ABSTRACT

PETERS, JAMES CARL. From Theory to Measurement: Development and Validation of a
Measure of Praise. (Under the direction of Dr. Adam Meade).

No psychometrically tested measure currently exists to assess praise in a work context,
despite the potential benefits of praise behavior for the workplace environment (Delin &
Baumeister, 1994). This study describes the development of a multidimensional scale intended to
measure praise in workplace settings. Building on the theoretical underpinnings of what is
conceptually known (e.g., Henderlong, 2001; Henderlong & Lepper, 2002) and empirically
tested (e.g., Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Mueller & Dweck, 1998) regarding the praise construct,
this research conceptualizes praise as having three distinct dimensions: person praise, product
praise, and process praise. The study followed Hinkin’s (1998) scale development process,
including item generation, content validation, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, and
convergent and discriminant validity testing. A sample of 351 full-time workers were recruited
via a crowdsourcing platform. The proposed measure’s factor structure, reliability, and validity
were evaluated using various statistical techniques. This research aimed to address a significant
gap in the literature by providing researchers and practitioners with a valid tool to assess praise
in organizational settings, potentially informing future studies on the role of praise behavior in

workplace dynamics and employee outcomes.
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EPIGRAPH
Be hearty in your approbation and lavish in your praise.

—Dale Carnegie, How to Win Friends and Influence People



From Theory To Measurement:
Development and Validation of a Measure of Praise

The United States is in the midst of an unprecedented mental health crisis affecting
individuals across all age groups. According to a recent report by Reinert et al. (2024), 23.08%
of adults—equivalent to nearly 60 million Americans—reported experiencing a mental health
issue in the past year. These statistics are supported by the 2021 National Survey on Drug Use
and Health, which found that over 57 million U.S. adults are living with a mental health
condition (National Institute of Mental Health, n.d.). Of the over 57 million U.S. adults,
approximately 5.5%, or about 14 million people, were classified as having a serious mental
health issue that substantially interfere with or limit one or more major life activities.

In the U.S. workplace, the prevalence of poor mental health and well-being has numerous
and cascading impacts for the health of employees, organizational productivity, the bottom-line
for businesses, and the broader U.S. economy (Office of the Surgeon General, 2022).
Furthermore, the impact of workplace well-being can influence the quality, pace, and
performance of employees’ work (Bouwmans et al., 2014). Additionally, failure to support
employee mental health can result in higher turnover rates (Umland, 2018). Therefore,
addressing the mental health and well-being organization-wide is not simply a “moral
imperative” or the “right thing” to do, but also necessary for mitigating its detrimental effects on
important business outcomes.

Research has shown that employees who feel supported by their supervisor’s experience
higher job satisfaction, lower levels of emotional exhaustion, and fewer physical symptoms
(Mathieu et al., 2019). However, some supportive actions have been found not to be universally

helpful (Bavik et al., 2020; Mathieu et al., 2019). In response to these findings, Gray et al. (2023)



raised a pertinent question: How can organizational leadership effectively support employees
during particularly stressful times? Their research identified ‘tone’ as one critical factor. That is,
they found a leader’s ability to foster positivity, convey gratitude, hope, and fun can significantly
buffer the natural negativity and fear associated with stressful circumstances. Beyond setting the
tone, it has been acknowledged that organizations and organizational leaders can further support
employees’ capacities to manage stress by building a culture of appreciation, recognition, and
engagement (O’Flaherty et al., 2021, March 29; UKG, 2021, June 22).

One potential mechanism through which organizational leaders might support employees
and foster a positive environment is through the provision of praise (Delin & Baumeister, 1994).
While the research literature on praise suggests mixed effectiveness—with some studies
indicating that it can often be ineffective and sometimes even dysfunctional (e.g., Hitz &
Driscoll, 1988; Kelly & Daniels, 1997)—there is empirical evidence that some forms of praise
can lead to positive outcomes such as enhanced motivation and improved self-esteem (Kamins &
Dweck, 1999; Mueller & Dweck, 1998), particularly when compared to a neutral feedback group
or control (Henderlong, 2001).
Limitations of Current Measures of Praise

Despite the potential of praising behavior to help address workplace well-being, there
exists no measure of praise that meets the necessary psychometric and construct validity
requirements for assessing the construct in employment settings. For example, the praise scale
used in Mayer et al. (2011) raises questions about whether its unidimensional conceptualization
fully captures the domain of the construct. Another related measure of praise concerns the widely
employed Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI; Kouzes & Posner, 1988). Specifically, one of its

five dimensions, Encouraging the Heart, includes items assessing praise (e.g., “Praises people



for a job well done”’) and encouragement (e.g., “Makes a point to let people know about his/her
confidence in their abilities”), which scholars recognize as related but distinct constructs
(Henderlong & Lepper, 2002; Wong, 2015; Wong et al., 2019). The theoretical and measurement
issues associated with these scales complicate the validity of the measurement instruments,
thereby affecting the interpretation of assessment results and our understanding of the
relationship between praising behavior and important workplace outcomes.

Outside of employment contexts, praise has been extensively studied in educational
settings, particularly with children (Brummelman et al., 2014; Burnett, 2002; Butler, 1987;
Diener & Dweck 1978, 1980; Henderlong, 2001; Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Kelly & Daniels,
1997; Koestner et al., 1989; Mueller & Dweck, 1998) and university students (Baumeister et al.,
1990; Catano, 1975, 1976; Kennedy, 1977; Koestner et al., 1987). However, this body of
research primarily focuses on younger populations and may not translate well to employment
settings, raising concerns about its ecological validity. Additionally, these studies often utilize
experimental or lab-based research designs, further underscoring the need for a construct-valid,
psychometrically sound measure of praise that can be employed across employment settings.

A Multidimensional Praise Conceptualization

Currently, no theoretically driven measure of praise exists in work contexts or elsewhere,
resulting in limited empirical evidence about its dimensionality. However, understanding the
boundaries of the full construct domain remains critical to ensure the items in the measure reflect
the intended content domain (i.e., content validity). Henderlong and Lepper’s (2002)
comprehensive review and synthesis of literature on praise and intrinsic motivation identified
explicit attributions associated with the reception of praise statements. These findings, including

those reported in Henderlong (2001), suggest that praise can represent multiple orientations or



dimensions. Specifically, a review of the literature indicates that the attributional labeling of
praise statements can orient towards the person (trait-oriented), the product (outcome-oriented),
or the process (effort-oriented) of the individual receiving the praise (Henderlong, 2001;
Henderlong & Lepper, 2002).
Person Praise

The first dimension of praise focuses on statements that explicitly attribute an
individual’s ability as the reason for the given praise. These statements, which highlight internal
abilities or fixed traits, differentiate person praise from other forms, such as process praise
(Henderlong, 2001; Henderlong & Lepper, 2002; Kanouse et al., 1981). The attributional focus
of this dimension conveys a stronger message of perceived competence (Henderlong & Lepper,
2002; Koestner et al., 1987). However, attributing praise to the recipient’s inherent abilities, such
as intelligence, may produce unintended negative effects. That is, it could instill a contingent
sense of self-worth, leading to helplessness when faced with difficulties, setbacks, or failures
(Diener & Dweck, 1978, 1980; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Mueller &
Dweck, 1998). This contrasts with the effects of other praise forms, such as product and process
praise. Experimental studies have shown that these forms of praise can lead to different
behavioral and belief outcomes. Specifically, individuals praised for their abilities are more
likely to attribute failures to a lack of ability compared to those praised for effort (Kamins &
Dweck, 1999; Mueller & Dweck, 1998).
Product Praise

