


   

Abstract 

A Lifespan Perspective on Proactive Socioemotional Behaviors and Work Attitudes and 

Performance 

by 

Wendy Jackeline Torres 

Lifespan development perspectives propose that people’s social interactions change with 

increasing age, such that there is a shift from knowledge-related social goals (social behaviors 

primarily for instrumental gain, such as networking for promotions, or eliciting supervisor 

feedback about job performance) to emotion-related social goals (social behaviors primarily for 

affective gain, such as developing close friendships). The current research examined the extent to 

which workers used proactive socioemotional behaviors (PSBs) to experience emotionally 

rewarding social interactions, and whether these behaviors particularly benefited the work 

attitudes and performance of older workers, as predicted by lifespan development perspectives. 

Workers provided examples of their social proactivity, which were used to develop a PSB scale 

(Study 1; N = 143). In a separate sample of workers, the scale was assessed for reliability and 

validity (Study 2; N = 216). The relationships between age, PSBs, and work attitudes and 

performance were examined in a separate sample of workers (Study 3; N = 250); colleague 

ratings of workers’ work attitudes and performance were used to validate responses. Factor 

analysis of the PSB scale revealed three facets: emotional intentions (behaviors that concern 

experiencing emotional satisfaction through social interactions with colleagues), social intentions 

(behaviors that concern creating opportunities for socializing with colleagues), and generativity 

intentions (behaviors that concern teaching, training, or providing job feedback to colleagues or 

improving the work environment for colleagues). PSBs accounted for variance in work attitudes 

and performance, beyond other proactivity measures. The expected age differences in PSBs were 
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not found. Rather, the findings suggest that use of emotional intentions and generativity 

intentions are similar between younger and older workers, but that younger workers use higher 

levels of social intentions than older workers. The current research furthers knowledge about the 

proactive role of workers in their job satisfaction, engagement, and performance through 

emotion-related social interactions. Organizations may be interested in the results, particularly 

for a future of work that may limit opportunities for workers to proactively experience or bring 

about preferred social interactions. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Research Purpose  

Because the share of older workers is expected to increase exponentially in the future 

(Toossi & Torpey, 2017), researchers and organizations are interested in the work attitudes and 

performance of older workers (e.g., work engagement and job satisfaction in later working years; 

Zacher, 2015; Zacher & Yang, 2016). Rather than being passive to their environments, lifespan 

development perspectives suggest that older adults adapt to normal, age-related changes by 

engaging in proactive socioemotional behaviors (PSBs), or self-initiated actions that can include 

experiencing social interactions that are meaningful, close, and emotionally rewarding (Zacher & 

Kooij, 2017). PSBs may be an important behavioral strategy that workers use to influence their 

experience of emotion-related social interactions at work that ultimately have a positive 

influence on work attitudes and performance. Yet, little research has examined emotion-related 

social interactions in an occupational context across the lifespan (Hommelhoff et al., 2018). The 

current research aims to address this research gap by examining the relationships between PSBs 

and work attitudes and performance, and further, examining whether age moderates these 

relationships. The findings can be informative for a workforce that is aging and a future of work 

that may limit opportunities for workers to experience meaningful, close, and emotionally 

rewarding interactions with other people at work (e.g., remote work).  

Research Questions 

The research questions in the current research are: 

Study 1 (identifying PSBs for scale development): 

1. What PSBs are used by workers? 

Study 2 (scale validation; age differences in PSBs): 
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2. Does a new scale to assess PSBs demonstrate internal reliability? 

3. Does a new scale to assess PSBs demonstrate convergent and discriminant relations with 

other scales; that is construct validity? 

4. Is there evidence that older workers use more PSBs than younger workers?  

Study 3 (PSBs and work attitudes and performance): 

5. What is the relationship between PSBs and work attitudes and performance?  

6. Does the PSB scale account for additional variance in work attitudes and performance, 

beyond existing proactivity scales?  

7. Does age moderate the relationship between PSBs and work attitudes and performance? 

Studies Overview 

I conducted three studies to test the main hypotheses that older workers use more PSBs 

than younger workers and that PSBs particularly matter to older workers’ work attitudes and 

performance, as would be predicted by lifespan development perspectives. A scale to assess 

PSBs was developed in the current research since a scale currently does not exist. 

In Study 1, I obtained behavioral examples of PSBs from workers who were 20 to 67 

years of age and who worked in a variety of occupations. An online survey was used to collect 

examples of PSBs. These examples were then used to develop content for a new scale that 

assesses use of PSBs. In Study 2, I validated the scale with other established measures in the 

literature and used the scale to examine whether older workers use more PSBs than younger 

workers, as predicted by lifespan development perspectives; the scale was validated with a 

separate sample of workers 19 to 69 years of age and who worked in a variety of occupations. In 

Study 3, I examined the relationship between PSBs and work attitudes and performance, and 

further, examined age as a moderator. Proactivity-outcome relationships were examined in a 
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different sample of workers 22 to 65 years of age who worked in a variety of occupations. 

Colleague ratings of work attitudes and performance were used to validate workers’ survey 

responses. 

Theoretical Background 

The current research is primarily motivated by Socioemotional Selectivity Theory (SST; 

Carstensen, 1991), a lifespan development perspective. SST proposes that time perspective 

changes across the lifespan; younger people are likely to view time as being unlimited and older 

people are likely to view time as being limited. SST further proposes that time perspective 

influences social selectivity, or preferences for certain resources that are provided by social 

interactions. SST proposes that when the future is viewed as limited, people prefer emotion-

related social interactions (or relationships that provide positive affective rewards in the present 

moment, such as joy, inspiration, satisfaction, or meaning) over knowledge-related social 

interactions (or relationships that provide information and knowledge for future use). Social 

interactions at work have been broadly classified in the organizational literature as providing 

emotional or instrumental resources (Hommelhoff et al., 2018). Applied to the workplace, SST 

would predict that older workers experience increasingly limited time boundaries (e.g., 

approaching retirement age), which may persuade older workers to focus on the present moment 

and prefer social interactions that are emotionally rewarding (Hommelhoff et al., 2017; Thielgen, 

Krumm, Rauschenbach, & Hertel, 2015; Zacher & Frese, 2009). 

Further, lifespan development perspectives suggest that older adults are not passive to 

aging but rather use proactive behaviors to adjust and thrive in their environments (Kooij, 2015). 

Proactive behaviors at work are defined as “anticipatory action that employees take to impact 

themselves and/or their environments” (Grant & Ashford, 2008, p. 4). Because of age-related 
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changes to social motivation, SST can be used to predict that older workers will be more likely to 

engage in PSBs, such as mentoring others, than younger workers (Zacher & Kooij, 2017). Little 

research has examined PSBs, with most of the literature being theoretical reviews about what 

social proactivity may look like without empirical study (Bertolino, Zacher, & Kooij, 2015; 

Zacher & Kooij, 2017). The current research aims to examine whether older worker use more 

PSBs than younger workers and test the hypothesis that social proactivity for emotion-related 

rewards is particularly beneficial to older workers’ work attitudes and performance. 

Agentic and communal content. 

The psychological literature broadly identifies agentic and communal traits as “two broad 

classes of content universally present in the perception of the self, other persons, and social 

groups” (Abele & Wojciszke, 2014, p. 197). In general, agency is a focus on goal-achievement 

(e.g., self-advancement) and communion is a focus on maintaining relationships (e.g., 

helpfulness). The distinction between communal and agentic content has been used in 

psychology to understand people’s values, motivations, and behaviors (Trapnell & Paulhus, 

2012). For example, researchers developed a scale to evaluate the extent to which people’s life 

values are more communal (e.g., loyalty) or agentic (e.g., wealth; Trapnell & Paulhus, 2012). As 

another example, researchers have assessed the extent to which people’s motivational 

orientations are more communion striving (e.g., contemplating whether your coworkers like you) 

or status striving (e.g., contemplating how to get ahead of your coworkers; Barrick, Stewart, & 

Piotrowski, 2002).  

In the organizational literature, much of the proactivity research focuses on proactive 

behaviors that are more agentic than communal (e.g., taking charge, voice, individual innovation, 

issue selling credibility, feedback inquiry, career initiative, job change negotiation). However, 

lifespan development perspectives suggest that proactively engaging in communal behaviors 
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may become more salient with age. The current research provides an opportunity to assess a type 

of proactive behavior that can be communal in nature and may be especially relevant to older 

workers — PSBs. 

Contribution to Research 

The current research will contribute to the age and work literature in several ways. 

Lifespan development perspectives suggest that older workers engage in different proactive 

behaviors than younger workers. Yet, most of the proactive behaviors examined in the literature 

may be more relevant to younger workers who are focused on work promotions and 

achievement. The current research focuses on a specific type of proactive behavior that may be 

more salient for older workers than younger workers. Little is known about the extent to workers 

use PSBs, whether older workers use more PSBs at work than younger workers, and whether this 

type of proactivity is beneficial to work attitudes and performance. To address these gaps in the 

literature, I developed and validated a scale that assesses the PSBs workers use to specifically 

experience or bring about social interactions at work that are emotionally rewarding.  

The developed scale in the current research can be used by researchers in future studies. 

For example, age and work researchers may be interested in examining additional age-related 

changes that influence use of PSBs, including changes in cognitive abilities (i.e., reasoning and 

knowledge abilities) and non-cognitive abilities (e.g., personality, motivation, interests). Further, 

if PSBs are shown to be relevant to work attitudes and performance, organizational researchers 

may be interested in further investigating the contextual factors that support use of PSBs (e.g., 

supervisor support). 
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Contribution to Practice 

The workforce is aging, and organizations are concerned about how to maintain workers’ 

engagement, satisfaction, and performance across the lifespan. One strategy to manage an aging 

workforce is for organizations to consider the social interactions that occur at work. Jobs are 

continuing to change rapidly with regards to the social context of work in the 21st century. Some 

jobs may see an increase in use of technology or require workers to engage in remote work, 

which may mean that some workers potentially experience less opportunity to interact with other 

colleagues at work. Yet, social interactions may be particularly relevant to older workers, whose 

focus at work may shift from knowledge-related social goals (e.g., job promotions) to emotion-

related social goals (e.g., mentoring or teaching others).  

However, organizations may not be aware of the PSBs that workers use to satisfy 

emotion-related social goals and whether this type of proactivity benefits work attitudes and 

performance. In the current research, I identified the PSBs used by workers to intentionally 

experience social interactions at work that are emotionally rewarding and further, I identified the 

relationships that exist between PSBs and work attitudes and performance (e.g., engagement, 

satisfaction, performance). If PSBs are shown to be relevant to work attitudes and performance, 

organizations can use the developed scale to assess the extent to which this type of proactivity 

exists in the workplace. Organizations may be able to implement changes that support workers in 

engaging in the proactive behaviors that make work satisfying and engaging across the working 

lifespan. The scale could then be used to assess the effectiveness of interventions that support use 

of PSBs at work. Overall, identifying the proactive behaviors workers use across the lifespan 

may allow organizations to mitigate the potentially negative effects of work in the 21st century 

(e.g., less opportunities to interact with other colleagues at work) and prepare for the social needs 
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and preferences of an age-diverse workforce (e.g., focus on knowledge-building social 

interactions in early career and a focus on emotionally rewarding social interactions in later 

career). 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this literature review is to present the relevant lifespan perspectives and 

empirical studies that guide the current research. Previous studies suggest that interacting with 

other people at work can provide important functions or benefits to workers (Chiaburu & 

Harrison, 2008; Karlin, Brondolo, & Schwartz, 2003; Madden, Mathias, & Madden, 2015; 

Morrison, 2005; Morrison, 2008; Riordan & Griffeth, 1995; Venkataramani, Labianca, & 

Grosser, 2013; Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999). Researchers have broadly distinguished 

between two functions of social interactions: emotion-related functions (or social interactions 

that function to provide positive affective rewards in the present moment, such as 

meaningfulness, closeness, satisfaction) and knowledge-related functions (or social interactions 

that function to provide information and knowledge for future use; Carstensen, 1991). Previous 

research suggests that older adults prefer and adapt to age-related changes by intentionally 

seeking interactions with other people that satisfy emotion-related functions (Carstensen, 1991, 

1992, 1995). However, relative to knowledge-related functions, little research has focused on 

emotion-related functions at work (Colbert, Bono, & Purvanova, 2016). Specifically, little 

empirical work has focused on how older workers may proactively change or influence the 

functions of social interactions that they experience at work (for exceptions, see Sherry, 

Tomlinson, Loe, Johnston, & Feeney, 2017 on perceptions of relationships among retired 

women; and Figueira, Haddad, Gvozd, & Pissinati, 2017 on the role of social relationships in 

retirement decision-making). The current research aims to fill this research gap by examining 

workers’ proactivity with emotion-related functions of social interactions, which may be 

particularly relevant to adapting to aging at work. 
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A review of the literature will cover several relevant areas that motivated the research 

questions. First, I review who older workers are and their participation in the labor market. 

Second, I present the relevance for lifespan development perspectives in proactivity and social 

interactions at work. I introduce Socioemotional Selectivity Theory (SST), including the theory 

background and why SST is especially useful in the current research. I review SST and other 

lifespan development perspectives and relevant empirical studies that suggest the functions of 

social interactions that older workers prefer in later working lives. Third, I review proactive 

socioemotional behaviors (PSBs) and discuss the PSBs workers use to experience emotion-

related functions of social interactions at work. Fourth, I provide a summary of the literature 

review and how it motivates the current research. 

Older Workers 

Interacting with other people can serve to provide important functions or benefits 

(Colbert et al., 2016). From an early age, people seek to interact with others because by 

interacting with other people, people can for example, improve their chances of survival, develop 

and maintain their self-identity, and experience emotional support (Carstensen, 1991). People 

often think about family and friends as having an impact in their personal (e.g., the effect of 

family and friends on daily well-being; Larson, Mannell, & Zuzanek, 1986) and work lives (e.g., 

the effect of spousal support on employee turnover; Huffman, Casper, & Payne, 2014). However, 

people at work can also provide valuable resources. For example, colleagues can help complete 

job tasks and provide needed advice and feedback (Colbert et al., 2016). Beyond job task 

support, colleagues can help with career growth; colleagues can be mentors and provide career 

assistance (Colbert et al., 2016; Gersick, Dutton, & Bartunek, 2000). Outside of work, colleagues 

can provide the emotional support needed to handle stressful situations (Colbert et al., 2016). 
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Although the literature indicates that interactions with other people at work matter to 

work attitudes and performance outcomes (Dutton & Ragins, 2007), relatively little research has 

used a lifespan development perspective. The lifespan perspective suggests that certain functions 

of social interactions may be preferable to older adults, and that age-related changes may drive 

older adults to engage in proactive behaviors (or purposeful actions) to meet their social 

preferences. 

Older Workers in the Labor Market 

Because the age of retirement is typically between 60 to 65 years of age, Ng and Feldman 

(2013) argued that the age for being considered an older worker begins at an earlier age than 

being considered an older adult. Some researchers use 40 years of age as a marker that separates 

younger and older workers because the typical age range of workers in the labor market is 18 to 

65 years of age and older (Ng & Feldman, 2008). From a legal standpoint, the U.S. Age 

Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA) of 1967 protects older workers, those 40 years of 

age and older, from discrimination.  

A drastic change in the U.S. labor market is that there are more older workers 

participating in the labor market than ever before. More specifically, by the year 2024, 

approximately 1 in 4 workers will be 55 years of age or older; workers who are 55 years of age 

and older will be larger than any other age work group (i.e., 16 – 24, 25 – 34, 35 – 44, and 45 – 

54 age groups; Morisi, 2016). Older workers participate in a variety of occupations. Workers 

who are 55 years of age and older work in occupational areas such as management, 

transportation, service, sales, and production and in a variety of specific occupations like sales 

agents, tax preparers, real estate brokers, and bus drivers (Toossi & Torpey, 2017). The aging 

workforce is driven by the large number of workers that participate in the workforce longer, a 
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trend that is likely to continue (Morisi, 2016). AARP (2014) reported that workers 45 to 74 years 

of age conveyed diverse reasons for continuing to work: needing the money, enjoying the job, 

saving more for retirement, making themselves feel useful, paying health costs for self and 

family, and interacting with people. Due to these changes in the labor market, organizations 

stand to benefit from acknowledging older workers in the labor market and further, by 

understanding the factors that support an aging workforce. 

Lifespan Development Perspectives 

The current research is motivated by lifespan development perspectives, which propose 

that there are patterns of adult development across the lifespan. Rather than narrowly 

characterizing adult development by decline, adult development can be described as patterns of 

loss (i.e., a negative trajectory with the decline in some abilities with age, such as fluid abilities 

and some physical abilities), growth (i.e., a positive trajectory with a gain in some abilities with 

age, such as knowledge abilities), reorganization (i.e., changes in the organization of certain 

nonability traits with age, such as a strengthened focus on affect), and exchange (i.e., changes in 

the strength or primary of motives with age; Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004). Lifespan development 

perspectives propose that people cope with age-related changes through use of proactive 

behaviors to manage the loss or gain of resources (Kooij, 2015). According to Truxillo, Cadiz, 

Rineer, Zaniboni, and Fraccaroli (2012), a lifespan perspective approach is helpful in studying 

age and work because people spend most of their life at work and are likely to demonstrate 

adaptive processes at work, such as proactive behaviors.  

In the current research, I use lifespan development perspectives that suggest that age-

related changes in development across the lifespan are likely to influence the types of social 

interactions that workers seek to purposefully experience because the resources provided by 

interacting with other people at work can increase or decrease in relevancy for workers across 
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the lifespan. The findings allow for a critical analysis to the functions of social interactions that 

workers prefer in their early and late working years. 

Socioemotional Selectivity Theory (SST) 

Socioemotional Selectivity Theory (SST) is a lifespan development perspective that can 

be used to understand why certain social interactions may become more or less important across 

the working life. The premise for SST began with the observation that the social networks of 

adults get smaller across the lifespan (Carstensen, 1991, 1992); older adults appear to contact the 

people in their social networks less frequently (Palmore, 1981) and the people who do remain in 

their social networks include mostly family members or marriage partners (Troll, 1971; Wrzus et 

al., 2013).  

Prior to SST, there were several theories about why rates of social interactions were 

observed to decline with age (Carstensen, 1991, 1995). As discussed by Carstensen, 

disengagement theory proposed that older adults withdrew from social interactions because they 

were anticipating and preparing for the end of their life (see Cumming et al., 1960; Cumming & 

Henry, 1961; Rose, 1964). Disengagement theory did not focus on the observation that age-

related changes in health and ability may force older adults to move away from certain social 

interactions, but instead emphasized that disengagement is a mutual decision by both the older 

person and society (Dowd, 1975). Disengagement theory proposed that social withdrawal was 

potentially beneficial to both the older person and society because social withdrawal may be 

preferred by the older person, as it may allow more time to focus on personal leisure and allow 

for younger adults to assume held positions and roles.  

In opposition to disengagement theory, activity theory proposed that older adults who 

continued to engage socially were happier and better adjusted than older adults who did not 
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(Havighurst & Albrecht, 1953). Activity theory proposed that older adults withdrew from 

interactions with others not because they preferred to, but rather because there were physical or 

social barriers to social engagement. To activity theorists, engaging in social relationships is 

important for older people because interactions offer opportunities for social approval and 

development of self-esteem, and that older adults would probably choose to engage with others if 

the environment afforded opportunities to do so (Herzog et al., 1998; Reitzes et al., 1995). 

Social exchange theory proposed that social withdrawal was due to older adults not 

having enough resources to contribute equally to their relationships and therefore choosing to 

withdrawal (Dowd, 1975). Social exchange theory suggested that when people interact with each 

other, there are attempts to maximize rewards (e.g., positive feelings) and minimize costs (e.g., 

unpleasant emotions). Social exchange theory and disengagement theory both emphasize that 

aging is associated with a diminishing of personal resources that make it difficult to continue to 

engage in the social world. Although disengagement theory views social withdrawal as a choice, 

social exchange theory views social withdrawal as at times being forced because of lack of 

alternative options (e.g., retiring due to outdated work skills). 

Disengagement theory, activity theory, and social exchange theory have been criticized 

by researchers because, although they can explain some observations, they do not fully explain 

what is observed in the real world (Carstensen, 1991). Disengagement theory has been criticized 

because of assumptions made that disengagement is universal in that it happens to all people, is 

intrinsic with little attention paid to extrinsic factors, and implies a constant, rather than variable 

decline (Hochschild, 1975; Maddox, 1965). Further, disengagement theory does not consider the 

meaning that disengaging holds for people (Hochschild, 1975). Today, disengagement theory is 

not viewed as normative in adult development, but rather is viewed as a strategy that some 
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people use to move away from unsatisfying social role identities (Moen et al., 2000). Activity 

theory has also been criticized for its lack of focus on the internal psychological changes that is 

associated with aging. Carstensen (1991) explained that even when resources are available some 

older adults choose not to participate in social activities (e.g., senior centers), which is evidence 

against activity theory. Despite the decline in social networks, older adults do not seem to 

experience negative effects from withdrawing socially; they generally report being as socially 

satisfied as younger adults (Lansford et al., 1998). Moreover, as an argument against social 

exchange theory, older adults have good things to offer in relationships and the viewpoint that 

they do not is likely biased. Further, the decline in social interactions with others does not just 

happen suddenly at old age, rather this decline happens early in adulthood and continues across 

the lifespan (Carstensen, 1991, 1992, 1995). 

To address the limitations of previous theories of social engagement, Carstensen (1991) 

introduced SST to suggest that the reduction of social interactions observed in older adults may 

not necessarily be negative or a reflection of disengagement from others, but rather, may reflect 

purposeful and adaptive social selectivity that occurs across the lifespan, driven by cognitive and 

motivational changes. 

Tenets of Socioemotional Selectivity (SST) 

Carstensen, Isaacowitz, and Charles (1999) discussed the three general tenets of SST. 

First, SST emphasizes that other people are necessary for human existence and survival, with 

humans having a social interest and being capable of forming social attachments. Second, SST 

suggests that time perceptions influence the appraisal process of social goal selection. And third, 

SST suggests that people are agentic, and they engage in behaviors to make strides towards their 

preferred social goals.  
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SST broadly identifies two types of social goals that are of interest to humans: 

knowledge-related social goals and emotion-related social goals (Carstensen et al., 1999). The 

social goal of acquisition of knowledge is a drive to accumulate information and prepare for the 

future. The social goal of regulation of emotion is a drive to regulate emotional states through 

interactions with other people, such that positive states are experienced rather than negative 

states (Carstensen, 1998; Carstensen et al., 1999). According to Carstensen et al. (1999), “the 

category of emotion motives also encompasses the desire to find meaning in life, gain emotional 

intimacy, and establish feelings of social embeddedness” (p. 166). Although some acquisition of 

knowledge goals may have an emotional component to them, what is distinctive about 

knowledge-related social goals and emotion-related social goals is that “one class of goals is 

related to preparedness and one to satisfaction in the moment” (Carstensen et al., 1999, p. 168). 

Predictions about human behavior can be made by using the distinction between the social goals 

of acquisition of knowledge and regulation of emotion (Carstensen, Isaacowitz, & Charles, 

1999). 

In addition, SST suggests that changes in perception of time influences the type of social 

interactions that are preferred and further, these changes help people effectively select and 

manage short-term and long-term goals (Carstensen, 1991; Carstensen et al., 1999). SST 

proposes that age differences in social goals are likely to exist because of the association that 

exists between chronological age and perception of time left in life (Carstensen et al., 1999). In 

adolescence and early adulthood, time is perceived as expansive and full of opportunities and 

possibilities. Therefore, SST suggests that younger adults would prefer contact with other people 

that can result in the acquisition of knowledge, such as gathering information from others, and 

learning and experiencing new things (Carstensen, 2006). Information is viewed as being 
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valuable because it can be applied to future needs, such as career planning (Carstensen et al., 

1999). A benefit of interacting with other people is that people can learn about themselves, 

including their preferences and interests and abilities, because interacting with other people 

provides opportunities for social comparison. Carstensen et al. (1999) provided examples of how 

younger adults may demonstrate a preference for social partners that provide knowledge for the 

future: a young child may ask another person about their experiences with college because 

although it is not important now, the child may see that college is a possibility in the future; a 

college student would find it appealing to make new friends during freshman year of college; and 

a newlywed couple would spend time learning about their conflict resolution styles in order to 

plan for the future. 

By contrast, older adults may see time as more limited, with a future that is not 

guaranteed (Carstensen, 2006). Therefore, SST suggests that older adults would be more present-

oriented and prefer social goals that provide more immediate affective rewards, because the 

future is not guaranteed and because time is seen as more limited. Carstensen et al. (1999) 

described the regulation of emotional states as “attempts to avoid negative states and experience 

positive ones” (p. 166), such as a drive for meaning in life, emotional satisfaction, emotional 

intimacy with other people, and feeling socially embedded. 

People will weigh the benefits and costs of interacting with other people and behave 

accordingly. For example, in general, when a person is young, they may be motivated to engage 

with others for partner selection, but this social goal may not be as salient at older ages 

(Carstensen, 1991). For younger adults, it may be well worth the risk to engage in a negative 

interaction that can bring opportunities to gain information or knowledge because of the value 
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that is placed on information. However, older adults are likely to place less importance on 

gathering information, which may make negative interactions even less appealing.  

Empirical Evidence for SST 

There is empirical evidence that supports the tenets of SST. Fredrickson and Carstensen 

(1990) asked participants to complete a social partner card sort, where participants were 

instructed to imagine sitting down for half an hour and talking to a person described on the card. 

Participants were then asked to sort the cards into piles where each pile represented how they 

would feel interacting with the person described on the card (e.g., interacting with a sister, 

interacting with a close friend). The researchers found three dimensions upon which people 

sorted the cards: 1) anticipated affect, 2) anticipated future contact, and 3) information seeking. 

Age was associated with an increase in importance placed on anticipated affect and a decline in 

importance placed in anticipation of future contact. Similarly, Carstensen and Fredrickson (1998) 

found that older adults perceived future contact with others that provides affective social contact 

as more important than future contact with others that provides information gain. These studies 

demonstrate that age, as a proxy to perception of time left, plays a role in the importance placed 

on informational or emotional functions of social interactions. 

SST in the Workplace 

Although previous studies have applied SST in a workplace context (Gärtner & Hertel, 

2017; Hommelhoff et al., 2018; Zaniboni et al., 2014), most studies do not focus specifically on 

proactive behaviors to experience or bring about preferred social interactions at work. For 

example, some studies have used SST to explain older workers’ preferences for certain work 

characteristics. Zaniboni et al. (2014) predicted (and found) that younger workers have more 

positive work attitudes than older workers when they have opportunities for task variety 
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(opportunities to participate in different types of work tasks). The researchers used SST to 

explain that younger workers are likely to be more interested in task variety than older workers 

because task variety affords younger workers the opportunity to learn new skills for future work 

opportunities. A previous study also used SST to explain workers’ preferences for social partners 

at lunch. Hommelhoff et al. (2018) manipulated time perspective and found that people with a 

long-term perspective of work preferred instrumental social partners than did people with a 

limited time perspective. Similarly, Gärtner and Hertel (2017) found that older workers preferred 

to work in teams with familiar members rather than unfamiliar members, and that this effect was 

explained by limited future time perspective. In a theoretical review, Truxillo et al. (2012) used 

SST to make predictions about the type of work characteristics that workers would find 

appealing across the lifespan. Truxillo et al. predicted that older workers would have preferences 

to give rather than receive feedback to others at work, due to increases in motivation in 

generativity. By contrast, younger workers were predicted to have preferences to receive 

feedback, as they would be motivated to develop their skill sets for the future; empirical research 

is needed to test these predictions. 

Other studies have used SST to examine the relationships between age, future time 

perspective, and work and performance outcomes. Kooij, Bal, and Kanfer (2014) found a 

negative relationship between age and future time perspective, and further, that future time 

perspective explained the relationship between age and declines in work-related growth motives, 

focus on promotion, and desire to continue working. In a meta-analysis that examined the 

construct of future time perspective, Kooij, Kanfer, Betts, and Rudolph (2018) similarly found a 

negative relationship between age and future time perspective, and that future time perspective 

predicted well-being, health behavior, and retirement planning.   
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Occupational future time perspective (OFTP) was introduced to assess perceptions of 

time and opportunities left at work (Zacher & Frese, 2009). As predicted, Zacher and Frese 

(2009) found that age was negatively related to occupational future time perspective. More 

recently, a meta-analysis of 40 studies found that OFTP had a negative relationship with age, 

retirement intentions, job and organizational tenure and that OFTP had a positive relationship 

with job satisfaction, work engagement, and intentions to continue working (Rudolph, Kooij, 

Rauvola, & Zacher, 2018). The meta-analytic study did not report on OFTP and social 

interactions at work. 

Although some empirical studies use SST in a workplace context, they do not necessarily 

focus on the general tenet of SST — that people increasingly take action to select social 

interactions that are emotionally satisfying with increasing age. The current research allowed for 

a more nuanced investigation of SST in the workplace of older workers’ proactivity toward 

emotion-related functions of social interactions. 

Emotion-Related Functions of Social Interactions at Work  

 There are different kinds of social interactions that exist, such as a parent and their child, 

or a married couple, or a friend with another friend (Troll, 1999). There are also social 

interactions that occur between work colleagues. Social interactions at work can be similar to 

nonworkplace social interactions, except that the workplace setting may introduce unique 

characteristics to the interactions, as interactions are likely to be focused on accomplishing 

specific tasks, interactions may be mandatory, and interactions may cease after leaving the 

organization. 

To conceptualize the kinds of social interactions that exist at work, researchers have 

focused on the functions of social interactions, or the aid and resources that are provided through 

the interactions with others at work (Cohen, Mermelstein, Kamarck, & Hoberman, 1985; Colbert 
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et al., 2016; Ferris et al., 2009; Kram & Isabella, 1985), such as if a person has someone they can 

talk to for emotional support. Functions of social interactions can be contrasted with a structural 

view of social interactions, such as how frequently a person interacts with other people or the 

number of people that exist in a person’s social network or the number of friends that a person 

has (Cohen et al., 1985).  

Taking a more functional view of relationships is particularly relevant to the current 

research because lifespan development perspectives predict that emotion-related functions of 

social interactions become more relevant across adult development (Carstensen, 1991). I discuss 

three emotion-related functions of social interactions that lifespan perspectives identify as being 

particularly relevant to older workers, as summarized in Table 1: 1) maintenance of identity 2) 

positive, emotionally rewarding, and 3) generative. 
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Table 1. Emotion-related Functions of Social Interactions at Work 

Function Function description Relevant lifespan 

development 

perspective (seminal 

articles) 

Maintenance of 

identity functions of 

social interactions 

Social interactions at work that support older 

workers in feeling understood, valued, 

respected, and appreciated 

Socioemotional 

Selectivity Theory 

(SST; Carstensen, 

1991) 

 

Positive, emotionally 

rewarding functions of 

social interactions 

Social interactions at work that help older 

workers experience positive emotions and 

affective rewards, such as through friendships 

or close relationships with other people at 

work 

Socioemotional 

Selectivity Theory 

(SST; Carstensen, 

1991) 

Selection, 

Optimization, and 

Compensation 

(SOC; Baltes & 

Baltes, 1990) 

Generative functions 

of social interactions 

Social interactions at work that provide older 

workers with opportunities to provide 

mentoring, teach, or give support to other 

people at work 

Changes in work 

motivation across 

the lifespan (Kanfer 

& Ackerman, 2004) 

Psychosocial stages; 

generativity vs 

stagnation (Erikson, 

1963) 

 

Maintenance of identity functions of social interactions. 

Some aspects of aging are associated with decline, such as a decline in certain cognitive 

abilities and some physical capabilities (Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004), which can make engaging 

with other people risky to self-esteem across the lifespan (Carstensen, 1991). Interacting with 

unfamiliar people can be risky to self-esteem because unfamiliar others may use stereotypes to 

make judgements about who the person appears to be (e.g., stereotypes about older adults). By 

contrast, close others are likely to be familiar with the older person’s capabilities and 
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achievements gained across the lifespan. Therefore, older adults may become more socially 

selective, or exercise caution and care in choosing the people with whom they engage. 

Maintenance of identity functions may be preferred by older workers because these interactions 

reaffirm self-identity as respected, valuable, and effective workers. By contrast, some 

interactions at work may highlight the negative aspects of aging, particularly if people hold 

negative perceptions about aging. Some interactions may reduce a worker’s identity to 

stereotypes about older workers, despite the expertise and knowledge that the worker continues 

to possess.  

Previous studies support the proposition that maintenance of identity functions is 

perceived as valuable by older workers. For example, older workers identified the role of other 

people at work for making them feel appreciated for their expertise (McEvoy & Henderson, 

2012; Sherry et al., 2017). By contrast, in a study by Figueira et al. (2017), older workers 

discussed younger workers viewing them as people who are close to retirement and who should 

retire in order to bring in younger workers, despite the expertise they held. These research 

studies support the idea that older workers are aware of how others might perceive their age and 

the positive or negative impact these perceptions have on work attitudes. Proactive workers may 

take steps to become socially embedded with others at work because doing so may allow them to 

become familiar to other people. Familiarity may help older workers individualize themselves, 

rather than being associated with characteristics that are stereotypes of older workers. 

Positive, emotionally rewarding functions of social interactions. 

Certain functions of social interactions emphasize emotional rewards rather than 

instrumental rewards. Friendship at work may satisfy the emotional needs of older adults because 

friendships allow for the experience of positive emotions, such as job involvement and job 

satisfaction (Riordan & Griffeth, 1995). Francis (1990) found that one benefit that friends bring 
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is that they can provide continuity to people’s lives. This is particularly relevant as people 

experience changes in their lives. For older workers, changes in their work lives could be a 

transition from climbing the corporate ladder to stepping back and mentoring others. Friends can 

remember (and remind) people of who they are and their previous accomplishments, despite the 

changes that the person is undergoing. Siebert, Mutran, and Reitzes (1999) argued that friends 

may be able to help older adults maintain their identity because with friends there is likely to be 

an exchange of positive feedback and support. This is explained by role identity theory in that 

longtime friendships can give you positive feelings about yourself and they remind you about 

who you were as well as your capabilities to be a positive contributor to other people’s lives. 

Friendships at work can also be a reliable source of help for older workers. The lifespan 

development perspective called Selection, Optimization, and Compensation (SOC; Baltes & 

Baltes, 1990) argued that older workers have a proactive role in aging well at work. Selection is 

the process that people select goals; optimization is the process by which people use resources to 

accomplish goals; compensation is the process by which people can generate resources that are 

missing to accomplish goals. SOC proposes that resources can take different forms, including 

psychological (e.g., personality, motivation), physical (e.g., health), and social (e.g., family, 

friends) resources. Relevant to the current research, a study by Unson and Richardson (2013) 

found that older workers (55 years of age and older) identified other people at work as being 

helpful to adapting to limitations at work. Managers who demonstrated that they valued older 

workers and coworkers who were supportive were identified as being critical to the 

compensation process at work (e.g., for job performance). Their study supports the idea that 

other people at work provide valuable functions or resources and that workers can actively seek 

out resources to achieve their goals.  
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Generative functions of social interactions.  

Social interactions at work can also include the aid that is given to other people (Grant, 

2013; Piferi & Lawler, 2006; Truxillo et al., 2012). Giving has been associated with positive 

outcomes, including increased well-being, self-efficacy, and self-esteem (Thomas, 2010), and 

decreased mortality rates (Brown et al., 2003). Although the motivation for growth and 

achievement may be negatively associated with age (Kanfer & Ackerman, 2004) or have no 

association with age (e.g., Stamov‐Roßnagel & Biemann, 2012), there may be an increase in 

other types of motivation with age, such as generativity motivation.  

