & O'Leary-Kelly, A. M. (1998). Monkey see, monkey do: The
influence of work groups on the antisocial behavior of employees. Academy of
Management Journal, 41(6), 658-672.

Roseman, I. J. (1984). Cognitive determinants of emotion: A structural theory. In P.
Shaver (Ed.), Review of personality and social psychology: Vol. 5. Emotions,
relationships, and health (pp. 11-36). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Roseman, L. J. (2001). A model of appraisal in the emotion system: Integrating theory,
research, and applications. In K. R. Scherer, A. Schorr & T. Johnstone (Eds.),
Appraisal processes in emotion: Theory, methods, research (pp. 68-91). N.Y.:
Oxford University Press.

Roseman, I. J., & Smith, C. A. (2001). Appraisal theory: Overview, assumptions,
varieties, controversies. In K. R. Scherer, A. Schorr & T. Johnstone (Eds.),
Appraisal processes in emotion: Theory, methods, research (pp. 3-19). N.Y.:
Oxford University Press.

Roseman, I. J., Spindel, M. S., & Jose, P. E. (1990). Appraisals of emotion-eliciting
events: Testing a theory of discrete emotions. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 59(5), 899-915.

Roseman, I. J., Wiest, C., & Swartz, T. S. (1994). Phenomenology, behaviors, and goals
differentiate discrete emotions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

67(2), 206-221.

192



Rotundo, M., & Sackett, P. R. (2002). The relative importance of task, citizenship, and
counterproductive performance to global ratings of job performance: A policy-
capturing approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 66-80.

Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. (1978). A social information processing approach to job
attitudes and task design. Administrative Science Quarterly, 23(2), 224-253.

Salovey, P., & Rodin, J. (1984). Some antecedents and consequences of social-
comparison jealousy. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47(4), 780-
792.

Schaubroeck, J., & Lam, S. S. K. (2004). Comparing lots before and after: Promotion
rejectees' invidious reactions to promotees. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 94(1), 33-47.

Scherer, K. R. (1988). Criteria for emotion-antecedent appraisal: A review. In V.
Hamilton, G. H. Bower, & N. H Frijda (Eds.), Cognitive perspectives on emotion
and motivation (pp. 89-126). Norwell, MA: Kluwer Academic.

Schneider, B. (1990). The climate for service. In B. Schneider (Eds.), Organizational
climate and culture (1st ed., pp. 383-412). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Schneider, B., Ehrhart, M. G., Mayer, D. M., Saltz, J. L., & Niles-Jolly, K. (2005).
Understanding organization-customer links in service settings. Academy of
Management Journal, 48(6), 1017-1032.

Schwinghammer, S. A., Stapel, D. A., & Blanton, H. (2006). Different selves have
different effects: Self-activation and defensive social comparison. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 32(1), 27-39.

Settoon, R. P., & Mossholder, K. W. (2002). Relationship quality and relationship
context as antecedents of person- and task-focused interpersonal citizenship

behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(2), 255-267.

193



Shah, J. (2003). Automatic for the people: How representations of significant others
implicitly affect goal pursuit. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(4),
661-681.

Shamir, B., Zakay, E., Breinin, E., & Popper, M. (1998). Correlates of charismatic
leader behavior in military units: Subordinates’ attitudes, unit characteristics, and
superiors' appraisals of leader performance. Academy of Management Journal,
41(4), 387-4009.

Sherony, K. M., & Green, S. G. (2002). Coworker exchange: Relationships between
coworkers, leader-member exchange, and work attitudes. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 87(3), 542-548.

Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2002). Mediation in experimental and nonexperimental
studies: New procedures and recommendations. Psychological Methods, 7(4),
422-445.

Skarlicki, D. P., & Folger, R. (1997). Retaliation in the workplace: The roles of
distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. Journal of Applied Psychology,
82(3), 434-443.