The second dimension of praise focuses on statements that attribute another’s product as
the reason for the given praise. This form of praise emphasizes the outcomes or products created

by the individual, contrasting with person praise, which directs attention to the individual’s
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inherent abilities (Henderlong, 2001; Hitz & Driscoll, 1988; Kamins & Dweck, 1999). Kanouse

et al. (1981) noted that product praise shifts focus outward, emphasizing the results of tasks.
Early research often categorized this type as “performance” praise (€.g., Ginott, 1965). However,
more contemporary studies have clarified distinctions within performance praise, specifically
separating praise for products (e.g., “What a beautiful painting.”) from praise for processes (e.g.,
“What careful brushstrokes you must have used.”; Henderlong, 2001; Kamins & Dweck, 1999).
Process Praise

The third dimension of praise involves statements that explicitly attribute another’s
process as the reason for the given praise. Statements made of one’s process, directly attribute
success to the individual’s efforts or perseverance (Henderlong, 2001; Kamins and Dweck,
1999). Although process and product praise share commonalities—each attributing aspects of an
individual’s task performance—there is a conceptual distinction: process praise emphasizes the
individual’s effort, while product praise focuses on the outcome (Henderlong, 2001; Henderlong
& Lepper, 2002; Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Kanouse et al., 1981; Mueller & Dweck, 1998).
Development of a Multidimensional Measure of Praise

Although Mayer et al. (2011) offer a unidimensional assessment of praise, conceptual and
empirical research suggests person praise, product praise, and process praise each represent
distinct dimensions. This indicates the need for a multidimensional measure that includes all
three forms. Such a measure would allow for more definitive conclusions about the relevance of
praise and its dimensions when assessing important workplace outcomes.
Psychometric Properties

To accurately measure a construct, it is essential to use an instrument specifically

designed to capture that variable in question. Praise, as defined in our study, is an individual’s



perception of “positive evaluations made by a person of another’s products, performances?, or
attributes, where the evaluator presumes the validity of the standards on which the evaluation is
based” (Kanouse et al., 1981, p. 98). To reflect the multidimensional nature of praise, items must
be carefully crafted to reflect whether positive evaluations pertain to another’s products,
processes, or attributes. The measure developed by Mayer et al. (2011) captures only parts of this
multidimensional conceptualization as defined by Kanouse et al. (1981). Therefore, a new
measure, driven by theoretical foundations and sound psychometric properties, is necessary to
accurately assess praise.

This study seeks to examine praise as a multidimensional construct, assessing
individuals’ perceptions of receiving person, product, and process praise from an evaluator at
work. | propose that a multidimensional assessment of praise will demonstrate acceptable fit
according to traditional indices (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Hypothesis 1: A three-dimensional measure of praise will demonstrate acceptable
goodness-of-fit.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity

Construct validity is assessed by examining correlations between constructs with similar
theoretical presuppositions. To test the convergent validity of praise, | explore constructs within
its nomological network that I believe are theoretically proximate to praise and its dimensions,
such as encouragement, forms of support, and feedback.

Encouragement is comparable to praise in that both involve the expression of affirmation,
yet they differ in intent; encouragement aims to instill strength and enhance motivation, while
praise focuses on positively evaluating past actions (Henderlong & Lepper, 2002; Wong, 2015;

Wong et al., 2019). In this way, encouragement is distinct from praise as it is considered to be



more future-focused and often used in response to negative outcomes (Henderlong & Lepper,
2002). Despite these differences, it is plausible that recipients of praise at work also perceive
their workplace offers higher levels of encouragement. Since no existing measure of praise has
assessed this relationship, empirical evidence to distinguish them as independent constructs is
limited, despite theoretical support (e.g., Henderlong & Lepper, 2002; Wong, 2015).

Other forms of support related to but distinct from praise include social and emotional
support. Social support, defined as “the degree to which a job provides opportunities for advice
and assistance from others” (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006, p. 1324), is considered because
praise extends beyond the simple reception of support; rather, it is described as a “complex social
communication” (Henderlong & Lepper, 2002, p. 775), where the content and context of the
praise statement distinguish it from general social support. Moreover, specific types or “modes”
of support (Mitchell & Trickett, 1980), such as emotional support, defined as “expressing
concern, affection, or caring, providing comfort or encouragement” (Vaux et al., 1987, p. 216),
are considered related to but distinct from praise. Emotional support was specifically selected as
it presented a more explicit affective specification of support. Considering the theoretical
differences between these constructs, | believe recipients of praise may perceive that their
workplace offers higher levels of social and emotional support, whereas those who do not
receive praise may perceive their job or workplace as offering less support in these areas.

Feedback, another concept related but distinct from praise, is considered a more neutral
form of recognition (Henderlong & Lepper, 2002). However, favorable feedback, or “the
perceived frequency of positive feedback such as compliments from supervisors and/or
coworkers when, from the feedback recipient’s view, his or her performance does in fact warrant

positive feedback” (Steelman et al., 2004, p. 168), occurs relatively independent of negative



feedback (Greller & Parsons, 1992). Although similar to praise, favorable feedback is distinct
from praise because of its attributional labeling—where the evaluator assigns praise to specific
products, processes, or attributes, setting it apart from positive, yet general feedback statements,
such as compliments.

Given the theoretical proximity of encouragement, social support, emotional support, and
favorable feedback to praise, | anticipate significant correlations among these constructs. Thus, |
predict that these variables will positively correlate with praise.

Hypothesis 2: Praise and its dimensions will be positively correlated with (a)
encouragement, (b) favorable feedback, (c) social support, and (d) emotional support.

In a similar vein, the theoretical proximity to praise may represent contrasting
relationships such that praise is expected to negatively correlate with opposing theoretical
constructs. An example of this is unfavorable feedback, defined as “the perceived frequency of
negative feedback such as expressions of dissatisfaction and criticism from supervisors and/or
coworkers when the feedback recipient’s performance warrants such feedback” (Steelman et al.,
2004, p. 168). Unfavorable feedback does not merely represent the absence of positive feedback
but indicates the active provision of negative feedback. Given that praise constitutes a ‘positive
evaluation’ of another, it inherently opposes negative evaluations or feedback. Therefore, |
propose that recipients of high levels of praise may inversely relate to the reception of
unfavorable feedback. Consequently, I predict a negative correlation between praise and
unfavorable feedback.

Hypothesis 3: Praise and its dimensions will be negatively correlated (i.e., convergent

validity) with unfavorable feedback.