Generativity motivation is an orientation to give to others. Opportunities to give to others 

takes advantage of older workers’ accumulation of life experience, knowledge, abilities, and 

wisdom (Erikson, 1963). Generativity is type of workplace behavior that can be considered to be 

a sort of contextual performance (behaviors at work that promote the psychological, context, and 

social context of work), which is in contrast to task performance (behaviors to accomplish the 

core functions of a particular job; Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Kanfer and Ackerman (2004) 

suggested that workers become less motivated by growth and achievement work motives and 

more motivated by social work motives with age. In line with this proposition, Kooij et al. 

(2014) found a positive relationship between age and generative motives (e.g., sharing expertise, 

helping others). Ng and Feldman (2013) argued that with age, people want to maintain 

productivity, with less focus on enhancing productivity. While this argument may appear to be 

negative, there are positives that arise from maintaining productivity, such a focus on citizenship 

behaviors and generativity motives (e.g., teaching and training younger workers; Ng & Feldman, 

2013). 

Empirical evidence provides initial support for the idea that generativity is important for 

older workers. Previous studies have found that there is a positive association between age and 
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generativity motivation (Stamov‐Roßnagel & Biemann, 2012) and that older workers believe that 

helping other people can make them feel appreciated and valued at work (Kooij et al., 2011; 

Taneva et al., 2016). Taneva et al. (2016) found that older workers wanted to share their 

knowledge with others. Giving to others may be a particularly good way to maintain older 

workers’ self-concept as valuable workers with expertise. Giving to others may signal to older 

adults that they can provide a valuable contribution in the workplace. 

Social interactions at work may be viewed as being in the background of more important 

goal of meeting job tasks. However, emotion-related functions of social interactions can offer a 

variety of resources and aid to a person, such as 1) maintenance of identity, 2) positive, 

affectively rewards, and 3) generative functions. These functions of social interactions are 

proposed by lifespan development perspectives as being particularly relevant to the success of 

older workers at work and that are functions that older workers may take action to seek, as these 

functions emphasize meaning, satisfaction, and affective-rewards. 

Proactive Behaviors 

In the organizational literature, proactive behaviors at work are defined as “anticipatory 

action that employees take to impact themselves and/or their environments” (Grant & Ashford, 

2008, p. 4). Anticipatory refers to thinking about how the future might be and then changing or 

influencing the environment to support that future; intended impact refers to having an explicit 

intent to change the self, environment, or others. Similarly, Parker, Bindl, and Strauss (2010) 

emphasized that proactive behaviors are future-focused (i.e., anticipating an impact on the 

future), change oriented (i.e., acting to achieve change) and self-starting (i.e., the individual 

initiates the behavior). Researchers have examined different forms of proactive behaviors, such 

as issue selling (Dutton & Ashford, 1993), employee voice (LePine & Dyne, 1998), taking 
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charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999), innovation (Scott & Bruce, 1994), problem prevention (Frese 

& Fay, 2001), and career behaviors (Claes & Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1998; Seibert et al., 2001). 

It is also useful to compare and contrast proactive behaviors with other organizational 

behaviors. Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) are behaviors that are not required by 

the job role but that are necessary for organizational effectiveness (e.g., loyalty; Organ, 1988). 

Proactive behaviors are similar to OCBs in that both are discretionary behaviors (Grant & 

Ashford, 2008). However, in contrast to proactive behaviors, OCBs are not necessarily proactive 

but rather can be reactive to the environment (e.g., helping someone that looks to be in need) and 

further, proactive behaviors may sometimes even have a negative impact on others (e.g., 

engaging in employee voice as a proactive behavior may highlight the negative behaviors of a 

supervisor; Belschak & Den Hartog, 2010). Therefore, intention is a key component of 

proactivity as proactivity is an attempt to achieve a certain outcome (e.g., networking to gain 

access to career opportunities), rather than just the behavior itself (e.g., altruism). Another type 

of organizational behavior that is related to proactivity is job crafting. Job crafting refers to 

workers engaging in job redesign to make changes to jobs (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), such 

as changing required job tasks to make work more fulfilling or engaging (Kooij et al., 2015). In 

contrast to job crafting, proactive behaviors are not limited to only changing the type of job tasks 

that are required but can focus on changes beyond task boundaries. 

Researchers have used different conceptualizations to understand the nature of proactive 

behaviors. Griffin, Neal, and Parker (2007) proposed that proactivity at work can target three 

levels: individual, team member, and organizational level. Similarly, Belschak and Den Hartog 

(2010) found empirical support for three different forms of proactive behaviors, distinguished by 

their target: personal, interpersonal, and organizational prosocial behaviors. Other researchers 
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have focused on the type of future that proactive behaviors aim to accomplish: person-

environment fit behavior to improve fit (e.g., proactive feedback seeking), proactive work 

behavior to improve the internal organizational environment (e.g., improve work methods), and 

proactive strategic behavior to improve strategy at the organizational level (e.g., issue selling; 

Parker & Collins, 2010).  

Grant and Ashford (2008) proposed five dimensions of proactive behaviors: form, 

intended target of impact, frequency, timing, and tactics. Form is related to “the type or category 

of behavior carried out” (p. 11); intended target of impact is “whom or what the behavior is 

intended to affect or change” (p. 12); frequency is “whether it happens or not, and if so, how 

often it occurs” (p. 12); timing is “degree to which the behavior occurs at particular occasions, 

phases, or moments” (p. 12); and tactics is “behavioral strategies and method” (p. 12). 

Reviewing the manner in which the organizational literature conceptualizes proactive behaviors 

is necessary in defining different forms of proactive behaviors, including PSBs. 

Defining Proactive Socioemotional Behaviors 

Lifespan development perspectives suggest that increasing age is associated with a 

preferential shift from social goals related to knowledge (relationships that are instrumental and 

provide information for the future) to social goals related to emotion (relationships that 

emphasize positive emotions and meaning for the present; Carstensen, 1991; Carstensen et al., 

1999). Further, lifespan development perspectives suggests that people make effort and act to 

meet their social preferences (Carstensen et al., 1999; Kooij, 2015). That is, social goals are met 

through individual agency (Kahn, 2007). In the workplace, researchers have suggested that 

younger workers who perceive their time in the workforce to be unlimited would make efforts 

towards activities that support their future, such as learning, training, and career development 



28 

 

 

(Bertolino et al., 2015). By contrast, older workers who perceive their time in the workforce to 

be limited would make effort towards activities that are internally rewarding and satisfying, such 

as helping other people at work or maintaining or building positive relationships with others 

(Bertolino et al., 2011). 

Researchers have proposed that PSBs can be used to meet goals related to emotions and 

meaning at work by targeting other people at work or the organization (Bertolino et al., 2015; 

Zacher & Kooij, 2017). Zacher and Kooij (2017) proposed that examples of PSBs could include 

interacting with people at work that are familiar or mentoring others or creating a positive work 

environment or helping other people at work. Other researchers have similarly proposed that 

older adults would have preferences for generativity (Kooij, 2015; Truxillo et al., 2012) and 

emotional intimacy (Kooij, 2015). 

Using a SST lens, PSBs are focused in the current research to actions taken by workers to 

intentionally experience emotion-related functions of social interactions at work, or social 

interactions at work that are meaningful, close, and emotionally rewarding (Bertolino et al., 

2015; Zacher & Kooij, 2017). In comparison to the intended target of other types of proactivity 

(e.g., taking charge to change how work is done), PSBs in the current research are focused on 

those that are more socially proactive because they target other people at work (Belschak & Den 

Hartog, 2010; Griffin et al., 2007). Further, rather than being proactive behavior to directly 

improve the internal organizational environment (e.g., improve work methods) or proactive 

behavior to directly improve strategy at the organizational level (e.g., issue selling), PSBs are 

focused in the current research to those proactive behaviors aimed to improve one’s experience 

of work through the experience of social interactions that are emotionally satisfying. Although 

researchers have discussed the potential relevance of PSBs for older workers (Bertolino et al., 
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2015; Zacher & Kooij, 2017), this type of social proactivity has not yet been empirically 

examined. The current research provides an opportunity to identify the tactics used by workers to 

engage in PSBs, examine whether there are age differences in PSBs, assess whether this form of 

proactive behavior is related to work attitudes and performance and further, to determine whether 

age moderates these relationships. A scale to assess PSBs was developed in the current research 

since a scale currently does not exist.  

Constructs related to PSBs. Kooij (2015) summarized the forms of proactive behaviors 

that can be found in the organizational psychology literature. The organizational literature 

includes proactive behaviors that are relevant to interactions with other people, although they are 

more knowledge-related than emotion-related. For example, proactive career behaviors have 

been identified as a form of proactive behavior (Claes & Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1998). Claes and Riz-

Quintanilla assessed four tactics of proactive career behaviors, including career planning (e.g., “I 

have a well-developed plan for the next few years of my work future”), developing competence 

or relevant knowledge skills and abilities (e.g., “I have gained experience in a variety of work 

assignments to increase my knowledge and skills”), consultation with others for career advice 

(e.g., “I have recently sought advice from workers, family, or other people about additional 

training or experience I need to develop skills that will help my future work chances”), and 

networking with others for work information and to increase work chances (e.g., “I have built a 

network of contacts or friendships with other employees to obtain information about how to do 

my work or determine what is expected of me”). Lifespan development perspectives would 

predict that this type of proactive behavior would be more appealing to younger workers than 

older workers, as younger workers are likely to be focused on developing their future career. 

Previous studies provide some support for this prediction. For example, in an online worker 
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sample, Strauss, Griffin, and Parker (2011) found a moderate negative relationship between age 

and career aspirations (e.g., the extent to which people hope for success or accomplishment in 

their chosen occupation) and a small negative relationship between age and proactive career 

behaviors. In addition, prior research has found that people who have a stronger self-concept for 

their future self at work (e.g., hopes and aspirations) were more likely to engage in proactive 

career behaviors than workers who did not have such aspirations for their future, as they were 

likely to be motivated to make the future a reality and control and direct their actions (Strauss et 

al., 2011; Taber & Blankemeyer, 2015).  

In addition to proactive career behaviors, there are forms of proactive behaviors that 

target other people and are agentic in nature. For example, feedback inquiry is when a worker 

makes an effort to directly ask for feedback, such as requesting feedback on performance from 

colleagues or supervisors (Ashford & Black, 1996). Similarly, increasing social job resources is 

when a worker makes an effort to develop social resources at work to meet instrumental goals 

(e.g., “I ask my supervisor to coach me”; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). These types of 

proactive behaviors may be more relevant to younger workers than older workers because 

lifespan development perspectives suggest that younger workers may be more focused than older 

workers on instrumental goals and with future achievement. In contrast to receiving feedback, 

older workers may instead be interested in giving feedback to other people, as this type of 

behavior may fulfill older workers’ need for generativity (Truxillo et al., 2012). Another type of 

proactive behavior discussed in Kooij (2015) is relational crafting, which refers to changing the 

frequency or nature of interactions with other people at work, such as limiting the amount of 

time that is spent with certain people or increasing the amount of social interactions with 

preferred others. However, relational crafting broadly focuses on the extent to which people 
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restrict or expand their social interactions at work (Laurence, 2011; Rofcanin et al., 2019), and 

not necessarily on experiencing certain types of social interactions at work (e.g., emotionally 

rewarding interactions). 

As another example of proactive behaviors that are relevant to other people at work, 

Belschak and Den Hartog (2010) developed a proactive social behaviors scale that focuses on 

helping other people at work. Items included: “help orient new colleagues,” and “help colleagues 

with developing or implementing new ideas.” The intent of this type of proactivity is not 

specified. Workers may engage in these types of proactive behaviors to meet knowledge-related 

social goals (e.g., helping others may bring in new work opportunities) or to meet emotion-

related social goals (e.g., helping a colleague may bring positive emotions at work). Ashford and 

Black (1996) assessed general socializing as a proactivity tactic used by newcomers into an 

organization (e.g., “attend company social gatherings”). Similar to the scale developed by 

Belschak and Den Hartog (2010), general socializing does not differentiate engaging in these 

behaviors to meet knowledge-related goals (e.g., attending social gatherings to network) or 

emotion-related social goals (e.g., attending social gatherings to spend time with close friends at 

work). The current research provides an opportunity to develop a scale that assesses proactive 

behaviors to specifically meet emotion-related social goals. 

Age and proactive behaviors. In a systematic review of the organizational literature, 

Zacher and Kooij (2017) found only 12 studies that examined age and proactivity constructs, two 

of which were meta-analytic studies. In the meta-analytic studies, researchers found that there 

were small positive correlations with age and personal initiative and voice (Whitman, & 

Viswesvaran, 2010; Tornau & Frese, 2013). In the age and proactive behavior studies, there is 

some initial evidence that younger worker engage in more proactive behaviors that focus on the 
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future (e.g., educational activities in Warr and Fay, 2001; proactive career behaviors in Strauss et 

al. 2011) and that older workers engage in more proactive behaviors that focus on the present 

moment (e.g., work methods; Van Veldhoven and Dorenbosch, 2008). Overall, these studies 

provide initial evidence that age difference may exist in the types of proactive behaviors used by 

workers. In the current research, I expand on age and proactivity research by examining age 

differences in the use of PSBs, as lifespan perspectives suggest that relevance of social goals can 

change across the lifespan, such that older workers may take more action than younger workers 

to experience social interactions that are emotionally rewarding in the present moment. 

Proactive behaviors and work attitudes and performance.  

The work attitudes and performance examined in the current research were job 

satisfaction, job performance, work engagement, positive emotions, turnover intentions, and 

retirement intentions. These variables have been identified by researchers as those that are likely 

to be important for younger and  older workers, and the organizations that employ them (Truxillo 

et al., 2012). Job satisfaction is the extent to which a job is appraised by workers to be 

pleasurable or fulfilling (Locke, 1969). Job satisfaction has been conceptualized as workers’ 

evaluation of their jobs, particularly the result of workers comparing their expectations of the job 

to what the job actually offers (Cranny et al., 1992; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Job 

performance is the expected value that a worker provides to the organization through their 

behaviors at work over a period of time (Motowidlo & Kell, 2012). Researchers have examined 

different facets or dimensions of job performance: in-role performance, organizational 

citizenship behaviors towards individuals (OCB–I), and organizational citizenship behaviors 

towards the organization (OCB–O). In-role performance is the value gained by the organization 

from workers engaging in required or expected on-task behaviors. OCB–I is defined as 
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discretionary work performance that directly helps or benefits individuals and OCB–O is defined 

as discretionary work performance that directly helps or benefits the organization (Hoffman et 

al., 2007; Williams & Anderson, 1991).  

Work engagement is a positive state achieved from engaging in work activities, and is 

indicated by vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002, 2006). Vigor refers to the 

effort or persistence made at work, dedication refers to believing that the job is significant and 

something to be proud of, and absorption refers to approaching work with enjoyment and 

concentration, such that time is perceived as moving quickly. Work engagement has been 

characterized as being a persistent, pervasive, positive experience at work (Schaufeli et al., 2002; 

Sonnentag, 2003). Work engagement should be particularly of interest to both individuals and 

organizations because workers who are engaged are likely to add value to employee’s lives at 

work and outside of work, such as making an extra effort to complete an important project at 

work or having the energy to volunteer in the community after work (Eldor, 2016). In contrast to 

the general, persistent, and pervasiveness of work engagement, positive emotions at work are 

discrete, short, positive emotions that can range from slightly to highly arousing (e.g., good, 

lively; Colbert et al., 2016). Further, in contrast to work engagement, positive emotions at work 

is likely to be the direct result of an antecedent event at work, such as a person or behavior 

(Fredrickson, 2001; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Researchers in positive psychology have 

identified positive emotions at work as important to people’s experiences at work because 

positive emotions “all share the ability to broaden people’s momentary thought-action repertoires 

and build their enduring personal resources, ranging from physical and intellectual resources to 

social and psychological resources” (Fredrickson, 2001, p. 219). 
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In addition to job performance, job satisfaction, work engagement, and positive emotions 

at work, I examined both turnover intention and retirement intention, as they are important 

outcomes to organizations because of interest in retaining the skills and knowledge of workers. 

Turnover intention is defined as a workers’ willfulness in leaving their organization in the near 

future (Tett & Meyer, 1993) and retirement intentions is defined as a workers’ willfulness in 

permanently leaving their career path or reducing their work commitment (Feldman, 1994; 

Feldman & Beehr, 2011). Turnover intentions and retirement intentions are similar in that they 

are both forms of organizational withdrawal, with workers leaving their organization, and both 

are likely the result of job dissatisfaction (Adams & Beehr, 1998; Hanisch & Hulin, 1990). They 

are different in that turnover intention may be associated with leaving an organization to work 

for a different organization whereas retirement intention may be associated with leaving an 

organization and ceasing to work (Adams & Beehr, 1998). Turnover intentions and retirement 

intentions may also be differentially associated with age; age has been found to be negatively 

related to turnover intentions (i.e., older workers are less likely to hold turnover intentions than 

younger workers) and positively related to retirement intention (i.e., older workers are more 

likely to intend to retire in their near future than younger workers; Adams & Beehr, 1998). I 

include both turnover intention and retirement intention to examine their relationships with PSBs 

and the extent to which age moderates these relationships.  

Empirical evidence exists to support the beneficial relationships between proactive 

behaviors and work attitudes and performance. In regards to job performance and job 

satisfaction, separate meta-analytic studies have found proactive constructs (i.e., proactive 

personality, personal initiative, voice, and taking charge) to be significantly related to work 

attitudes, including small to moderate associations with job performance and job satisfaction 
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(Thomas et al., 2010; Tornau & Frese, 2013). A positive relationship between proactive 

behaviors and job satisfaction can be expected because proactive behaviors should allow workers 

to change their environments to a desired state which in turn may improve the enjoyment of the 

job (Bindl & Parker, 2011; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tornau & Frese, 2013); a positive relationship 

between proactive behaviors and job performance can be expected because proactive workers 

take charge to correct issues observed in the work environment and correcting these issues 

should support better job performance (Bindl & Parker, 2011; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tornau & 

Frese, 2013). 

Beyond job satisfaction and job performance, previous studies support positive 

relationships between proactive behaviors and work engagement and positive emotions at work. 

Rofcanin et al. (2019) found that expansion oriented relational job crafting (i.e., behaviors 

intended to increase the amount of time spent with other people at work) had a moderate positive 

correlation with work engagement, in addition to a small positive correlation with job 

performance. Similarly, increasing social job resources (i.e., behaviors intended to increase the 

experience of social support from supervisors or colleagues) had a moderate positive correlation 

with work engagement, in addition to a small positive correlation with job performance (Tims et 

al., 2012). Proactive behaviors can be expected to be related to work engagement because 

proactive workers make an effort to create the resources needed to meet the challenges of work, 

or create the buffers to deal with stressors at work, thus increasing the likelihood that work is 

experienced as engaging rather than frustrating (Tims et al., 2012). Further, workers may 

experience positive moods following proactivity (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2009). Proactive behaviors 

that focus on the social aspects of work may result in work friendships; research suggests that 
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work friendships allow for the experience of positive emotions at work (Colbert, Bono, & 

Purvanova, 2016) and improve the work experience (Morrison, 2005). 

Proactive personality has been found to have significant negative relationships with 

turnover intentions (e.g., Chung-Yan & Butler, 2011). Why would proactivity matter to turnover 

intentions? Proactive workers are likely to create the type of social interactions at work that 

support organizational attachment and social embeddedness and discourage turnover intentions. 

Indeed, Yang, Gong, and Huo (2011) found that workers with high proactive personality 

developed trusting interpersonal relationships at work, which led to reduced turnover intentions. 

As a result of certain types of proactive behaviors, work friendships may develop. Work 

friendships have been found to be positively associated with job involvement and job 

satisfaction, which in turn has a positive effect on organizational commitment and a negative 

effect on turnover intentions (Riordan & Griffeth, 1995). 

With the aging workforce, organizations are concerned about retaining the knowledge 

and skills of older workers (Carr et al., 2016; Jodi & Linsey, 2013). Therefore, the retirement 

intentions of older workers are of interest for organizations (e.g., early retirement, on-time 

retirement, delayed retirement). Although younger workers may give some thought to retirement 

in the future, retirement intention is likely to be more relevant to older workers. Decisions to 

retire or work longer are influenced by myriad factors that can push or pull older workers 

towards retirement or continued employment (e.g., Fisher, Chaffee, & Sonnega, 2016; Henkens 

& Tazelaar, 1994; Shultz, Morton, & Weckerle, 1998). The availability of job resources at work 

can delay retirement among older workers, including psychosocial resources like the types of 

social interactions available at work (Carr et al., 2016). Rather than being passive, workers can 

be proactive in influencing the types of social interactions they have with colleagues. These 
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social interactions can serve to shape workers’ perceptions of their ability to continue working 

(Figueira et al., 2017; McGonagle et al., 2015). Certain social interactions at work can serve to 

embed workers in the organization, making retiring less appealing (McEvoy & Henderson, 2012; 

Sewdas et al., 2017). For example, opportunities to mentor, teach, and share expertise with 

colleagues may be evidence for older workers that they can continue to be effective at work, thus 

delaying retirement (Grant & Parker, 2009; Parker, 2014; Truxillo et al., 2012). 

Summary 

 The literature review addressed areas that are relevant to the research questions and 

study: 1) who older workers are and their participation in the labor market; 2) the lifespan 

development perspectives that suggest that emotion-related functions of social interactions may 

be particularly relevant for older workers; 3) and the proactive behaviors used by workers to 

influence their social experiences at work. Lifespan development perspectives suggest that due to 

age-related changes that occur across the lifespan, social interactions that are preferred are those 

that are more emotionally rewarding rather than instrumental. However, a gap exists in the 

literature. Previous studies typically do not focus on workers’ self-initiated actions to experience 

social interactions that are meaningful, close, and emotionally rewarding. The current research 

study aims to fill in the gap in the literature by examining whether use of PSBs is related to work 

attitudes and performance, and further, whether use of PSBs particularly matters for older 

workers.  
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CHAPTER 3: CURRENT RESEARCH 

 The current research is motivated by Socioemotional Selectivity Theory (SST), a lifespan 

development perspective. SST predicts that people are proactive in meeting their social 

preferences across the lifespan and that emotion-related functions of social interactions become 

increasingly salient with age (Carstensen, 1991). The current research examined proactive 

socioemotional behaviors (PSBs) at work, specifically focused on self-initiated actions to 

experience social interactions that are meaningful, close, and emotionally rewarding (Bertolino 

et al., 2015; Zacher & Kooij, 2017). I examined the relationship between PSBs and work 

attitudes and performance and examined the extent to which age moderated these relationships 

(see Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1. Proposed model showing relationships between PBSs and work attitudes and 

performance, with age as a moderator. 

Research Approach 

The current research was conducted across three studies. In Study 1, I identified 

examples of PSBs. In Study 2, I developed and validated a scale that assessed PSBs. In Study 3, I 

used the scale to examine relationships between PSBs, age, and work attitudes and performance. 

Across the three studies, I recruited participants who were at least 18 to 65 years of age or older 
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in order to reflect the labor market. In discussing the current research, I use younger and older 

worker labels strictly for clarity in communication. I treated age as a continuous variable in data 

analyses as opposed to a categorical variable (i.e., grouping people into older versus younger 

categories). A summary of the hypotheses presented in the current research, including 

hypotheses results, are shown in Appendix A. 

Study 1 

In Study 1, I identified behavioral examples of PSBs from workers. The behavioral 

examples were then used as content for a scale that assessed PSBs. The scale was developed 

such that workers indicate how true PSBs were of their behavior at work, which is a similar 

approach used by other established measures of proactive behaviors (Ashford & Black, 1996; 

Claes & Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1998; Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Parker & Collins, 2010; Seibert et 

al., 2001). The scale was also developed such that PSBs could be reasonably used by workers 

across age and occupations. That is, the scale was not developed for a specific age group or type 

of occupation. The research question was: 

Research question 1: What PSBs are used by workers? 

Research question 1. Based on propositions made by organizational researchers as to 

what PSBs may look like in an occupational context in order to intentionally experience 

emotion-related functions of social interactions at work (e.g., Bertolino et al., 2015; Truxillo et 

al., 2012; Zacher & Kooij, 2017), I expected workers to report: helping colleagues, 

teaching/mentoring colleagues, or developing or maintaining close relationships with colleagues. 

Rather than only relying on the existing literature for scale content, behavioral examples of PSBs 

were gathered directly from workers. Gathering behavioral examples from workers allowed me 

to develop scale items with nuance (e.g., How exactly do workers develop or maintain close 
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relationships with colleagues?) and minimized overlooking critical examples of PSBs. A survey 

was used to collect behavioral examples from workers who were 20 to 67 years of age and who 

were employed in a variety of occupations. 

Study 2  

 In Study 2, I evaluated the psychometric properties of the PSB scale (reliability, validity) 

and examined initial evidence for age differences in PSBs. Study 3 provided an additional 

opportunity to examine the psychometric properties of the PSB scale and age differences in 

PSBs. The research questions were: 

Research question 2: Does a new scale to assess PSBs demonstrate internal reliability? 

Research question 3: Does a new scale to assess PSBs demonstrate convergent and 

discriminant relations with other scales; that is, construct validity? 

Research question 4: Is there evidence that older workers use more PSBs than younger 

workers?  

Research question 2. To examine the reliability of the PSB scale, I focused on 

evaluating the internal consistency of the scale and evaluated the extent to which the scale 

demonstrated acceptable internal consistency reliability estimates. An internal consistency 

reliability estimate (coefficient α; Cronbach, 1951) of .70 and higher is considered to be an 

acceptable level for research measures in psychology (Cortina, 1993; Nunnally, 1978; Ponterotto 

& Ruckdeschel, 2007). 

Research question 3. To examine the validity of the PSB scale, I used personality and 

other proactive behavior constructs found in the literature. Proactive personality is defined as the 

tendency to proactively change the self or environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993). People with 

higher levels of proactive personality look for ways to take action to improve their situations in a 
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variety of environments (Crant, 2000). People with higher levels of proactive personality look 

for opportunities to have an influence whereas people with lower levels of proactive personality 

are more passive participants in their environments. Prior research studies have found a positive 

relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviors (e.g., Bateman & Crant, 

1993; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Zacher, 2013). Therefore, as PSBs are a type of proactive 

behavior, I expected a significant positive relationship between proactive personality and PSBs 

(Hypothesis 1a). 

To further examine the validity of the PSB scale, I used three personality traits that 

characterize people’s preferences for social interactions: extraversion, agreeableness, and 

sociability. Extraversion is one of the Big Five factors of personality (e.g., Goldberg, 1992). 

People who are high in extraversion tend to enjoy being around others (John & Srivastava, 1999) 

and enjoy social attention (Ashton et al., 2002). Prior research studies have shown that people 

who are higher in extraversion tend to engage in more social activities than people who are lower 

in extraversion (e.g., going out with friends, talking with friends, meeting new people; Argyle & 

Lu, 1990; Burger & Caldwell, 2000). Agreeableness is also one of the Big Five factors of 

personality (e.g., Goldberg, 1992). People who are high in agreeableness are characterized as 

being kind, considerate, and warm (Graziano & Tobin, 2009). Prior research studies have shown 

that people who are higher in agreeableness engage in more prosocial behaviors than people who 

are lower in agreeableness, as they are motivated to maintain positive relationships with other 

people (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997) and demonstrate a communal orientation (John & 

Srivastava, 1999). People who are agreeable engage in social behaviors like volunteering (Carlo 

et al., 2005) and maintain healthy peer relations, such as peer acceptance and friendship (Jensen-

Campbell et al., 2002). Whereas extraversion can be considered to be a higher-order trait (i.e., a 
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broad trait consisting of narrower dimensions like excitement seeking, warmth, friendliness, and 

assertiveness), sociability can be considered to be a lower-order, narrower trait that is simply 

defined as a general tendency to want to be around others or to affiliate with others (Buss & 

Finn, 1987; Cheek & Buss, 1981). In the literature, sociability is considered to be a predictor of 

the types of social interactions that people have in their lives, including the quality and quantity 

of the interactions (e.g., more social support, larger size of social network; Cohen, Doyle, 

Turner, Alper, & Skoner, 2003). Indeed, research has shown that people who are sociable are 

more likely to seek or select environments in which social interactions are likely to be 

experienced (Gormly, 1983) and where there are social rewards involved (e.g., responsivity; 

Buss, 1983) 

Because of the social orientation that characterizes the personality traits of extraversion, 

agreeableness, and sociability, these personality traits are likely to explain individual differences 

in social behaviors. As discussed in the literature, although both proactive career behaviors and 

PSBs involve social interactions with other people at work, PSBs are more socially oriented 

because the focus of these behaviors is on gaining fulfillment from interacting with people at 

work (e.g., spending time with close friends at work to experience positive emotions), rather than 

simply interacting with people for the most pressing matter of instrumental gain (e.g., 

networking with others to position oneself for a promotion). Therefore, I expected that 

extraversion, agreeableness, and sociability will be more strongly positively related to PSBs than 

proactive career behaviors (Hypothesis 1b, Hypothesis 1c, Hypothesis 1d, respectively).  

To examine the discriminant validity of the PSB scale, I used a measure of burnout. 

Burnout is defined as a state in which workers are emotionally, physically, and mentally 

exhausted at work, usually from experiencing prolonged stress at work (Malach-Pines, 2005). 
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Prior research has shown that burnout is related to withdrawal at work, including lower levels of 

work productivity and higher levels of absences at work (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). Related to 

the current research, prior research has shown that people who reported higher levels of burnout 

reported lower levels of proactive behaviors (Tims et al., 2012); people who are experiencing 

burnout are likely to be disengaged, detached, or withdrawn at work and proactive behaviors take 

effort and self-initiative. Therefore, I expected a significant negative relationship between PSBs 

and burnout; people who report high burnout will report fewer PSBs (Hypothesis 1e). 

Research question 4. To examine whether older workers use more PSB than younger 

workers I used chronological age as a proxy for age-related normative changes at work across 

the lifespan (Ng & Feldman, 2008). In addition to chronological age, I included narrower 

measures of age-related normative changes in OFTP and motivation. Including narrower 

measures of age-related normative changes allowed me to examine whether increasing 

chronological age was associated with decreases in future time perspective and increases in 

communal motivation for workers as would be expected by lifespan development perspectives. 

This would be informative for describing the samples in these studies compared to those in the 

published literature. In addition, these narrower measures would allow for further examination of 

the construct validity of the PSB scale, as I can compare expected relationships with PSBs to 

actual observed relationships with PSBs. 

Chronological age. SST predicts that normative aging is associated with a shift in 

preference towards emotion-related social goals. Therefore, I expected that older workers will 

report using more PSBs than younger workers, as older workers could be expected to be focused 

on social interactions for emotional rewards in the present (Hypothesis 2a). Further, I included a 

measure of proactive career behaviors (e.g., career planning, skill development, networking with 
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other people for advice and information; Claes & Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1998). This type of 

proactivity involves use of social interactions to gain instrumental-rewards for the future, which 

SST would predict to be appealing to younger workers (Carstensen et al., 1999). Therefore, I 

expected that younger workers will report using more proactive career behaviors than older 

workers, as younger workers could be expected to be focused on social interactions that support 

their future career (Hypothesis 2b). 

Occupational future time perspective (OFTP). Previous studies have found that younger 

workers perceive their future at work as being unlimited and full of opportunities (Rudolph, 

Kooij, Rauvola, & Zacher, 2018; Zacher & Frese, 2009). On the one hand, when the future is 

perceived as being unlimited, SST predicts that there is a preference towards knowledge-related 

social goals. Therefore, I expected that there will be a stronger positive relationship between 

OFTP–focus on opportunities and proactive career behaviors than with PSBs (Hypothesis 2c). 

That is, the more that workers perceive that there are plenty of opportunities remaining at work, 

the more likely they will be to focus on interactions for instrumental gain at work than 

interactions for emotion-related gains. On the other hand, the more that workers perceive their 

occupational future as being limited, the less likely they will be to engage in work-related growth 

motives, such as a focus on promotions (Kooij et al., 2014). Therefore, I expected that there will 

be a stronger negative relationship between OFTP–focus on limitations and proactive career 

behaviors than there will be between PSBs and proactive career behaviors (Hypothesis 2d). That 

is, because proactive career behaviors are relevant to the future, people who perceive their 

occupational future as being limited may focus even less on interactions for instrumental gain 

than interactions for emotion-related gains. 
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Agentic and communal goals. Values continue to develop across the lifespan, such that 

age is associated with an increased endorsement for communal goals and a decreased 

endorsement for agentic goals (Freund & Ritter, 2014; Fung et al., 2016; Hoppmann & 

Blanchard-Fields, 2010; Robinson, 2012). In the current research, I included a measure of 

communal and agentic goals. I expected a stronger positive relationship between PSBs and 

communal goals than between PSBs and agentic goals (Hypothesis 2e) and I expected a stronger 

positive relationship between proactive career behaviors and agentic goals than between 

proactive career behaviors and communal goals (Hypothesis 2f), as proactive behaviors are likely 

to reflect what is considered to be personally meaningful (Schwartz, 1992, 2006). 

Demographic and contextual factors (exploratory). 

Although no formal research questions or hypotheses were presented, I examined the 

extent to which demographic and contextual factors were related to PSBs. First, women tend to 

hold more communal goals than men (Diekman, Brown, Johnston, & Clark, 2010; Diekman, 

Clark, Johnston, Brown, & Steinberg, 2011; Kossek, Su, & Wu, 2017; Schwartz & Rubel, 2005) 

and therefore women may be more likely to engage in PSBs than men. Second, I examined the 

relationship between proactivity and workers’ social environments outside of work (e.g., have a 

partner, children in the household, socioeconomic status). In the literature, researchers have 

proposed a work-home resources model (W-HR), in which resources that people have at home 

can serve to diminish (i.e., home-to-work conflict) or improve work outcomes (i.e., home-to-

work enrichment; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Applied to the current research, workers’ 

social environments at home (partner, children, socioeconomic status) can provide resources that 

support PSBs at work or create demands that diminish support for PSBs at work. On the one 

hand, it may be that workers who have more social demands at home will be less likely to make 
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an effort for emotion-related social interactions at work than workers who have fewer social 

demands at home because they do not have the energy or time. On the other hand, it may be that 

workers who have a partner or children in the household will engage in more PSBs at work, 

perhaps because an emotionally supportive spouse at home makes for a worker with a more 

positive mood or having colleagues that also have children will create a foundation for 

friendship; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Regarding socioeconomic status, workers who 

experience economic stress may be less likely to prioritize developing emotion-related social 

interactions at work while workers with more economic resources may have the means to invest 

in emotion-related social interactions at work (e.g., going out to lunch with colleagues; 

Campbell, Marsden, & Hurlbert, 1986). 

Third, I examined the relationship between proactivity and workers’ occupational context 

(e.g., tenure, job type). Tenure may be relevant to use of PSBs (e.g., Zacher & Kooij, 2017). 

Workers with more tenure at work may be less likely to engage in PSBs than newcomers (e.g., 

workers who are already familiar with coworkers may be less likely to try to get to know 

colleagues). Conversely, workers with more tenure may be more comfortable engaging in PSBs 

at work because they are familiar with colleagues (e.g., spending time together outside of work). 

In the current research, I define blue-collar workers as workers whose job type mostly includes 

physical work or repetitive work and white-collar workers as those whose job type is more 

autonomous and physically lighter (e.g., see Hu, Kaplan, & Dalal, 2010; Toppinen-Tanner, 

Kalimo, & Mutanen, 2002). Job types that can be categorized as blue-collar include occupations 

in transportation and material moving, production, food preparation and serving; job types that 

can be categorized as white-collar include occupations in educational instruction and library, 

office and administrative support, and computer and mathematical. Certain features of the job 
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may support or constrict the behaviors that workers can use (Morgeson et al., 2010). For 

example, blue-collar jobs may offer workers less opportunity for interactions with colleagues at 

work because they do not work in close proximity to others (e.g., working primarily with tools or 

machinery or outdoors) as compared to white-collar jobs that offer workers more opportunity to 

work in close proximity to colleagues (e.g., working primarily in teams or working with 

colleagues in an office setting).  