Smith, C. A., & Lazarus, R. S. (1993). Appraisal components, core relational themes,
and the emotions. Cognition and Emotion, 7, 233-269.

Smith, K. D. (1992). Trait sympathy and perceived control as predictors of entering
sympathy-arousing situations. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 18(2),
207-216.

Smith, R. H. (2000). Assimilative and contrastive emotional reactions to upward and
downward social comparisons. In J. M. Suls, & L. Wheeler (Eds.), Handbook of
social comparison: Theory and research (pp. 173-200). New York: Kluwer

Academic/Plenum Publishers.

194



Smith, R. H., Parrott, W. G., Diener, E. F., Hoyle, R. H., & Kim, S. H. (1999).
Dispositional envy. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 25(8), 1007-1020.

Smith, R. H., Turner, T. J., Garonzik, R., Leach, C. W., Urch-Druskat, V., & Weston, C.
M. (1996). Envy and schadenfreude. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
22(2), 158-168.

Snijders, T. A. B., & Kenny, D. A. (1999). The social relations model for family data:
A multilevel approach. Personal Relationships, 64, 471-486.

Spector, P. E. (1978). Organizational frustration: A model and review of the literature.
Personnel Psychology, 31(4), 815-829.

Spector, P. E. (1998). A control theory of the job stress process. In C. L. Cooper (Ed.),
Theories of organizational stress (pp. 153-169). Oxford, UK: Oxford Univ. Press.

Spector, P. E., & Fox, S. (2002). An emotion-centered model of voluntary work
behavior: Some parallels between counterproductive work behavior and
organizational citizenship behavior. Human Resource Management Review, 12(2),
269-292.

Spencer, S., & Rupp, D. E. (2009). Angry, guilty, and conflicted: Injustice toward
coworkers heightens emotional labor through cognitive and emotional
mechanisms. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(2), 429-444.

Stapel, D. A., & Koomen, W. (2001). I, we, and the effects of others on me: How self-
construal level moderates social comparison effects. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 80(5), 766-781.

Stapel, D. A., & Koomen, W. (2005). Competition, cooperation, and the effects of
others on me. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(6), 1029-1038.

Sutton, R. I. (1991). Maintaining norms about expressed emotions: The case of bill

collectors. Administrative Science Quarterly, 36(2), 245-268.

195



Takahashi, H., Kato, M., Matsuura, M. Mobbs, D., Suhara, T., & Okubo, Y. (2009).
When your gain is my pain and your pain is my gain: Neural correlates of envy
and schadenfreude. Science, 323, 937-393.

Tepper, B. J., Henle, C. A., Lambert, L. S., Giacalone, R. A., & Duffy, M. K. (2008).
Abusive supervision and subordinates' organization deviance. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 93(4), 721-732.

Tesser, A., & Campbell, J. (1982). Self-evaluation maintenance and the perception of
friends and strangers. Journal of Personality, 50(3), 261-279.

Thau, S., Aquino, K., & Wittek, R. (2007). An extension of uncertainty management
theory to the self: The relationship between justice, social comparison orientation,
and antisocial work behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 250-258.

Thibaut, J. & Kelley, H. (1959). The social psychology of groups. New York: Wiley.

Tjosvold, D. (1988). Cooperative and competitive dynamics within and between
organizational units. Human Relations, 41(6), 425-436.

Tjosvold, D., Hui, C., & Yu, Z. (2003). Conflict management and task reflexivity for
team in-role and extra-role performance in China. International Journal of
Conflict Management (2003), 14(2), 141-163.

Tjosvold, D. Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Sun, H. (2003). Can interpersonal
competition be constructive within organizations? The Journal of Psychology,
137(1), 63-84.

Tjosvold, D., Yu, Z., Hui, C. (2004). Team learning from mistakes: The contribution of
cooperative goals and problem-solving. Journal of Management Studies, 41(7),
1223-1245.