I also aim to establish discriminant validity by assessing constructs not within praise’s
nomological network. While a very strong reception or dearth of praise may indicate broader
concerns with key work outcomes, neither turnover intentions nor job satisfaction should be
inherently related or proximal to praise. Both turnover intentions and job satisfaction are more
general yet relevant variables that reflect the larger context in which the individual operates at
work. Additionally, certain personality traits, such as open-mindedness—defined as a preference
for a broad versus narrow range of experiences, particularly in an individual’s mental rather than
social life (Soto & John, 2017)—are expected to be unrelated to the reception of praise at work.
Given that personality traits are considered stable (Oswald & Hough, 2011), praise perceptions
should not influence self-reported open-mindedness scores, nor should an individual’s openness
to experience impact their reception of praise. Thus, | hypothesize that these constructs—
turnover intentions, job satisfaction, and open-mindedness—will exhibit weaker relationships
with praise than constructs like encouragement, social support, emotional support, favorable
feedback, and unfavorable feedback.

Hypothesis 4: Praise and its dimensions will be less correlated (i.e., demonstrate
discriminant validity) with (a) open-mindedness, (b) job satisfaction, and (c) turnover intentions.
Phase 1: Item Generation and Content Validity

The study followed a traditional scale development process as outlined by Hinkin (1998),
with additional recommendations set forth by Zickar (2020). This process involved item
generation, questionnaire administration, initial item reduction, content validity assessment and
exploratory factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and the establishment of

convergent and discriminant validity. For clarity, this process was condensed into three main
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phases: 1) item generation and content validation, 2) psychometric properties (i.e., EFA and
CFA), and 3) convergent and discriminant validity.

As recommended by Zickar (2020), a greater number of items were written than those
ultimately selected for the final scale. The intended final length of the praise scale was around
12-items long, and over three times as many items (37 total) were written prior to item reduction.
All items were newly written and can be found in Table 1. Items were written to be accompanied
by a five-point Likert scale with the following anchors: Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat
Disagree (2), Neither Agree nor Disagree (3), Somewhat Agree (4), and Strongly Agree (5). To
write items, | applied deductive reasoning based on Kanouse et al.’s (1981) definition of praise:
“positive evaluations made by a person of another’s products, performances, or attributes, where
the evaluator presumes the validity of the standards on which the evaluation is based” (p. 98). To
incorporate the attributional nature of praise, items were written to allow recipients to discern the
focus of the praise: a) the individual’s inherent qualities (i.e., person praise), b) their
achievements (i.e., product praise), or c) their efforts they employ (i.e., process praise).

Method

In phase 1, | developed items designed to capture the construct of praise and assess
content validity using Colquitt et al.’s (2019) htc index. The items were developed following the
guidelines outlined by Haladyna and Rodriguez (2013), which emphasize using concise wording,
labeling response categories, using straightforward language, minimizing ambiguity wherever
possible, and avoiding double-barreled questions, slang, and colloquial expressions. The scale
was designed as a Likert scale with the anchors described above. Five was chosen as the number
of anchors to provide a balanced range of response options, allowing participants to express

varying degrees of agreement or disagreement. This choice aimed to reduce the cognitive load
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for respondents, as five points are generally easier to differentiate and use than more granular
scales, such as those with seven anchors, which can lead to more fatigue, potentially
compromising the quality of the data collected (Cox, 1980).

The appropriateness of the items for measuring praise was evaluated using the htc index,
a method developed by Colquitt et al. (2019). This index offers a standardized coefficient for
content validity, facilitating comparisons across studies. It builds upon traditional content
validity methods, as outlined by Hinkin and Tracey (1999), and is influenced by earlier
established methods, including Anderson and Gerbing’s (1991) substantive validity index and
Lawshe's (1975) content validity ratio.

Since the attributional distinctions of praise were to be assessed in a work setting, |
recruited doctoral students specializing in industrial-organizational psychology to review items
for content validity. In total, seven individuals were asked via email to evaluate the content
validity of the items.

To rate items, raters followed detailed instructions on how to rate each item’s suitability
for capturing the construct using a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from Extremely Bad (1) to
Extremely Good (7). The detailed instructions, shown in Appendix A, aimed to gather an htc
index for the construct. The language in Colquitt et al. (2019) was maintained as much as
possible, with alterations made to simplify and to accommodate the subject matter of the current
scale. The instructions also included an example of a well-suited and poorly-suited item.
Following these instructions, raters evaluated each item with the provided definition, “Positive
evaluations made by a person of another’s products, performances, or attributes, where the

evaluator presumes the validity of the standards on which the evaluation is based.” This process



12

helped them determine the extent to which each item accurately represented the construct. Table
2 presents the mean rating and standard deviations for each item as determined by the raters.
Results

The htc index is calculated as the average definitional correspondence rating (i.e., the
mean ratings of items) divided by the number of anchors (a). This number can then be used as a
percentile-based comparison with other htc values delineated in Colquitt et al. (2019), which
uses the htc values from construct development research published in top-tier journal studies.
Additionally, using this metric to determine its percentile requires estimating the theoretical
strength of the construct’s correlation with variables within its nomological network. Since
praise has not been previously examined in relation to variables in its nomological network, the
evaluation criteria for interpreting the htc value in this study were not adjusted based on the
average relationship between the focal scale of interest and orbiting scales (see Table 5 in
Colquitt et al., 2019, for evaluation criteria).

Six raters completed the survey, resulting in a response rate of 86%. The htc index was
calculated by dividing the average rating of appropriateness across all items by seven. Table 1
provides the average htc value of each item across all six raters, with htc values ranged from a
low of .50 to a high of 1.00. The mean htc value for all 37 praise items was .76. Comparing this
to Colquitt et al.’s (2019) criteria for interpreting htc values, that would be considered a
moderate htc index. Despite this, all 37 items were retained for phase 2, considering the potential
removal of items during the psychometric evaluation process (i.e., factor analysis). This strategy
enables the possibility of recalculating the htc index using a reduced set of items, to verify if the

htc values meet more acceptable standards.
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Phase 2: Psychometric Properties

Method

The next step was to develop a survey to evaluate the psychometric properties of the 37
praise items. The results of this survey were used to examine the factor structure and model fit of
a measure of praise. To gather data efficiently, measures for future assessments to evaluate
convergent and discriminant validity were also included in this survey.
Sample

A total of 504 participants clicked on the link to the survey via Amazon’s Mechanical
Turk (MTurk), an online service that provides compensation for study participants. To
participate in the study, individuals were required to work full-time, defined as 35 hours a week
or more in a business or organization they do not own. Although part-time workers can also
receive praise, only full-time workers meeting the aforementioned criteria were sampled. Full-
time workers spend more time working and thus have greater opportunities to recall the reception
and type of praise they received in their interactions with colleagues at work. Participants were
also required to be 18 years of age or older, reside in the United States, not be employees of the
university where the research was conducted to receive compensation, and have an approval
rating greater than 95% (the approval rating is also known in MTurk parlance as the Human
Intelligence Task, or HIT, percentage). The approval rating ensured that only participants whose
work usually had been approved by other researchers could participate.