Study 3 

 In Study 3, I examined the relationship between PSBs and work attitudes and 

performance, the utility of the PSB scale to explain work attitudes and performance beyond other 

proactivity scales found in the literature, and whether age moderated PSBs and work attitudes 

and performance relationships. The research questions were: 

Research question 5: What is the relationship between PSBs and work attitudes and 

performance?  

Research question 6: Does the PSB scale account for additional variance in work 

attitudes and performance, beyond existing proactivity scales? 

Research question 7: Does age moderate the relationship between PSBs and work 

attitudes and performance? 

Research question 5. I used the scale developed in Study 2 to examine the relationship 

between PSBs and work attitudes and performance. The literature provides support for the 

benefit of proactive behaviors at work (Claes & Van Loo, 2011; Rofcanin et al., 2019; Thomas et 

al., 2010; Tornau & Frese, 2013). Therefore, positive relationships were expected between PSBs 

and job satisfaction, job performance, work engagement, and positive emotions at work. As 

discussed in the literature review, three facets of job performance were examined in the current 
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research: in-role job performance (related to staying on task and performing expected job role), 

OCB–I (related to being helpful towards colleagues at work), and OCB–O (related to being 

helpful towards the organization). Because PSBs have a social orientation towards colleagues, I 

expected PSBs to have a stronger positive relationship with OCB–I than with in-role job 

performance or OCB–O. To summarize: 

Hypothesis 3a. There will be a significant positive relationship between PSBs and job 

satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 3b. There will be a significant positive relationship between PSBs and job 

performance. 

Hypothesis 3c. There will be a stronger positive relationship between PSBs and OCB–I 

than with PSBs and in-role job performance and OCB–O.  

Hypothesis 3d. There will be a significant positive relationship between PSBs and work 

engagement. 

Hypothesis 3e. There will be a significant positive relationship between PSBs and 

positive emotions at work. 

The literature also provided support for the utility of proactive behaviors on reducing 

turnover intentions and delaying retirement intentions, as proactive behaviors may support 

organizational attachment and social embeddedness like work friendships (Riordan & Griffeth, 

1995; Yang et al., 2011). Proactive behavior may also help shape workers’ perceptions of their 

ability to continue working (McGonagle et al., 2015) and create opportunities for workers to 

experience preferred activities at work (Grant & Parker, 2009; Parker, 2014; Truxillo et al., 

2012). Therefore: 
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Hypothesis 3f. There will be a significant negative relationship between PSBs and 

turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 3g. There will be a significant negative relationship between PSBs and 

retirement intentions. 

Research question 6. I also examined the extent to which the PSB scale explained 

variance in work attitudes and performance, beyond other proactivity measures found in the 

literature. This would provide initial evidence for the incremental validity of the developed PSB 

scale. I hypothesize that after accounting for other proactivity variables… 

Hypothesis 4a. PSBs will significantly explain variance in job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 4b. PSBs will significantly explain variance in in-role job performance.   

Hypothesis 4c. PSBs will significantly explain variance in OCB–I.   

Hypothesis 4d. PSBs will significantly explain variance in OCB–O.   

Hypothesis 4e. PSBs will significantly explain variance in work engagement. 

Hypothesis 4f. PSBs will significantly explain variance in positive emotions at work. 

Hypothesis 4g. PSBs will significantly explain variance in turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 4h. PSBs will significantly explain variance in retirement intentions.  

Research question 7. Prior research suggests that adults across the lifespan use proactive 

behaviors to adjust and thrive in their environments (Bertolino et al., 2015; Kooij, 2015; Zacher 

& Kooij, 2017). However, lifespan development perspectives suggest that PSBs may be 

particularly relevant to older workers, as this type of proactivity may help older workers satisfy 

preferences for emotion-related social interactions and be of benefit to work attitudes and 

performance (e.g., Carstensen, 1991; Kooij, 2015; Zacher & Kooij, 2017). Therefore, I 

hypothesize that: 
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Hypothesis 5a. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and job satisfaction, 

such that the relationship is more positive for older workers than younger workers (See Figure 

2). 

 

Figure 2. Proposed interaction of age as a moderator of PSBs and job satisfaction. 

 

Hypothesis 5b. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and in-role job 

performance, such that the relationship is more positive for older workers than younger workers 

(See Figure 3). 

1

2

3

4

5

Low Proactivity High Proactivity

Jo
b

 S
at

is
fa

ct
io

n

Younger Workers

Older Workers



51 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Proposed interaction of age as a moderator of PSBs and in-role job performance. 

 

Hypothesis 5c. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and OCB–I, such that 

the relationship is more positive for older workers than younger workers (See Figure 4). 

 

Figure 4. Proposed interaction of age as a moderator of PSBs and OCB–I. 
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Hypothesis 5d. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and OCB–O, such that 

the relationship is more positive for older workers than younger workers (See Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5. Proposed interaction of age as a moderator of PSBs and OCB–O. 

 

Hypothesis 5e. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and work engagement, 

such that the relationship is more positive for older workers than younger workers (See Figure 

6). 
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Figure 6. Proposed interaction of age as a moderator of PSBs and work engagement. 

 

Hypothesis 5f. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and positive emotions at 

work, such that the relationship is more positive for older workers than younger workers (See 

Figure 7). 

 

Figure 7. Proposed interaction of age as a moderator of PSBs and positive emotions at work. 
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The current research also examines relationships between PSBs and organizational 

withdrawal. Do workers with higher levels of PSBs intend to remain with the organization longer 

than workers with lower levels of PSBs? In general, research shows that younger workers hold 

higher turnover intentions than older workers, such as wanting to leave the organization for 

career growth opportunities (Adams & Beehr, 1998). Younger workers may be willing to leave 

the organization regardless of emotion-related social interactions, and therefore PSBs may not be 

associated with turnover intentions. By contrast, older workers who develop the type of social 

interactions that they prefer at work may become socially embedded in the organization, thus 

lowering turnover intentions (Yang et al., 2011). Older workers who are less socially proactive 

are not likely to become socially embedded in the organization, and therefore may give 

consideration to leaving the organization. Although older workers may have difficulty actually 

leaving the organization for a variety of reasons (e.g., leaving a senior position, entering the job 

search process), attitudes toward the organization would be a willingness to leave. Therefore: 

Hypothesis 5g. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and turnover intentions 

such that the relationship is more negative for older workers than younger workers; older 

workers who use more PSBs will report lower levels of turnover intentions than older workers 

who use less PSBs (see Figure 8). 
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Figure 8. Proposed interaction of age as a moderator of PSBs and turnover intentions. 

 

Do workers with higher levels of social proactivity intend to work longer than workers 

with lower levels proactivity? Older workers who develop the type functions of social 

interactions that they prefer at work are likely to become more socially embedded in the 

organization than older workers who do not, thus supporting continued workforce participation 

and delayed retirement. By contrast, retirement may be viewed by younger workers as being in 

their distant future, and therefore proactivity levels may not be associated with retirement 

intentions. Therefore: 

Hypothesis 5h. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and retirement 

intentions, such that the relationship is more negative for older workers than younger workers; 

older workers who use more PSBs will report being lower levels of retirement intentions than 

older workers who use less PSBs (see Figure 9). 
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Figure 9. Proposed interaction of age as a moderator of PSBs and retirement intentions. 
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CHAPTER 4: STUDY 1 

 Study 1 focuses on the development of the PSB scale. The steps for scale development 

included identifying proactive behaviors, developing potential items and response scales, and 

using feedback to refine the scale (Carpenter, 2018).  

Methods 

Pilot 

 Two pilot studies were conducted to evaluate the final survey used to collect examples of 

PSBs in Study 1. Workers were eligible for the pilot studies if they were at least 18 years of age 

or older, currently worked at least 20 hours a week, and were able to read, understand, and write 

basic English. Across the two pilot studies, workers were 20 adults (50% women) from Amazon 

Mechanical Turk, ranging in age from 25 to 58 years old (Mage = 33.8 years, SD = 7.6 years). 

The majority of workers were white/Caucasian (90%) and most had earned at least a 2-year 

college degree or higher (75%).  

The survey used in the pilot studies is included in Appendix A. The survey included 

open-ended questions to collect a minimum of two (no more than three) behavioral examples of 

PSBs, and questions to collect occupational and demographic background. The survey also 

included an attention check item to ensure that workers were paying attention to survey 

instructions (Brawley & Pury, 2016; Colbert et al., 2016). All workers passed the attention check 

item and therefore all data was kept. The survey in the pilot was evaluated for its ability to elicit 

diverse examples of PSBs from workers. In the first version of the survey for the pilot, I 

provided two examples PSBs in the survey instructions and in the second version of the survey 

for the pilot, I did not provide examples of PSBs. I found that workers in the pilot study provided 

more diverse examples of PSBs when I did not provide examples in the instructions. Therefore, I 

elected to not provide examples of PSBs in the final survey. I also found that some workers 
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provided short responses to the open-ended questions. Therefore, I specified the minimum 

number of sentences needed for each open-ended question in the final survey. The final survey 

used in Study 1 is included in Appendix B. In the final survey, I included additional prompts to 

further understand the context of the proactive behavior, including asking workers how 

frequently they engage in the PSBs they described and when and where they engaged in the 

proactive behavior.  

Participants 

In the full-scale study, I obtained examples of PSBs from 123 workers through an online 

survey. Workers were recruited via Qualtrics Panel, a web-based participant recruitment 

platform that for a fee allows researchers to specify worker eligibility requirements and to recruit 

an equal number of participants across age groups. Compensation for study participation was 

provided directly to workers by Qualtrics Panel. Workers were eligible for the study if they were 

at least 18 years of age or older, currently working at least 20 hours a week, and were able to 

read, understand, and write basic English. Workers in the study were between 20 and 67 years of 

age (Mage = 47.3 years, SD = 12.7 years). Further, 61% of workers were women, the majority 

were white/Caucasian (86%), and most had earned at least a 2-year college degree or higher 

(62%).  

Because the research methods were similar across the two pilot studies and the full-scale 

study, I combined workers’ examples of PSBs for data analysis and scale development across all 

three studies. The demographic information for the combined sample (N = 143) across the pilot 

studies and the full-scale study is summarized in Table 2. More specifically, workers’ ages 

ranged from 20 to 67 years (Mage = 45.4 years, SD = 13.0 years), 59% of the sample were 

women, the majority were white/Caucasian (87%), and most had earned at least a 2-year college 
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degree or higher (65%). Workers represented a variety of occupations, including blue-collar jobs 

(32%; e.g., construction and extraction, production) and white-collar jobs (68%; e.g., educational 

instruction and library, and business and financial operations). 

Procedures 

In the survey (see Appendix B), workers were asked to think about how they have acted 

to purposely experience or bring about social interactions at work that they found to be 

meaningful, satisfying, and emotionally rewarding. The instructions further specified that these 

are actions taken because participants anticipate that they will allow participants to experience or 

bring about social interactions that are meaningful, satisfying, and emotionally rewarding. 

Workers answered open-ended questions to describe a minimum of two (no more than three) 

proactive behaviors. The prompts guided participants to provide information about tactics used, 

who was involved, when and where the action took place, the impact of action, and frequency of 

action. On average, participants took approximately 21 minutes to complete the survey. 
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Table 2. Demographic Information for Study Participants (Study 1) 

Variable Frequency (%) 

Age (Mage = 45.4, SD = 13.0)  

20 to 30 27 (18.9%) 

31 to 40 30 (21.0%) 

41 to 50 22 (15.4%) 

51 to 60 44 (30.8%) 

61 to 67 20 (14.0%) 

Race  

White/Caucasian 124 (87%) 

Black/African American 10 (7%) 

Other 9 (6%) 

Gender  

Male 58 (41%) 

Female 85 (59%) 

Education  

High school/GED 23 (16%) 

Some college 27 (19%) 

Associate’s degree/two-year technical 

degree/vocational school 

24 (17%) 

Bachelor’s degree 45 (32%) 

Master’s degree 19 (13%) 

Doctoral degree/professional degree 5 (3%) 

Job type  

Blue-collar 46 (32%) 

White-collar   97 (68%) 

 

Note: N = 143. Percentage may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 
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Results 

Scale Development 

I followed the procedures described by Morrison and Phelps (1999) in their development 

of a proactive behavior scale. To begin, I created a master list of examples of PSBs provided by 

participants in the pilot studies and the full study. There was a total of 337 behavioral examples 

provided by workers. Each behavioral example was reviewed with a research assistant to decide 

whether the example reflected PSBs and should be kept as content for scale development. I 

provided training for the research assistant by 1) providing a definition of PSBs, 2) presenting 

examples that reflected PSBs and examples that did not reflect PSBs, and 3) providing feedback 

on the examples worked through on their own. After this training, the research assistant and I 

independently reviewed each behavioral example and identified those behaviors that should be 

kept for further analysis because they appeared to reflect PSBs or removed because they did not. 

We had an initial agreement of 86%. We discussed the behaviors that were disagreed upon until 

a mutual decision to keep or remove was reached. Ultimately, out of the 337 behavioral 

examples, we agreed to keep 219 behaviors and remove 118 behaviors. We removed 54 

examples that did not reflect PSBs (e.g., behaviors described were not self-initiated or not work-

related or described a general tendency instead of an observable behavior or reflected proactivity 

for instrumental gain), 37 examples in which the behavior described was actually part of 

participants’ job requirements, and 27 examples in which respondents did not answer the 

question, expressed little to no opportunities for social interactions at work, or expressed that 

they did not care for social interactions at work. 

Next, a research assistant and I independently grouped similar behaviors together. By 

independently sorting the behaviors, we ensured that important behaviors relevant to the 

construct were not missed. We compared the groups made and through a discussion, decided 



62 

 

 

upon a total of 32 groups. Next, I wrote items that captured the key proactive behaviors 

described in each of the groups. This process resulted in a list of 32 items that could be 

potentially included in a scale that assesses PSBs. I also reviewed the literature for examples of 

PSBs to ensure that certain proposed behaviors were not missed. I found that the examples 

provided in the literature were represented in the examples provided by workers. Before having 

the items reviewed for feedback by other people, we decided to remove one item that reflected 

proactivity towards customers, as the current scale focused on proactivity towards colleagues at 

work. Therefore, there were a total of 31 items deemed to reflect PSBs. 

Next, I evaluated the 31 scale items by conducting one-on-one user interviews via video 

conference with ten workers, who were recruited using my personal network as a convenience 

sample. Workers consisted of six women and four men whose ages ranged from their early 20s 

to mid-50s. Workers held jobs in a variety of occupations, including business and financial 

operations, office and administrative support, and transportation and material moving. During the 

user interviews, workers were instructed to read each item. Then they were asked to say out loud 

what came to their mind as they read each item, what their response to the item would be and 

why. Raters were also asked to provide any additional suggestions for scale improvement (e.g., 

scale instructions, item clarity, response scale). On average, user interviews lasted between 30 

minutes to 1 hour.  

I modified the scale based on feedback received from workers during the user interviews. 

First, each item was edited to improve clarity by fixing grammar issues, providing examples of 

the behavior, and emphasizing the proactive nature of the item by using the stem “I often try to” 

(e.g., see Morrison & Phelps, 1999). Second, five items were removed: Two were perceived to 

be too similar to other items, two did not emphasize proactivity, and one item was merged with 
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another item because it described similar behaviors. Therefore, there were a total of 26 items in 

the final scale. Third, although all workers indicated that the scale instructions were easy to 

understand and clear, I made slight modifications to the scale instructions. Specifically, I 

modified the instructions to indicate that workers should focus on evaluating their work 

behaviors at their current job. I also indicated that it is normal for workers to engage in none, 

some, or all of these behaviors, as some workers expressed feeling that they should be engaging 

in all of the behaviors. All workers indicated that the response scale was easy to use. 

Study 1 Discussion 

The scale that was developed in Study 1, and was evaluated for its psychometric 

properties in Study 2, is included in Appendix C. The scale instructions ask workers to read each 

behavior described. Then the scale instructions ask workers to rate the extent to which each 

statement is true of their behaviors towards colleagues at their current job, with “1 = very untrue 

of me” to “7 = very true of me.” The instructions ask workers to rate how they actually behave 

and now how they or others think that they should behave. Scale scores were computed by taking 

the average of responses. Higher scores represented higher engagement in PSBs. 
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CHAPTER 5: STUDY 2 

Methods 

Participants 

In Study 2, I validated the developed scale and examined evidence for age differences in 

PSBs. Like Study 1, workers in Study 2 were recruited using Qualtrics Panel and were 

compensated directly by Qualtrics Panel for study participation. Workers were eligible for the 

study if they were 18 years of age or older, worked at least 20 hours a week, and had 

opportunities for in-person interactions with colleagues at work. Workers were ineligible to 

participate if they held a leadership position in their current job (e.g., supervisor, director, 

executive), as the opportunities to use PSBs may be uniquely different for workers in leadership 

compared to workers in non-leadership positions, due to the need for supervisors and executives 

to keep professional distance.  

Workers in the sample consisted of 216 people. A sample of this size was sufficient to 

detect a correlation at least as small as .20 and significant at p < .05 with 80% probability (Faul 

et al., 2009). Demographic information for workers in the study is summarized in Table 3. As 

recommended by Zacher and Kooij (2017), I included roughly a similar proportion of workers in 

different age groups. The age range for workers in the sample was 19 to 69 years (Mage = 45.5 

years, SD = 13.9 years). Further, 85% of the sample was white/Caucasian, 65% of the sample 

were women, and 69% of the sample had completed at least a 2-year college degree or higher. A 

little over half of the workers reported having a partner (51%) and close to three-fourths of the 

sample reported not having children in the household (76%). In terms of job type, 54% of 

workers held blue-collar occupations (e.g., transportation and material moving, production, food 

preparation and serving) and 46% of workers held white-collar occupations (e.g., educational 

instruction and library, office and administrative support, computer and mathematical). 
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Table 3. Demographic Information for Study Participants (Study 2) 

Variable Frequency (%) 

Age (Mage = 45.5, SD = 13.9)  

19 to 30 42 (19.4%) 

31 to 40 44 (20.4%) 

41 to 50 44 (20.4%) 

51 to 60 43 (19.9%) 

61 to 69 43 (19.9%) 

Race  

White/Caucasian 183 (85%) 

Black/African American 15 (7%) 

Other 16 (7%) 

Gender  

Male 75 (34%) 

Female 140 (65%) 

Education  

Less than high school 2 (1%) 

High school/GED 65 (30%) 

Associate’s degree/two-year 

technical degree/vocational school 

60 (28%) 

Bachelor’s degree 71 (33%) 

Master’s degree 15 (7%) 

Doctoral degree/professional 

degree 

2 (1%) 

Marital status  

Partner 111 (51%) 

No partner 105 (49%) 

Children in household  

Yes 50 (23%) 

No 165 (76%) 

Job type  

Blue-collar 116 (54%) 

White-collar   100 (46%) 

 

Note: Frequency may not add up to N = 216 study participants because some participants 

preferred not to answer certain survey items or percentage may not add up to 100% due to 

rounding. 
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Procedures 

I provided participants with the study purpose and a description of the study procedures. 

An online survey was used to collect data. Two attention check items were used as a measure of 

data quality (Brawley & Pury, 2016; Colbert et al., 2016). All participants included in the sample 

by Qualtrics Panel passed the attention check items. The psychological measures included in the 

survey were presented in random order; occupational, household, and demographic measures 

were gathered last. On average, workers spent 28 minutes on the survey. 

Measures 

Proactive behaviors. 

Proactive socioemotional behaviors (PSBs). I used the 26-item scale developed in Study 

1 to assess PSBs (see Appendix D). Workers rated the extent to which each statement was true of 

their behaviors at work, with “1 = very untrue of me” to “7 = very true of me.” Higher scores 

represented higher levels of PSBs at work. 

Proactive career behaviors. I used the 11-item scale used by Claes and Ruiz-Quintanilla 

(1998) to assess proactive career behaviors, which includes behaviors such as career planning 

(e.g., “I have a well-developed plan for the next few years of my work future”), developing 

competence or relevant knowledge skills and abilities (e.g., “I have gained experience in a 

variety of work assignments to increase my knowledge and skills”), consultation with others for 

career advice (e.g., “I have recently sought advice from workers, family, or other people about 

additional training or experience I need to develop skills that will help my future work chances”), 

and networking for work information and to increase work chances (e.g., “I have built a network 

of contacts or friendships with other employees to obtain information about how to do my work 

or determine what is expected of me”). Workers rated the extent to which they engaged in each 
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behavior on a 5-point scale, with “1 = not at all” to “5 = a great deal.” Higher scores represented 

higher levels of engagement in proactive career behaviors. 

Age and age-related variables. 

Age. Workers were asked to report their current age. Age was operationalized as a 

continuous variable in years.  

Occupational future time perspective (OFTP). I used the occupational future time 

perspective (OFTP) scale to assess workers’ perceptions about opportunities at work (7-items) 

and occupational time left (3-items; Zacher, 2013; Zacher & Frese, 2009). A sample item from 

the focus on opportunities at work is “Many opportunities await me in my occupational future” 

and a sample item from the focus on limitations at work is “I have the sense that my occupational 

time is running out.” Workers rated the extent to which they agreed with each statement using a 

5-point Likert scale, with “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree.” Higher scores in the 

focus on opportunities at work dimension represented higher perceptions of the future being full 

of opportunities; higher scores in focus on limitations at work represented higher perceptions of 

the future being limited. 

Goal endorsement. Goal endorsement was assessed by using the measure developed by 

Diekman, Brown, Johnston, and Clark (2010). Participants rated the extent to which they found 

agentic goals (14 items; e.g., status, focus on the self) and communal goals (9 items; e.g., helping 

others, connection with others) personally important. The response scale was on a 5-point scale, 

with “1 = not important” to “5 = very important.” Higher scores represented higher levels of 

endorsing communal and agentic goals as personally important. 

Personality and other psychological measures. 
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Proactive personality. I used the 17-item Proactive Personality Scale to assess proactive 

personality (Bateman & Crant, 1993). A sample item included “I am constantly on the lookout 

for new ways to improve my life.” Workers rated the extent to which they agreed with each 

statement by using a 7-point response scale, with “1 = strongly disagree” and “7 = strongly 

agree.” Higher scores represented higher levels of tendencies for proactivity. 

Agreeableness. I assessed agreeableness by using the 10-item measure from the 

International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Goldberg et al., 2006). A sample item included 

“sympathize with others’ feelings.” Workers rated the extent to which each item accurately 

described them by using a 5-point response scale, where “1 = very inaccurate” and “5 = very 

accurate.” Higher scores represented higher levels of tendencies for agreeableness.  

Extraversion. I assessed extraversion by using the 10-item measure from the IPIP 

(Goldberg et al., 2006). A sample item included “am the life of the party.” Workers rated the 

extent to which each item accurately described them by using a 5-point response scale, where “1 

= very inaccurate” and “5 = very accurate.” Higher scores represented higher levels of tendencies 

for extraversion. 

Sociability. I assessed sociability by using a 5-item measure from Cheek and Buss 

(1981). A sample item included “I like to be with people.” Workers rated the extent to which 

each item was characteristic of them by using a 5-point response scale, where “1 = not at all 

characteristic” and “5 = extremely characteristic.” Higher scores represented higher levels of 

sociability. 

Job-related burnout. I assessed burnout by using the 10-item Burnout Measure, short 

version (BM; Malach-Pines, 2005). The scale is unidimensional, and asks about emotional, 

physical, and mental exhaustion. Workers responded to the prompt: “When you think about your 
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work overall, how often do you feel the following?” Sample items included tired, disappointed 

with people, and hopeless. The response scale was on a 7-point frequency scale, with “1 = never” 

to “7 = always.” Higher scores represented higher levels of burnout. 

Demographic and contextual measures. 

Gender. Workers were asked to provide their gender (coded male = 1; female = 2). 

Education. Workers were asked to report their highest level of education completed from 

the degree options provided. I coded responses as “1 = less than high school”, “2 = high 

school/GED”, “3 = Associate’s degree/ two-year technical degree/vocational school”, “4 = 

Bachelor’s degree”, “5 = Master’s degree”, and “6 = Doctoral degree/professional degree”. 

Marital status. Workers were asked to provide their marital status. I created a 

dichotomous variable such that marital status was either unpartnered (marital status = 0) if 

workers responded single-never married, widowed, divorced, or separated or partnered (marital 

status = 1) if workers responded married or domestic partnership. 

Children in household. Workers were also asked to report whether children under the 

age of 18 currently live in the household. I created a dichotomous variable such that children in 

the household was either no (children in household = 0) or yes (children in household = 1).  

Household income. As an objective indicator of socioeconomic status, workers were 

asked to select a range for their household income from the options provided, such that “1 = less 

than $20,000”, “2 = $20,000–$39,999”, “3 = $40,000–$59,999”, “4 = $60,000–$79,999”, “5 = 

$80,000–$99,999”, “6 = $100,000–$119,999”, “7 = $120,000–$139,999”, “8 = $140,000–

$159,999”, “9 = $160,000–$179,999”, “10 = $180,000–$199,999”, “11 = $200,000+”. 

Subjective socioeconomic status. As a subjective indicator of socioeconomic status, 

workers were asked for their perceptions of where they stand in society, using the approach used 
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by Adler et al. (2000). Participants were shown a ladder with 10 rungs: “Think of this ladder as 

representing where people stand in our society. At the top of the ladder are the people who are 

the best off, those who have the most money, most education, and best jobs. At the bottom are 

the people who are the worst off, those who have the least money, least education, and worst jobs 

or no job.” They then were asked to choose a rung that represents where they view themselves on 

the ladder, such that “1” represented the bottom-most and “10” represented the top-most ring in 

the socioeconomic ladder. Higher ratings represent higher perceptions of workers’ perception of 

their standing in society in terms of money, education, and job. 

Tenure. Tenure was assessed by asking workers to report how long they have worked in 

their current job, their current organization, and their career (i.e., line of work). Tenure was 

operationalized as a continuous variable in years. 

Job type. Workers were asked to choose which occupational group best described their 

current line of work. Occupational category was based on the 2018 Standard Occupational 

Classification from the Department of Labor (e.g., healthcare support occupations, community 

and social services occupations). Occupational category was used to broadly classify jobs as 

either blue-collar (job type = 1; e.g., physical and routine work, such as building, grounds 

cleaning, and maintenance; construction and extraction; farming, fishing, and forestry; food 

preparation and serving; installation maintenance and repairing) or white-collar jobs (job type = 

2; e.g., nonroutine and professional, such as architecture and engineering; business and financial 

operations).  

Opportunity to interact with colleagues at work. Workers were asked “To what extent do 

you have an opportunity for in-person interactions with colleagues at work?” The response scale 
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was on a 5-point frequency scale, with “1 = never” to “5 = very much.” Higher scores 

represented more opportunity for in-person interactions.  

Results 

Data Analysis 

Descriptive statistics (number of participants, number of items in the scale, mean, 

standard deviation, range, and possible range) and reliability (internal consistency) of study 

variables are summarized in Table 4. There were missing responses for some of the demographic 

and contextual variables (i.e., range of one to nine missing responses for gender, education, 

children in the household, household income, and subjective socioeconomic status variables) 

because workers were given the option to not respond to these items if they preferred. Missing 

responses represented less than 1% of missing data for the demographic and contextual variables.  
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics and Reliability of Study Variables (Study 2) 

  Descriptives  Reliability 

Variable 

 

n 

Number 

of Items 

in Scale 

M SD Range Possible Range 

 Internal 

Consistency 

(Cronbach 

Alpha, α) 

Age and age-related variables          

1. Age (years)  216 1 45.51 13.89 19.00 – 69.00 ---  --- 

2. OFTP–focus on opportunitiesa  216 7 3.35 .91 1.14 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .92 

3. OFTP–focus on limitationsa  216 3 3.01 .97 1.00 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .79 

4. Agentic goals  216 14 3.55 .69 1.14 – 4.93 1.00 – 5.00  .89 

5. Communal goals  216 9 3.69 .83 1.44 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .90 

Personality and other psychological 

measures 

  
   

   
 

6. Proactive personality   216 17 5.03 .86 1.24 – 6.82 1.00 – 7.00  .93 

7. Agreeableness  216 10 3.97 .65 1.60 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .85 

8. Extraversion  216 10 2.82 .89 1.00 – 4.80 1.00 – 5.00  .91 

9. Sociability  216 5 2.95 .96 1.00 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .88 

10. Burnout  216 10 2.92 1.25 1.00 – 6.70 1.00 – 7.00  .94 

Demographic and contextual          

11. Genderb  215 1 1.65 .48 1,2 1,2  --- 

12. Educationc  215 1 3.18 1.00 1,2,3,4,5,6 1,2,3,4,5,6  --- 

13. Marital statusd  216 1 .51 .50 0,1 0,1  --- 

14. Children in householde  215 1 .23 .42 0,1 0,1  --- 

15. Household incomef  207 1 3.74 2.08 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11  --- 

16. Subjective socioeconomic statusg  214 1 5.49 1.63 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10  --- 

17. Job tenure (years)  216 1 7.38 7.57 .08 – 40.00 ---  --- 

18. Organizational tenure (years)  216 1 8.39 7.87 .08 – 40.00 ---  --- 

19. Career tenure (years)  216 1 15.04 11.66 0.00 – 47.00 ---  --- 

20. Job typeh  216 1 1.46 .50 1,2 1,2  --- 

21. Opp. interact with colleaguesi  216 1 4.19 1.01 2,3,4,5 1,2,3,4,5  --- 

Proactive behaviors          

22. PSB–emotional intentionsj  216 9 5.14 1.18 1.00 – 7.00 1.00 – 7.00  .93 

23. PSB–social intentionsj  216 4 3.34 1.51 1.00 – 7.00 1.00 – 7.00  .88 

24. PSB–generativity intentionsj  216 3 4.38 1.34 1.00 – 7.00 1.00 – 7.00  .76 

25. PSB–compositej  216 16 4.55 1.13 1.00 – 7.00 1.00 – 7.00  .94 

26. Proactive career behaviors  216 11 3.37 .90 1.00 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .92 
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Note:  
aOFTP = occupational future time perspective.  
bGender coded 1 = male, 2 = female. 
cEducation coded 1 = less than high school, 2 = high school/GED, 3 = Associate’s degree/ Two-year technical degree/vocational 

school, 4 = Bachelor’s degree, 5 = Master’s degree, 6 = Doctoral degree/professional degree. 
dMarital status coded 0 = unpartnered (single-never married, widowed, divorced, separated), 1 = partnered (married or domestic 

partnership). 
eChildren in household coded 0 = no children in household, 1 = children in household. 
fHousehold income coded 1 = less than $20,000, 2 = $20,000–$39,999, 3 = $40,000–$59,999, 4 = $60,000–$79,999, 5 = $80,000–

$99,999, 6 = $100,000–$119,999, 7 = $120,000–$139,999, 8 = $140,000–$159,999, 9 = $160,000–$179,999, 10 = $180,000–

$199,999, 11 = $200,000+. 
gSubjective socioeconomic status coded 1 = bottom-most ring in socioeconomic ladder, 10 = top-most ring in socioeconomic ladder. 
hJob type is coded 1 = blue-collar, 2 = white-collar. 
iOpportunities to interact with colleagues coded 1 = never, 2 = a little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = much, 5 = very much. Participants who 

responsed 1 = never were not eligible for the current study. 
jPSB = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  
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Exploratory factor analysis.  

The factor structure of the PSB scale (26 items) was assessed through exploratory factor 

analysis, using principal factor analysis with varimax rotation. A factor analysis can reveal any 

underlying factors assessed by scale items (Devellis, 2016). In examining the factor analysis, I 

removed 9 items that cross loaded on multiple factors and 1 item that loaded less than .4 on any 

factor in order to only retain items that clearly loaded onto factors (Matsunaga, 2010). Table 5 

summarizes the factor analysis findings with the remaining 16 items, including the scale items, 

item means and standard deviation, and factor loadings. The factor analysis revealed three 

factors with eigenvalues greater than 1, which accounted for 69.24% of variance in the items; 

other factors had eigenvalues less than 1, and were therefore not retained (Briggs & Cheek, 

1986). The factors were labeled: emotional intentions (i.e., PSBs that concern experiencing 

emotional satisfaction through social interactions with colleagues; 9 items loaded most heavily 

on this factor), social intentions (i.e., PSBs that concern creating opportunities for socializing 

with colleagues; 4 items loaded most heavily on this factor), and generativity intentions (i.e., 

PSBs that relate to productivity, such as providing training and job feedback to colleagues, or 

improving the work environment for colleagues; 3 items loaded most heavily on this factor). I 

created factor composites by taking the average responses across remaining items. In addition, an 

overall composite was computed by taking the average response across all items (i.e., 16 items). 

I also examined the reliability estimates for the factors and the overall composite. A reliability 

coefficient of  .70 and higher is considered to be in the acceptable range for research measures in 

psychology (Cortina, 1993; Nunnally, 1978; Ponterotto & Ruckdeschel, 2007). Emotional 

intentions, social intentions, generativity intentions, and the overall composite all had reliability 
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coefficients, or Cronbach’s alphas, higher than .70 (i.e., .93, .88, .76, and .94 respectively; 

Cronbach, 1951).  
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Table 5. Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis of Scale Items (Study 2) 

Item M SD F1. F2. F3. 

Factor 1. Emotional intentions      

1.  I often try to make time to interact with my colleagues 

because even brief interactions can lead to closer relationships 

at work (e.g., asking about their weekends). 

5.12 1.46 .775 .246 .282 

2. I often try to say nice things to my colleagues in order to 

build positive relationships at work (e.g., compliments). 
5.36 1.31 .730 .190 .234 

3. I often try to initiate conversations with my colleagues 

because I enjoy getting to know each other personally. 
4.95 1.54 .724 .439 .188 

4. I often try to create opportunities to interact with certain 

colleagues that make me feel positive emotions at work (e.g., 

happy, relaxed). 

5.00 1.54 .707 .288 .260 

5. I often try to help my colleagues feel comfortable at work 

because I want to support a positive working environment (e.g., 

introducing a new colleague to the team). 

5.34 1.32 .657 .155 .477 

6. I often try to take time to interact with colleagues at work 

that I consider to be close friends because doing so is enjoyable 

to me (e.g., taking lunch breaks together). 

4.96 1.56 .649 .368 .092 

7. I often try to use humor with my colleagues to make work 

more fun. 
5.51 1.56 .646 .215 .262 

8. I often try to make kind gestures for my colleagues because 

doing so makes me feel good (e.g., bringing treats to share, 

sending a thank-you note). 

4.96 1.54 .609 .277 .388 

9. I often try to approach colleagues who appear to be feeling 

down because I find satisfaction in helping. 
5.07 1.30 .609 .219 .369 

Factor 2. Social intentions      

10. I often try to plan social activities outside of work so that 

my colleagues and I can get to know each other personally (e.g. 

dinner, bowling). 

3.10 1.70 .241 .846 .183 

11. I often try to invite my colleagues to spend time together 

outside of work to develop closer relationships. 
3.34 1.67 .306 .745 .181 

12. I often try to organize social activities at work so that my 

colleagues and I have fun (e.g., holiday parties, contests). 
3.30 1.84 .250 .700 .404 

13. I often try to organize celebrations for important dates in 

my colleagues’ lives to support positive relationships at work 

(e.g., birthdays). 