Tran, V. (2007). The use, overuse, and misuse of affect, mood, and emotion in

organizational research. In C. E. J. Hartel, N. M. Ashkanasy, W. J. Zerbe &

196



International Conference on Emotions and Organizational Life (Eds.), Research
on emotion in organizations: Functionality, intentionality and morality (1st ed.,
pp. 31-53). Oxford: Elsevier/JAI

Van Der Vegt, G. S., Bunderson, J. S., & Oosterhof, A. (2006). Expertness diversity
and interpersonal helping in teams: Why those who need the most help end up
getting the least. Academy of Management Journal, 49(5), 877-893.

Van der Zee, K., Buunk, B., Sanderman, R., Botke, G., & van den Bergh, F. (2000).
Social comparison and coping with cancer treatment. Personality and Individual
Differences, 28(1), 17-34.

Van der Zee, K., Oldersma, F., Buunk, B. P., & Bos, D. (1998). Social comparison
preferences among cancer patients as related to neuroticism and social comparison
orientation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(3), 801-810.

Venkataramani, V., & Dalal, R. S. (2007). Who helps and harms whom? Relational
antecedents of interpersonal helping and harming in organizations. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 92(4), 952-966.

Vetlesen, A. J. (1994). Perception, empathy, and judgment: An inquiry into the
preconditions of moral performance. University Park, Pa.: Pennsylvania State
University Press.

Warner, R. M., Kenny, D. A., & Stoto, M. (1979). A new round robin analysis of
variance for social interaction data. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
37(10), 1742-1757.

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegan, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief
measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 54(6), 1063-1070.

197



Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective events theory: A theoretical
discussion of the structure, causes, and consequences of affective experiences at
work. In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in organizational
behavior (Vol. 18, pp. 1-74). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Weiss, H. M., Suckow, K., & Cropanzano, R. (1999). Effects of justice conditions on
discrete emotions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84(5), 786-794.

Weldon, E. & Weingart, L. R. (1993). Group goals and group performance. British
Journal of Social Psychology, 32, 307-334.

Westphal, J. D., & Clement, M. B. (2008). Sociopolitical dynamics in relations between
top managers and security analysts: Favor rendering, reciprocity, and analyst
stock recommendations. Academy of Management Journal, 51(5), 873-897.

Westphal, J. D., & Zajac, E. J. (1997). Defections from the inner circle: Social
exchange, reciprocity, and the diffusion of board independence in U.S.
corporations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(1), 161-183.

Whitley, B. E., Schofield, J. W., & Snyder, H. N. (1984). Peer preferences in a
desegregated school: A round robin analysis. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 46(4), 799-810.

Wieselquist, J., Rusbult, C. E., Foster, C. A., & Agnew, C. R. (1999). Commitment,
pro-relationship behavior, and trust in close relationships. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 77(5), 942-966.

Wong, C. S., Tinsley, C., Law, K. S., & Mobley, W. H. (2003). Development and
validation of a multidimensional measure of Guanxi. Journal of Psychology in

Chinese Societies, 4(1), 43-69.

198



Wright, T. L., & Ingraham, L. J. (1986). A social relations model test of the
interpersonal circle. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50(6), 1285-
1290.

Ybema, J. F., Buunk, B. P., & Heesink, J. A. M. (1996). Affect and identification in
social comparison after loss of work. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 18(2),
151-169.

Zaccaro, S. J., Foti, R. J., & Kenny, D. A. (1991). Self-monitoring and trait-based
variance in leadership: An investigation of leader flexibility across multiple group
situations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(2), 308-315.

Zohar, D., & Luria, G. (2004). Climate as a social-cognitive construction of supervisory
safety practices: Scripts as proxy of behavior patterns. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 89(2), 322-333.

199



APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Questionnaire for Study 1 (Chinese Version)
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire for Study 2 (Chinese Version)
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Appendix 3: Questionnaire for Study 3 (Chinese Version)
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