Among the participants included in the analyses, approximately 64% were between the
ages of 25 and 35, 51% identified as male, 48% as female, and 1% as genderqueer, non-binary,
or genderfluid. With respect to race and ethnicity, approximately 96% identified as White. Less

than 1% identified as Black or African American, Asian, Hispanic, Latinx, Spanish, Native
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American or Alaskan Native, Middle Eastern or North African, with a small number preferring
not to specify.
Procedure

Participants were recruited through Amazon’s MTurk, where they read a study
description informing them that the researcher was seeking participants for a study assessing
different forms of social support in the workplace. Participants completed the study via
Qualtrics, starting with an informed consent that outlined the study’s objectives. The survey was
comprised of 121 items, including four attention checks and the measures detailed in the
following section.

Measures

The following measures, except for job satisfaction and demographics, were assessed
using a 5-point Likert scale with Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Neither Agree
nor Disagree (3), Somewhat Agree (4), and Strongly Agree (5) response options.

Praise. To measure praise, I used the 37 items written in phase 1 (see Table 1; a =.78).
An example item is, “The person I am thinking about has complimented the strategies I used to
complete important tasks.”

Encouragement. To measure encouragement, | used the 10-item Academic
Encouragement Scale from Wong et al. (2019; o =.79), adapted to assess encouragement in a
workplace context. Each item was modified to reflect experiences of receiving encouragement in
the work context. An example item is, “In the past year, the person I am thinking about has
expressed confidence in me by telling me to keep trying at work, even though it was hard” (see

Appendix B).
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Favorable Feedback. To measure favorable feedback, | used a 4-item subscale from
Steelman et al. (2004; .= .57). An example item is, “This person generally lets me know when I
do a good job at work.” (See Appendix C).

Unfavorable Feedback. To measure unfavorable feedback, | used a 4-item subscale
from Steelman et al. (2004; o.=.61). An example item is, “On those occasions when my job
performance falls below what is expected, this person lets me know.” (See Appendix D).

Social Support. To measure social support, I used a 6-item subscale from Morgeson and
Humphrey’s (2006; a. = .68). An example item is, “My supervisor is concerned about the welfare
of the people that work for him/her.” (See Appendix E).

Emotional Support. To measure emotional support, | used a 10-item subscale from
Vaux et al. (1987; a =.75). An example item is, “Listened when I needed to talk about my
feelings.” (See Appendix F).

Open-Mindedness. To measure open-mindedness, | used 12 open-mindedness items
from Soto and John’s (2017; o= .73) Big Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2). An example item is, “Is
curious about many things” (See Appendix G).

Turnover Intentions. To measure turnover intentions, | used the 3-item Intentions to
leave scale by Mitchell et al. (2001; o = .88). An example item is, “I feel strongly about leaving
my employer” (See Appendix H).

Job Satisfaction. To measure job satisfaction, I used the 18-item Jobs in General Scale
by Ironson et al. (1989; a = .83). Each item included a short phrase or adjective describing the
job overall and respondents were instructed to select either “Yes,” ‘No,” or ‘Undecided.” An

example adjective is, “Worthwhile” (See Appendix I).
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Demographics. Demographic data were also collected as part of the survey (See
Appendix J).

Data Analysis

Prior to testing hypotheses, the data were screened to exclude respondents who did not
consent to participate in the survey, non-responders, and those who exhibited signs of extreme
inattention. Of the 504 respondents who clicked the link to participate in the online survey, two
declined to consent, and 35 were identified as non-responders, defined as answering five percent
or fewer of the survey questions. This left 467 participants.

Participants’ responses were subsequently examined for signs of extreme inattention.
Among the remaining 467 responses, 66 were flagged for answering two or fewer of the four
attention check items correctly. Additionally, 45 respondents endorsed a single alternative more
than eight times (i.e., 67%) on Soto and John’s (2017) Open-Mindedness scale or more than
twelve times (i.e., 67%) on Ironson et al.’s (1989) Jobs in General measure. Five participants
were also flagged for completing the survey in under 4.03 minutes—a threshold determined by
allocating two seconds for each of the 121 closed-ended questions, in line with Curran’s (2016)
recommendations. The final sample consisted of 351 participants. Data were randomly divided
into EFA and CFA subsamples in a proportional manner, utilizing the random assignment
function detailed below. Scales measuring praise, encouragement, emotional support, open-
mindedness, turnover intentions, and job satisfaction demonstrated acceptable internal
consistency, defined as a Cronbach’s alpha of greater than .70 (Cortina, 1993). Conversely, the
scales measuring favorable feedback, unfavorable feedback, and social support did not meet this

threshold, with Cronbach’s alpha values recorded at .59, .61, .68 respectively.
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Results

To evaluate the goodness-of-fit of the praise measure and test Hypothesis 1, a series of
factor analyses were conducted. Since EFA and CFA require separate samples, as recommended
by Hinkin (1998), I created a reproducible split of the data into two randomized and
proportionate subsamples using a specific random seed. Following Hinkin’s (1998) guidelines,
which suggest a minimum of 150 responses for EFA and 200 for CFA, the subsamples were
divided into proportions of 43% for EFA (n = 150) and 57% for CFA (n = 201) based on the
total sample size.

Following Zickar’s (2020) recommendations, I first conducted parallel analysis to
determine the optimal number of factors. This analysis compared eigenvalues from the actual
data against eigenvalues from randomly generated data. The first two eigenvalues from the actual
data were 10.31 and 1.05, respectively. The corresponding 95" percentile random data
eigenvalues were 1.19 and 0.84. Since only the first eigenvalue from the actual data exceeded its
random counterpart, this analysis suggested that a single-factor solution was most suitable
(Ledesma & Valero-Mora, 2007).

I then conducted the EFA using principal axis factoring and oblique rotation to verify
whether a single-factor solution was appropriate. To minimize erroneous conclusions, I also
explored two- and three-factor solutions. Items were considered to load onto a factor if their
factor loading was .40 or greater and did not cross-load onto another factor at .40 or above
(Hinkin, 1998). The results showed that all 37 praise items consistently loaded onto a single
factor, confirming the appropriateness of a single-factor solution. Neither a two- nor three-factor
solution aligned conceptually with the theorized facets of praise that guided item writing. Thus,

Hypothesis 1 was rejected.
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Factor Structure

I conducted a CFA on a single-factor model using the remaining subsample (n = 201). An
initial CFA of a 37-item factor of praise demonstrated insufficient goodness-of-fit: 42 (629) =
1278.995, p < .001; RMSEA = .072; CFI =.785, TLI =.772; SRMR = .063. This was
unsurprising as models with many indicators per factor typically require larger sample sizes to
demonstrate acceptable goodness-of-fit (Wolf et al., 2013). While item parceling is a common
approach in such circumstances to reduce the number of indicators, | opted against this technique
as it can mask underlying measurement issues (Marsh et al., 2013). Instead, | revisited the htc
content validity assessment from phase 1 to guide item selection for the subsequent CFA factor
structure. This process involved evaluating the factor structure by selecting items with the
highest htc ratings. Specifically, | tested items that averaged an htc value of .85 or above, using
the items with the highest htc ratings. Fifteen items achieved an htc average of .85 or higher,
while ten items achieved an htc average of .90 or above. From these, | removed five items based
on feedback from raters in phase 1. Specifically, one rater raised concerns about whether certain
items directly expressed forms of admiration or merely implied them, noting that implied
admiration may not qualify as the reception of acted-out praise behavior. Additionally, another
rater highlighted ambiguity regarding whether another item represented actual praise behaviors
or merely perceptions of held beliefs. Three items were further removed based on feedback
concerning the complexity and extremity of item wording, with the latter having the potential to
dampen respondents’ agreement with the statement (See Spector et al., 1997). Of the remaining
nine items, | further removed three with similar positive framing to reduce potential
acquiescence bias, which can artificially inflate correlations among same-valenced items,