3.62 1.81 .287 .608 .227 

Factor 3. Generativity intentions      

14. I often try to look for opportunities to teach or train my 

colleagues because doing so is personally meaningful to me. 
4.58 1.56 .285 .175 .656 

15. I often try to propose new workplace initiatives that 

improve the working environment for me and my colleagues 

(e.g., support groups, wellness activities). 

3.98 1.77 .204 .313 .641 

16. I often try to provide job feedback to my colleagues 

because I find it satisfying to help my colleagues develop their 

skills. 

4.58 1.56 .334 .221 .545 

Eigenvalue   8.53 1.44 1.11 

% of Total Variance   53.28 9.01 6.95 

Total Variance     69.24% 
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Note: N = 216. Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings Based on Principal Axis Factoring. Factor 

loadings of at least .5 are bolded. F1 = emotional intentions, F2 = social intentions, F3 = 

generativity intentions. 
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Intercorrelation for proactive behaviors.  

Next, I examined the intercorrelations between PSBs and proactive career behaviors (see 

Table 6). Correlations were determined to be small (r = .1), moderate (r = .3), or large (r = .5), as 

per effect size guidelines in Cohen (1988). Similar to the findings by Parker and Collins (2010), I 

found significant positive correlations between the proactive constructs. More specifically, the 

factors had moderate to large positive correlations with proactive career behaviors, ranging from 

r =.430 to r = .578. These correlations suggest that the behaviors are similar in their proactive 

nature but likely to be distinct in their intent, with PSBs focused on interacting with others 

mainly for emotional and social rewards and proactive career behaviors focused on interacting 

with others mainly for instrumental gain.  

 

Table 6. Intercorrelations for Proactive Behaviors (Study 2) 

Variable 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 

1. PSB–emotional intentions ---     

2. PSB–social intentions .647 ---    

3. PSB–generativity intentions .633 .563 ---   

4. PSB–composite .940 a .836 a .778 a ---  

5. Proactive career behaviors .544 .430 .527 .578 --- 

 

Note: N = 216. PSB = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  

All correlations are significant at the p < .01 level. 
aLarge intercorrelations due to part-whole correlations. 

 

Evidence for validity. 

The intercorrelations among age, personality, demographic and contextual variables are 

presented in Table 7. I assessed whether the study sample reflected previous findings on the 
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relationships between chronological age and age-related normative changes. In regards to OFTP, 

I found that age was negatively related to OFTP–focus on opportunities (r = -.561, p < .001) and 

positively related to OFTP–focus on limitations (r = .407, p < .001), which is similar to previous 

findings (e.g., Rudolph et al., 2018; Zacher & Frese, 2009). In regard to goal orientations, I 

found a small negative correlation between age and agentic goals (r = -.175, p = .010) and no 

relationship with age and communal goals (r = -.036, p = .598). Although agentic goals declining 

with age is predicted by SST, I did not find that communal goals increased with age, as would 

also be predicted by SST. Because the intercorrelations for remaining variables in the table are 

not central to the study, they not discussed in detail but are presented. 
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Table 7. Intercorrelations for Age, Personality, Demographic and Contextual Variables (Study 2) 

Variable 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20 21. 

Age and age-related variables                      

1. Age ---                     

2. OFTP–focus on opportunities -.561 ---                    

3. OFTP–focus on limitations .407 -.706 ---                   

4. Agentic goals -.175 .485 -.235 ---                  

5. Communal goals -.036 .402 -.163 .513 ---                 

Personality/other psychological 

variables 
                                          

6. Proactive personality  -.108 .525 -.212 .624 .557 ---                

7. Agreeableness -.014 .275 -.137 .172 .607 .355 ---               

8. Extraversion .088 .139 -.017 .229 .304 .354 .333 ---              

9. Sociability -.028 .255 -.099 .273 .556 .389 .500 .663 ---             

10. Burnout -.149 -.138 .296 -.019 -.069 -.090 -.214 -.208 -.141 ---            

Demographic and contextual 

variables 
                                          

11. Gender -.108 .121 -.094 .036 .190 -.027 .120 -.045 .057 -.083 ---           

12. Education .082 -.027 -.018 -.053 .077 -.013 .086 .039 .012 -.111 .162 ---          

13. Marital status .088 -.028 .075 .016 .066 .087 .044 .132 .146 -.022 -.025 .042 ---         

14. Children in household -.268 .150 .001 .190 .008 .165 .039 .034 -.002 .049 .100 -.134 .180 ---        

15. Household income .115 -.034 -.002 -.046 -.007 -.004 .050 .135 .057 -.132 .103 .389 .306 .022 ---       

16. SES .085 .173 -.215 .188 .191 .154 .157 .214 .162 -.209 .041 .292 .138 -.056 .337 ---      

17. Job tenure .426 -.300 .198 .010 .032 -.100 -.050 .059 -.007 -.127 -.044 .039 .016 -.084 .042 .115 ---     

18. Organizational tenure  .431 -.273 .172 -.027 -.012 -.042 -.050 .024 -.023 -.101 -.079 .033 .007 -.064 .108 .165 .682 ---    

19. Career tenure .610 -.414 .337 -.015 -.056 -.017 -.147 -.003 -.100 -.054 -.118 .075 .115 -.122 .164 .060 .528 .527 ---   

20. Job type .002 .020 -.071 .004 .076 -.043 .082 -.034 .008 -.099 .324 .443 -.026 -.072 .340 .350 .099 .130 .056 ---  

21 Opp. interact with colleagues -.054 .078 -.063 .059 .093 .126 .182 .000 .122 -.111 .042 .007 .009 .038 .072 .111 .007 .055 -.013 .055 --- 

 

Note: Intercorrelations range from N = 206 to N = 216. Intercorrelations larger than or equal to |.137| are significant at the p < .05 

level; intercorrelations larger than or equal to |.180| are significant at the p < .01 level.  

OFTP = occupational future time perspective. SES = socioeconomic status. Opp. interact with colleagues = opportunities to interact 

with colleagues.  
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I assessed the convergent and discriminant validity of the PSB scale by examining its 

correlations with personality and other psychological measures (see Table 8). As hypothesized, 

there was a large positive correlation between proactive personality and PSBs (emotional 

intentions: r = .506, p < .001; social intentions r = .377, p < .001; generativity intentions: r = 

.631, p < .001; composite: r = .561, p < .001; Hypothesis 1a supported); people with a tendency 

towards proactivity also had higher use of PSBs.  

I also assessed the relationship between PSBs and orientations that people hold towards 

others (i.e., agreeableness, extraversion, sociability). I found partial support of Hypothesis 1b: I 

found a stronger positive correlation between emotional intentions and extraversion (r = .526, p 

< .001) than proactive career behaviors and extraversion (r = .380, p < .001; z = 2.60, p = .009), 

a stronger positive correlation between social intentions and extraversion (r = .571, p = .001) 

than proactive career behaviors and extraversion (r = .380, p < .001; z = 3.14, p = .002), and a 

stronger positive correlation between the composite and extraversion (r = .581, p < .001) than 

proactive career behaviors and extraversion (r = .380, p < .001; z = 3.82, p < .001); no significant 

difference was found when comparing the correlation between generativity intentions and 

extraversion (r = .378, p < .001) and the correlation between proactive career behaviors and 

extraversion (r = .380, p < .001; z = 0.03, p = .974).  
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Table 8. Intercorrelations for Proactive Behaviors with Age, Personality, and Other Psychological Measures (Study 2) 

Variable Age 
OFTP–

focus on 

opportunities 

OFTP–

focus on 

limitations 

Agentic 

goals 

Communal 

goals 

Proactive 

personality  

Agreeable-

ness 
Extraversion Sociability Burnout 

1. PSB–emotional 

intentions 
-.068 .333** -.156* .330** .560** .506** .615** .526** .627** -.189** 

2. PSB–social 

intentions 
-.167* .329** -.142* .300** .417** .377** .309** .571** .644** -.122 

3. PSB–generativity 

intentions 
-.019 .301** -.082 .340** .443** .631** .394** .378** .481** -.158* 

4. PSB–composite -.100 .371** -.157* .368** .564** .561** .549** .581** .688** -.186** 

5. Proactive career 

behaviors 
-.211** .586** -.310** .611** .534** .723** .384** .380** .419** -.096 

 

Note: N = 216. PSB = proactive socioemotional behaviors. OFTP = occupational future time perspective.  

*p < .05, **p < .01 
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I found partial support of Hypothesis 1c: I found a stronger positive correlation between 

emotional intentions and agreeableness (r = .615, p < .001) than proactive career behaviors and 

agreeableness (r = .384, p < .001; z = 4.33, p < .001) and a stronger positive correlation between 

the composite and agreeableness (r = .549, p < .001) than proactive career behaviors and 

agreeableness (r = .384, p < .001; z = 3.09, p = .002). However, there were no significant 

differences when comparing the correlations between social intentions and agreeableness  (r = 

.309, p < .001) and proactive career behaviors and agreeableness  (r = .384, p < .001; z = 1.12, p 

= .264)  or between generativity intentions and agreeableness  (r = .394, p < .001) and proactive 

career behaviors and agreeableness  (r = .384, p < .001; z = .17, p = .868) 

I found partial support for Hypothesis 1d:  I found a stronger positive correlation between 

emotional intentions and sociability (r = .627, p < .001) than proactive career behaviors and 

sociability (r = .419, p < .001; z = 3.98, p < .001), a stronger positive correlation between social 

intentions and sociability (r = .644, p < .001) than proactive career behaviors and sociability (r = 

.419, p < .001; z = 3.94, p < .001), and a stronger positive correlation between the composite and 

sociability (r = .688, p < .001) than proactive career behaviors and sociability (r = .419, p < .001; 

z = 5.59, p < .001). However, there were no significant differences when comparing the 

correlations between generativity intentions and sociability (r = .481, p < .001) and proactive 

career behaviors and sociability (r = .419, p < .001; z = 1.08, p = .282). Overall, people with 

greater orientations towards others, such as a need to interact with others or having care towards 

others, reported higher use of PSBs.  

Further, to examine the discriminant validity of the PSB scale, I used a measure of 

burnout. In partial support of Hypothesis 1e, there was a small negative correlation between 

burnout and some of the PSB factors (emotional intentions: r = -.189, p = .005; generativity 
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intentions: r = -.158, p = .020) and composite (r = -.186, p = .006). However, burnout did not 

reach a significant level with social intentions (r = -.122, p = .073). People who reported being 

exhausted at work had lower use of PSBs. By contrast, there were no significant correlations 

between burnout and proactive career behaviors (r = -.096, p = .162). 

Age differences in PSBs.  

I assessed the scale for evidence of age differences in PSBs (i.e., chronological age and 

age-related normative changes in OFTP and goal orientations; see Table 8). 

Chronological age. For chronological age, I found a small negative relationship between 

age and social intentions (r = -.167, p = .014) but no evidence for age differences with the other 

factors and the composite (Hypothesis 2a not supported). By contrast, older workers were 

significantly less likely to engage in proactive career behaviors than younger workers, as shown 

by the small negative relationship between age and proactive career behaviors (r = -.211, p = 

.002; Hypothesis 2b supported).  

Occupational future time perspective (OFTP). I also examined relationships between 

OFTP and proactive behaviors. In support of Hypothesis 2c, I found a stronger positive 

correlation between OFTP–focus on opportunities and proactive career behaviors (r = .586, p < 

.001) than with emotional intentions (r = .333, p < .001; z = 4.60, p < .001), social intentions (r = 

.329, p < .001; z = 4.20, p < .001), generativity intentions (r = .301, p < .001; z = 5.06, p < .001), 

and the composite (r = .371, p < .001; z = 4.09, p < .001).  

Further, in support of Hypothesis 2d, I found a stronger negative correlation between 

OFTP–focus on limitations and proactive career behaviors (r = -.310, p < .001) than with 

emotional intentions (r = -.156, p = .022; z = 2.45, p = .014), social intentions (r = -.142, p = 
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.037; z = 2.39, p = .017), generativity intentions (r = -.082, p = .231; z = 3.54, p < .001), and the 

composite (r = -.157, p = .021; z = 2.53, p = .011). 

Goal orientations. Next, I examined relationships between goal orientations and 

proactive behaviors. I found partial support of Hypothesis 2e: I found a stronger positive 

correlation between emotional intentions and communal goals (r = .560, p < .001) than with 

agentic goals (r = .330, p < .001; z = 3.99, p < .001) and the composite and communal goals (r = 

.564, p < .001) than with agentic goals (r = .368, p < .001; z = 3.42, p = .001). However, there 

were no significant differences when comparing relationships between social intentions and 

communal goals (r = .417, p < .001) than with agentic goals (r = .300, p < .001; z = 1.90, p = 

.058) or when comparing relationships between generativity intentions and communal goals (r = 

.443, p < .001) than with agentic goals (r = .340, p < .001; z = 1.70, p = .089). Further, I did not 

find a significant difference in the large positive correlations found between proactive career 

behaviors and agentic goals (r = .611, p < .001) and communal goals (r = .534, p < .001; z = 

1.48, p = .138). Therefore, Hypothesis 2f was not supported. 

Demographic and contextual factors (exploratory). 

Although no formal hypotheses were presented, I also examined the extent to which 

demographic and contextual factors were related to PSBs (see Table 9). I found that women were 

more likely than men to use PSBs (emotional intentions: r = .178, p = .009; social intentions: r = 

.143, p = .036; composite: r = .150, p = .028), with the exception of generativity intentions (r = -

.009, p = .893). By contrast, no significant relationships were found with gender and proactive 

career behaviors (r = .06, p = .381). Education was not related to use of PSBs. By contrast, small 

positive relationships were found between education and proactive career behaviors (r = .135, p 

= .048). 
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I also examined relationships between workers’ social environments outside of work and 

proactivity. I found that workers who had a partner were more likely to engage in PSBs at work 

than workers who did not have a partner (social intentions: r = .145, p = .033; generativity 

intentions: r = .150, p = .027; composite: r = .148, p = .029), perhaps reflecting that workers with 

partners may try to meet their social needs at work, as they may be limited in resources outside 

of work (e.g., family time demands) and workers without partners may have the resources (e.g., 

more personal time) to engage in social interactions outside of work. By contrast, marital status 

was not significantly related to proactive career behaviors (r = .018, p = .796). Whether children 

lived in the household was not significantly related to PSBs but having children in the household 

had a small positive correlation with engaging in proactive career behaviors (r = .134, p = .049), 

which might reflect younger workers who are likely to have children at home and may be 

focusing on actions at work that will promote career development.
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Table 9. Intercorrelations for Proactive Behaviors with Demographic and Contextual Variables (Study 2) 

Variable Gender Education 
Marital 

status 

Children 

in 

household 

Household 

income 
SES Job tenure 

Org. 

tenure  

Career 

tenure 
Job type 

Opp. 

interact 

with 

colleagues 

1. PSB–emotional 

intentions 
.178** .098 .114 .01 .098 .166* -.082 -.049 -.128 .086 .311** 

2. PSB–social 

intentions 
.143* .107 .145* .06 .108 .164* -.08 -.055 -.165* .087 .078 

3. PSB–generativity 

intentions 
-.009 .027 .150* .119 .112 .036 -.029 -.069 -.079 .013 .178** 

4. PSB–composite .150* .099 .148* .052 .118 .160* -.081 -.062 -.147* .082 .247** 

5. Proactive career 

behaviors 
.06 .135* .018 .134* .091 .249** -.076 -.025 -.102 .132 .254** 

 

Note: Intercorrelations range from N = 207 to N = 216.  

PSB = proactive socioemotional behaviors. Subjective socioeconomic status = SES. Org. tenure = Organizational tenure. 

Opp. interact with colleagues = Opportunities to interact with colleagues. 

* p < .05, **p < .01 level 
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Socioeconomic status was found to have different patterns of relationships with PSBs and 

proactive career behaviors. Household income was not related to PSBs (e.g., composite: r = .118, 

p = .796) or proactive career behaviors (r = .091, p = .191). However, subjective socioeconomic 

status was related to PSBs and proactive career behaviors; there were small positive correlations 

with subjective socioeconomic status and the PSB factors (emotional intentions: r = .166, p = 

.015; social intentions: r = .164, p = .016) and the composite (r = .160, p = .019) and with 

proactive career behaviors (r = .249, p < .001), with the exception of generativity intentions (r = 

.036, p = .600). These findings perhaps reflect the personal resources (e.g., money) needed to 

engage in certain types of social interactions at work, such as having meals with colleagues. By 

contrast, generative behaviors, such as training colleagues, may not require relatively as many 

personal resources since this type of proactivity is likely to occur at work and is supported by the 

organization.  

The intercorrelations between occupational factors and proactive behaviors were also 

examined. Job and organizational tenure were not related to PSBs or proactive career behaviors. 

By contrast, career tenure had small negative correlations with social intentions (r = -.165, p = 

.015) and the composite (r = -.147, p = .030), which might be partially driven by age, as age and 

career tenure had a large positive correlation (r = .610 , p < .001). Job type was not related to 

PSBs or proactive career behaviors; blue-collar workers were not less or more likely than white-

collar workers to engage in PSBs or vice-versa. Lastly, I examined relationships between 

opportunities for in-person interactions with colleagues at work and proactivity. Small to 

moderate positive correlations were found between opportunities for in-person interactions and 

certain PSB factors (emotional intentions: r = .311, p < .001; generativity intentions: r = .178, p 

= .009), the composite (r = .247, p < .001), and proactive career behaviors (r = .254, p < .001), 
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with the exception of social intentions (r = .078, p = .254). Workers were more likely to engage 

in emotional intentions and generativity intentions when they had opportunities for in-person 

interactions with colleagues (e.g., opportunities to greet colleagues or to train colleagues). By 

contrast, despite how much opportunity may or may not exist to interact with colleagues at work, 

workers appear to be relatively more purposeful in choosing to engage or not engage in social 

intentions. 

Study 2 Discussion 

In Study 2, I assessed the structure, reliability, and validity of the developed scale and 

examined initial evidence for age differences in PSBs. Overall, the developed scale showed 

acceptable psychometric properties, including acceptable levels of reliability at the factor level 

and composite level and had expected relationships with other established measures found in the 

literature. The developed scale revealed three facets of PSBs: emotional intentions, social 

intentions, and generativity intentions. Emotional intentions were characterized as behaviors that 

concern experiencing emotional satisfaction through social interactions with colleagues, social 

intentions were characterized as behaviors that create opportunities for socializing with 

colleagues, and generativity intentions were characterized as behaviors that focus on helping 

colleagues with skill development and job training. Examining the convergent and discriminant 

validity of the PSB scale provided some initial evidence that the facets were meaningfully 

different from each other. Although emotional intentions were more related to extraversion, 

agreeableness, and sociability than proactive career behaviors, and social intentions were more 

related to extraversion and sociability than proactive career behaviors, generativity intentions did 

not indicate such patterns, suggesting perhaps that generativity intentions are less social in 

nature. As further evidence, emotional intentions was the only factor more strongly related to 

holding communal goals than agentic goals. 
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There was also initial evidence for age differences in certain types of PSBs. More 

specifically, older workers were less likely than younger workers to engage in PSBs for social 

intentions. This finding might reflect older workers focusing less on behaviors that are viewed as 

less personally meaningful (e.g., colleagues at work may have less of an emotional award than 

relationships outside of work) than younger workers who still value gaining knowledge and 

experiences from meeting people and developing relationships. In contrast to age differences in 

social intentions, no age differences were found for emotional intentions and generativity 

intentions. As expected, older workers were less likely than younger workers to engage in 

proactive career behaviors. These findings suggest that unlike proactivity for instrumental gains, 

such as proactive career behaviors, proactivity for emotion-related gains, such as PSBs, may be 

an important and relevant type of proactivity across the working lifespan.  

Direct measures of age-related normative changes in OFTP and motivation also revealed 

more information about the nature of PSBs, especially when compared to proactive career 

behaviors. Workers were more likely to engage in proactive behaviors if they perceived their 

future at work to be full of opportunities and unlimited. The relationship between focus on 

opportunities and proactivity was even stronger with proactive career behaviors than PSBs. 

Workers were also less likely to engage in proactive behaviors if they focused on limitations at 

work; the relationship between a focus on limitation was even stronger with proactive career 

behaviors than PSBs. These findings provide some support that PSBs are slightly more resistant 

to changes in future time perspective than proactive career behaviors, and again providing some 

support that PSBs may be important across the working lifespan. Further, as previously 

highlighted, emotional intentions were more strongly related to communal goals than agentic 

goals. In the study sample, agentic goals decreased with age, but no age differences were 
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observed with communal goals. This may provide additional support that, unlike the decrease 

observed in agentic goals and proactivity for knowledge-related gains, communal goals and 

proactivity for emotion-related gains may remain steady across the working life. 

Demographic and contextual factors also appeared to be relevant to PSBs, which 

provided further understanding of the nature of PSBs. More specifically, women, having a 

partner, subjective socioeconomic status, and having opportunities to interact with colleagues 

were positively related to PSBs. Demographic and contextual environment should therefore be 

considered in the extent to which it supports or inhibits proactivity. 

Overall, Study 2 suggests that workers engage in PSBs across the working lifespan, not 

just older workers. However, the question remains, do older workers particularly benefit from 

using PSBs at work (e.g., more job satisfaction)? In Study 3, I examined the strength of the 

relationships between PSBs and work attitudes and performance, and further, examined whether 

age moderated proactivity-work attitude and performance relationships. 
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CHAPTER 6: STUDY 3 

Methods 

Participants 

In Study 3, workers were eligible for the study if they were 18 years of age and older, 

worked at least 20 hours a week, had an opportunity for in-person interactions with colleagues, 

were able to read, understand, and write basic English, and could provide the contact information 

for two or three colleagues who could provide an evaluation of their work attitudes and 

performance. University faculty were not eligible for the study to minimize restricting the sample 

to a specific profession. Workers in supervisory or executive positions were also not eligible for 

the study because leaders may need to keep a professional distance from colleagues, which may 

restrict engaging in certain proactive behaviors at work. A sample of 200 workers was 

determined to be sufficient to detect an increase in r-squared as small as .03 and significant at p 

< .05 with 80% probability (Faul et al., 2009). To draw study volunteers into the study and to 

reach a sufficient sample size that included workers across age groups, a convenience sample 

was used, with a mixed recruitment strategy: 1) study information was shared via email with 

workers in organizations that were in my professional network prior to the study or developed 

through conversations with organizations about the study and sending study information to 

workers was negotiated and 2) study information was shared via recruitment ads placed online 

on social networking sites (i.e., Facebook, LinkedIn, Craigslist). Approximately 61% of the 

sample was recruited through organizations and 39% of the sample was recruited online. 

Compared to workers recruited online, workers recruited through organizations were older (Mage 

= 47.3 years, SD = 10.50 years vs. Mage = 37.7 years, SD = 10.50 years). It was expected that 

more younger workers than older workers would be recruited through social networking sites 

because although younger and older adults may increasingly use the internet at similar rates, 
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younger adults are more likely to use the internet for social networking sites than older adults 

(Perrin, 2015). Compared to workers recruited online, workers recruited directly through 

organizations were more likely to be employed in white-collar occupations than blue-collar 

occupations, were more likely to be women, and were more likely to have higher levels of 

education. This was expected as the distribution lists used to share study information directly to 

workers included more women than men on the lists and included organizations that were more 

likely to hire workers for white-collar occupations that typically require higher levels of 

education than blue-collar occupations. To examine relationships between demographic 

variables, proactivity, and work attitudes and performance, zero-order correlations with 

demographic variables are reported in the current research. Further, demographic variables are 

included as a separate block of predictors for work attitudes and performance in hierarchical 

moderated regression analyses. 

Demographic information for the 250 workers in the sample is shown in Table 10. The 

age range was 22 to 65 years of age (Mage = 43.5 years, SD = 11.5 years). In the study, 66% of 

workers were white/Caucasian, 65% of workers were women, and 87% of workers had 

completed at least an Associate’s degree or higher. Over half of workers reported having a 

partner (65%) and over half reported not having children in the household (57%). Most workers 

were employed in white-collar jobs (e.g., see Hu, Kaplan, & Dalal, 2010; Toppinen-Tanner, 

Kalimo, & Mutanen, 2002). Eighty-three percent of workers were employed in white-collar 

occupations (e.g., educational instruction and library, office and administrative support, 

community and social services, healthcare practitioner and technical) and 17% of workers 

employed in blue-collar occupations (e.g., food preparation and serving , transportation and 

material moving, production).  
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Table 10. Demographic Information for Study Participants (Study 3) 

Variable Frequency (%) 

Age (Mage = 43.5, SD = 11.5)  

22 to 30 47 (18.8%) 

31 to 40 53 (21.2%) 

41 to 50 69 (27.6%) 

51 to 60 62 (24.8%) 

61 to 65 19 (7.6%) 

Race  

White/Caucasian 165 (66%) 

Hispanic/Latino 31 (12%) 

Black/African American 21 (8%) 

Other 31 (8%) 

Gender  

Male 87 (35%) 

Female 162 (65%) 

Education  

High school/GED 25 (10%) 

Associate’s degree/two-year 

technical degree/vocational school 

28 (11%) 

Bachelor’s degree 105 (42%) 

Master’s degree 75 (30%) 

Doctoral degree/professional 

degree 

13 (5%) 

Marital status  

Partnered 164 (65%) 

Unpartnered 85 (34%) 

Children in household  

Yes 105 (42%) 

No 143 (57%) 

Job type  

Blue-collar 42 (17%) 

White-collar   208 (83%) 

 

Note: Frequency may not add up to N = 250 study participants and/or percentage may not add up 

to 100% because some participants preferred not to answer certain survey items. 
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Colleague ratings. Colleague ratings of workers’ attitudes and performance were used to 

validate workers’ self-ratings. Previous studies have used colleague ratings to provide 

independent observer ratings of workplace behaviors (e.g., Belschak & Den Hartog, 2010; Den 

Hartog & Belschak, 2007; Grant, Parker, & Collins, 2009; Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Tims, 

Bakker, & Derks, 2012), states and feelings (e.g., Burisch, 2007; Colbert et al., 2016; Judge, 

Bono, & Locke, 2000; Lazaro & Shinn, 1984; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012), and performance 

(e.g., Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012; Grant, Parker, & Collins, 2009; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 

2012). Meta-analytics studies provide support for the validity between colleague ratings and self-

ratings (Conway & Huffcutt, 1997; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988).  

Colleague sample. There were 368 colleague surveys completed. Two surveys were 

removed from data analysis because the respondents were not work colleagues (i.e., mentor, 

spouse). Therefore, there were a total of 366 colleague surveys completed and used to validate 

worker ratings. The colleague sample (Mage = 39.0, SD = 10.1 years) consisted of 63% women 

and 66% were white/Caucasian. Further, over 90% of the colleague sample had earned at least an 

Associate’s degree or higher. 

Matching colleague surveys to worker surveys. Colleague surveys were matched to 

worker surveys. Out of the 250 workers in the study, 215 (or 86% of the sample) had at least one 

colleague informant (i.e., 35 workers had zero colleague-ratings, 90 workers had one colleague-

rating, 99 workers had two colleague-ratings, and 26 workers had three colleague-ratings). If 

they were referred by a colleague, workers who had already participated in the survey could 

provide up to one colleague rating. Out of the 250 workers in the study, 16 workers provided one 

colleague rating, representing 6% of the sample. Workers with colleague ratings did not differ 

from workers without colleague ratings in age and age-related variables, personality variables, 
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and demographic and contextual variables (see Table 11). There were, however, mean-level 

differences between workers with colleague ratings and workers without colleague rating in level 

of social intentions, OCB–O, and intentions to retire. Specifically, workers with colleague ratings 

reported higher levels of social intentions (M = 4.49, SD = 1.42 vs. M = 3.69, SD = 1.70; t(42.1) 

= 2.65, p = .011, d = .51), lower levels of OCB–O (M = 3.86, SD = .57 vs. M = 4.13, SD = .39; 

t(60.5) = 3.41, p = .001, d = .51), and higher levels of intentions to retire (M = 2.28, SD = 1.24 

vs. M = 1.74, SD = 1.24; t(248) = 2.38, p = .018, d = .44) than colleagues without colleagues 

ratings. 
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Table 11. Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables for Workers With and Without Colleague Ratings (Study 3) 

 
 Workers with 

Colleague Ratings 

 Workers without 

Colleague Ratings 

 
  

Variable  n M SD  n M SD  Test Statistic p-value 

Age and age-related variables            

1. Age (years)  215 43.08 11.41  35 46.31 11.83  t(248) = 1.54 .124    

2. OFTP–focus on opportunitiesa  215 3.60 .77  35 3.51 .93  t(248) = .61 .543 

3. OFTP–focus on limitationsa  215 3.09 .91  35 2.90 1.05  t(248) = 1.06 .288 

4. Agentic goals  215 3.73 .60  35 3.68 .59  t(248) = .49 .624 

5. Communal goals  215 4.06 .61  35 4.07 .58  t(248) = .16 .877 

Personality variables            

6. Proactive personality   215 5.39 .83  35 5.57 .83  t(248) = 1.23 .221 

7. Sociability  215 3.60 .77  35 3.34 1.01  t(40.6) = 1.47 .148 

Demographic and contextual variables            

8. Genderb
  212 1.63 .48  35 1.77 .42  X2 (1, N = 249) = 2.62 .106 

9. Educationc  214 4.11 1.05  34 4.00 .78  X2 (4, N = 246) = 5.84 .212 

10. Marital statusd  213 .65 .48  35 .69 .47  X2 (1, N = 249) = .13 .716 

11. Children in householde  214 .42 .50  35 .43 .50  X2 (1, N = 248) = .004 .947 

12. Subjective socioeconomic statusf  215 6.13 1.54  34 5.97 1.36  t(246) = .56 .579 

13. Job tenure (years)  215 5.79 6.22  35 5.35 7.01  t(248) = .38 .705 

14. Organizational tenure (years)  215 8.17 7.23  35 5.86 6.39  t(248) = 1.78 .076 

15. Career tenure (years)  215 12.05 8.75  35 13.50 9.76  t(248) = .89 .372 

16. Job typeg  215 1.82 .38  35 1.89 .32  X2 (1, N = 250) = .840 .359 

17. Opportunities to interact with colleaguesh  212 4.41 .77  35 4.40 .77  t(248) = .07 .947 

Proactive behaviors            

18. PSB–emotional intentionsi  215 5.60 .79  35 5.72 .84  t(248) = .796 .427 

19. PSB–social intentionsi  215 4.49 1.42  35 3.69 1.70  t(42.1) = 2.65 .011* 

20. PSB–generativity intentionsi  215 4.96 1.17  35 4.63 1.21  t(248) = 1.53 .127 

21. PSB–compositei  215 5.20 .85  35 5.01 .94  t(248) = 1.26 .211 

22. Proactive career behaviors  215 3.69 .65  35 3.57 .79  t(248) = 1.02 .308 

Work attitudes and performance (self-ratings)            

23. Job satisfaction  215 3.91 .71  35 3.80 .92  t(40.7) = .70 .487 

24. In-role job performance  215 4.28 .58  35 4.40 .55  t(248) = 1.01 .272 

25. OCB–Ij  215 3.99 .52  35 4.09 .46  t(248) = 1.04 .297 

26. OCB–Ok  215 3.86 .57  35 4.13 .39  t(60.5) = 3.41 .001** 

27. Work engagement  215 5.19 .97  35 4.98 1.06  t(248) = 1.16 .247 

28. Positive emotions at work  215 3.89 .56  35 3.82 .84  t(39.1) = .48 .634 

29. Turnover intentions  215 3.02 1.46  35 3.41 1.86  t(41.0) = 1.20 .238 

30. Retirement intentions  215 2.28 1.24  35 1.74 1.24  t(248) = 2.38 .018* 
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Note:  
aOFTP = occupational future time perspective.  
bGender coded 1 = male, 2 = female. 
cEducation coded 1 = less than high school, 2 = high school/GED, 3 = Associate’s degree/ Two-year technical degree/Vocational 

school, 4 = Bachelor’s degree, 5 = Master’s degree, 6 = Doctoral degree/Professional degree. 
dMarital status coded 0 = unpartnered (single-never married, widowed, divorced, separated), 1 = partnered (married or domestic 

partnership). 
eChildren in household coded 0 = no children in household, 1 = children in household. 
fSubjective socioeconomic status coded 1 = bottom-most ring in socioeconomic ladder, 10 = top-most ring in socioeconomic ladder. 
gJob type is coded 1 = blue-collar, 2 = white-collar. 
hOpportunities to interact with colleagues coded 1 = never, 2 = a little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = much, 5 = very much. Participants who 

responsed 1 = never were not eligible for the current study. 
iPSB = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  
jOCB–I = organizational citizenship behaviors towards individuals.  
kOCB–O = organizational citizenship behaviors towards the organization.  

* p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Procedures 

Study data was collected via online surveys. The worker and colleague surveys included 

the study purpose, procedures, consent form, and compensation information. The worker survey 

included measures of proactivity and work attitudes and performance, and collected 

demographic, household, and occupational background information. Workers were asked to 

provide the contact information of two or three colleague that they regularly work with and who 

could comment on their work attitudes and performance. Confidentially was stressed in that 

workers’ surveys would not be shared with the colleague, employer or any third-party. Likewise, 

colleagues’ survey would not be shared with the worker, employer, or any third-party. I directly 

emailed a study invitation to each referred colleague and explained that the worker had identified 

them as someone would be able to comment on their work. The email contained a link to an 

online survey with the rating form. Colleagues were eligible to participate in the study if they 

were 18 years of age or older and indicated that they were able to provide an evaluation. Workers 

were compensated up to $20 worth of gift cards, specifically, $10 for completing the survey and 

an additional $10 when at least one of their colleagues completed the survey. Typically, workers 

spent 30 to 35 minutes on the survey. Colleagues were compensated with a $10 gift card. On 

average, colleagues spent 10 to 15 minutes on the survey. 

Measures 

Age and age-related variables. 

Age. Workers were asked to report their chronological age, measured in years. 

Occupational future time perspective (OFTP). As in Study 2, I used the 10-item 

occupational future time perspective (OFTP) scale to assess workers’ perceptions about 
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opportunities at work (7-items) and occupational time left (3-items; Zacher, 2013; Zacher & 

Frese, 2009).  

Goal endorsement. As in Study 2, I used the 23-item measure developed by Diekman, 

Brown, Johnston, and Clark (2010) to assess endorsement of agentic goals (14 items) and 

communal goals (9 items). 

Personality. 

Proactive personality. I used a 6-item measure of proactive personality, a shorter version 

of the 17-item Proactive Personality Scale (Bateman & Crant, 1993) that was modified by and 

used in Parker (1998). A sample item included “I am always looking for better ways to do 

things.” Workers rated the extent to which they agreed with each statement by using a 7-point 

response scale, with “1 = strongly disagree” and “7 = strongly agree.” Higher scores represented 

higher levels of tendencies for proactivity. 

Sociability. As in Study 2, I assessed sociability by using a 5-item measure from Cheek 

and Buss (1981).  

Demographic and contextual variables. 

Gender. As in Study 2, workers were asked to provide their gender (coded male = 1; 

female = 2). 

Education. As in Study 2, workers reported their highest level of education completed 

from the degree options provided. I coded responses as “1 = less than high school,” “2 = high 

school/GED,” “3 = Associate’s degree/ two-year technical degree/vocational school,” “4 = 

Bachelor’s degree,” “5 = Master’s degree,” and “6 = Doctoral degree/professional degree.” 

Marital status. As in Study 2, workers reported their marital status. I created a 

dichotomous variable such that marital status was either unpartnered (marital status = 0) if 
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workers responded single-never married, widowed, divorced, or separated or partnered (marital 

status = 1) if workers responded married or domestic partnership. 

Children in household. As in Study 2, workers were also asked to report whether 

children under the age of 18 currently live in the household. I created a dichotomous variable 

such that children in the household was either no (children in household = 0) or yes (children in 

household = 1).  

Subjective socioeconomic status. To protect the privacy of workers, I only assessed the 

subjective indicator of socioeconomic status and not household income (which was not 

significantly related to PSBs in Study 2). Similar to Study 2, participants were asked for their 

perceptions of where they stand in society, using the approach used by Adler et al., 2000). 

Tenure. As in Study 2, workers reported their job, organizational, and career tenure (e.g., 

Riordan, Griffith, & Weatherly, 2003), which was operationalized as a continuous variable in 

years. 

Job type. As in Study 2, occupational category was used to broadly classify jobs as either 

blue-collar (job type = 1; e.g., physical and routine work, such as building, grounds cleaning, and 

maintenance; construction and extraction; farming, fishing, and forestry; food preparation and 

serving; installation maintenance and repairing) or white-collar (job type = 2; e.g., non-routine 

and professional, such as architecture and engineering; business and financial operations), based 

on the 2018 Standard Occupational Classification from the Department of Labor (e.g., healthcare 

support occupations, community and social services occupations). 

Opportunity to interact with colleagues at work. As in Study 2, workers were asked “To 

what extent do you have an opportunity for in-person interactions with colleagues at work?” The 
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response scale was a 5-point frequency scale, with “1 = never” to “5 = very much.” Higher 

scores represented more opportunity for in-person interactions. 

Proactive behaviors.  

Proactive socioemotional behaviors (PSBs). I used the 16-item scale developed in Study 

1 and validated in Study 2 to assess PSBs (see bolded items in Appendix D). Workers rated the 

extent to which each statement was true of their behaviors at work, with “1 = very untrue of me” 

to “7 = very true of me.” Higher scores represented higher levels of PSBs. 

Proactive career behaviors. As in Study 2, I used the 11-item scale used by Claes and 

Ruiz-Quintanilla (1998) to assess proactive career behaviors. 

Work attitudes and performance (self-ratings and colleague ratings). 

Job satisfaction. Workers were asked how satisfied they were with their current job by 

responding to items on the Brayfield and Rothe (1951) scale (used in Colbert et al., 2016; Judge, 

Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998). This is a five-item scale, with a sample item being “I feel 

fairly well satisfied with my present job.” Workers used a 5-point response scale, with “1 = 

strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree.” Colleagues were asked to think about how satisfied 

the worker appears to be about his/her job and respond using the same 5-point response scale, 

but with modified items (e.g., “My coworker seems fairly well satisfied with his/her present 

job.”). 

Job performance. I used the 21-item scale developed by Williams and Anderson (1991) 

to measure three components of job performance: in-role behaviors (7 items; “Adequately 

completes assigned duties.” ) and organizational citizenship behaviors targeted at the individual 

(OCB–I; 7 items; “Helps others who have heavy workloads.”) or the organization (OCB–O; 7 

items; “Attendance at work is above the norm.”). The scale was originally developed for 
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colleague ratings (e.g., see Tims et al., 2012), with a response scale of “1 = strongly disagree” to 

“5 = strongly agree.” Therefore, items were not modified for colleague ratings. However, the 

items were adapted for when workers rated their own job performance (e.g., “Adequately 

complete assigned duties.”). 

Work engagement. Workers were asked to report their work engagement by using the 

17-item Ultrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & 

Bakker, 2002). The scale assessed the extent to which workers agreed that they displayed vigor 

(level of energy at work; “When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.”), dedication 

(enthusiasm, significance of work; “I am enthusiastic about my job.”), and absorption 

(concentration, engrossment of work; “When I am working, I forget everything else around 

me.”) at work. Workers used a 5-point response scale, with “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = 

strongly agree.” Colleagues were asked to consider how engaged the worker appeared to be 

about work, using the same 5-point scale, but with modified items (e.g., “My coworker seems 

enthusiastic about his/her job.”). Tims et al. (2012) similarly assessed other-ratings of work 

engagement. 

Work attitudes and performance (self-ratings only). 

Colleagues did not provide a rating to some work attitudes (i.e., positive emotions at 

work, turnover intentions, and retirement intentions) since these internal emotions and intentions 

are relatively less available for colleague observation than displayed attitudes and performance 

behaviors (e.g., Colbert et al., 2016). 

Positive emotions at work. I used the scale developed by Colbert, Bono, and Purvanova 

(2016) to assess positive emotions at work. Workers were asked how frequently they 
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experienced nine positive emotions at work (e.g., pleasant, joyful, happy), with “1 = very rarely 

or never” to “5 = very often or always.” 

Turnover intentions. Workers were asked about the extent to which they agreed that they 

intended to leave their current organization. They were asked to respond to a 5-item scale from 

Wayne, Shore, and Liden (1997; see use in Zaniboni, Truxillo, & Fraccaroli, 2013), with a 

sample item being “I am actively looking for a job outside my organization.” Workers used a 7-

point response scale, with “1 = strongly disagree” to “7 = strongly agree.” 

Retirement intentions. Workers were asked “How often have you considered retiring in 

the near future in the past six months?” Responses were captured using a 7-point response scale, 

with “1 = never” to “7 = extremely often.” This single-item measure was previously used in an 

age and retirement study by Zacher and Rudolph (2017).  

Results 

Data Analysis 

Descriptive statistics (number of participants, number of items in the scale, mean, 

standard deviation, range, and possible range) and reliability (internal consistency) of study 

variables are summarized in Table 12. There were missing responses for some of the 

demographic and contextual variables because workers were given the option to not respond to 

items if they preferred (i.e., one to four missing responses for gender, education, marital status, 

children in the household, and subjective socioeconomic status). Missing responses represented 

less than 1% of missing data for the demographic and contextual variables. 
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Table 12. Descriptive Statistics and Reliability of Study Variables (Study 3) 

  Descriptives  Reliability 

Variable 

 

n 

Number 

of Items 

in Scale 

M SD Range Possible Range 

 
Internal 

Consistency 

(Cronbach 

Alpha, α) 

Interrater 

Reliability 

(Intraclass 

Correlation 

Coefficient) 

Age and age-related variables           

1. Age (years)  250 1 43.54 11.50 22.00 – 65.00 ---  --- --- 

2. OFTP–focus on opportunitiesa  250 7 3.59 .79 1.00 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .89 --- 

3. OFTP–focus on limitationsa  250 3 3.06 .93 1.00 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .74 --- 

4. Agentic goals  250 14 3.72 .60 1.71 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .85 --- 

5. Communal goals  250 9 4.06 .61 1.67 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .82 --- 

Personality           

6. Proactive personality   250 6 5.41 .83 3.00 – 7.00 1.00 – 7.00  .84 --- 

7. Sociability  250 5 3.56 .81 1.20 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .85 --- 

Demographic and contextual 

variables 

  
   

   
 

 

8. Genderb
  249 1 1.65 .48 1,2 1,2  --- --- 

9. Educationc  246 1 4.09 1.02 2,3,4,5,6 1,2,3,4,5,6  --- --- 

10. Marital statusd  249 1 .66 .48 0,1 0,1  --- --- 

11. Children in householde  248 1 .42 .50 0,1 0,1  --- --- 

12. SESf  248 1 6.10 1.51 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10  --- --- 

13. Job tenure (years)  250 1 5.73 6.32 .08 – 36.25 ---  --- --- 

14. Organizational tenure (years)  250 1 7.85 7.15 .08 – 39.33 ---  --- --- 

15. Career tenure (years)  250 1 12.25 8.89 .25 – 45.00 ---  --- --- 

16. Job typeg  250 1 1.83 .37 1,2 1,2  --- --- 

17. Opp. interact with colleaguesh  250 1 4.41 .77 2,3,4,5 1,2,3,4,5  --- --- 

Proactive behaviors           

18. PSB–emotional intentionsi  250 9 5.62 .80 3.33 – 7.00 1.00 – 7.00  .87 --- 

19. PSB–social intentionsi  250 4 4.38 1.48 1.00 – 7.00 1.00 – 7.00  .90 --- 

20. PSB–generativity intentionsi  250 3 4.91 1.18 1.00 – 7.00 1.00 – 7.00  .72 --- 

21. PSB–compositei  250 16 5.18 .86 2.69 – 7.00 1.00 – 7.00  .90 --- 

22. Proactive career behaviors  250 11 3.67 .67 1.36 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .85 --- 

Work attitudes and performance 

(self-ratings) 

 
    

   
 

 

23. Job satisfaction  250 5 3.90 .74 1.80 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .84 --- 

24. In-role job performance  250 7 4.30 .58 2.43 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .77 --- 

25. OCB–Ij  250 7 4.01 .51 2.86 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .74 --- 
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26. OCB–Ok  250 7 3.90 .56 2.43 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .66 --- 

27. Work engagement  250 17 5.16 .99 2.35 – 7.00 1.00 – 7.00  .94 --- 

28. Positive emotions at work  250 9 3.88 .61 1.78 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .90 --- 

29. Turnover intentions  250 5 3.07 1.52 1.00 – 7.00 1.00 – 7.00  .87 --- 

30. Retirement intentions  250 1 2.20 1.25 1.00 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  --- --- 

Work attitudes and performance 

(colleague ratings) 

 
    

   
 

 

31. Job satisfaction  366 5 3.81 .64 2.20 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .67 .52 

32. In-role job performance  366 7 4.17 .56 2.71 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .73 .67 

33. OCB–Ij  366 7 4.00 .58 2.81 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .79 .65 

34. OCB–Ok  366 7 3.85 .59 2.57 – 5.00 1.00 – 5.00  .67 .74 

35. Work engagement  366 17 5.10 .85 3.47 – 6.94 1.00 – 7.00  .91 .80 

 

Note: Interrater reliability, or intraclass correlation coefficients are ICC (1, 2). 
aOFTP = occupational future time perspective.  
bGender coded 1 = male, 2 = female. 
cEducation coded 1 = less than high school, 2 = high school/GED, 3 = Associate’s degree/ Two-year technical degree/Vocational 

school, 4 = Bachelor’s degree, 5 = Master’s degree, 6 = Doctoral degree/Professional degree. 
dMarital status coded 0 = unpartnered (single-never married, widowed, divorced, separated), 1 = partnered (married or domestic 

partnership). 
eChildren in household coded 0 = no children in household, 1 = children in household. 
fSubjective socioeconomic status coded 1 = bottom-most ring in socioeconomic ladder, 10 = top-most ring in socioeconomic ladder. 
gJob type is coded 1 = blue-collar, 2 = white-collar. 
hOpportunities to interact with colleagues coded 1 = never, 2 = a little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = much, 5 = very much. Participants who 

responsed 1 = never were not eligible for the current study. 
iPSB = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  
jOCB–I = organizational citizenship behaviors towards individuals.  
kOCB–O = organizational citizenship behaviors towards the organization.  
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Confirmatory factor analysis and reliability of the PSB scale. 

I assessed the factor structure of the PSB scale with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). 

Similar to the scale structure suggested by exploratory factor analysis in Study 2, the CFA 

indicated empirical support for a three-factor solution with correlated residuals distinguishing 

types of PSBs; χ2 (N = 250, 97) = 146.34, p = .001, CFI = .974, RMSEA = .045) over a 

unidimensional factor χ2 (N = 250, 104) = 671.61, p < .001, CFI = .696, RMSEA = .148), Δχ2 

(N = 250, 7) = 525.27, p < .001. The model fit statistics indicated a good fit for a three-factor 

solution, as judged by a CFI value over .95 and an RMSEA value less than .05 (Byrne, 2005; Hu 

& Bentler, 1999). Similar to Study 2 findings, the internal consistency for the three types of 

PSBs were also acceptable, with emotional intentions, social intentions, and generativity 

intentions having reliability coefficients larger than .70 (i.e., .87, .90, and .72 respectively; 

Cronbach, 1951).  

Table 13 shows the intercorrelations for the proactive behaviors. I found that the types of 

PSBs were moderately correlated with each other (ranging from r = .487 to r = .546), which 

indicated that the factors were somewhat related but distinct. Similar to Study 2 findings, the 

PSB factors were moderately correlated with proactive career behaviors (ranging from r = .396 

to r = .492), which indicated that the factors were somewhat related to proactive career behaviors 

but yet likely to be distinct constructs of proactivity. 
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Table 13. Intercorrelations for Proactive Behaviors (Study 3) 

Variable 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 

1. PSB–emotional intentions ---     

2. PSB–social intentions .487 ---    

3. PSB–generativity intentions .522 .546 ---   

4. PSB–composite .864a .824a .763a ---  

5. Proactive career behaviors .396 .393 .492 .501 --- 

 

Note: N = 250. PSB = proactive socioemotional behaviors. All correlations are significant at the 

p < .01 level. 
aLarge intercorrelations due to part-whole correlations. 

 

Evidence for validity. 

As in Study 2, age, personality, and demographic and contextual variables were primarily 

used to discuss evidence for replicating the validity of the PSB scale and hierarchical moderated 

regression analyses. Because they are not central to the study, the intercorrelations among age, 

personality, demographic and contextual variables, and work attitudes and performance for self-

ratings and colleague-ratings are not discussed in detail but are presented (see Table 14 and 

Table 15, respectively). 
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Table 14. Intercorrelations for Age, Personality, Demographic and Contextual Variables, and Self-Ratings of Work Attitudes and 

Performance (Study 3) 

Variable 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 24. 25. 

Age and age-related variables                          
1. Age ---                                                 

2. OFTP–focus on opportunities -.417 ---                                               

3. OFTP–focus on limitations .224 -.584 ---                                             
4. Agentic goals -.239 .385 -.119 ---                                           

5. Communal goals .012 .258 -.209 .504 ---                                         

Personality variables                          
6. Proactive personality .078 .331 -.194 .396 .386 ---                                       

7. Sociability -.103 .273 -.048 .291 .333 .247 ---                                     

Demographic and contextual 
variables 

                         

8. Gender .226 -.154 -.206 -.063 .183 -.009 -.122 ---                                   

9. Education .050 .110 -.126 .011 .036 .228 .055 .001 ---                                 
10. Marital status .081 .046 .119 .074 -.015 .101 .061 -.121 .089 ---                               

11. Children in household -.248 .130 -.002 .120 .010 -.011 .129 -.082 .006 .330 ---                             

12. Subjective socioeconomic 
status 

.158 .133 -.071 .027 .219 .168 .046 .106 .293 .146 -.039 ---                           

13. Job tenure .370 -.265 .138 -.086 .007 .092 -.047 .021 .077 .135 -.120 .088 ---                         

14. Organizational tenure  .483 -.236 .077 -.130 .073 .077 -.034 .113 -.029 .116 -.114 .187 .656 ---                       

15. Career tenure .594 -.304 .065 -.191 .053 .129 -.143 .189 .024 .053 -.170 .142 .533 .655 ---                     

16. Job type .162 -.116 -.240 -.122 .085 .032 -.145 .277 .235 -.075 -.092 .038 .049 .077 .171 ---                   

17. Opp. interact with colleagues -.040 .129 -.029 .165 .217 .240 .091 .080 -.084 .027 -.019 .054 .023 .021 -.044 -.054 ---                 
Work attitudes and performance 

(self-ratings) 

                         

18. Job satisfaction .138 .244 -.319 .149 .329 .291 .237 .059 .066 .062 .064 .132 .078 .136 .149 .089 .119 ---               
19. In-role job performance .179 -.099 -.291 .030 .235 .244 -.087 .357 .125 -.078 -.141 .006 .022 .089 .197 .333 .176 .262 ---             

20. OCB–I .121 .131 -.233 .131 .425 .452 .206 .172 .204 -.016 .018 .136 .006 .048 .121 .169 .268 .329 .494 ---           

21. OCB–O .289 -.158 -.266 -.043 .226 .236 -.190 .323 .103 -.094 -.247 .030 .109 .162 .270 .358 .108 .206 .673 .385 ---         
22. Work engagement .152 .304 -.311 .274 .506 .465 .231 .029 .239 .120 .059 .254 .083 .128 .151 .128 .120 .682 .298 .468 .277 ---       

23. Positive emotions at work .034 .349 -.257 .351 .458 .403 .348 .047 .103 .092 .042 .253 .058 .057 .063 -.043 .211 .649 .178 .397 .147 .720 ---     

24. Turnover intentions -.081 -.171 .352 -.024 -.176 -.086 -.084 -.059 .054 -.099 .016 -.092 -.077 -.168 -.145 -.096 -.093 -.652 -.218 -.185 -.251 -.490 -.420 ---   
25. Retirement intentions .373 -.235 .335 -.093 -.046 .034 -.105 -.026 .016 .023 -.106 .076 .218 .271 .307 .022 -.108 -.200 -.124 -.053 -.120 -.097 -.161 .338 --- 

 

Note: Intercorrelations range from N = 244 to N = 250.  

Intercorrelations larger than or equal to |.124| are significant at the p < .05 level; intercorrelations larger than or equal to |.165| are 

significant at the p < .01 level.  

OFTP = occupational future time perspective. Opp. interact with colleagues = opportunities to interact with colleagues. OCB–I = 

organizational citizenship behaviors towards individuals. OCB–O = organizational citizenship behaviors towards the organization. 
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Table 15. Intercorrelations for Age, Personality, Demographic and Contextual Variables, and Colleague Ratings of Work Attitudes 

and Performance (Study 3) 

Variable 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 

Age and age-related variables                       
1. Age ---                                           

2. OFTP–focus on opportunities -.417 ---                                         

3. OFTP–focus on limitations .224 -.584 ---                                       
4. Agentic goals -.239 .385 -.119 ---                                     

5. Communal goals .012 .258 -.209 .504 ---                                   

Personality variables                       
6. Proactive personality .078 .331 -.194 .396 .386 ---                                 

7. Sociability -.103 .273 -.048 .291 .333 .247 ---                               

Demographic and contextual 
variables 

                      

8. Gender .226 -.154 -.206 -.063 .183 -.009 -.122 ---                             

9. Education .050 .110 -.126 .011 .036 .228 .055 .001 ---                           
10. Marital status .081 .046 .119 .074 -.015 .101 .061 -.121 .089 ---                         

11. Children in household -.248 .130 -.002 .120 .010 -.011 .129 -.082 .006 .330 ---                       

12. Subjective socioeconomic status .158 .133 -.071 .027 .219 .168 .046 .106 .293 .146 -.039 ---                     
13. Job tenure .370 -.265 .138 -.086 .007 .092 -.047 .021 .077 .135 -.120 .088 ---                   

14. Organizational tenure  .483 -.236 .077 -.130 .073 .077 -.034 .113 -.029 .116 -.114 .187 .656 ---                 

15. Career tenure .594 -.304 .065 -.191 .053 .129 -.143 .189 .024 .053 -.170 .142 .533 .655 ---               

16. Job type .162 -.116 -.240 -.122 .085 .032 -.145 .277 .235 -.075 -.092 .038 .049 .077 .171 ---             

17. Opp. interact with colleagues -.040 .129 -.029 .165 .217 .240 .091 .080 -.084 .027 -.019 .054 .023 .021 -.044 -.054 ---           

Work attitudes and performance 
(colleague-ratings) 

                      

18. Job satisfaction .176 .066 -.277 -.104 .040 .091 -.038 .209 .198 .017 -.079 .159 .190 .208 .200 .209 .004 ---     

19. In-role job performance .190 -.219 -.237 -.220 .012 -.066 -.265 .379 .141 -.062 -.281 .025 .190 .196 .270 .341 .016 .476 ---    
20. OCB–I .188 -.080 -.125 -.139 .170 .089 -.018 .275 .192 .154 -.035 .148 .127 .217 .202 .202 .085 .394 .595 ---   

21. OCB–O .294 -.181 -.258 -.189 .065 .063 -.280 .392 .147 -.075 -.248 .119 .133 .204 .291 .391 .026 .570 .777 .573 ---  

22. Work engagement .088 .245 -.199 .121 .372 .287 .095 .117 .181 .157 .068 .218 .029 .135 .148 .151 .142 .458 .247 .513 .333 --- 

 

Note: Intercorrelations range from N = 212 to N = 250.  

Intercorrelations larger than or equal to |.126| are significant at the p < .05 level; intercorrelations larger than or equal to |.165| are 

significant at the p < .01 level.  

OFTP = occupational future time perspective. Opp. interact with colleagues = opportunities to interact with colleagues. OCB–I = 

organizational citizenship behaviors towards individuals. OCB–O = organizational citizenship behaviors towards the organization. 
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I assessed the convergent validity of the PSB scale by examining its correlations with 

personality (see Table 16). Study 2 indicated large positive correlations between proactive 

personality and the PSB factors. Correlations were slightly attenuated in Study 3 compared to 

Study 2, with moderate positive correlations found between proactive personality and PSBs 

(emotional intentions: r = .364, p < .001; social intentions r = .219, p < .001; generativity 

intentions: r = .461, p < .001; composite: r = .402, p < .001), indicating support for Hypothesis 

1a.  

I also assessed the relationship between PSBs and sociability. I found a stronger positive 

correlation between sociability and social intentions (r = .466, p < .001) than sociability and 

proactive career behaviors (r = .325, p < .001; z = 2.27, p = .023) and a stronger positive 

correlation between sociability and the composite (r = .482, p < .001) than sociability and 

proactive career behaviors (r = .325, p < .001; z = 2.79, p = .005. I found no differences in 

correlations between sociability with emotional intentions (r = .357, p < .001) and sociability and 

proactive career behaviors (r = .325, p < .001; z = .50, p = .619). I found no differences in 

correlations between sociability and generativity intentions (r = .373, p < .001) and sociability 

and proactive career behaviors (r = .325, p < .001; z = .81, p = .416). Therefore, Hypothesis 1d 

was partially supported in Study 3. 

Age differences in PSBs.  

The intercorrelations between PSBs and age and age-related variables are also shown in 

Table 16. For chronological age, I found that, like Study 2, there was a negative relationship 

between age and social intentions (r = -.306, p < .001) but no evidence for age differences with 

the other factors. Therefore, Hypothesis 2a was not supported in Study 3. The correlation 
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between age and proactive career behaviors did not reach levels of significance (r = -.107, p = 

.092) in Study 3. Therefore, Hypothesis 2b was not supported in Study 3.  

I also examined relationships between PSBs and OFTP. I found a stronger positive 

correlation between OFTP–focus on opportunities and proactive career behaviors (r = .451, p < 

.001) than with OFTP–focus opportunities and emotional intentions (r = .128, p = .044; z = 5.01, 

p < .001), social intentions (r = .320, p < .001; z = 2.09, p = .037) and the composite (r = .292, p 

< .001; z = 2.77, p = .006). There was no significant difference in the correlation between 

OFTP–focus on opportunities and proactive career behaviors (r = .451, p < .001) and OFTP–

focus on opportunities and generativity intentions (r = .342, p < .001; z = 1.90, p = .057). 

Overall, Hypothesis 2c was partially supported Study 3.
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Table 16. Intercorrelations for Proactive Behaviors with Age and Personality Variables (Study 3) 

Variable Age 

OFTP–focus 

on 

opportunities 

OFTP–focus 

on 

limitations 

Agentic 

goals 

Communal 

goals 

Proactive 

personality 
Sociability 

1. PSB–emotional 

intentions 
.030 .128* -.096 .209** .511** .364** .357** 

2. PSB–social intentions -.306** .320** -.002 .383** .306** .219** .466** 

3. PSB–generativity 

intentions 
-.034 .342** -.083 .405** .345** .461** .373** 

4. PSB–composite -.124* .292** -.072 .377** .486** .402** .482** 

5. Proactive career 

behaviors 
-.107 .451** -.272** .368** .362** .474** .325** 

 

Note: N = 250. PSB = proactive socioemotional behaviors. OFTP = occupational future time perspective.  

*p < .05, **p < .01 
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Further, I found a stronger negative correlation between OFTP–focus on limitations and 

proactive career behaviors (r = -.272, p < .001) than with OFTP–focus on limitations and 

emotional intentions (r = -.096, p = .132; z = 2.59, p = .010, social intentions (r = -.002, p = .973; 

z = 3.95, p < .001), generativity intentions (r = -.083, p = .191; z = 3.03, p = .002), and the 

composite (r = -.072, p = .257; z = 3.23, p < .001). Therefore, Hypothesis 2d was supported in 

Study 3. 

Next, I examined relationships between goal orientation and proactive behaviors. I found 

a stronger positive correlation between emotional intentions and communal goals (r = .511, p < 

.001) than emotional intentions and agentic goals (r = .209, p = .001; z = 5.34, p < .001) and the 

composite and communal goals (r = .486, p < .001) than the composite and agentic goals (r = 

.377, p < .001; z = 1.97, p = .049). However, there were no significant differences when 

comparing relationships between social intentions and communal goals (r = .306, p < .001) and 

social intentions and agentic goals (r = .383, p < .001; z = 1.32, p = .187) or when comparing 

relationships between generativity intentions and communal goals (r = .345, p < .001) and 

generativity intentions and agentic goals (r = .405, p < .001; z = 1.04, p = .297). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 2e was partially supported in Study 3. Further, I did not find a significant difference 

in the moderate positive correlations found between proactive career behaviors and agentic goals 

(r = .368, p < .001) and communal goals (r = .362, p < .001; z = .10, p = .459). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 2f was not supported in Study 3. 

Demographic and contextual factors. 

I also examined the extent to which demographic and contextual factors were related to 

PSBs (see Table 17). I found that women were more likely than men to use emotional intentions 

(r = .226, p < .001) and that there were no significant gender differences with generativity 
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intentions (r = -.094, p = .140). Men were more likely than women to use social intentions (r = -

.141, p = .027). Education was not related to use of PSBs, but education was positively related to 

proactive career behaviors (r = .241, p < .001). 
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Table 17. Intercorrelations for Proactive Behaviors with Demographic, and Contextual Variables (Study 3) 

Variable Gender Education 
Marital 

status 

Children in 

household 
SES Job tenure Org. tenure  

Career 

tenure 
Job type 

Opp. 

interact 

with 

colleagues 

1. PSB–emotional 

intentions 
.226** .063 .093 .066 .117 .026 .043 -.009 .107 .339** 

2. PSB–social 

intentions 
-.141* .008 -.026 .185** .092 -.063 -.112 -.238** -.176** .167** 

3. PSB–generativity 

intentions 
-.094 -.042 .070 .106 .139* .037 -.011 -.100 -.140* .225** 

4. PSB–composite .033 .025 .055 .141* .136* -.004 -.029 -.133* -.056 .306** 

5. Proactive career 

behaviors 
-.019 .241** .096 .049 .277** -.053 -.036 -.103 .022 .187** 

 

Note: Intercorrelations range from N = 246 to N = 250.  

PSB = proactive socioemotional behaviors. SES = socioeconomic status. Org. tenure = organizational tenure. Opp. interact with 

colleagues = Opportunities to interact with colleagues. 

* p < .05, **p < .01 level 
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Next, I assessed relationships between PSBs and contextual factors outside of work. I 

found that PSBs were not significantly related to marital status (composite: r = .055, p = .386); 

workers who had a partner were not less or more likely to engage in PSBs than workers without 

a partner. Whether children lived in the household was not related to emotional intentions and 

generativity intentions. However, whether children lived in the household had a small positive 

correlation with social intentions (r = .185, p = .003). Subjective socioeconomic status was 

positively related to proactive career behaviors (r = .277, p < .001). Further, subjective economic 

status was significantly related to generativity intentions (r = .139, p = .029) but was not 

significantly related to emotional intentions (r = .117, p = .067) or social intentions (r = .092, p = 

.151). However, I found that there was no significant difference in the correlation between 

subjective economic status and generativity intentions and the correlation between subjective 

economic status and social intentions (z = .78, p = .436) and no significant difference in the 

correlation between subjective economic status and generativity intentions and the correlation 

between subjective economic status and emotional intentions (z = .36, p = .722) 

The intercorrelations between occupational factors and proactive behaviors were also 

examined. Job and organizational tenure were not related to PSBs or proactive career behaviors. 

Further, career tenure had small negative correlations with social intentions (r = -.238, p < .001) 

and the composite (r = -.133, p = .036), which again might be explained by age, as age and 

career tenure had a large positive correlation (r = .594, p < .001). Job type was significantly 

related to social intentions (r = -.176, p = .005) and generativity intentions (r = -.140, p = .027); 

blue-collar workers were less likely than white-collar workers to engage in social intentions and 

generativity intentions. Small to moderate positive correlations were found between 

opportunities for in-person interactions and emotional intentions (r = .339, p < .001), social 
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intentions (r = .167, p = .008),  generativity intentions: r = .225, p < .001), the composite (r = 

.306, p < .001), and proactive career behaviors (r = .187, p = .003). Emotional intentions were 

more strongly related to opportunities for in-person interactions than social intentions (z = 2.80, 

p = .002), which may again reflect that despite how much opportunity may exist to interact with 

colleagues at work, workers appear more purposeful in choosing to engage or not engage in 

social intentions as compared to emotional intentions. 

Work attitudes and performance. 

Reliability of work attitudes and performance. As shown in Table 12, self-ratings and 

colleague ratings of work attitudes and performance reached or were near an internal consistency 

reliability estimate of .70 and higher, which is considered to be an acceptable level of internal 

consistency for measures used in psychological research (Cortina, 1993; Nunnally, 1978; 

Ponterotto & Ruckdeschel, 2007). Self-ratings had reliability coefficients that ranged from .66 to 

.94 and colleague-ratings had reliability coefficients that ranged from .67 to .91 (Cronbach, 

1951). 

I computed intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) for interrater reliability analyses of 

colleague ratings of work attitudes and performance, also shown in Table 12. Because 

calculating interrater reliability for three colleague ratings would results in a small sample, I 

calculated the interrater reliability when at least two colleague ratings were available; when three 

colleague ratings available, I randomly selected two of the three colleague ratings to include in 

the interrater reliability analyses. I found that the ICCs of colleague ratings of work attitudes and 

performance reached moderate to good levels of reliability, as per guidelines recommended by 

Koo and Li (2016), ranging from ICC (1, 2) = .52 (job satisfaction) to ICC (1, 2) = .80 (work 

engagement). 
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Intercorrelations of self-ratings and colleague-ratings of work attitudes and 

performance. I examined the intercorrelations of self-ratings of work attitudes of performance 

with colleague ratings of the same measures (see Table 18). I found that there were moderate to 

large positive correlations between self-ratings and colleague ratings of job satisfaction (r = .463, 

p < .001), in-role job performance (r = .521, p < .001), OCB–I (r = .435, p < .001), OCB–O (r = 

.576, p < .001) and work engagement (r = .565, p < .001). 

 

Table 18. Intercorrelations of Work Attitudes and Performance Self-Ratings with Colleague 

Ratings (Study 3) 

 
 

Colleague Ratings 

Variable 
 Job 

satisfaction 

In-role job 

performance 
OCB–I OCB–O 

Work 

engagement 

Self-ratings 
 

     

Job satisfaction 
 

.463** .044 .176** .139* .434** 

In-role job performance 
 

.338** .521** .401** .524** .229** 

OCB–I 
 

.187** .125 .435** .233** .382** 

OCB–O 
 

.343** .527** .306** .576** .209** 

Work engagement 
 

.340** .090 .274** .157* .565** 

 

Note: N = 215. OCB–I = organizational citizenship behaviors towards individuals. OCB–O = 

organizational citizenship behaviors towards the organization. 

*p < .05, **p < .01 

 

Intercorrelations of PSBs and work attitudes and performance. 

Next, I examined the intercorrelations of PSBs and work attitudes and performance for 

self-ratings and colleague-ratings, as shown in Table 19. I found support for Hypothesis 3a, 

which predicted significant positive relationships between PSBs and job satisfaction; there were 

small to moderate positive correlations between emotional intentions (r = .330, p < .001), social 
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intentions (r = .145, p = .022), generativity intentions (r = .204, p = .001), and the composite (r = 

.286, p < .001) and job satisfaction; workers who engaged in more PSBs reported being more 

satisfied at work. Colleague ratings validated only the emotional intentions and job satisfaction 

relationship; colleagues perceived workers who used higher levels of emotional intentions as 

demonstrating more job satisfaction (r = .192, p = .005).  
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Table 19. Intercorrelations for Proactive Behaviors with Work Attitudes and Performance (Study 3) 

 
 

Self-Ratings 
 

Colleague Ratings 

Variable 

 

Job sat. 
In-role 

job perf.  
OCB–I  OCB–O  

Work 

engage. 

Positive 

emotions 

at work 

Turnover 

intentions 

Ret. 

intentions 

 

Job sat. 
In-role 

job perf. 
OCB–I OCB–O 

Work 

engage. 

1. PSB–emotional 

intentions 

 
.330** .347** .605** .245** .360** .384** -.184** -.093 

 
.192** .091 .353** .187** .410** 

2. PSB–social 

intentions 

 
.145* -.134* .205** -.211** .116 .274** -.020 -.085 

 
-.049 -.299** -.049 -.256** .122 

3. PSB–generativity 

intentions 

 
.204** .018 .330** -.017 .310** .396** -.085 -.038 

 
-.020 -.249** -.008 -.122 .201** 

4. PSB–composite 
 

.286** .128* .488** .033 .317** .420** -.126* -.095 
 

.075 -.141* .163* -.041 .318** 

5. Proactive career 

behaviors 

 
.275** .173** .421** .105 .401** .413** -.170** -.020 

 
.128 .026 .215** .075 .341** 

 

Note: N = 250 for self-ratings intercorrelations; N = 215 for colleague ratings intercorrelations.  

PSB = proactive socioemotional behaviors. Job sat. = job satisfaction. Job perf. = job performance. OCB–I = organizational 

citizenship behaviors towards individuals. OCB–O = organizational citizenship behaviors towards the organization. Work engage. = 

Work engagement. Ret. intentions = Retirement intentions. 

*p < .05, **p < .01 
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I found partial support for Hypothesis 3b, which predicted significant positive 

relationships between PSBs and job performance. I found that emotional intentions had 

significant, moderate to large positive correlation with in-role job performance (r = .347, p < 

.001), OCB–I (r = .605, p < .001) and OCB–O (r = .245, p < .001). Colleagues perceived 

workers who used higher levels of emotional intentions as demonstrating better OCB–I (r = .353, 

p < .001) and OCB–O (r = .187, p = .006). Social intentions had a small positive correlation with 

OCB–I (r = .205, p = .001) but had small negative correlations with in-role job performance (r = 

-.134, p = .035) and OCB–O (r = -.211, p = .001). Similarly, social intentions was negatively 

related with colleague ratings of in-role job performance (r = -.299, p < .001) and OCB–O (r = -

.256, p < .001), but no significant relationship with OCB–I (r = -.049, p = .475). Generativity 

intentions had moderate positive correlations with OCB–I (r = .330, p < .001) but had no 

significant relationships with in-role job performance (r = .018, p = .780) or OCB–O (r = -.017, 

p = .789). Interestingly, colleagues perceived workers with higher levels of generativity 

intentions as demonstrating poorer in-role job performance (r = -.249, p < .001). 

I found support for Hypothesis 3c, which predicted a stronger positive relationship 

between PSBs and OCB–I than with in-role job performance and OCB–O. Specifically, a test to 

compare correlations showed that emotional intentions were more strongly related to OCB–I 

than with in-role job performance (z = 4.88, p < .001) or with OCB–O (z = 6.07, p < .001); social 

intentions were more strongly related to OCB–I than with in-role job performance (z =5.41, p < 

.001) or with OCB–O (z = 6.07, p < .001); and generativity intentions were more strongly related 

to OCB–I than with in-role job performance (z = 5.06, p < .001) or with OCB–O (z = 5.11, p < 

.001). 
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I found partial support for Hypothesis 3d, which predicted significant positive 

relationships between PSBs and work engagement; there were moderate positive correlations 

between work engagement and emotional intentions (r = .360, p < .001), generativity intentions 

(r = .310, p < .001), and the composite (r = .317, p < .001), but no significant relationship with 

work engagement and social intentions (r = .116, p = .067). Colleague ratings validated these 

findings; colleagues perceived workers who reported using more emotional intentions (r = .410, 

p < .001) and more generativity intentions (r = .201, p = .003) as demonstrating more work 

engagement but the positive relationship between social intentions and work engagement did not 

reach level of significance (r = .122, p = .074). 