particularly in low-stakes survey contexts (Kreitchmann et al., 2019).
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The remaining six items exhibited an htc index of .93, indicating a very strong level of
content validity (see Table 5 in Colquitt et al., 2019, for evaluation criteria). After calculating the
htc index for these six items, | independently confirmed the items conceptually aligned with
Kanouse et al.’s (1981) definition of praise. Each retained item appropriately emphasized
positive evaluations of others’ products, performances, or attributes, including the presumption
that each praise statement was validly attributed to the recipient. Additionally, each item retained
was evaluated against Haladyna and Rodriguez’s (2013) comprehensive item-writing guidelines
(see Table 9.2, p. 155), which I confirmed satisfied their standards.

Next, | conducted the CFA with the six items. Model fit is often assessed using the chi-
square statistic, where a non-significant result suggests a well-fitting model. However, this
approach presents two significant issues: (a) it inherently aims to confirm the null hypothesis,
and (b) it may inadvertently encourage the use of smaller sample sizes to reduce the chi-square
statistic's sensitivity to sample size (Kline, 2016). Given these limitations, researchers have
developed alternative goodness-of-fit indices to assess factor structure. For this study, model fit
was evaluated using the criteria proposed by Hu and Bentler (1999): Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) below 0.06, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis Index
(TLI) above 0.95, and Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR) below 0.08. In this
analysis, the CFA of the six-item structure demonstrated clear goodness-of-fit: y>=7.83, p =
.551; RMSEA = .00; CFI =1.00, TLI = 1.01; SRMR = .03 (see Figure 1).

While the fit indices generally indicate excellent model fit, the TLI value of 1.01
exceeding one warrants further explanation. The TLI, unlike the CFlI, is not normed and can
occasionally produce values greater than one, especially in cases with small sample sizes or

when the model degrees of freedom are small relative to the sample size (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
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This phenomenon is not uncommon and does not necessarily indicate a problem with the model.
In fact, Anderson and Gerbing (1984) reported that such out-of-range values are relatively
common for smaller sample sizes. Additionally, the CFI of 1.00 and RMSEA of 0.00 suggest a
perfect or near-perfect fit, which can occur in models with low complexity relative to the sample
size (Kenny & McCoach, 2003). While these values indicate excellent fit, it is important to
interpret them cautiously and in conjunction with other fit indices and theoretical considerations.
The SRMR of 0.03, which is well below the recommended threshold of 0.08, provides further
support for the model’s good fit. Overall, these results suggest that the six-item structure fits the
data very well, though the exceptionally high fit indices may also reflect the model’s simplicity
relative to the sample size.
Phase 3: Convergent and Discriminant Validity

Method

Next, convergent and discriminant validity were tested using the entire cleaned data set
(N =351) from phase 2. Specifically, I analyzed participants’ responses to the Six-item praise
measure, encouragement, favorable feedback, unfavorable feedback, social support, emotional
support, open-mindedness, turnover intentions, and job satisfaction.
Results

To test Hypothesis 2 through 4, | utilized a series of bivariate correlations examining the
relationship between the measure of praise and the variables chosen to determine convergent and
discriminant validity. Table 3 shows the bivariate correlations between each of these variables.
Convergent Validity

To test Hypothesis 2 and 3, | conducted five bivariate correlations between praise and

encouragement, favorable feedback, unfavorable feedback, social support, and emotional support
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(see Table 3). Results indicated that Wong et al.’s (2019) adapted measure of encouragement
(H2a; r = .73, p < .01), Steelman et al.’s (2004) measure of favorable feedback (H2b; r = .61, p <
.05), Morgeson and Humphrey’s (2006) measure of social support (H2c; r =.73, p <.001), and
Vaux et al.’s (1987) measure of emotional support (H2d; r = .55, p < .05) were all correlated
with praise. This result, however, did not extend to Steelman et al.’s (2004) measure of
unfavorable feedback (H3; r = .40, p = .28). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported while Hypothesis
3 was not.
Discriminant Validity

| next tested Hypothesis 4 by conducting three bivariate correlations between praise and
open-mindedness, turnover intentions, and job satisfaction. Results revealed that praise was not
significantly related to open-mindedness (r = .29, p = .64), turnover intentions (r = —.02, p = .24),
or job satisfaction (r = .24, p = .86; see Table 3). Thus, Hypothesis 4 was supported.

Discussion

In the U.S. workplace, poor mental health and well-being can adversely affect key
business outcomes, including organizational productivity, business profitability, and the broader
U.S. economy (Office of the Surgeon General, 2022). During particularly stressful times, Gray et
al. (2023) found that organizational leadership can effectively support employees through their
‘tone’ or ability to foster positivity, convey gratitude, hope, and fun. Their research builds upon
research that found employees who feel supported by their supervisor’s experience higher job
satisfaction, lower levels of emotional exhaustion, and fewer physical symptoms (Mathieu et al.,
2019). Given these implications, a case could be made that organizations and their decision-
makers should assess praise behavior as it has been experimentally tested and proven to lead to

positive outcomes, such as motivation and self-esteem (Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Mueller &
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Dweck, 1998). The current study represents the development and validation of a scale designed
to establish a theory-driven, psychometrically robust measure of praise. This measure enables
researchers and organizations to assess employees’ perceptions of praise received at work. The
scale was developed by writing several items following best practice techniques (Haladyna &
Rodriguez, 2013; Zickar, 2020) and collecting data from raters and a sample of workers to
establish the measure’s content and construct validity.

Results revealed that the measure of attributional praise developed for this study was
unidimensional, contrary to the multidimensional structure proposed in the literature. This
unexpected finding may have occurred because the items developed for each of the three
dimensions did not effectively differentiate between person, product, and process praise
statements. Consequently, respondents might have responded to items along a general praise-
reception continuum, basing their answers on their overall reception of praise rather than
distinguishing between forms of attributional praise. In this scenario, a unidimensional measure
could be practically justified despite the intended multidimensional design.

Although it was theoretically inconsistent with its proposed conceptualization, the final
six-item measure demonstrates very strong content validity, as indicated by an htc value of .93.
A reliability analysis using Cronbach’s alpha showed an acceptable level of internal consistency
(oo =.78). A series of EFAs employing principal axis factoring and oblimin rotation determined
that a one-factor solution was most appropriate. This finding was further supported by a CFA of
the six retained items, which exhibited an excellent model fit based on Hu and Bentler’s (1999)
indices as referents. A series of bivariate correlations conducted to establish convergent and
discriminant validity showed that the measure correlated in the expected direction with all but

one convergent variable. Unexpectedly, the relationship between praise and unfavorable
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feedback was not significantly related as hypothesized. The study’s limitations and potential
future directions are discussed below.
Limitations and Future Direction

One notable observation of the items included in the final six-item measure was the
recurring use of the words “complimented” and “complimenting,” despite the development of six
times more items than those included in the final measure. Although the repeated use of this term
was unintentional, Morton et al. (2022) recently highlighted the similarities and apparent
connection between praise and compliments through the development of a conceptual model of
the compliment process. Future research might consider revisiting the literature on praise and
examine whether Morton et al.’s (2022) integration of the literature on compliments with
existing literature on praise may serve as a stronger theoretical framework for the development
of a measure of the reception of praising or complimenting behavior in the workplace.

Notwithstanding the apparent similarities between praising and complimenting behavior,
one novel approach to ameliorate issues related to item quality is the application of generative
artificial intelligence and large language models. For example, OpenAl’s ChatGPT model has
been used to generate items, produce item validity coefficients, and discard problematic items,
among other capabilities that may prove useful for scale development and validation efforts
(Hickman, 2024, September 20). Future research might consider leveraging emerging
technologies, such as OpenAI’s ChatGPT model, to ensure a more thorough development and
validation process that can more accurately capture the measurement of the three theorized facets
of praise or, alternatively, compliments, should future research adopt Morton et al.’s (2022)
conceptual model in place of attribution theory, a dominant theory in the praise literature and the

theoretical basis of the measure of praise developed and tested in this study.
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Another potential limiting factor related to the one-factor solution is the limited number
of response alternatives. The decision to use a five-point Likert scale was made to reduce
cognitive fatigue for respondents (Cox, 1980). However, while this is regarded as an acceptable
practice, a seven-point Likert scale would provide participants with more response alternatives
for each item, allowing for increased measurement variability between items. To the extent that
participants could differentiate between the forms of praise they were evaluating, respondents
would have more response options to choose from regarding the differing forms of praise they
received at work.

With respect to sampling, future research should explore alternative data collection
strategies that might result in a more representative sample to ensure that the results obtained are
generalizable to the entire U.S. workforce in a valid manner. This issue extends across the
behavioral sciences, where there is a tendency to publish broad claims based on findings drawn
from samples of Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic (WEIRD) people
(Henrich et al., 2010). Future research should be mindful of this phenomenon should a
replication of the study be in order.

Conclusion

In conclusion the praise measure developed and tested in this study was not found to be
multidimensional. These results indicate a misalignment between the theoretical
conceptualization of praise and the actual measurement properties identified in this study. The
literature on attributional praise clearly delineates three forms of praise; however, this study is
the first to examine this conceptualization through a formal theory-driven psychometric analysis.

Future research should address the limitations identified in this study and re-examine whether



praise is indeed a multidimensional construct and whether the construct and its facets might

correlate differentially with important workplace outcomes.
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Table 1

Praise Items

Person Praise

22 Il N Rl = Rl [N Lo

9.

10.
11.
12.
13.

Emphasized my intelligence when they were complimenting me.

Reminded me that I have demonstrated I am knowledgeable of what it takes to do the job right.
Complimented me for my wisdom.

Went out of their way to compliment me for my reasoning skills.

Admired me for my on-the-job knowledge.

Emphasized that my knowledge is foundational to my success.

Admired me for my brilliance.

Attributed their compliments towards my intelligence as reason for my success.
Complimented me for the judgement I used to complete important tasks.

Emphasized I have a natural aptitude for the job because of my intelligence.

Pointed out that I am an asset to the organization because of my on-the-job knowledge.
Pointed out that my reasoning skills bring added value to the organization.

Admired my intelligence when they complimented me on my work.

Product Praise

22 Rl N Kl = Reall I Lo

9.

10.
11.
12.

Went out of their way to compliment me for my capability to produce high-quality work.
Recognized that my achievements bring added value to the organization.
Reminded me that the quality of my work is valuable to the organization.
Complimented me on the quality of my work.

Admired the quality of my work when they complimented me.

Attributed their compliments towards the quality of my work as reason for success.
Pointed out that my work met or exceeded their expectations.

Commended me for my achievements.

Reminded me that my contributions are valuable to the organization.
Complimented me for my performance.

Emphasized my accomplishments when they complimented me.

Attributed their compliments towards my achievements as reason for success.

Process Praise

52 Rl 5 Bl 0 Bl &2 Il =

10.
11.
12.

Emphasized the efficacy of my work process when they are complimenting me.
Commended me for my dedication towards learning how to improve my work.
Complimented me for the labor I put into completing my daily tasks and responsibilities.
Admired the energy I put into my work when they were complimenting me.
Complimented the strategies I used to complete important tasks.

Pointed out that the way I do my job brings added value to our company's bottom line.
Complimented me for my dedication to my craft.

Reminded me that the way I do my work is valuable to the organization.

Complimented me for my intentionality to continuously learn how to improve my performance
at work.

Went out of their way to speak highly of the way I do my work.

Attributed their compliments towards the strategies I used as reason for my success.
Recognized the efficacy of my work process brought added value to the organization.




Table 2

Praise Item Properties

36

htc Factor
Items M(SD) Index Loading
Person Praise
1. Emphasized my intelligence when they were 4.0200.71)  0.90 0.57
complimenting me. ) ) ) )
2. Reminded me that [ have demonstrated I am
knowledgeable of what it takes to do the job right. AlEe) O e
3. Complimented me for my wisdom. 4.03(0.76)  0.90 0.44
4. Went out of their way to compliment me for my reasoning
skills. 4.12(0.74)  0.95 0.46
5. Admired me for my on-the-job knowledge. 4.11(0.78) 0.79 0.57
6. Emphasized that my knowledge is foundational to my
SUCCESS. 4.13(0.74)  0.50 0.51
7. Admired me for my brilliance. 4.09(0.72) 0.83 0.53
8. Attributed their compliments towards my intelligence as 4.12(0.85)  0.60 0.63
reason for my success. ' ’ ’ )
9. Complimented me for the judgement I used to
complete important tasks. 4.11(0.72) ~ 0.90 0.56
10. Emphasized I have a natural aptitude for the job because
e [y 4.08(0.64) 0.79 0.58
11. Pointed out that I am an asset to the organization because
of my on-the-job knowledge. 4.09(0.71) - 0.83 0.53
12. Pointed out that my reasoning skills bring added value to
o 4.10(0.73)  0.69 0.59
13. Admired my intelligence when they complimented me on
my work. 4.10(0.70)  0.86 0.49
Product Praise
1. Went out of their way to compliment me for my capability
to produce high-quality work. 4.09(0.82) 081 0.43
2. Recognized that my achievements bring added value to 412(0.83) 071 0.55
the organization. ’ ’ ’ ’
3. Reminded me that the quality of my work is valuable to 41100.74)  0.64 0.48
the organization. ) ) ’ )
4. Complimented me on the quality of my work. 4.17(0.72) 0.98 0.53
5. Admired the quality of my work when they complimented 4.06(0.70)  0.76 0.53
me. . . . .
6. Attributed their compliments towards the quality of my 415072 052 0.54
work as reason for success.
7. Pointed f)ut that my work met or exceeded their 4.06(0.73)  0.90 0.39
expectations.
8. Commended me for my achievements. 4.1000.82) 0.88 0.55



9.