I found support for Hypothesis 3e, which predicted significant positive relationships 

between PSBs and positive emotions at work; there were moderate positive correlations between 

emotional intentions (r = .384, p < .001), social intentions (r = .274, p < .001), generativity 

intentions (r = .396, p < .001), and the composite (r = .420, p < .001) and positive emotions at 

work. 

I found partial support for Hypothesis 3f, which predicted significant negative 

relationships between PSBs and turnover intentions. There was only a significant negative 

relationship between emotional intentions and turnover intentions (r = -.184, p = .004) and 

between the composite and turnover intentions (r = -.126, p = .046) but no significant 

relationships with social intentions (r = -.020, p < .753) or generativity intentions (r = -.085, p < 

.181). 

I found no support for Hypothesis 3g, which predicted significant negative relationships 

between PSBs and retirement intentions; there were no significant relationships with emotional 
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intentions (r = -.093, p < .141) social intentions (r = -.085, p < .181), generativity intentions (r = 

-.038, p < .545), or the composite (r = -.095, p = .134) and retirement intentions. 

Incremental validity of PSB scale and age as a moderator to PSBs and work 

attitudes and performance relationships 

I used hierarchical moderated regression to test the hypothesis that PSBs explained 

variance in work attitudes and performance beyond other proactivity variables found in the 

literature (i.e., proactive personality, proactive career behaviors; Hypothesis 4a to Hypothesis 

4h). I also used hierarchical moderated regression to test the hypothesis that age is a moderator to 

the relationship between PSBs and work attitudes and performance, such that PSBs particularly 

benefits the work attitudes and performance of older workers. (Hypothesis 5a to Hypothesis 5h). 

Note that age-related variables (i.e., OFTP–focus on opportunities, OFTP–focus on limitations, 

agentic goals, communal goals) and sociability were not included in the moderated regression 

analyses because these variables were primarily used to assess the validity of the PSB scale and 

to examine the extent to which patterns in observed correlational relationships met expectations.  

I used four blocks of predictors in the hierarchical moderated regression analyses. Step 1 

included age, demographic, and contextual variables (i.e., age, gender, education, marital status, 

children in household, subjective socioeconomic status, tenure, job type, opportunities to interact 

with colleagues); step 2 included the other proactivity variables (i.e., proactive personality, 

proactive career behaviors); step 3 included PSBs (i.e., the three PSB factors); and step 4 

included the interaction terms between age and each of the three PSB factors. Each entered block 

was examined for the significance of change in explained variance, particularly examining the 

incremental validity for PSBs in Step 3 and for the interaction terms in Step 4. An increase in 

additional variance explained was determined to be significant if there was a significant increase 
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in r-squared (p < .05). Predictors, including the interaction terms, were determined to significant 

if the associated standardized beta coefficient reached a statistical significance level of p < .05. 

Hierarchical moderated regression results predicting self (N = 241) and coworker (N = 208) 

ratings of work attitudes and performance are presented; standardized beta coefficients are 

reported (β). Figures are also provided to aid in the interpretation of significant interaction terms. 

In the figures, PSBs are on the x-axis and work attitude or performance are on the y-axis. 

Although a continuous age variable is used in the regression analyses, age categories are used in 

the figures; young adults were workers younger than 35 years of age or younger (31% of 

sample), middle-aged adults were workers between 36 to 54 years of age (48% of the sample), 

and older adults were workers 55 years of age or older (22% of the sample). These categories 

were made by determining ages that approximately represented young adulthood, middle age, 

and older adulthood (e.g., Petry, 2002). 

Job satisfaction. A hierarchical moderated regression analyses was used to predict job 

satisfaction (Table 20). In support of Hypothesis 4a, PSBs explained additional incremental 

variance in self-ratings of job satisfaction beyond age, demographic, and contextual variables 

and other proactivity variables (step 3; ΔR2 = .039, p = .015). Out of the three types of PSBs, 

emotional intentions were a significant predictor of job satisfaction (step 3; β = .258, p = .003). 

The block of the interaction terms between PSBs and age also explained additional incremental 

variance in job satisfaction (step 4; ΔR2 = .054, p = .002); social intentions by age was a 

significant interaction term in predicting job satisfaction (step 4; β = -.727, p = .035). As shown 

in Figure 10, the association between social intentions and job satisfaction was stronger for 

younger age than middle-aged or older age workers (Hypothesis 5a not supported). Although 

middle-aged and older age workers agreed that they were satisfied at work across low and high 
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levels of social intentions, younger age workers reported more job satisfaction with increased 

engagement in social intentions. Similar to self-ratings of job satisfaction, emotional intentions 

were a significant predictor of colleague ratings of job satisfaction (step 3; β = .247, p = .015). 

Unlike self-ratings of job satisfaction, there were no significant interaction terms between age 

and PSBs predicting colleague ratings of job satisfaction. 
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Table 20. Hierarchical Moderated Regression Results Predicting Job Satisfaction (Study 3) 

  Self-Ratings  Colleague Ratings 

Step/predictor variable  β β β β  β β β β 

Step 1: Age, demographic, 

contextual variables 

          

Age  .074 .097 .091 1.232  -.012 -.003 -.033 .221 

Gender  -.018 -.005 -.064 -.042  .136 .138 .081 .080 

Education  .034 -.041 -.040 -.036  .145 .126 .120 .111 

Marital status  -.002 -.023 -.042 -.020  .023 .019 -.015 -.023 

Children in household  .109 .111 .100 .083  -.029 -.029 -.024 -.026 

Subjective economic status  .089 .030 .036 .024  .048 .030 .043 .033 

Job tenure  -.044 -.024 -.021 -.004  .073 .082 .113 .108 

Organizational tenure  .067 .054 .043 .056  .133 .122 .115 .122 

Career tenure  .084 .069 .083 .042  -.008 .000 -.016 -.021 

Job type  .067 .067 .040 .046  .120 .121 .072 .072 

Opp. interact with colleagues  .135* .054 .000 .009  .004 -.007 -.049 -.061 

Step 2: Other proactivity variables           

Proactive personality   .166* .137 .150*   -.018 -.011 .002 

Proactive career behaviors   .195** .148 .155*   .096 .089 .093 

Step 3: PSBs           

Emotional intentions    .258** .465    .247* .634 

Social intentions    -.010 .684    -.090 -.578 

Generativity intentions    -.051 .089    -.112 -.147 

Step 4: Interactions           

Emotional intentions x age     -.511     -.804 

Social intentions x age     -.727*     .510 

Generativity intentions x age     -.247     .069 

ΔR2   .078*** .039* .054**   .007 .028 .011 

R2  .070 .148*** .187*** .240***  .125** .131** .159** .170** 

 

Note: Listwise N = 241 for self-ratings; Listwise N = 208 for colleague ratings. Opp. interact with colleagues = Opportunities to 

interact with colleagues. PSBs = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  

β = standardized beta coefficient 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Figure 10. Age as a moderator of social intentions and job satisfaction. 
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In-role job performance. A hierarchical moderated regression analyses was used to 

predict in-role job performance (Table 21). In support of Hypothesis 4b, PSBs explained 

additional incremental variance in self-ratings of in-role job performance beyond age, 

demographic, and contextual variables and other proactivity variables (step 3; ΔR2 = .086, p < 

.001). Emotional intentions (step 3; β = .379, p = <.001) and social intentions (step 3; β = -.302, 

p = <.001) were significant predictors of self-ratings of in-role job performance. Although 

entering the block of the interaction terms between PSBs and age did not explain significant 

incremental variance in in-role job performance (step 4; ΔR2 = .020, p = .067), social intentions 

by age interaction term was significant (step 4; β = .637, p = .038). As shown in Figure 11, the 

association between social intentions and in-role job performance was stronger for younger age 

than middle-aged or older age workers (Hypothesis 5b not supported). Although middle-aged 

and older age workers reported high levels of in-role job performance across low and high levels 

of social intentions, younger age workers reported poorer in-role job performance with increased 

engagement in social intentions. Similar to self-ratings of in-role job performance, emotional 

intentions (step 3; β = .242, p = .005) and social intentions (step 3; β = -.272, p = .001) were 

significant predictors of colleague ratings of in-role job performance. In addition, generativity 

intentions (step 3; β = -.190, p = .025) was a significant predictor of colleague ratings of OCB–I. 

Unlike self-ratings of in-role job performance, none of the PSBs by age interactions were 

significant for colleague ratings of in-role job performance. 
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Table 21. Hierarchical Moderated Regression Results Predicting In-role Job Performance (Study 3) 

  Self-Ratings  Colleague Ratings 

Step/predictor variable  β β β β  β β β β 

Step 1: Age, demographic, 

contextual variables 

          

Age  .038 .054 -.009 .122  -.127 -.119 -.186 -.736 

Gender  .251*** .261*** .161** .153*  .312*** .310*** .249*** .238*** 

Education  .113 .059 .042 .040  .085 .099 .053 .049 

Marital status  .007 -.007 -.071 -.084  .087 .098 .059 .045 

Children in household  -.070 -.069 -.037 -.037  -.254*** -.260*** -.227** -.218** 

Subjective economic status  -.087 -.128* -.106 -.114  -.056 -.068 -.031 -.027 

Job tenure  -.113 -.099 -.060 -.068  .075 .071 .141 .145 

Organizational tenure  .011 .002 -.014 .003  .057 .049 .025 .016 

Career tenure  .139 .127 .114 .109  .131 .166 .128 .136 

Job type  .235*** .235*** .168** .171**  .207** .204** .134* .131* 

Opp. interact with colleagues  .189** .130* .073 .065  -.004 .018 -.007 -.016 

Step 2: Other proactivity variables           

Proactive personality   .126 .110 .122   -.179* -.122 -.125 

Proactive career behaviors   .134* .164* .157*   .113 .196** .206** 

Step 3: PSBs           

Emotional intentions    .379*** .811**    .242** .123 

Social intentions    -.302*** -.924**    -.272** -.722* 

Generativity intentions    -.077 -.205    -.190* -.105 

Step 4: Interactions           

Emotional intentions x age     -.874     .329 

Social intentions x age     .637*     .473 

Generativity intentions x age     .226     -.111 

ΔR2   .040** .086*** .020   .025* .071*** .013 

R2  .256*** .296*** .382*** .401***  .298*** .323*** .394*** .407*** 

 

Note: Listwise N = 241 for self-ratings; Listwise N = 208 for colleague ratings. Opp. interact with colleagues = Opportunities to 

interact with colleagues. PSBs = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  

β = standardized beta coefficient 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Figure 11. Age as a moderator of social intentions and in-role job performance. 
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OCB–I. A hierarchical moderated regression analyses was used to predict OCB–I (Table 

22). In support of Hypothesis 4c, PSBs explained additional incremental variance in self-ratings 

of OCB–I beyond age, demographic, and contextual variables and other proactivity variables 

(step 3; ΔR2 = .148, p < .001). Out of the three types of PSBs, emotional intentions were a 

significant predictor of OCB–I (step 3; β = .523, p < .001). The block of interaction terms also 

explained additional incremental variance in self-ratings of OCB–I (step 4; ΔR2 = .022, p = 

.020). The interaction between age and emotional intentions was significant for self-ratings of 

OCB–I (step 4; β = -1.376, p = .005). As shown in Figure 12, the association between emotional 

intentions and OCB–I was stronger for younger age and middle-aged workers than older age 

workers (Hypothesis 5c not supported). Younger age and middle-aged workers reported 

increasingly higher levels of OCB–I with higher levels of emotional intentions than older 

workers. Similar to self-ratings of OCB–I, emotional intentions were a significant predictor of 

colleague ratings of OCB–I (step 3; β = .462, p < .001). In addition, social intentions (step 3; β = 

-.188, p = .031) and generativity intentions (step 3; β = -.188, p = .039) were significant 

predictors of colleague ratings of OCB–I. Unlike self-ratings of OCB–I, none of the PSBs by age 

interaction terms were significant predictors of colleague ratings of OCB–I. 
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Table 22. Hierarchical Moderated Regression Results Predicting OCB–I (Study 3) 

  Self-Ratings  Colleague Ratings 

Step/predictor variable  β β β β  β β β β 

Step 1: Age, demographic, 

contextual variables 

          

Age  .073 .105 .065 1.099**  -.020 .000 -.063 .251 

Gender  .077 .096 -.024 -.019  .220** .222** .116 .117 

Education  .197** .089 .098 .102  .155* .125 .116 .113 

Marital status  -.053 -.082 -.131* -.135*  .184* .181* .116 .111 

Children in household  .086 .088 .076 .061  -.058 -.060 -.051 -.055 

Subjective economic status  .073 -.010 .004 -.017  .009 -.027 -.002 -.011 

Job tenure  -.116 -.087 -.077 -.070  -.053 -.038 .019 .020 

Organizational tenure  -.009 -.027 -.047 -.020  .187 .164 .151 .155 

Career tenure  .142 .119 .146* .108  .028 .053 .027 .018 

Job type  .099 .098 .040 .045  .102 .102 .011 .012 

Opp. interact with colleagues  .288*** .172** .066 .068  .069 .056 -.024 -.027 

Step 2: Other proactivity variables           

Proactive personality   .248*** .176** .198**   -.089 -.081 -.073 

Proactive career behaviors   .272*** .187** .183**   .207** .192* .195* 

Step 3: PSBs           

Emotional intentions    .523*** 1.176***    .462*** .720* 

Social intentions    -.127 -.501    -.188* -.496 

Generativity intentions    -.032 .088    -.188* -.096 

Step 4: Interactions           

Emotional intentions x age     -1.376**     -.543 

Social intentions x age     .365     .317 

Generativity intentions x age     -.150     -.117 

ΔR2   .161*** .148*** .022*   .030* .096*** .004 

R2  .190*** .351*** .499*** .521***  .177*** .208*** .304*** .308*** 

 

Note: Listwise N = 241 for self-ratings; Listwise N = 208 for colleague ratings. Opp. interact with colleagues = Opportunities to 

interact with colleagues. PSBs = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  

β = standardized beta coefficient 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Figure 12. Age as a moderator of emotional intentions and OCB–I. 
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OCB–O. A hierarchical moderated regression analyses was used to predict OCB–O 

(Table 23). In support of Hypothesis 4d, PSBs explained additional incremental variance in self-

ratings of OCB–O beyond age, demographic, and contextual variables and other proactivity 

variables (step 3; ΔR2 = .061, p = < .001). Emotional intentions (step 3; β = .278, p = < .001) and 

social intentions (step 3; β = -.298, p = < .001) were significant predictors of OCB–O. The 

interaction terms did not explain significant incremental variance in self-ratings of OCB–O (step 

4; ΔR2 = .003, p = .770) and none of the interaction terms were significant for self-ratings of 

OCB–O (Hypothesis 5d not supported). Similar to self-ratings of OCB–O, emotional intentions 

(step 3; β = .274, p = .002) and social intentions (step 3; β = -.279, p = .001) were significant 

predictors of colleague ratings of OCB–O. Also similar to self-ratings of OCB–O, none of the 

interaction terms were significant predictors of colleague ratings of OCB–O. 
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Table 23. Hierarchical Moderated Regression Results Predicting OCB–O (Study 3) 

  Self-Ratings  Colleague Ratings 

Step/predictor variable  β β β β  β β β β 

Step 1: Age, demographic, 

contextual variables 

          

Age  .136 .144* .083 -.059  .048 .056 -.020 -.685 

Gender  .174** .184** .108 .103  .257*** .258*** .191** .181** 

Education  .049 -.002 -.016 -.013  .059 .044 .023 .012 

Marital status  .001 -.013 -.068 -.076  .029 .027 -.016 -.014 

Children in household  -.156* -.155* -.121* -.120*  -.169* -.169* -.149* -.135* 

Subjective economic status  -.030 -.059 -.040 -.040  .027 .012 .044 .055 

Job tenure  -.052 -.041 -.004 -.003  -.021 -.013 .042 .020 

Organizational tenure  -.004 -.006 -.018 -.024  .057 .047 .029 .033 

Career tenure  .139 .116 .099 .103  .103 .112 .090 .117 

Job type  .269*** .269*** .214*** .210***  .253*** .253*** .188** .185** 

Opp. interact with colleagues  .117* .060 .023 .028  .021 .013 -.025 -.049 

Step 2: Other proactivity variables           

Proactive personality   .169* .161* .157*   -.028 -.008 -.003 

Proactive career behaviors   .069 .114 .111   .086 .128 .129 

Step 3: PSBs           

Emotional intentions    .278*** .233    .274** .285 

Social intentions    -.298*** -.572    -.279** -.314 

Generativity intentions    -.049 .115    -.093 -.669* 

Step 4: Interactions           

Emotional intentions x age     .124     .009 

Social intentions x age     .277     .056 

Generativity intentions x age     -.221     .816 

ΔR2   .036** .061*** .003   .005 .057** .022 

R2  .284*** .321*** .381*** .384***  .301*** .306*** .364*** .385*** 

 

Note: Listwise N = 241 for self-ratings; Listwise N = 208 for colleague ratings. Opp. interact with colleagues = Opportunities to 

interact with colleagues. PSBs = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  

β = standardized beta coefficient 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Work engagement. A hierarchical moderated regression analyses was used to predict 

work engagement (Table 24). In support of Hypothesis 4e, PSBs explained additional 

incremental variance in self-ratings of work engagement beyond age, demographic, and 

contextual variables and other proactivity variables (step 3; ΔR2 = .035, p = .008). Out of the 

three types of PSBs, emotional intentions were a significant for self-ratings of work engagement 

(step 3; β = .227, p = .004). Although the block with the interaction terms between PSBs and age 

explained significant incremental variance in work engagement (step 4; ΔR2 = .031, p = .112), 

none of the interaction terms were significant for self-ratings of work engagement (Hypothesis 

5e not supported). Similar to self-ratings of work engagement, emotional intentions were a 

significant predictor of colleague ratings of work engagement beyond the age, demographic, and 

contextual variables and other proactivity variables (step 3; β = .384, p < .001). Also similar to 

self-ratings of work engagement, none of the interaction terms between PSBs and age were 

significant predictors of work engagement. 
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Table 24. Hierarchical Moderated Regression Results Predicting Work Engagement (Study 3) 

  Self-Ratings  Colleague Ratings 

Step/predictor variable  β β β β  β β β β 

Step 1: Age, demographic, 

contextual variables 

          

Age  .078 .103 .059 .594  -.050 -.024 -.075 .475 

Gender  -.067 -.046 -.098 -.083  .038 .046 -.042 -.032 

Education  .171* .064 .081 .089  .123 .039 .058 .066 

Marital status  .033 .003 -.024 -.009  .125 .100 .047 .052 

Children in household  .092 .094 .091 .080  .049 .055 .048 .038 

Subjective economic status  .183** .111 .117 .113  .113 .059 .072 .065 

Job tenure  -.067 -.041 -.038 -.021  -.137 -.097 -.071 -.061 

Organizational tenure  .055 .044 .038 .031  .131 .098 .095 .096 

Career tenure  .092 .056 .073 .053  .117 .110 .107 .089 

Job type  .085 .085 .059 .058  .107 .111 .048 .051 

Opp. interact with colleagues  .138* .018 -.027 -.013  .139* .077 .001 .018 

Step 2: Other proactivity variables           

Proactive personality   .304*** .250*** .248***   .115 .084 .081 

Proactive career behaviors   .208** .167* .174*   .235** .178* .173* 

Step 3: PSBs           

Emotional intentions    .227** .073    .384*** .398 

Social intentions    -.144 .416    -.127 .082 

Generativity intentions    .081 .391    -.055 .237 

Step 4: Interactions           

Emotional intentions x age     .282     -.073 

Social intentions x age     -.588     -.230 

Generativity intentions x age     -.485     -.418 

ΔR2   .159*** .035** .031*   .074*** .068** .013 

R2  .152*** .311*** .346*** .378***  .133** .207*** .275*** .288*** 

 

Note: Listwise N = 241 for self-ratings; Listwise N = 208 for colleague ratings. Opp. interact with colleagues = Opportunities to 

interact with colleagues. PSBs = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  

β = standardized beta coefficient 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Positive emotions at work. A hierarchical moderated regression analyses was used to 

predict positive emotions at work (Table 25). In support of Hypothesis 4f, PSBs explained 

additional incremental variance in self-ratings of positive emotions at work beyond age, 

demographic, and contextual variables and other proactivity variables (step 3; ΔR2 = .040, p = 

.006). However, none of the three types of PSBs were significant predictors of positive emotions 

of work. The block of the interaction terms between PSBs and age explained significant 

incremental variance in positive emotions at work (step 4; ΔR2 = .054, p < .001); the interaction 

term between social intentions and age was a significant for self-ratings of positive emotions at 

work (step 4; β = -.960, p = .003). As shown in Figure 13, the association between social 

intentions and positive emotions at work became increasingly stronger for younger age workers 

than middle-aged and older workers (Hypothesis 5f not supported). 
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Table 25. Hierarchical Moderated Regression Results Predicting Positive Emotions at Work 

(Study 3) 

  Self-Ratings 

Step/predictor variable  β β β β 

Step 1: Age, demographic, 

contextual variables 

     

Age  -.039 -.007 -.028 .586 

Gender  .017 .036 .011 .031 

Education  .064 -.037 -.001 .004 

Marital status  .033 .006 .004 .028 

Children in household  .059 .061 .032 .021 

Subjective economic status  .231** .151* .147* .145* 

Job tenure  .005 .034 .013 .030 

Organizational tenure  -.016 -.034 -.035 -.040 

Career tenure  .075 .057 .095 .073 

Job type  -.054 -.055 -.055 -.054 

Opp. interact with colleagues  .200** .092 .049 .061 

Step 2: Other proactivity variables      

Proactive personality   .217** .142* .141* 

Proactive career behaviors   .273*** .179* .189** 

Step 3: PSBs      

Emotional intentions    .147 -.067 

Social intentions    .000 .927** 

Generativity intentions    .148 .344 

Step 4: Interactions      

Emotional intentions x age     .377 

Social intentions x age     -.960** 

Generativity intentions x age     -.342 

ΔR2   .142*** .040** .054*** 

R2  .125** .267*** .307*** .361*** 

 

Note: Listwise N = 241 for self-ratings. Opp. interact with colleagues = Opportunities to interact 

with colleagues. PSBs = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  

β = standardized beta coefficient 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Figure 13. Age as a moderator of social intentions and positive emotions at work. 
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Turnover intentions. A hierarchical moderated regression analyses was used to predict 

turnover intentions (Table 26). I did not find support for Hypothesis 4g; PSBs did not explain 

additional incremental variance in turnover intentions beyond age, demographic, and contextual 

variables and other proactivity variables (step 3; ΔR2 = .027, p = .076). However, emotional 

intentions were a significant predictor of turnover intentions (step 3; β = -.219, p = .015). The 

block of the three interaction terms between PSBs and age did not explain significant 

incremental variance in turnover intentions (step 4; ΔR2 = .015, p = .284) and none of the 

interaction terms were significant (Hypothesis 5g not supported). 
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Table 26. Hierarchical Moderated Regression Results Predicting Turnover Intentions (Study 3) 

  Self-Ratings 

Step/predictor variable  β β β β 

Step 1: Age, demographic, 

contextual variables 

     

Age  .032 .006 .044 -.737 

Gender  .000 -.006 .047 .036 

Education  .100 .142* .138 .135 

Marital status  -.106 -.096 -.066 -.074 

Children in household  .038 .036 .029 .041 

Subjective economic status  -.071 -.020 -.028 -.017 

Job tenure  .021 .003 -.009 -.018 

Organizational tenure  -.103 -.084 -.076 -.089 

Career tenure  -.078 -.093 -.098 -.070 

Job type  -.114 -.113 -.082 -.085 

Opp. interact with colleagues  -.096 -.056 -.017 -.022 

Step 2: Other proactivity variables      

Proactive personality   .004 .035 .024 

Proactive career behaviors   -.220** -.206* -.208* 

Step 3: PSBs      

Emotional intentions    -.219* -.490 

Social intentions    .148 -.022 

Generativity intentions    -.015 -.131 

Step 4: Interactions      

Emotional intentions x age     .600 

Social intentions x age     .187 

Generativity intentions x age     .178 

ΔR2   .039** .027 .015 

R2  .068 .107* .134** .149** 

 

Note: Listwise N = 241 for self-ratings. Opp. interact with colleagues = Opportunities to interact 

with colleagues. PSBs = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  

β = standardized beta coefficient 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Retirement intentions. A hierarchical moderated regression analyses was used to predict 

retirement intentions (Table 27). I did not find support for Hypothesis 4h; PSBs did not explain 

additional incremental variance in self-ratings of retirement intentions beyond age, demographic, 

and contextual variables and other proactivity variables (step 3; ΔR2 = .024, p < .076). However, 

social intentions were a significant predictor of retirement intentions (step 3; β = .182, p = .034). 

The interaction terms between PSBs and age did not explain significant incremental variance in 

retirement intentions (step 4; ΔR2 = .015, p = .219) and none of the interaction terms were 

significant (Hypothesis 5h not supported). 
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Table 27. Hierarchical Moderated Regression Results Predicting Retirement Intentions (Study 3) 

  Self-Ratings 

Step/predictor variable  β β β β 

Step 1: Age, demographic, 

contextual variables 

     

Age  .320*** .322*** .372*** -.148 

Gender  -.105 -.106 -.069 -.067 

Education  -.018 -.018 -.034 -.031 

Marital status  -.022 -.022 .004 .011 

Children in household  -.011 -.011 -.018 -.014 

Subjective economic status  .030 .026 .020 .033 

Job tenure  -.013 -.011 -.019 -.014 

Organizational tenure  .090 .088 .090 .064 

Career tenure  .105 .109 .100 .118 

Job type  -.028 -.028 -.005 -.011 

Opp. interact with colleagues  -.088 -.088 -.061 -.053 

Step 2: Other proactivity variables      

Proactive personality   -.016 .027 .008 

Proactive career behaviors   .021 .036 .041 

Step 3: PSBs      

Emotional intentions    -.155 -.718* 

Social intentions    .182* .600 

Generativity intentions    -.096 .062 

Step 4: Interactions      

Emotional intentions x age     1.178 

Social intentions x age     -.424 

Generativity intentions x age     -.257 

ΔR2   .000 .024 .015 

R2  .198*** .199** .223*** .238*** 

 

Note: Listwise N = 241 for self-ratings. Opp. interact with colleagues = Opportunities to interact 

with colleagues. PSBs = proactive socioemotional behaviors.  

β = standardized beta coefficient 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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Study 3 Discussion 

 There were five questions addressed in Study 3: (1) Does the PSB scale demonstrate 

internal reliability and validity? (2) Is there evidence that older workers use more PSBs than 

younger workers? (3) Are PSBs related to work attitudes and performance? (4) Does the PSB 

scale account for additional variance in work attitudes and performance beyond other existing 

proactivity measures? And (5) does age moderate these relationships?  

The results show that the PSB scale demonstrated evidence for reliability and validity. 

Analysis of the internal scale structure provided support for three types of PSBs (i.e., emotional 

intentions, social intentions, and generativity intentions). The PSB scale met acceptable levels of 

internal consistency. Further, the PSB scale demonstrated expected patterns of relationships with 

other existing scales and evidence was observed that the three types of PSBs were meaningfully 

distinct. As expected, PSBs were positively related to proactive personality. PSBs were also 

positively related to sociability, with social intentions having a more positive relationship with 

sociability than proactive career behaviors with sociability, indicating that there is more of a 

social orientation (e.g., desire to be with others) to PSBs than proactive career behaviors.  

The hypothesis that older workers engage in more PSBs than younger workers was not 

supported. Social intentions decreased with increasing age, which provided evidence for the 

distinctiveness for the three types of PSBs. The relationships between OFTP–focus on 

limitations and PSBs were not as negative as the relationships seen between OFTP–focus on 

limitations and proactive behaviors. This may provide support that social interactions to meet 

knowledge-related goals decrease more with age than social interactions that meet emotion-

related goals. 

PSBs were assessed for their relationships with work attitudes and performance. All three 

types of PSBs were positively related to self-ratings of job satisfaction and positive emotions at 
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work. Regarding organizational withdrawal, none of the PSBs were related to retirement 

intentions and only emotional intentions indicated a negative relationship with turnover 

intentions. As expected, all three types of PSBs had positive relationships with job performance 

related to helping others. Yet, there was evidence for the distinctiveness of the three types of 

PSBs. On the one hand, emotional intentions were positively related to all facets of job 

performance. On the other hand, social intentions were negatively related to performance related 

to job tasks and performance related to helping the organization. Colleague ratings provided 

validity to PSBs and their relationship to work attitudes and performance. Colleagues viewed 

workers who reported using more emotional intentions as demonstrating more helpfulness 

towards colleagues and the organization. By contrast, colleagues viewed workers who reported 

using more social intentions as demonstrating poorer job task performance and poorer 

helpfulness towards the organization. Colleagues viewed workers who reported using more 

generativity intentions as having poorer job task performance but appearing to be more engaged 

at work.  

Study 3 showed some support for the utility of the developed PSB scale. PSBs accounted 

for additional variance in job satisfaction, job performance, work engagement, and positive 

emotions at work, beyond age, demographic, and contextual variables and other proactivity 

measures found in the literature (proactive personality, proactive career behaviors) but it did not 

account for additional variance in turnover intentions and retirement intentions.  

The hypotheses that engaging in PSBs may be particularly beneficial to older adults was 

not met. Rather, there were significant interaction terms observed indicated that PSBs may be 

particularly important for younger adults, such that younger workers engaging in social 

intentions reported more job satisfaction and positive emotions at work, and younger workers 
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engaging in emotional intentions reported better job performance related to helping others. 

However, younger workers who engaged in more social intentions reported poorer job 

performance related to job tasks than younger workers with fewer social intentions.   
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CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION 

Lifespan development theories propose that workers adapt to age-related changes by 

being proactive in their environments. Socioemotional Selectivity Theory (SST) suggests that 

older workers adapt to a limited future time perspective by focusing more on social interactions 

that provide emotional rewards in the present moment and less so on social interactions that 

provide knowledge for the future (Carstensen, 1991). Yet, little is known about the extent to 

which older workers intentionally act to experience emotion-related functions of social 

interactions at work. The goal of the current research was to address this research gap by 

examining younger and older workers’ social proactivity at work. I developed a scale to test the 

main hypothesis that older workers use more proactive socioemotional behaviors, or PSBs 

specifically focused on emotion-related social interactions, than younger workers and further, 

that older workers experience even better work attitudes and performance by engaging in this 

type of social proactivity than younger workers. 

Summary of Findings 

Research Question 1 – What PSBs are used by workers? 

 In Study 1, workers were asked for the tactics that they use to engage in PSBs at work. 

The tactics that workers described were used to develop items for a new scale that assessed 

PSBs, as a scale did not exist in the literature to answer the research questions. Some of the 

behavioral examples provided by workers were similar to the tactics described by organizational 

researchers in the literature to experience emotion-related functions of social interactions at work 

(e.g., Bertolino et al., 2015; Truxillo et al., 2012; Zacher & Kooij, 2017). Workers, for instance, 

reported that, to experience satisfying or emotionally rewarding social interactions at work, they 

looked for opportunities to help colleagues or spend time with close friends at work, or looked 

for ways to improve the social environment for colleagues or provided job feedback. Other 
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behavioral examples reported by workers were tactics less often discussed in the literature, 

particularly more subtle proactive behaviors (e.g., initiating brief conversations with colleagues, 

using humor, making an effort to say nice things to colleagues, intentionally creating 

opportunities for brief interactions with colleagues). The behavioral examples provided by 

workers supported the development of a scale with items that described a variety of tactics. 

Examining the internal structure of the scale suggested three types of social proactivity tactics: 

emotional intentions (i.e., PSBs that focus on emotional satisfaction through colleague 

interactions), social intentions (i.e., PSBs that focus on creating opportunities to socialize with 

colleagues) and generativity intentions (i.e., PSBs that concern teaching, training, or providing 

job feedback to colleagues or improving the work environment for colleagues).  

When mapped to the emotion-related functions of social interactions (see Table 1 in 

literature review), emotional intentions and social intentions can be used to meet maintenance of 

identity functions of social interactions (e.g., making time to interact with colleagues so that they 

can get to know each other or making kind gestures so that they are appreciated by others) and 

positive, emotionally rewarding functions of social interactions (e.g., making a point to spend 

time with colleagues that elicit positive emotions or using humor at work). Generativity 

intentions can be used to meet generative functions of social interactions because these types of 

behaviors are likely to support workers in having opportunities to mentor, teach, or give support 

to other people at work (e.g., providing job feedback to colleagues, proposing new workplace 

initiatives to improve the working environment). 

A defining feature of proactive behaviors is that they are attempts by people to create a 

change to the self or environment (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker et al., 2010). PSBs are active 

attempts to achieve a certain outcome such as feeling good in the present moment by interacting 
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with other people at work. Therefore, each item created for the PSB scale described the proactive 

behavior and the intention or purpose of taking the action. Including the intention served to 

differentiate the PSB scale from other socially proactive scales found in the current literature. 

For example, items from a scale that assesses organizational citizenship behaviors directed 

towards people at work (e.g., “help orient new colleagues;” Belschak & Den Hartog, 2010) or 

items from a scale that assesses general socializing at work (e.g., “attend company social 

gatherings;” Ashford & Black, 1996) do not explicitly specify intent. That is, the scales do not 

differentiate whether people are engaging in social proactivity to gain favors for the future or to 

feel good in the present moment.  

In the current research, measures in the studies included a scale that assessed proactive 

career behaviors. Workers engage in proactive career behaviors for knowledge-related functions 

to support career planning, to develop competence or relevant knowledge skills and abilities, to 

gain career advice for future work opportunities, and to network with others (Claes & Ruiz-

Quintanilla, 1998). By including the proactive career behaviors scale and by developing a PSB 

scale for the current research, I was able to compare their relationships with other psychological 

constructs found in the literature. That is, I was able to compare psychological constructs (e.g., 

age, personality, motivation) to proactive actions that focus on social interactions for emotional 

rewards (PSBs) to proactive actions that focus on social interactions for knowledge gain 

(proactive career behaviors), thereby further understanding age differences in proactivity. 

Research Question 2 – Does a new scale to assess PSBs demonstrate internal reliability? 

Across Study 2 and Study 3, the PSB scale demonstrated acceptable levels of internal 

consistency reliability. The internal consistency reliability estimates for the three types of PSBs 

and the composite were higher than .70 (coefficient α; Cronbach, 1951), which is considered to 



152 

 

 

be an acceptable level for research measures in psychology (Cortina, 1993; Nunnally, 1978; 

Ponterotto & Ruckdeschel, 2007). These results suggested that the items in the scale are 

measuring the same proactivity construct. 

Research Question 3 – Does a new scale to assess PSBs demonstrate convergent and 

discriminant relations with other scales; that is construct validity? 

 The construct validity of the PSB scale was assessed by examining convergent and 

discriminant relations with personality scales found in the literature. As predicted, there were 

moderate to large correlations with PSBs and proactive personality in Study 2. These 

relationships were somewhat attenuated in Study 3, as there were moderate correlations with the 

three types of PSBs and the composite with proactive personality. This result suggested that 

there was more range restriction in proactivity levels for workers in Study 3 than for workers in 

Study 2. As some evidence of range restriction, I noted that the mean levels of proactivity were 

lower and standard deviations were higher for workers in Study 2 than for workers in Study 3 

(e.g., composite: M = 4.55, SD = 1.13 in Study 2; composite: M = 5.18, SD = .86 in Study 3). 