10.
11.

12.

Reminded me that my contributions are valuable to the
organization.

Complimented me for my performance.

Emphasized my accomplishments when they
complimented me.

Attributed their compliments towards my achievements as
reason for success.

Process Praise

1.

2.

3.

10.

1.

12.

Emphasized the efficacy of my work process when they
are complimenting me.

Commended me for my dedication towards learning
how to improve my work.

Complimented me for the labor I put into completing my
daily tasks and responsibilities.

Admired the energy I put into my work when they were
complimenting me.

Complimented the strategies I used to complete
important tasks.

Pointed out that the way I do my job brings added value to
our company's bottom line.

Complimented me for my dedication to my craft.
Reminded me that the way I do my work is valuable to the
organization.

Complimented me for my intentionality to continuously
learn how to improve my performance at work.

Went out of their way to speak highly of the way I do my
work.

Attributed their compliments towards the strategies I used
as reason for my success.

Recognized the efficacy of my work process brought
added value to the organization.

4.04(0.71)
4.15(0.72)
4.07(0.71)

4.08(0.77)

4.06(0.69)
4.09(0.70)
4.09(0.75)
4.00(0.75)
4.14(0.76)

4.02(0.76)
4.06(0.68)
4.09(0.75)

4.15(0.73)
4.16(0.71)
3.93(0.74)

4.05(0.80)

0.76
1.00
0.88

0.50

0.79

0.98

0.88

0.76

0.93

0.71
0.90
0.62

0.83

0.88

0.60

0.67

0.43
0.49
0.48

0.52

0.51

0.55

0.42

0.55

0.66

0.49
0.43
0.63

0.55

0.31

0.64

0.54

Note: Factor loadings are based on a one-factor EFA solution. Bolded items were retained in the
final six-item praise measure.



Table 3

Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations of Praise Measure Development

Variable M (SD) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5 6 7. 8 9
1. Praise 4.10 (0.51) 78

2. Encouragement 4.11 (0.49) JT3E* .79

3. Favorable Feedback 4.02 (0.53) 0.61%* 0.59* 57

4. Unfavorable Feedback 3.87(0.55) 0.40 0.52 0.45 .61

5. Social Support 4.11 (0.46) 0.73***  0.70** 0.62*  0.41 .68

6. Emotional Support 3.85(0.49)  0.55* 0.62*  0.46 0.50 0.56 75

7. Open-Mindedness 3.11 (0.36) 0.29 0.25 0.13 0.00 0.33 0.06 73

8. Turnover Intentions 3.18 (1.14)  —0.02 0.02 0.06 0.11 —0.08 0.05 -0.33 .88

9. Job Satisfaction 2.40 (0.55) 0.24 0.25 0.15 0.08 0.27 0.04 036  —0.28 .83

Note: (N =351), ***p <.001, **p < .01, *p <.05. Cronbach’s alphas are shown on the diagonal. Praise represents the final six-

item measure.



Figure 1

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of 6-l1tem Praise Measure
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Note: This figure shows the results of a confirmatory factor analysis of the six-item praise
measure.



FOOTNOTES
! For the purposes of this study, the term ‘performance’ in Kanouse et al.’s (1981)
definition of praise is interpreted as positive evaluations made by one person of another’s
‘processes,’ to maintain consistency with the terminology used for this specific dimension of

praise.
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Appendix A

Rater Instructions

Please read the instructions very carefully. The questions are unique to survey measurement
development and require detailed attention.

Research projects in the management field often use survey items to measure work concepts,
such as work motivation, job satisfaction, and employee stress. When writing survey items,
management researchers must take great care to ensure that the items do a good job of measuring
the concepts of interest (e.g., that an item intended to measure work motivation really seems to
capture that concept well). The goal of this study is to assess survey items used in the
management literature.

Your job in this survey is to assess the degree to which each item listed matches the
statement provided.

On the next few pages you will see a bolded construct definition, followed by several survey
items. For each survey item, you will rate how well it measures the bolded construct definition.
Again, simply rate the degree to which each item matches the bolded statement on that page.

Not all of the items will match the bolded statement. Therefore, please pay close attention to
each individual question as you decide whether it matches the bolded statement.

--- Page Break ---

Before beginning the survey, below is an example to help guide your understanding of the

survey.

The survey asks you to judge how well a survey item matches particular statements, which will

be presented to you in bold. You will make that judgment using this response scale:

Item does an
EXTREME
LY BAD
job of
measuring
the bolded
concept
provided
above

Item
does a
VERY
BAD
job of

measurin

g the
bolded
concept

provided
above

Item does a
SOMEWH
AT BAD
job of
measuring
the bolded
concept
provided
above

Item does
an
ADEQUAT
E job of
measuring
the bolded
concept
provided
above

Item does a
SOMEWH
AT GOOD
job of
measuring
the bolded
concept
provided
above

Item
does a
VERY
GOOD
job of

measurin

g the
bolded
concept

provided
above

Item does an
EXTREME
LY GOOD
job of
measuring
the bolded
concept
provided
above

Here are a few examples of how to perform this task. Let’s say the bolded statement is:
Encouragement: The expression of affirmation through language or other symbolic
representations to instill courage, perseverance, confidence, inspiration, or hope in a person.




An item that does a good job measuring this statement might be “Someone I respect instilled
hope in me when I felt like giving up on an academic task,” because instilling hope in the
respondent after a difficult task exemplifies what it means to be encouraged. This would be a 7,
or an extremely good item because it aligns with the construct extremely well.

In contrast, an item that does a bad job measuring the bolded concept might be “Someone I
respect pointed out that I should put in more effort,” because the language does not express
affirmation nor does it instill feelings of courage, perseverance, confidence, inspiration, or hope
in the person. This would be a 1, or an extremely bad item because it does not align with the
construct very well.

--- Page Break ---
For the following scale, we are concerned with the statement: Praise: Positive evaluations made

by a person of another’s products, performances, or attributes, where the evaluator presumes
the validity of the standards on which the evaluation is based. Specifically, we are interested in

the degree to which these items adequately represent Praise.

Using the scale below, please rate the following items on how well each matches the concept,
Praise: Positive evaluations made by a person of another’s products, performances, or
attributes, where the evaluator presumes the validity of the standards on which the evaluation

IS based.
Item does | Item does a | Item does a | Item does | Item does a | Item does a | Item does
an VERY SOMEWH an SOMEWH VERY an
EXTREM BAD AT BAD | ADEQUA | AT GOOD | GOOD job | EXTREM
ELY BAD job of job of TE job of job of of ELY
job of measuring | measuring | measuring | measuring | measuring GOOD
measuring praise praise praise praise praise job of
praise measuring
praise

--- Page Break ---




Appendix B
Encouragement (Wong et al., 2019)

In the past year, the person | am thinking about has done the following:

Inspired me to believe in myself when I doubted my abilities.

Instilled hope in me when I felt like giving up on a task.

Reminded me of my strengths when I was dismayed about a challenging work task.
Assured me that [ was competent in dealing with difficulties at work.

Expressed confidence in me by telling me to keep trying at work, even though it was
hard.