Still, people with higher levels of proactive personality, or the tendency to take action to change 

the self or environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993), were more likely to report taking action to 

experience emotion-related social interactions at work, or PSBs. These findings were similar to 

other studies that demonstrated positive relationships between proactive personality and 

proactive behaviors (e.g., Bateman & Crant, 1993; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Zacher, 2013). 

Personality constructs that characterize the orientations that people hold toward other people 

provided additional support for the construct validity of the measure. People who reported higher 

levels of extraversion and agreeableness also reported higher levels of PSBs; moderate 

correlations were observed. Further, people who reported higher levels of sociability also 
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reported higher levels of PSBs; moderate to large size correlations were observed in Study 2 and 

moderate correlations were observed in Study 3.  

Personality constructs were also used to understand how PSBs differ from proactive 

career behaviors. I hypothesized that extraversion, agreeableness, and sociability would have 

stronger positive relationships with PSBs than proactive career behaviors because PSBs have 

more of a social orientation (i.e., interacting with others in order to experience satisfying and 

emotionally rewarding interactions) and proactive career behaviors have more of a knowledge 

orientation (i.e., developing resources needed for a successful career in the future). I found 

partial support for this hypothesis. Emotional intentions and social intentions were indeed more 

strongly related to extraversion than proactive career behaviors and extraversion, suggesting that 

perhaps emotional intentions and social intentions have more of a social orientation (e.g., 

preferences to be with other people, seeking to be with other people) than proactive career 

behaviors, whereas no such differences were seen for generativity intentions. Generative 

behaviors have been conceptualized as the desire to share experience, knowledge, and skills with 

other people at work in order to feel appreciated and valued at work (Kooij et al., 2011; Taneva 

et al., 2016). Thus, fulfillment of generative behavior might come from being able to use one’s 

experience, knowledge, and skills to develop other people at work, rather than fulfillment 

coming from simply interacting with people at work. For agreeableness, I found that emotional 

intentions were more strongly related to agreeableness than proactive career behaviors and 

agreeableness. This finding suggests that emotional intentions are more facilitated by a tendency 

to be kind, considerate, and warm to others than proactive career behaviors. Across Study 2 and 

Study 3, I found that social intentions were more strongly related to sociability than proactive 
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career behaviors and sociability. This finding suggests that perhaps social intentions reflects the 

desire to simply seek to be around other people than proactive career behaviors.  

I also used a measure of burnout to investigate the validity of the PSB scale. I found 

significant negative relationships between burnout and emotional intentions and generativity 

intentions. This finding suggests that proactivity is not facilitated when workers are emotionally, 

physically, and mentally exhausted at work, which is similar to previous research findings 

(Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Tims et al., 2012). 

Across Study 2 and Study 3, the PSB scale demonstrated construct validity, as the scale 

demonstrated expected convergent and discriminant relations with other scales. Comparing the 

strength of relationships between personality and the proactive measures led to further 

understanding of the distinctiveness of PSBs from proactive career behaviors: emotional 

intentions were more facilitated by extraversion and agreeableness than proactive career 

behaviors and social intentions was more facilitated by sociability than proactive career 

behaviors. Overall, an analysis of the construct validity of the PSB scale suggested that PSBs are 

social interactions used to satisfy preferences to be around others. 

Research Question 4 – Is there evidence that older workers use more PSBs than younger 

workers? 

 SST predicts a shift away from knowledge-related functions of social interactions at work 

to emotion-related functions of social interactions at work with increasing age (Carstensen et al., 

1999). To test this hypothesis, I recruited an age-diverse worker sample reflective of the current 

labor market. As predicted by SST, I found that older workers engaged in fewer knowledge-

related social goals (proactive career behaviors) but I did not find support for older workers 

taking more action than younger workers to experience emotion-related social goals (PSBs). 
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Although I did not find evidence for older workers engaging in more emotion-related social 

goals than younger workers, the results suggest that some types of PSBs are used in similar 

levels by older and younger workers. Younger and older workers similarly engaged in emotional 

intentions and generativity intentions, and younger workers engaged in more social intentions 

than older workers. By contrast, older workers appear to place less importance on knowledge-

related social goals than younger workers. It is likely beneficial to consider emotion-related 

social goals in the workplace because they may be relevant across the lifespan. 

 In addition to chronological age, I included narrower measures of age-related normative 

changes in motivation and OFTP to further understand the nature of PSBs, especially when 

compared to proactive career behaviors. People with a communal orientation are sensitive to the 

needs of others and are focused on the welfare for others (Abele & Wojciszke, 2014). In the 

current research, PSBs appeared to be more communal than proactive career behaviors, as 

supported by the stronger positive relationships found between emotional intentions and 

communal goals than emotional intentions and agentic goals. Further, in the literature, holding a 

future time perspective that is unlimited has been associated with higher intentions to continue 

working (Kooij et al., 2014; Rudolph et al., 2018). Therefore, as expected, I found that workers 

who perceived their occupational future as being full of opportunities participated in even more 

proactive career behaviors than PSBs; these workers took more actions that would support their 

future careers than actions to support satisfying interactions with colleagues in the present 

moment. In the literature, a limited future time perspective has been associated with declines in 

work-related growth motives (Kooij et al., 2014). As expected, I found that workers who 

perceived their occupational future as being limited participated in even less proactive career 

behaviors than PSBs; workers invested less time in actions that would improve their future career 
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prospects than actions to support satisfying interactions with colleagues in the present moment. 

These results suggest that knowledge-related social goals are more susceptible to decreasing 

across the lifespan than emotion-related social goals, particularly as workers perceive their 

occupational future to be limited. 

Research Question 5 – What is the relationship between PSBs and work attitudes and 

performance? 

 Similar to previous research findings on the benefits of proactive behaviors to work 

attitudes and performance (Claes & Van Loo, 2011; Rofcanin et al., 2019; Thomas et al., 2010; 

Tornau & Frese, 2013), findings in the current research supported significant relationships 

between PSBs and work attitudes and performance. Workers who engaged in more PSBs 

reported more job satisfaction, more experiences of positive emotions at work, and more work 

engagement. Colleagues ratings validate these findings; colleagues viewed workers who engaged 

in more emotional intentions as appearing to be more satisfied at work and viewed workers who 

engaged in more emotional intentions and generativity intentions as being more engaged at work. 

These results support the idea that workers take action to make their environments more 

satisfying (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker et al., 2010).  

As far as job performance, workers who reported using more emotional intentions also 

reported having better in-role job performance, OCB–I, and OCB–O. By contrast, workers who 

reported using more social intentions reported having poorer in-role job performance and OCB–

O. Colleagues seemed to agree with this conclusion. Workers who reported using more social 

intentions were also rated by colleagues as having poorer in-role job performance and OCB–O. 

Workers who reported using more generativity intentions were also rated by colleagues as 
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having poorer in-role job performance, again suggesting that some types of PSBs may come at a 

cost of being perceived by colleagues as demonstrating poorer job performance.  

In terms of organizational withdrawal, workers who engaged in more emotional 

intentions were less likely to report intentions to leave the organization, which is similar to 

previous research that found proactivity supported discouraged turnover intention through social 

embeddedness (Chung-Yan & Butler, 2011; Yang et al., 2011). However, there were no 

significant relationships found between PSBs and retirement intentions. These findings suggest 

that perhaps PSBs may be too distal and narrow to influence decisions to retire. Rather, as 

proposed by organizational researchers, the decisions to leave the organization or to retire are 

complex and are likely decisions made after weighing individual and contextual factors (Fisher 

et al., 2016; Henkens & Tazelaar, 1994; Shultz et al., 1998). 

Overall, emotional intentions appeared to be associated with more positive work 

attitudes, better perceptions of performance at work, and reduced turnover intentions. Although 

social intentions and generativity intentions were also related to more positive work attitudes, it 

seemed to come at the cost of being perceived by colleagues as demonstrating poorer job 

performance. Engaging in social intentions and generativity intentions may mean that workers 

spend less time performing their required job duties, which may be noticeable to colleagues and 

perceived as distracting to job performance. By contrast, emotional intentions may not be as 

distracting to job performance as social intentions and generativity intentions. These findings 

reflect a concern that organizational researchers have previously expressed, that certain forms of 

proactive behaviors may have negative consequences (e.g., Belschak & Den Hartog, 2010). The 

negative perceptions of some proactive behaviors may be particularly concerning for generative 

behaviors. Generativity intentions is often viewed as a type of proactive behavior that may be 
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particularly beneficial for older adults, as it involves using one’s experiences and knowledge to 

provide job training and developing others. However, there may be negative implications for 

workers if other people at work observe this type of proactivity as being distracting from job 

tasks, that would need further attention. 

Research Question 6 – Does the PSB scale account for additional variance in work attitudes 

and performance, beyond existing proactivity scales? 

 The current research provided evidence for the utility of the developed PSB scale. Utility 

was assessed by considering the extent to which the PSB scale explained variance in work 

attitudes and performance, beyond other proactivity measures found in the literature. I found, 

after accounting for age, demographic (i.e., gender, education), contextual variables (i.e., marital 

status, children in the household, subjective economic status, job tenure, organizational tenure, 

job type, and opportunities to interact with colleagues), and other proactivity measures (i.e., 

proactive personality, proactive career behaviors), that PSBs significantly explained variance in 

job satisfaction, job performance, work engagement, and positive emotions at work. However, 

the PSB scale did not significantly explain variance in turnover intention and retirement 

intentions. 

Research Question 7 – Does age moderate the relationship between PSBs and work 

attitudes and performance? 

 The literature suggests that PSBs are relevant to older workers because with increasing 

age, there is a shift away from knowledge-related functions of social interactions to emotion-

related function of social interactions (e.g., Carstensen, 1991; Kooij, 2015; Zacher & Kooij, 

2017). Therefore, I hypothesized that PBSs would particularly benefit the work attitudes and 

performance of older workers. The current research did not support this hypothesis; older 



159 

 

 

workers did not benefit more from engaging in PSBs than younger workers; younger and older 

workers appeared to both benefit from engaging in PSBs. Further, I found that younger workers 

particularly benefited in engaging in certain types of PSBs than older workers. More specifically, 

younger workers who engaged in social intentions saw more of an increase in job satisfaction 

and positive emotions at work than older workers. This result may be because older workers 

were already reporting high levels of job satisfaction and positive emotions at work at all levels 

of PSBs, whereas younger workers only saw high levels of job satisfaction and positive emotions 

at high levels of PSBs (see Figure 10 and Figure 13). There was some evidence that engaging in 

social intentions was not beneficial, particularly for younger workers. More specifically, younger 

workers who engaged in more social intentions reported slightly poorer in-role job performance 

than older workers who engaged in the same level of social intentions. Interestingly, younger 

workers and middle age workers who engaged in more emotional intentions viewed themselves 

as performing even better in OCB–I than older workers. This may mean that older workers may 

not necessarily associate emotional intentions with helping behaviors at work as compared to 

younger workers and middle-aged workers. Previous research suggests that prior experiences can 

shape the beliefs about what constitutes effective behaviors in certain situations (Motowidlo & 

Beier, 2010; Motowidlo, Hooper, & Jackson, 2006). Applied to the current research, it may be 

that older workers, through their accumulated job experience, may see other behaviors, in 

addition to emotional intentions, as facilitative of OCB–I.  

In the current research, there were significant, small positive correlations found between 

age and job satisfaction, in-role job performance, OCB–O and work engagement. Similarly, 

previous research findings suggests that older workers may report better work attitudes and 

behaviors than younger workers (e.g., Rhodes, 1983). Researchers propose that this could be 
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perhaps because older adults attend to more positive cues in their environment than younger 

adults (e.g., Mather & Carstensen, 2005), or because older adults are better able to regulate 

emotions than younger workers (e.g., Urry & Gross, 2010). Because older workers reported high 

levels of job satisfaction, job performance, and work engagement, there was not an opportunity 

to observe the expected boost in work attitudes and performance from engaging in PSBs. By 

contrast, younger workers did see a boost from engaging in PSBs since they reported low and 

high levels of work attitudes and performance. Prior research may provide some understanding 

as to why younger workers may particularly benefit from proactivity. Prior research suggests that 

younger workers experience poorer work environments in early careers whereas older workers 

may have had more opportunity to find work environments with better work conditions, such as 

by changing jobs or gaining seniority in their positions (Semmer et al., 2005). Therefore, 

younger workers may make attempts to improve their work environments through use of social 

proactivity. 

Demographic and contextual factors (exploratory). 

 The current research allowed for an opportunity to explore the relationships between 

demographic and contextual variables and PSBs. In both Study 2 and Study 3, I found that 

women engaged in more emotional intentions than men. In Study 2 and Study 3, I found that 

level of education was not significantly related to PSBs but that there were small, significant 

positive correlations between level of education and proactive career behaviors, suggesting that 

education as a predictor may differ for these two types of proactivity. Results were more 

inconclusive for having a partner or children in the household. In Study 2, I found that workers 

who reported having a partner were more likely to engage in social intentions and generativity 

intentions. By contrast, no such relationships were found in Study 3. In Study 2, having children 
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in the household was not related to PSBs but in Study 3, having children in the household had 

small, significant positive correlations with social intentions. Although household income was 

not significantly related with PSBs, subjective socioeconomic status was significantly related 

with PSBs. Workers who reported higher levels of subjective socioeconomic status engaged in 

more emotional intentions (Study 2 only), social intentions (Study 2 only), and generativity 

intentions (Study 3 only). These relationships would need to be further explored for replication 

in future research but seem to indicate that perceptions of where one stands in society can 

facilitate participation in PSBs. Overall, the current research suggests that demographic variables 

are related to social proactivity. Future research on demographic variables can provide 

knowledge about why people engage in social proactivity across the lifespan. People’s lives are 

constantly changing (e.g., children leave the home, personal income rises due to career 

advancement over time). Understanding how demographic variables facilitate social proactivity 

would be interesting for theoretical building on the functions of social interactions. For example, 

does having a family to support increase preferences for knowledge-related social interactions 

but not preferences for emotion-related social interactions, which in turn influences the type of 

social proactivity initiated at work? 

Across Study 2 and Study 3, job tenure and organizational tenure were not significantly 

related to PSBs, but career tenure did have a negative relationship with social intentions. The 

negative relationship between career tenure and social intentions may be explained by the large 

correlation observed between age and career tenure in Study 2 and Study 3. As far as job type, 

results were inconsistent. In Study 2, there were no significant relationships between job type 

and PSBs. However, in Study 3, there were significant negative relationships, such that white-

collar workers engaged in less social intentions and generativity intentions than blue-collar 
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workers. Future research would benefit from exploring the work characteristics and work 

environments that may facilitate PSBs (e.g., autonomy, job complexity; Morgeson et al., 2010; 

Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006), as job type is likely to be too coarse to measure work 

environment. Across Study 2 and Study 3, I also found that opportunities to interact with 

colleagues facilitated use of PSBs; workers who had more opportunities to interact with 

colleagues engaged in more PSBs. Overall, results suggest that PSBs are likely to be facilitated 

by demographic and contextual variables and that future research studies could provide an 

opportunity to replicate and understand findings found in the current research or explore 

additional demographic or contextual variables 

Contributions 

Contributions to Research 

Lifespan development theories propose that there are changes to preferences for social 

interactions across the lifespan, such that older adults are predicted to use more PSBs than 

younger workers (i.e., taking action to experience social interactions that are meaningful, close, 

and emotionally rewarding). However, the current proactivity literature tends to focus on 

proactive behaviors to experience functions of social interactions that are more knowledge-

related (e.g., proactive career behaviors, employee voice) than emotion-related. As such, a 

measure that assessed use of emotion-related social interactions did not exist in the literature. As 

a contribution to future organizational research, I developed a scale by examining behavioral 

examples provided by an age-diverse, worker sample and used the scale to test the hypothesis 

that older workers engage in more PSBs than younger workers in two separate, age-diverse 

worker samples. It is an aim of the current research to encourage future research in PSBs through 

use of the developed scale. 
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The current research increases our understanding about the tactics used by workers to 

experience meaningful, close, and emotionally rewarding social interactions at work. I analyzed 

workers’ examples of PSBs to develop a scale and used factor analysis to explore the scale 

structure, which suggested three types of tactics: emotional intentions, social intentions, and 

generativity intentions. This is a contribution to the organizational literature because the different 

tactics workers use to engage in PSBs were identified, providing nuance to how workers 

influence the functions of social interactions that they have at work. Beyond using factor analytic 

approaches, the distinctiveness of the three types of PSBs was evident in the current research by 

examining patterns of convergent and divergent relationships with other established measures in 

the literature. The preliminary results may encourage researchers to further study PSBs, 

particularly since it was found that PSBs explained differences in work attitudes and 

performance, beyond other established proactivity measures found in the literature.  

The current research also increases our understanding about age differences in use of 

PSBs. This is a contribution to the organizational literature because the current research directly 

tests a prediction made by lifespan development perspectives — that older workers take more 

action than younger workers to experience emotion-related social interactions. The findings in 

the current research suggested that rather than increasing age being associated with more use of 

PSBs, that use of certain types of PSBs is similar between younger and older workers, 

specifically emotional intentions and generativity intentions. For social intentions, younger 

workers engaged in this type of social proactivity more than older workers. As a comparison, 

increasing age was associated with less use of proactive career behaviors, which is a more 

agentic form of proactivity than PSBs. An alternative possibility is that the PSB scale does not 

measure the construct that the theories describe. However, a validity analysis of the scale 
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demonstrated evidence for expected relationships with proactive personality, orientations that 

people hold towards other people, motivation, and future time perspective. This provides some 

confidence that the PSB scale is measuring the intended construct. These results expand our 

understanding of aging at work and age differences in proactive behaviors that may be observed 

at work. The current research contributes to the literature by suggesting that agentic behaviors 

are lower for older workers than younger workers but that emotion-related social interactions are 

important for both younger and older workers. 

Contributions to Practice 

The current research also has practical implications. Given that the nature of work may 

be one that has fewer opportunities for engagement with colleagues (e.g., social isolation from 

remote work; Greenbaum, 2019), it may become increasingly important for organizations to 

consider the social environment. The current research contributes to practice because it provides 

organizations with information on the tactics that are used by workers to engage in PSBs: 

emotional intentions, social intentions, and generativity intentions. The current research further 

contributes to practice because the findings demonstrated that this type of proactivity does matter 

to the work attitudes and performance of workers. That is, PSBs provide organizations with a 

potential method to support an engaged, satisfied, and highly performing workforce.  

Hiring managers and human resource managers may view social interactions as 

distractions at work, as they take time away from getting critical job tasks done (CareerBuilder, 

2015). However, the current research provided empirical evidence that different strategies for 

social interactions exist and that some are less distracting to work than others. On the one hand, 

the current research showed that emotional intentions are positively associated with work 

attitudes and performance, as rated by self and others. On the other hand, the current research 
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showed that some care may be needed in other types of PSBs. Generativity intentions, although 

helpful to providing training to other colleagues, was related to poorer self-ratings and colleague 

ratings of job-performance in-role. Social intentions, although particularly beneficial to the work 

attitudes of younger workers, was disadvantageous to self and other ratings of job performance. 

There may be ways to support workers who engage in social intentions and generativity 

intentions, while minimizing the negative impact on performance. Parker, Wang, and Liao 

(2019) suggested that proactive behaviors are effective when individuals and organizations 

consider when proactivity occurs (e.g., considering when employee voice is most effective 

during the innovation process; Liang, Shu, & Farh, 2019). Therefore, workers may need to 

consider when it is most appropriate to engage in PSBs so that it does not distract from job tasks. 

Perhaps social intentions are most effective to celebrate achievements made by the team or 

perhaps generativity intentions are most effective after workers have completed their own job 

requirements before helping others. Organizations can also play a role in supporting effective use 

of PSBs. For example, organizations may treat PSBs as a critical part of getting work done. 

Organizations can identify social intentions as being critical to the organization because the 

organization values developing close relationships among colleagues after a job well done; 

organizations can identify generativity intentions as being critical to the organization because the 

organization values continuous and informal learning to occur among colleagues for vital skill 

sets. By using PSBs at the right time, both workers and organizations can benefit from high 

levels of work engagement, job satisfaction, and job performance. 

By identifying specific types of PSBs, organizations can consider whether workers have 

opportunities to experience the functions of social interactions that they find valuable. Some 

work environments may provide little opportunity for face-to-face interactions, which may limit 
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use of PSBs. The current research provided evidence that opportunities to interact with 

colleagues facilitated use of PSBs. The developed scale can be used to assess the extent to which 

workers use PSBs, pre and post any type of organizational changes implemented to facilitate 

social interactions at work. Overall, the current research provided organizations with empirical 

evidence that PSBs are worth the attention; PSBs are relevant across all age groups and they are 

positively associated with work attitudes and performance. 

Future Research 

The current research aims to encourage future research in the use of PSBs for satisfying 

and emotionally rewarding social interactions at work across the lifespan. It would be valuable to 

predict use of PSBs from age-related changes in cognitive abilities (i.e., reasoning and 

knowledge abilities) and non-cognitive abilities (e.g., personality). Lifespan development 

research tends to study cognitive and non-cognitive abilities separately (Ackerman, 1996). 

However, it is likely that their interplay can influence social proactivity at work. One approach to 

capture patterns among cognitive and non-cognitive abilities is to use latent profile analysis. For 

example, researchers have used a latent profile analysis to identify subgroups of older workers 

and then assessed differences between the profiles or groups on work-related motives (e.g., older 

workers were classified as healthy agers if they had good health and below average subjective 

age and classified as classic agers if they had lower health levels and high subjective age; 

Thrasher et al., 2018). The profiles that emerge from differences in cognitive and non-cognitive 

abilities may provide further understanding of how workers use social proactivity to successfully 

adapt to aging at work. For example, workers who have acquired valuable job knowledge and are 

highly extroverted may choose to be proactive at work in different ways (e.g., teaching others 

directly) than worker who have also acquired valuable knowledge and are less extroverted (e.g., 

documenting procedures in a work manual for others to review). 
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Previous experiences may limit or facilitate use of PSBs, thus making motivation theory 

relevant, such as expectancy-value model (or the behaviors people choose to engage in based on 

their expectations and valuations of outcomes; Vroom, 1964), goal-setting models (or the process 

by which goal selection influences motivational states; Locke, 1968), and self-efficacy (or the 

confidence that people have about their ability to meet a specific goal; Bandura, 1991). If 

workers receive the expected response from use of PSBs, workers are likely to continue 

engaging in PSBs because their expectations would be that PSBs result in satisfying experiences 

but if workers receive do not receive the expected response, they may be less likely to engage in 

PSBs in the future because their expectations would be that PSBs do not influence their 

experiences in a satisfying way. The response that people achieve through PSBs is likely to 

influence people’s self-efficacy. If PSBs continue to not be an effective way to change their 

environment, workers may come to believe that they do not have the ability to change the types 

of social interactions that they experience at work, which may result in issues related to job 

satisfaction and work engagement. 

The current research also provides researchers with an opportunity to use the developed 

PSB scale in future research. Researchers can use the scale to examine PSBs in different worker 

samples. For example, researchers could consider investigating the social interactions of workers 

in leadership positions. The types of social interactions that workers in leadership positions can 

engage in might limited because of the need to keep professional distance from other workers 

(e.g., loneliness in managers; Lindorff, 2001). Perhaps supervisors may be limited in forming 

friendships at work because other people may see the behavior as favoritism. It may be however, 

that workers in leadership positions who have colleagues that they consider to be peers may not 
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experience such limitations to use of PSBs compared to workers in leadership positions where 

there are no peers, which can be informative towards the design of organizational structures. 

Other worker samples of interest in future research might be examining the PSBs in 

remote workers that complete their work tasks outside of a traditional work environment. The 

type of PSBs that remote workers can engage in are likely limited to those that can be supported 

by technology, such as through chat services, email, or phone. For example, generativity 

intentions could still be possible for remote workers because they can teach colleagues a skill 

using a web service like video chats but whether that is more or less satisfying than face-to-face 

could be investigated in future research. Not all remote workers have the same social 

environment. Some remote workers may never see colleagues face-to-face while other some 

remote workers can see colleagues face-to-face because of proximity to a physical work location 

or because there are colleagues that work in their same location. Remote workers who have the 

opportunity to engage in-person with colleagues may be able to engage in PSBs face-to-face 

rather than PSBs through technology. Research on whether engaging in PSBs face-to-face is 

more beneficial to work attitudes and performance than engaging in PSBs through technology 

would be an interesting area of study. It may be that PSBs that are face-to-face are more 

satisfying than PSBs that are supported by technology, such as mobile remote presence systems 

where workers can physically embody videoconferencing systems (e.g., remote controlled device 

to engage with people at the actual worksite; Lee & Takayama, 2011). Researchers might be 

interested in developing a PSB scale specifically for remote workers if it is found that there are 

unique tactics used by remote workers that are not covered in the developed PSB scale. 

Another worker sample that would be of interest to study PSBs would be workers in the 

gig economy. In contrast to workers in the traditional economy who receive an hourly or salary 
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wage, workers in the gig economy are paid for completing specific tasks or services for 

customers, and are connected to customers through digital platforms to provide those services, 

such as ride share (e.g., Uber, Lyft), lodging (e.g., Airbnb), grocery delivery (Instacart), or labor 

(e.g., TaskRabbit) services (Istrate & Harris, 2017). Workers in the gig economy are likely to be 

socially isolated because they typically do not have colleagues to interact with while completing 

tasks or services for customers, as compared to workers in the traditional economy or even 

remote workers (Tran & Sokas, 2017). For workers in the gig economy, opportunities for social 

interactions at work may instead be limited to only customers. However, some social interactions 

may not be appropriate with customers because the behavior may be viewed as crossing 

professional boundaries (e.g., discussing workplace stress with customers instead of colleagues). 

Research into the tactics that workers in the gig economy use to experience satisfying and 

emotionally rewarding social interactions at work, and how they compare to workers in the 

traditional economy, would be helpful. For example, perhaps workers in the gig economy may 

reach out to other people who work in the same gig economy by connecting through social media 

websites. 

Another area of potential research would be to investigate whether there are potentially 

any negative outcomes to use of PSBs. As suggested by the current research, a worker may be at 

risk of being viewed as not being dedicated to their work if they are observed as engaging in 

certain types of PSBs (e.g., organizing social activities). Future research may look to confirm 

these results and consider strategies to mitigate any real or perceived distractions to job tasks 

(Parker et al., 2019). 

Study Limitations 

The current research design is cross-sectional and correlational, allowing for the 

examination of the direction and strength of relationships between PSBs and work attitudes and 
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performance. The current research design cannot provide conclusions about the cause and effect 

of PSBs on work attitudes and performance. Researchers could advance the current research by 

designing an experimental manipulation on independent variables of interest on a dependent 

variable and thereby determining cause and effect. The experimental approach would be limited 

to manipulating a few variables. Still, before considering experimental manipulation, further 

correlational research is likely needed to identify (and replicate) variables that are theoretically 

relevant to proactivity and work attitudes and performance relationships. An aim of the current 

research was to begin to identify such variables. 

Related, future research could examine the intra-individual aging process of proactivity 

through longitudinal research. Longitudinal research aims to capture change over time for study 

variables of interest through repeated observations (Wang et al., 2017; Zacher, 2015). For 

example, researchers might examine the stability of proactivity over time among workers. 

However, it is resource-intensive (e.g., time, money) to conduct longitudinal studies with 

repeated observations on the same study participants (Ng & Feldman, 2008). One approach 

might be to use available panel studies, such as the Health and Retirement Study (HRS; Sonnega 

et al., 2014) to obtain archival longitudinal data. However, a limitation is that panel studies such 

as the HRS may target only older adults, and therefore not allowing for comparisons to younger 

adults, and the panel studies may not necessarily have the variables of interest for the research 

questions. Another approach to study the intra-individual aging process might be to interview 

older workers and ask them reflect on their social proactivity at work (e.g., Taneva et al., 2016). 

A qualitative approach may provide depth and detail to social proactivity and insights into 

additional factors relevant to proactivity and work outcomes, from the perception of older 

workers. Although a longitudinal design is ultimately needed to assess the intra-individual aging 
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process (e.g., see discussion on longitudinal studies in aging by Wang et al., 2017 and Zacher, 

2015), investigating the subjective perceptions held by workers about work is valuable (e.g., 

subjective and objective perceptions of work characteristics explain unique variance of work 

outcomes; Melamed et al., 1995). As suggested by Zacher (2015), a reasonable approach is to 

replicate study findings in cross-sectional, correlational research and then invest resources to 

confirm findings using longitudinal research. 

In the current research, workers volunteered to participate in the study. It may be that 

people who volunteered to participate in the study were more proactive than people who did not 

volunteer to participate, resulting in range restriction on the proactivity variables. This means 

that observed correlations with proactivity in the current research could potentially be 

underestimated, as range restriction attenuates correlations (Alexander, 1988). Future research 

might address range restriction by designing studies that minimizes the likelihood that workers 

who have higher levels of proactivity are more likely to participate. One approach might be for 

researchers to collaborate directly with organizations. Researchers and organizations can 

collaborate to encourage workers to participate in studies through strategic study design. For 

example, the study could be implemented to directly benefit workers, such as providing training 

on effective use of PSBs (e.g., Müller et al., 2018 provided training to workers in an organization 

on use of SOC strategies at work). Further, the study could be integrated during the regular part 

of the workday with support from supervisors and management, rather than the study being 

conducted off-site or after work hours. Strategies such as these may lessen the likelihood that 

workers volunteering for the research study have higher levels of proactivity than workers who 

do not volunteer. Relationships between proactivity and work attitudes and performance could 
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then potentially be larger than those reported in the current research if restriction of range is 

minimized (Alexander, 1988). 

A limitation of survey research is that participants may provide socially desirable 

responses, or responding in such a way that participants present themselves in socially acceptable 

ways rather than their actual behaviors and attitudes (Morgado et al., 2017). That is, participants 

may tend to report more positive behaviors and attitudes when they are socially desirable and 

report fewer negative behaviors and attitudes when they are socially undesirable (Krumpal, 

2013). This may be particularly true for scales that are more sensitive in nature, such as turnover 

intentions or retirement intentions in the current research. Findings in the current research 

suggest that socially desirable responses may be limited. I found that colleague ratings supported 

the validity of worker ratings; there were significant, moderate-to-large positive correlations 

between workers’ self-report of their work attitudes and performance and colleague ratings of 

their work attitudes and performance. Further, colleagues validated relationships found between 

PSBs and job performance. That is, workers and colleagues agreed that job performance was 

poorer when workers engaged in certain types of PSBs. Steps were taken to reduce the likelihood 

of socially desirable responses in the current research; surveys were self-administered by 

participants rather than researcher-administered, researchers were not present during data 

collection, participants were assured that responses were confidential, participants were 

reminded that surveys would not be shared with other colleagues or employers, participants were 

aware that colleague ratings would be used to validate their responses, participants were 

reminded to respond how they really feel and behave and not how others would expect in the 

scale instructions, and there were no negative consequences for responding to items in a certain 

way, all of which are strategies recommended by researchers to mitigate socially desirable 
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responses (Krumpal, 2013). Still, researchers may consider using complete anonymity to collect 

worker and colleague surveys in order to reduce socially desirable responses in future research, 

although this would come at a risk of difficulties in matching surveys, such as linking self-ratings 

to other ratings. 

A related limitation is in the self-report nature of people’s behaviors at work (Spector, 

1994). It is possible that people may over- or under-estimate their use of PSBs because of 

demand characteristics, social desirability, or difficulties recalling behavior (Donaldson & Grant-

Vallone, 2002). One way to address the self-report limitation is to supplement self-reports of 

PSBs with independent reports. If using colleague ratings of proactivity as an independent report, 

for example, the developed PSB scale would need to be modified to describe only the behavior 

and remove the intention for the action, since colleagues would not be able to readily know the 

intentions for workers engaging in PSBs. Researchers should note however that age stereotypes 

may influence others’ ratings of proactive behaviors, such that older workers are perceived as 

being less proactive than younger workers (Zacher & Kooij, 2017). One approach to address the 

limitation of using colleagues to rate proactive behaviors is to use objective measures. For 

example, workplace behaviors can be recorded using audio for later coding of social proactivity 

(e.g., types of conversations held with colleagues; Mehl, 2017) or workers can wear sociometric 

badges to record social behaviors at work (e.g., amount of time spent in conversations, amount of 

time spent in face-to-face interactions; Olguin Olguin et al., 2009). On the one hand, these types 

of measurements can supplement interpretations made using self-reported proactive behaviors. 

On the other hand, these objective approaches are limited in that they measure the behavior but 

not the intent of the behavior, which is an important aspect of proactive behavior. Overall, the 
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current research provided an investigation of social proactivity that future research could build 

upon by making considerations to research design. 

Conclusion 

 The current research was motivated by changes in the workforce; the workforce is 

expected to get older and the future of work is one in which technological changes may change 

the way in which people interact with each other at work. Lifespan development perspectives 

suggest that there are normative age-related changes that occur with increasing age, such that 

older people prefer functions of social interactions that are satisfying and meaningful and 

emotionally satisfying. However, research is limited in examining emotion-related functions of 

social interactions at work, as most research tends to focus on agentic, knowledge-related 

functions of social interactions at work. The current research served to address this research gap. 

 First, the current research expanded research on work and aging from a lifespan 

development perspective by examining PSBs, a specific type of social proactivity at work that is 

suggested to be more salient to older workers than younger workers. The current research 

expanded research on emotion-related functions social interactions because the strategies that 

workers use to intentionally experience satisfying and emotionally rewarding social interactions 

were identified: emotional intentions, social intentions, and generativity intentions. PSBs can be 

contrasted to other social constructs measured in the literature that do not focus on the proactive 

behavior and the intent of the proactive behavior. For example, other constructs may focus on the 

quantity of different types of relationships at work, such as the size of the social network (Burt et 

al., 2013), which may be more the result of proactive behavior rather than the proactive behavior 

itself. Other constructs may focus more on knowledge-related social interactions, such as 

proactive career behaviors that may see workers networking with other people at work for career 
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advice. The current research provided an opportunity to examine the interactions that people 

choose to have with colleagues at work to experience the types of social interactions that are 

meaningful and satisfying. 

 Second, the current research expanded research on work and aging from a lifespan 

development perspective by examining age differences in PSBs. The literature tends to be more 

theoretical on why PSBs would be relevant to older workers rather than empirical. The current 

research study provided an opportunity to empirically test this hypothesis. I used three separate 

age-diverse work samples to identify the PSBs that workers use to experience social interactions 

that are meaningful and satisfying and examined whether age moderated relationships between 

PSBs and work attitudes and performance. Although older workers did not engage in more PSBs 

than younger workers, the results are encouraging for emotion-related functions of social 

interactions at work. Knowledge-related functions of social interactions were observed to 

decrease with increasing age but PSBs seemed to remain a consistent type of proactivity across 

the lifespan. Third, the current research expanded research on work and aging from a lifespan 

development perspective by showing that not only are PSBs relevant for younger and older 

workers, but that PSBs are significantly associated with more positive work attitudes and better 

job performance. The utility of PSBs on work attitudes and performance was observed even after 

accounting for age, demographic, contextual variables and other proactivity measures found in 

the literature.  

 The current research highlights a type of proactivity that is likely to be relevant to 

people’s work attitudes and performance across the lifespan: the actions that people take to 

experience satisfying and emotionally rewarding social interactions at work. Understanding the 

role of social interactions with colleagues on work attitudes and performance becomes 
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increasingly critical to a future of work that may be more socially isolating. The current research 

demonstrates that emotion-related functions of social interactions are just as important as 

knowledge-related functions social interactions to work attitudes and performance, and that 

emotion-related functions social interactions are likely to remain stable across the lifespan 

compared to declines seen in knowledge-related functions social interactions. Further, the current 

research demonstrates that PSBs is a type of proactivity that does not necessarily need to take 

much resources or time away from work. Rather, simple actions taken to experience satisfying 

and emotionally rewarding social interactions at work can have great benefits to work attitudes 

and performance.   
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Appendix A      

Summary of Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Hypotheses Results 

Study Research question/Hypotheses Hypothesis result 

Findings if hypothesis result was 

partially supported/not supported 

Study 1 RQ1: What PSBs are used by workers?   

Study 2 

Study 3 

RQ2: Does a new scale to assess PSBs demonstrate internal 

reliability? 

  

Study 2 

Study 3 

RQ3: Does a new scale to assess PSBs demonstrate convergent and 

discriminant relations with other scales; that is construct validity? 

  

 H1a. Significant positive relationship between PSBs and proactive 

personality 

Study 2: Supported 

Study 3: Supported 

 

 H1b. Extraversion will be more strongly positively related to PSBs 

than proactive career behaviors 

Study 2: Partial support 

Study 3: n/a  

Emotional intentions, social intentions, 

and the composite were more strongly 

related to extraversion than proactive 

career behaviors and extraversion, 

except for generativity intentions, which 

saw no significant differences when 

comparing correlations 

 H1c. Agreeableness will be more strongly positively related to 

PSBs than proactive career behaviors 

Study 2: Partial support 

Study 3: n/a 

Emotional intentions and the composite 

were more strongly related to 

agreeableness than proactive career 

behaviors and agreeableness, except for 

social intentions and generativity 

intentions, which saw no significant 

differences when comparing correlations 

 H1d. Sociability will be more strongly positively related to PSBs 

than proactive career behaviors 

Study 2: Partial support 

Study 3: Partial support 

Study 2: emotional intentions, social 

intentions, and the composite were more 

strongly related to sociability than 

proactive career behaviors and 

sociability, except for generativity 

intentions, which saw no significant 

differences when comparing correlations 

Study 3: Social intentions and the 

composite were more strongly related to 

sociability than proactive career 

behaviors and sociability, except for 

emotional intentions and generativity 

intentions, which saw no significant 

differences when comparing correlations 
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 H1e. Significant negative relationship between PSBs and burnout Study 2: Partial support 

Study 3: n/a  

Emotional intentions, generativity 

intentions, and the composite had 

significant negative relationships with 

burnout, except for social intentions, 

whose correlation did not reach levels of 

significance 

Study 2 

Study 3 

RQ4: Is there evidence that older workers use more PSBs than 

younger workers? 

  

 H2a. Significant positive relationship between age and PSBs Study 2: Not supported 

Study 3: Not supported 

 

No significant relationship with age and 

emotional intentions and generativity 

intentions found in Study 2 and Study 3; 

significant negative relationship with 

age and social intentions found in Study 

2 and Study 3 

 H2b. Significant negative relationship between age and proactive 

career behaviors 

Study 2: Supported 

Study 3: Not supported 

In contrast to Study 2 findings, the 

relationship between age and proactive 

career behaviors did not reach a 

significant level in Study 3 

 H2c. Stronger positive relationship between OFTP–focus on 

opportunities and proactive career behaviors than with PSBs 

Study 2: Supported 

Study 3: Partial support 

In contrast to Study 2 findings, there was 

no significant difference in the 

correlations between OFTP–focus on 

opportunities and proactive career 

behaviors than OFTP–focus on 

opportunities and generativity intentions 

in Study 3 

 H2d. Stronger negative relationship between OFTP–focus on 

limitations and proactive career behaviors than with PSBs 

Study 2: Supported 

Study 3: Supported 

 

 H2e. Stronger positive relationship between PSBs with communal 

goals than with agentic goals 

Study 2: Partial support 

Study 3: Partial support 

In Study 2 and Study 3, emotional 

intentions and the composite were more 

strongly related to communal goals than 

agentic goals, except for social 

intentions and generativity intentions, 

which saw no significant differences 

when comparing correlations 

 H2f. Stronger positive relationship between proactive career 

behaviors with agentic goals than with communal goals 

Study 2: Not supported 

Study 3: Not supported  

No significant differences found in 

correlations 

Study 3 RQ5: What is the relationship between PSBs and work attitudes and 

performance? 

  

 H3a. Significant positive relationship between PSBs and job 

satisfaction 

Supported  
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 H3b. Significant positive relationship between PSBs and job 

performance 

Partial support Emotional intentions had significant 

positive relationships with all facets of 

job performance; social intentions had a 

significant positive relationship with 

OCB–I but a significant negative 

relationship with in-role job 

performance and OCB–O; PSBs 

generative only had a significant 

positive relationship with OCB–I 

 H3c. Stronger positive relationship between PSBs and OCB–I 

than PSBs and in-role job performance and OCB–O. 

Supported  

 H3d. Significant positive relationship between PSBs and work 

engagement 

Partial support Emotional intentions and generativity 

intentions had significant positive 

relationships with work engagement, but 

social intentions did not. 

 H3e. Significant positive relationship between PSBs and positive 

emotions at work 

Supported  

 H3f. Significant negative relationship between PSBs and turnover 

intentions 

Partial support Only emotional intentions had a 

significant negative relationship with 

turnover intentions 

 H3g. Significant negative relationship between PSBs and 

retirement intentions 

Not supported No significant relationships found 

Study 3 RQ6: Does the PSB scale account for additional variance in work 

attitudes and performance, beyond existing proactivity scales? 

  

 H4a. PSBs will significantly explain variance in job satisfaction Supported  

 H4b. PSBs will significantly explain variance in in-role job 

performance 

Supported  

 H4c. PSBs will significantly explain variance in OCB–I Supported  

 H4d. PSBs will significantly explain variance in OCB–O Supported  

 H4e. PSBs will significantly explain variance in work engagement Supported  

 H4f. PSBs will significantly explain variance in positive emotions 

at work 

Supported  

 H4g. PSBs will significantly explain variance in turnover 

intentions 

Not supported PSBs did not significantly explain 

additional variance 

 H4h. PSBs will significantly explain variance in retirement 

intentions 

Not supported PSBs did not significantly explain 

additional variance 

Study 3 RQ7: Does age moderate the relationship between PSBs and work 

attitudes and performance? 
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 H5a. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and job 

satisfaction, such that the relationship is more positive for older 

workers than younger workers 

Not supported Significant interaction term found; 

relationship between social intentions 

and job satisfaction was stronger for 

younger age than middle-age or older 

age workers 

 H5b. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and in-role 

job performance, such that the relationship is more positive for 

older workers than younger workers 

Not supported Significant interaction term found; 

relationship between social intentions 

and in-role job performance was 

stronger for younger age than middle-

age or older age workers 

 H5c. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and OCB–

I, such that the relationship is more positive for older workers than 

younger workers 

Not supported Significant interaction term found; 

relationship between emotional 

intentions and OCB–I was stronger for 

younger age and middle-aged workers 

than older age workers 

 H5d. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and OCB–

O, such that the relationship is more positive for older workers 

than younger workers 

Not supported No significant interaction terms found 

 H5e. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and work 

engagement, such that the relationship is more positive for older 

workers than younger workers 

Not supported No significant interaction terms found 

 H5f. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and 

positive emotions at work, such that the relationship is more 

negative for older workers than younger workers 

Not supported Significant interaction term found; 

association between social intentions 

and work engagement became 

increasingly stronger for younger age 

workers than middle-aged and older 

workers 

 H5g. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and 

turnover intentions, such that the relationship is more negative for 

older workers than younger workers 

Not supported No significant interaction terms found 

 H5h. Age will moderate the relationship between PSBs and 

retirement intentions, such that the relationship is more negative 

for older workers than younger workers 

Not supported No significant interaction terms found 

 

Note: Certain measures were not included in Study 3 and therefore not included in hypothesis result, as indicated by n/a. 
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Appendix B      

Survey for Pilot Studies (Study 1) 

Examples of Proactive Socioemotional Behaviors 

 

Start of Block: Consent 

Q1.1 Consent Form 

  

Study Title:  Proactivity in Social Interactions at Work 

  

Principal Investigator: Jackie Torres; Department of Psychology Rice University; 6100 Main 

St.; Houston, TX 77005; beierlab@rice.edu 

  

Faculty Advisor:  Margaret Beier, Ph.D.; Department of Psychology Rice University; 6100 

Main St.; Houston, TX 77005; beierlab@rice.edu 

  

You may be eligible to take part in a research study. This form gives you important information 

about the study. It describes the purpose of the research, the risks, and possible benefits of 

participating in the study. This study will contribute to the principal investigator's completion of 

her dissertation. 

  

Purpose of this Study: The purpose of the study is to obtain written and detailed examples of 

actions workers take to purposefully experience or bring about social interactions at work that 

they find to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally rewarding. 

  

Procedures/What will happen to me in this study?:     

You will be asked to complete an online survey. The survey will ask you to think about social 

interactions at work that you find to be particularly meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding.   

You will then be asked to write two detailed examples of action you have taken to purposefully 

experience or bring about social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful, satisfying, 
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close, or emotionally rewarding. These are actions that are voluntary and not required or 

expected by your job position.   

The survey will also ask about your demographic and occupational background.   

We anticipate the survey will take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete.   

Participant Requirements:  

Participants must be:     

• 18 years of age or older, and   

• Currently work at least 20 hours a week, and   

• Be able to read, understand, and write basic English   

Risks: The risks and discomfort associated with participation in this study are no greater than 

those ordinarily encountered in daily life or while taking a short questionnaire. 

  

Benefits: There may be no personal benefit from your participation in the study but the 

knowledge received may be of value to humanity.  

  

Compensation & Costs: There will be no cost to you if you participate in this study. 

Participants who complete this survey in a thorough and diligent manner will be compensated. 

To receive payment for participating, complete the survey using the survey link. Make sure you 

take note of the survey code that is given to you at the end of the survey. Then click "Accept 

Hit" in the Mechanical Turk window, enter the validation code that appears once the survey is 

completed, then click "Submit". Compensation is $5 for a completed survey. 

  

Ending Your Participation: Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You are free 

to refuse to be in the study and your refusal will not influence current or future relationships with 

Rice University and participating sites. 

  

Confidentiality: By participating in the study, you understand and agree that Rice University 

may be required to disclose your consent form, data and other personally identifiable information 

as required by law, regulation, subpoena or court order.  Otherwise, your confidentiality will be 

maintained in the following manner: 

  

Your data and consent form will be kept separate. Your consent form will be stored in a secure 

location maintained by Rice University and will not be disclosed to third parties. By 

participating, you understand and agree that the data and information gathered during this study 

may be used by Rice University and published and/or disclosed by Rice University to others 

outside of Rice University. However, your name, address, contact information and other direct 

personal identifiers in your consent form will not be mentioned by Rice University in any such 

publication or dissemination of the research data and/or results.  

  

The researchers will take the following steps to protect participants’ identities during this study: 
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(1) Each participant will be assigned a unique number; (2) The researchers will record any data 

collected during the study by number, not by name; (3) Any original recordings or data files will 

be stored in a secured location accessed only by authorized researchers. 

  

Rights: Your participation is voluntary. You are free to stop your participation at any point. 

Refusal to participate or withdrawal of your consent or discontinued participation in the study 

will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits or rights to which you might otherwise be 

entitled. The Principal Investigator may at his/her discretion remove you from the study for any 

of a number of reasons. In such an event, you will not suffer any penalty or loss of benefits or 

rights which you might otherwise be entitled. 

  

Right to Ask Questions & Contact Information: If you have any questions about this study, 

you should feel free to ask them now. If you have questions later regarding the study or a 

research-related injury, or if you have complaints, concerns, suggestions about the research, 

desire additional information, or wish to withdraw your participation please contact the Principal 

Investigator by mail, phone or e-mail in accordance with the contact information listed on this 

consent.  

  

For questions about your rights as a research participant, or to discuss problems, concerns or 

suggestions related to the research, or to obtain information or offer input about the research, 

contact if you have questions pertaining to your rights as a research participant; or to report 

objections to this study, you should contact Stephanie Thomas, Compliance Administrator, at 

Rice University. Email: irb@rice.edu or Telephone: 713-348-3586 

  

Conflict of Interest: There are no financial or research conflicts of interest to report in regard to 

this study.  

  

Electronic Voluntary Consent: By consenting to the study, you agree that the above 

information has been explained to you and all your current questions have been answered. You 

understand that you may ask questions about any aspect of this research study during the course 

of the study and in the future. 

 

Q1.2 I have read the above information and I consent to take part of this research study. 

o YES, I voluntarily consent to participating in this study. 

o NO, I DO NOT consent to participating in this study. 
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Q1.3 Study eligibility requirements:   I affirm I am 18 years of age or older, and  I currently 

work at least 20 hours a week, and  I am able to read, understand, and write basic English.     

o YES, I meet all of the study eligibility requirements listed above. 

o NO, I DO NOT meet all of the study eligibility requirements listed above. 

 

 

Q1.4 Do you commit to providing your thoughtful and thorough answers to the questions in this 

survey? 

o I will provide my best answers. 

o I will NOT provide my best answers. 

 

End of Block: Consent 
 

Start of Block: Survey Overview 

Q2.1 This survey has three sections that will ask you to:   

 

 Section 1: Write two detailed examples of actions you have taken to purposefully experience 

or bring about social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or 

emotionally rewarding. 

 Section 2: Respond to a few items about your occupational background. 

 Section 3: Respond to a few items about your demographic background. 

End of Block: Survey Overview 
 

Start of Block: Examples of Proactive Socioemotional Behaviors 

Q3.1 Section 1.    

Instructions.    

    

Take a moment to think about social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful (e.g., 

worthwhile, interesting), satisfying (e.g., fulfilling), close (e.g., familiar), or emotionally 

rewarding (e.g., brings you happiness, laughter, inspiration, calmness). These social interactions 

could be with, for example, colleagues, teammates, or supervisors.     Next, think about how you 

have acted to purposefully experience or bring about social interactions at work that you find 

to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally rewarding. These are actions that are self-

initiated, voluntary, and not required or expected by your job position. We will ask you to 

provide at least two examples of your actions. 



216 

 

 

  

[Only included in the first version of the pilot] Examples of such actions include but are not 

limited to:     

• You make time to have lunch regularly with a close friend at work because he/she makes 

you laugh.   

• You mentor new coworkers because it makes work more meaningful for you.  

 

Q3.2 Provide example #1.  

 Please provide your first example by answering the questions below. 

 

Q3.3 What is an example of a time in which you took action to purposefully experience or bring 

about social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding? Please provide details: What did you do exactly? Who was involved? Where did this 

happen? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q3.4 What was the result of your actions? Please provide details, such as: What did you feel or 

think as a result of your actions? How did your actions have an impact at work or outside of 

work? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q3.5 Provide example #2.  

 Please provide a second example by answering the questions below. 

 

Q3.6 What is an example of a time in which you took action to purposefully experience or bring 

about social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding? Please provide details: What did you do exactly? Who was involved? Where did this 

happen? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q3.7 What was the result of your actions? Please provide details, such as: What did you feel or 

think as a result of your actions? How did your actions have an impact at work or outside of 

work? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q3.8 Provide example #3 (optional).  

 If you are able to, please provide a third example by answering the questions below. 

 

Q3.9 What is an example of a time in which you took action to purposefully experience or bring 

about social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding? Please provide details: What did you do exactly? Who was involved? Where did this 

happen? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q3.10 What was the result of your actions? Please provide details, such as: What did you feel or 

think as a result of your actions? How did your actions have an impact at work or outside of 

work? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Examples of Proactive Socioemotional Behaviors 
 

Start of Block: Occupational Information 

 

Q4.1 Section 2. Occupational Background 

  

 Next we will ask questions about your current job. Please consider your main job as you 

answer the questions. 

 

Q4.2 What is your current job title? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q4.3 Please briefly describe your job responsibilities: 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

Q4.4 On average, how many hours per week do you currently work? (e.g., 30) 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

Q4.5 How would you describe your work arrangements? 

o Independent contractor/consultant/freelance worker 

o On-call, work only when called to work 

o Paid by a temporary agency 

o Work for a contractor who provides workers/services under contract 

o Regular, permanent employee 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q4.6 In your current position are you: (select one) 

o An employee 

o A manager/supervisor 

o A director/executive 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 
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Q4.7 How long have you been in your current position? (e.g., 2 years and 0 months) 

o Years: ________________________________________________ 

o Months: ________________________________________________ 

 

Q4.8 How long have you been employed with your organization/employer? (e.g., 3 years and 3 

months) 

o Years: ________________________________________________ 

o Months: ________________________________________________ 

 

Q4.9 How many years of experience do you have in your current line of work? (e.g., 5 years and 

3 months) 

o Years: ________________________________________________ 

o Months: ________________________________________________ 

 

Q4.10 How often do you work remotely as part of your job? (e.g., home office) 

o Never 

o A few times a year 

o About once a month 

o About once a week 

o A few times a week 

o Work mainly remotely 
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Q4.11 How much opportunity do you have to interact with other people at work? Please use the 

rating scale below, "1 = Never" to "5 = A great deal." 

o 1 = Never 

o 2 = Little 

o 3 = Somewhat 

o 4 = Much 

o 5 = A great deal 

 

Q4.12 Are interactions with other people at work: 

o Mostly through internet or mobile technology (e.g., chat rooms) 

o Mostly in-person, face-to-face 

o Equally through internet/mobile technology and in-person/face-to-face 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

 

Q4.13 The answer to this item should be Neutral so we know to keep your data. 

o Strongly disagree 

o Disagree 

o Neutral 

o Agree 

o Strongly agree 
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Q4.14 Which of the following occupational groups best describes your current professional line 

of work in your main job? 

o Architecture and engineering 

o Arts, design, entertainment, sports, and media 

o Building, grounds cleaning, and maintenance 

o Business and financial operations 

o Community and social services 

o Computer and mathematical 

o Construction and extraction 

o Educational instruction and library 

o Farming, fishing, and forestry 

o Food preparation and serving 

o Healthcare practitioner and technical 

o Healthcare support 

o Installation, maintenance, and repairing 

o Legal 

o Life, physical, and social sciences 

o Management 

o Military specific occupations 

o Office and administrative support 
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o Personal care and service occupations 

o Production 

o Protective service 

o Sales and related 

o Transportation and material moving 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

 

Q4.15 What is the total number of employees at your organization/employer? 

o 1-19 

o 20-49 

o 50-99 

o 100-249 

o 250-499 

o 500-999 

o 1,000-2,500 

o over 2,500 

 

End of Block: Occupational Information 
 

Start of Block: Demographics 
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Q5.1 Section 3. Demographic Background 

  

 In this last section, we will ask you questions about your demographic background. 

Q5.2 What is your current age in years? (e.g., 35) 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

Q5.3 To what gender identity do you most identify? 

o Female 

o Male 

o Transgender Female 

o Transgender Male 

o Gender variant/Non-conforming 

o Not listed (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to say 

 

Q5.4 Which of the following ethnic groups do you most closely identify with? 

o American Indian/Alaska Native 

o Asian 

o Black/African American  

o Hispanic/Latino 

o Native-Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 

o White/Caucasian 

o Multi-racial 
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o No Primary group 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to say 

 

 

Q5.5 What is your highest level of education? (select one) 

 

o Less than high school 

o High school/GED 

o Some college 

o 2 year degree 

o 4 year degree 

o Masters degree 

o Doctoral degree 

o Professional degree 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q5.6 Do you have any feedback or comments about the survey? Were there any questions that 

were confusing? (optional) 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix C      

Final Survey (Study 1) 

Examples of Proactive Socioemotional Behaviors - QUALTRICS PANEL (Study 1) 

 

Start of Block: Consent 

Q1.1 Consent Form 

  

 Study Title:  Proactivity in Social Interactions at Work 

  

 Principal Investigator: Jackie Torres; Department of Psychology Rice University; 6100 Main 

St.; Houston, TX 77005; beierlab@rice.edu 

  

 Faculty Advisor:  Margaret Beier, Ph.D.; Department of Psychology Rice University; 6100 

Main St.; Houston, TX 77005; beierlab@rice.edu 

  

 You may be eligible to take part in a research study. This form gives you important information 

about the study. It describes the purpose of the research, the risks, and possible benefits of 

participating in the study. This study will contribute to the principal investigator's completion of 

her dissertation. 

  

 Purpose of this Study: The purpose of the study is to obtain written and detailed examples of 

actions workers take to purposefully experience or bring about social interactions at work that 

they find to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally rewarding. These are actions 

workers take because they anticipate that these actions will allow them to experience social 

interactions at work that are meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally rewarding. Further, 

these are actions that are self-initiated, voluntary, and not required or expected by the job 

position.  

  

 Procedures/What will happen to me in this study?: You will be asked to complete an online 

survey. The survey will ask you to think about social interactions at work that you find to be 

particularly meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally rewarding. 

You will then be asked to write two detailed examples of action you have taken to purposefully 

experience or bring about social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful, satisfying, 
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close, or emotionally rewarding. These are actions that are voluntary and not required or 

expected by your job position.   

The survey will also ask about your demographic and occupational background.   

We anticipate the survey will take approximately 20 minutes to complete.     

Participant Requirements: Participants must be:     

• 18 years of age or older, and   

• Currently work at least 20 hours a week, and   

• Be able to read, understand, and write basic English   

Risks: The risks and discomfort associated with participation in this study are no greater than 

those ordinarily encountered in daily life or while taking a short questionnaire. 

  

 Benefits: There may be no personal benefit from your participation in the study but the 

knowledge received may be of value to humanity.  

  

 Compensation & Costs: There will be no cost to you if you participate in this study. You will 

receive the compensation agreed upon by you and Panel Provider. 

  

 Ending Your Participation: Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You are free 

to refuse to be in the study and your refusal will not influence current or future relationships with 

Rice University and participating sites. 

  

 Confidentiality: By participating in the study, you understand and agree that Rice University 

may be required to disclose your consent form, data and other personally identifiable information 

as required by law, regulation, subpoena or court order.  Otherwise, your confidentiality will be 

maintained in the following manner: 

  

 Your data and consent form will be kept separate. Your consent form will be stored in a secure 

location maintained by Rice University and will not be disclosed to third parties. By 

participating, you understand and agree that the data and information gathered during this study 

may be used by Rice University and published and/or disclosed by Rice University to others 

outside of Rice University. However, your name, address, contact information and other direct 

personal identifiers in your consent form will not be mentioned by Rice University in any such 

publication or dissemination of the research data and/or results.  

  

 The researchers will take the following steps to protect participants’ identities during this study: 

(1) Each participant will be assigned a unique number; (2) The researchers will record any data 

collected during the study by number, not by name; (3) Any original recordings or data files will 

be stored in a secured location accessed only by authorized researchers. 

  

 Rights: Your participation is voluntary. You are free to stop your participation at any point. 
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Refusal to participate or withdrawal of your consent or discontinued participation in the study 

will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits or rights to which you might otherwise be 

entitled. The Principal Investigator may at his/her discretion remove you from the study for any 

of a number of reasons. In such an event, you will not suffer any penalty or loss of benefits or 

rights which you might otherwise be entitled. 

  

 Right to Ask Questions & Contact Information: If you have any questions about this study, 

you should feel free to ask them now. If you have questions later regarding the study or a 

research-related injury, or if you have complaints, concerns, suggestions about the research, 

desire additional information, or wish to withdraw your participation please contact the Principal 

Investigator by mail, phone or e-mail in accordance with the contact information listed on this 

consent.  

  

 For questions about your rights as a research participant, or to discuss problems, concerns or 

suggestions related to the research, or to obtain information or offer input about the research, 

contact if you have questions pertaining to your rights as a research participant; or to report 

objections to this study, you should contact Stephanie Thomas, Compliance Administrator, at 

Rice University. Email: irb@rice.edu or Telephone: 713-348-3586 

  

 Conflict of Interest: There are no financial or research conflicts of interest to report in regard to 

this study.  

  

 Electronic Voluntary Consent: By consenting to the study, you agree that the above 

information has been explained to you and all your current questions have been answered. You 

understand that you may ask questions about any aspect of this research study during the course 

of the study and in the future. 

   

 

Q1.2 I have read the above information and I consent to take part of this research study. 

o YES, I voluntarily consent to participating in this study. 

o NO, I DO NOT consent to participating in this study. 
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Q1.3 What languages can you comfortably understand, read and write in? 

▢ Spanish 

▢ English 

▢ Chinese 

▢ Japanese 

▢ German 

▢ Korean 

▢ French 

 

 

Q1.4 Do you commit to providing your thoughtful and thorough answers to the questions in this 

survey? 

o I will provide my best answers. 

o I will NOT provide my best answers. 

 

End of Block: Consent 
 

Start of Block: Quota Block 

Q2.1 What is your current age in years? (e.g., 35) 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q2.2 On average, how many hours per week do you currently work in your main job? (e.g., 30) 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Skip To: End of Block If On average, how many hours per week do you currently work in your main job? (e.g., 30) < 

20 

Q2.3 Which of the following occupational groups best describes your current professional line of 

work in your main job? 

o Architecture and engineering 

o Arts, design, entertainment, sports, and media 

o Building, grounds cleaning, and maintenance 

o Business and financial operations 

o Community and social services 

o Computer and mathematical 

o Construction and extraction 

o Educational instruction and library 

o Farming, fishing, and forestry 

o Food preparation and serving 

o Healthcare practitioner and technical  

o Healthcare support 

o Installation, maintenance, and repairing 

o Legal 

o Life, physical, and social sciences 

o Management 

o Military specific occupations 

o Office and administrative support 

o Personal care and service occupations 
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o Production 

o Protective service 

o Sales and related 

o Transportation and material moving 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Quota Block 
 

Start of Block: Survey Overview 

 

Q3.1 This survey has three sections that will ask you to:   

 

 Section 1: Write two detailed examples of actions you have taken to purposefully experience 

or bring about social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or 

emotionally rewarding. 

 Section 2: Respond to a few items about your occupational background. 

 Section 3: Respond to a few items about your demographic background. 

 

End of Block: Survey Overview 
 

Start of Block: Examples of Proactive Socioemotional Behaviors 

 

Q4.1 Section 1.    

Instructions.    

    

Take a moment to think about social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful (e.g., 

worthwhile, interesting), satisfying (e.g., fulfilling), close (e.g., familiar), or emotionally 

rewarding (e.g., brings you happiness, laughter, inspiration, calmness).    

Q4.2 Section 1.    

Instructions.    

Next, think about how you have acted to purposefully experience or bring about social 

interactions at work that you find to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding. These are actions you take because you anticipate that these actions will allow you to 

experience social interactions at work that are meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding. Further, these are actions that are self-initiated, voluntary, and not required or 
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expected by your job position.      We will ask you to provide at least two examples of your 

actions.    

Q4.3 Provide example #1.  

 Please provide your first example by answering the questions below. 

 

Q4.4 What is an example of action you have taken to purposefully experience or bring about 

social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding? This is an action you took because you anticipated that this action would allow you 

to experience social interactions at work that are meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding. Further, this action was self-initiated, voluntary, and not required or expected by your 

job position.  

  

 Please provide details:    

    

In at least 3 sentences, what did you do exactly and who was involved? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q4.5 In at least 2 sentences, when and where exactly did you take this action? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q4.6 In at least 2 sentences, what was the result of your actions? Please provide details, such as: 

What did you feel or think as a result of your actions? How did your actions have an impact at 

work or outside of work? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q4.7 In at least 2 sentences, how frequently do you take this type of action? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q4.8 Provide example #2.  

 Please provide a second example by answering the questions below. 

 

Q4.9 What is an example of action you have taken to purposefully experience or bring about 

social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding? This is an action you took because you anticipated that this action would allow you 

to experience social interactions at work that are meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding. Further, this action was self-initiated, voluntary, and not required or expected by your 

job position.  

  

 Please provide details:    

    

In at least 3 sentences, what did you do exactly and who was involved? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q4.10 In at least 2 sentences, when and where exactly did you take this action? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q4.11 In at least 2 sentences, what was the result of your actions? Please provide details, such as: 

What did you feel or think as a result of your actions? How did your actions have an impact at 

work or outside of work? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q4.12 In at least 2 sentences, how frequently do you take this type of action? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q4.13 Provide example #3 (optional).  

 If you are able to, please provide a third example by answering the questions below. 

 

Q4.14 What is an example of action you have taken to purposefully experience or bring about 

social interactions at work that you find to be meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding? This is an action you took because you anticipated that this action would allow you 

to experience social interactions at work that are meaningful, satisfying, close, or emotionally 

rewarding. Further, this action was self-initiated, voluntary, and not required or expected by your 

job position.  

  

 Please provide details:    

    

In at least 3 sentences, what did you do exactly and who was involved? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q4.15 In at least 2 sentences, when and where exactly did you take this action? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q4.16 In at least 2 sentences, what was the result of your actions? Please provide details, such as: 

What did you feel or think as a result of your actions? How did your actions have an impact at 

work or outside of work? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q4.17 In at least 2 sentences, how frequently do you take this type of action? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Examples of Proactive Socioemotional Behaviors 
 

Start of Block: Occupational Information 

Q5.1 Section 2. Occupational Background 

  

 Next we will ask questions about your current job. Please consider your main job as you 

answer the questions. 

 

Q5.2 What is your current job title? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q5.3 In at least 2 sentences, please briefly describe your job responsibilities: 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q5.4 How would you describe your work arrangements? 

o Independent contractor/consultant/freelance worker 

o On-call, work only when called to work 

o Paid by a temporary agency 

o Work for a contractor who provides workers/services under contract 

o Regular, permanent employee 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q5.5 In your current position are you: (select one) 

o An employee 

o A manager/supervisor 

o A director/executive 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q5.6 How long have you been in your current position? (e.g., 2 years and 0 months) 

o Years: ________________________________________________ 

o Months: ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q5.7 How long have you been employed with your organization/employer? (e.g., 3 years and 3 

months) 

o Years: ________________________________________________ 

o Months: ________________________________________________ 
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Q5.8 How many years of experience do you have in your current line of work? (e.g., 5 years and 

3 months) 

o Years: ________________________________________________ 

o Months: ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q5.9 How often do you work remotely as part of your job? (e.g., home office) 

o Never 

o A few times a year 

o About once a month 

o About once a week 

o A few times a week 

o Work mainly remotely 

 

 

Q5.10 How much opportunity do you have to interact with other people at work? Please use the 

rating scale below, "1 = Never" to "5 = A great deal." 

o 1 = Never 

o 2 = Little 

o 3 = Somewhat 

o 4 = Much 

o 5 = A great deal 
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Q5.11 Are interactions with other people at work: 

o Mostly through internet or mobile technology (e.g., chat rooms) 

o Mostly in-person, face-to-face 

o Equally through internet/mobile technology and in-person/face-to-face 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q5.12 The answer to this item should be Neutral so we know to keep your data. 

o Strongly disagree 

o Disagree 

o Neutral 

o Agree 

o Strongly agree 
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Q5.13 What is the total number of employees at your organization/employer? 

o 1-19 

o 20-49 

o 50-99 

o 100-249 

o 250-499 

o 500-999 

o 1,000-2,500 

o over 2,500 

 

End of Block: Occupational Information 
 

Start of Block: Demographics 

 

Q6.1 Section 3. Demographic Background 

  

 In this last section, we will ask you questions about your demographic background. 
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Q6.2 To what gender identity do you most identify? 

o Female 

o Male 

o Transgender Female 

o Transgender Male 

o Gender variant/Non-conforming 

o Not listed (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to say 

 

 

Q6.3 Which of the following ethnic groups do you most closely identify with? 

o American Indian/Alaska Native 

o Asian 

o Black/African American 

o Hispanic/Latino 

o Native-Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 

o White/Caucasian 

o Multi-racial 

o No Primary group 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to say 
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Q6.4 What is your highest level of education? (select one) 

o Less than high school 

o High school/GED 

o Some college 

o 2 year degree 

o 4 year degree 

o Masters degree 

o Doctoral degree 

o Professional degree 

o Other (please specify): ________________________________________________ 

 

 

Q6.5 Do you have any feedback or comments about the survey? Were there any questions that 

were confusing? (optional) 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Demographics 
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Appendix D      

Scale Items (Study 2, Study 3) 

Instructions. Please read each statement carefully. Then decide to what extent each statement 

is true of your behaviors towards colleagues at your current job. Note that by colleague, we 

mean people in your organization, department, or team with a similar level or rank as you. Use 

the response scale provided. 

  

Rate how you actually behave and not how you or others think you should behave. It is normal 

for some people to exhibit all these behaviors while other people may exhibit only one or a few 

of these behaviors. Your answers will be kept confidential. 

  

Very 

untrue of 

me 

(1) 

Untrue of 

me 

(2) 

Somewhat 

untrue of 

me 

(3) 

Neutral 

(4) 

Somewhat 

true of me 

 (5) 

True of me 

(6) 

Very true 

of me 

(7) 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

1. I often try to limit the amount of time I spend with difficult colleagues to reduce 

experiencing negative emotions at work.  

2. I often try to take steps to improve relationships with difficult colleagues to support a 

pleasant working environment. 

3. I often try to praise the contributions of my colleagues because recognizing their efforts 

helps them feel good. 

4. I often try to spend time with my colleagues at work because I enjoy bonding with them 

(e.g., taking walks together). 

5. I often try to invite my colleagues to spend time together outside of work to develop 

closer relationships. 

6. I often try to initiate conversations with my colleagues because I enjoy getting to 

know each other personally. 

7. I often try to help my colleagues feel comfortable at work because I want to support 

a positive working environment (e.g., introducing a new colleague to the team). 

8. I often try to propose new workplace initiatives that improve the working 

environment for me and my colleagues (e.g., support groups, wellness activities). 

9. I often try to discuss topics with colleagues that are personally meaningful to make time 

at work more satisfying (e.g., family, current events, sports). 

10. I often try to make time to interact with my colleagues because even brief 

interactions can lead to closer relationships at work (e.g., asking about their 

weekends). 

11. I often try to use humor with my colleagues to make work more fun. 

12. I often try to say nice things to my colleagues in order to build positive relationships 

at work (e.g., compliments). 
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13. I often try to organize social activities at work so that my colleagues and I have fun 

(e.g., holiday parties, contests). 

14. I often try to organize celebrations for important dates in my colleagues’ lives to 

support positive relationships at work (e.g., birthdays). 

15. I often try to plan social activities outside of work so that my colleagues and I can 

get to know each other personally (e.g. dinner, bowling). 

16. I often try to share my passions, interests, or hobbies with my colleagues so that we get to 

know each other better. 

17. I often try to make kind gestures for my colleagues because doing so makes me feel 

good (e.g., bringing treats to share, sending a thank-you note). 

18. I often try to encourage my colleagues to engage in prosocial activities that are personally 

meaningful to me (e.g., supporting social causes, donating to charity). 

19. I often try to look for opportunities to teach or train my colleagues because doing so 

is personally meaningful to me. 

20. I often try to share my work knowledge, skills, or experience with my colleagues in order 

to benefit their development. 

21. I often try to provide job feedback to my colleagues because I find it satisfying to 

help my colleagues develop their skills. 

22. I often try to take time to interact with colleagues at work that I consider to be close 

friends because doing so is enjoyable to me (e.g., taking lunch breaks together). 

23. I often try to create opportunities to interact with certain colleagues that make me 

feel positive emotions at work (e.g., happy, relaxed). 

24. I often try to volunteer to assist my colleagues in completing their work tasks because 

helping makes me feel good. 

25. I often try to resolve conflicts at work because I want to support a positive working 

environment. 

26. I often try to approach colleagues who appear to be feeling down because I find 

satisfaction in helping. 

 

*Items in bold were kept as final items for Study 3 (16 items). 

 

 