Pointed out my strengths by suggesting I pursue a new opportunity.

Gave me the confidence to dream bigger and aim higher.

Insisted that I should strive for higher performance standards because I was capable.
Explained why I had the skills to succeed at work in a stretch assignment.

0 Said something positive to motivate me to consider a new goal.

Nk W=

SoeN



Appendix C
Favorable Feedback (Steelman et al., 2004)

Instructions: We are interested in how you feel about the following statements. Read each
statement carefully. Select the statement that best describes how you feel.
1. When I do a good job at work, this person praise my performance.

2. Iseldom receive praise from this person.
3. They generally lets me know when I do a good job at work.
4. 1 frequently receive positive feedback from this person.



Appendix D

Unfavorable Feedback (Steelman et al., 2004)

Instructions: We are interested in how you feel about the following statements. Read each
statement carefully. Select the statement that best describes how you feel.

1.
2.
3.

4.

When I don’t meet deadlines, they let me know.

They tell me when my work performance does not meet organizational standards.
On those occasions when my job performance falls below what is expected, this
person lets me know.

On those occasions when I make a mistake at work, this person tells me.



Appendix E
Social Support (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006)

Instructions: We are interested in how you feel about the following statements. Read each
statement carefully. Indicate how you feel about each statement.
1. There is a special person who is around when I am in need.
There is a special person with whom I can share my joys and sorrows.
My family really tries to help me.
I get the emotional help and support [ need from my family.
I have a special person who is a real source of comfort to me.
My friends really try to help me.
I can count on my friends when things go wrong.
I can talk about my problems with my family.
I have friends with whom I can share my joys and sorrows.
10. There is a special person in my life who cares about my feelings.
11. My family is willing to help me make decisions.
| can talk about my problems with my friends.

VXA R WD



10
Appendix F

Emotional Support (Vaux et al., 1987)

Instructions: People help each other out in a lot of different ways. Suppose you had some
kind of problem at work (were stuck on a job task, were experiencing money troubles, or you
needed some advice or guidance). How likely would this person be to help you out in each of the
specific ways listed below. We realize you may rarely need this kind of help, but if you did
would the person you are thinking about help in the ways indicated. Try to base your answers on
your past experience with these people.

1.

2
3
4
5.
6.
7
8
9
1

0.

Did not pass judgement on me.

. Gave me encouragement to do something different.
. Comforted me when I was upset.
. Gave me a hug, or otherwise showed me I was cared about.

Showed affection for me.
Was sympathetic when I was upset.

. Joked around or suggested doing something to cheer me up.
. Listened when I needed to talk about my feelings.

Showed me that they understood how I was feeling.
Stuck by me in a crunch.



Instructions: Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you.

Appendix G

Open-Mindedness (Soto & John, 2017)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement.

1.

XN R WD

9.

10.
11.
12.

Is curious about many different things.
Avoids intellectual, philosophical discussions. (R)
Is complex, a deep thinker.

Has difficulty imagining things. (R)

Is fascinated by art, music, or literature.
Has little creativity. (R)

Has few artistic interests. (R)

Is original, comes up with new ideas.

Is inventive, finds clever ways to do things.
Values art and beauty.

Has little interest in abstract ideas. (R)
Thinks poetry and plays are boring. (R)

11



Appendix H

Jobs in General (Ironson et al., 1989)

Instructions: Think of your job in general. All in all, what is it like most of the time?
Select “Yes” if it describes your job, and “No” if it does not describe your job. Select
“Undecided” if you cannot decide.

1. Pleasant

2. Bad (R)

3. Great

4. Waste of time (R)
5. Good

6. Undesirable (R)
7. Worthwhile

8. Worse than most (R)
9. Acceptable

10. Superior

11. Better than most
12. Disagreeable (R)
13. Makes me content
14. Inadequate (R)

15. Excellent

16. Rotten (R)

17. Enjoyable

18. Poor (R)

12



Appendix |
Turnover Intentions (Mitchell et al., 2001)

Instructions: In the next 12 months:
1. Tam planning to search for a new job.
2. I feel strongly about leaving my employer.
3. It is likely that I will leave my employer.

13



Appendix J
Demographic Measures

What is your age?
e Younger than 25
25-35
36-45
46-55
Older than 55

Which of the following best defines your current gender identity? Select all that apply.
e Genderqueer, nonbinary, or genderfluid

Man

Woman

Prefer to self-describe:

Prefer not to respond

Which of the following best defines your race or ethnicity? Select all that apply:
e American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian

Black or African American

Hispanic, Latino/a/¢, or Spanish

Middle Eastern or North African

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

White

Prefer to self-describe:

Prefer not to respond

What is the highest degree you have earned?
e Some High School, but no degree

High School Diploma or GED

Some college, but no degree

Associate’s Degree

Bachelor's Degree

Master's Degree

Professional Degree

Doctorate

Other (please specify):

What is your employment status? Select all that apply:
e Full-time
e Part-time
e Retired
e Student



e Not currently working (e.g., family leave)
e Unemployed
e Other (please specify):

Please indicate which industry category most closely matches the one you work in
Agriculture, Fishing, Forestry

B2B, Sales

Communication

Construction, Manufacturing, Textiles
Computers, Software, Hardware, Data Processing
Education

Entertainment, Arts, Recreation

Energy, Utilities

Government, Law

Finance, Banking, Credit, Tax, Stock

Healthcare

Housing

Museum, Preservation

Trade

Travel or Transportation

Retail or Grocery

Service

None of these resemble my current industry

I am not currently employed

These days | typically work
e Work in-person or in-office
e Virtually, from home (WFH), remote, or telework
e A mix of virtually and in-person

15
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Introduction

The United States is in the midst of an unprecedented mental health crisis affecting
individuals across all age groups. According to a recent report by Reinert et al. (2024), 23.08%
of adults—equivalent to nearly 60 million Americans—reported experiencing a mental health
issue in the past year. These statistics are supported by the 2021 National Survey on Drug Use
and Health, which found that over 57 million U.S. adults are living with a mental health
condition (National Institute of Mental Health, n.d.). Of the over 57 million U.S. adults,
approximately 5.5%, or about 14 million people, were classified as having a serious mental
health issue that substantially interfere with or limit one or more major life activities.

In the U.S. workplace, the prevalence of poor mental health and well-being has numerous
and cascading impacts for the health of employees, organizational productivity, the bottom-line
for businesses, and the broader U.S. economy (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
2022). Furthermore, the impact of workplace well-being can influence the quality, pace, and
performance of employees’ work (Bouwmans et al., 2014). Additionally, failure to support
employee mental health can result in higher turnover rates (Umland, 2018). For these reasons,
addressing the mental health and well-being organization-wide is not simply a “moral
imperative” or the “right thing” to do, but also necessary for mitigating its detrimental effects on
important business outcomes.

Research has shown that employees who feel supported by their supervisor’s experience
higher job satisfaction, lower levels of emotional exhaustion, and fewer physical symptoms
(Mathieu et al., 2019). However, some supportive actions have been found not to be universally
helpful (Bavik et al., 2020; Mathieu et al., 2019). In response to these findings, Gray et al. (2023)

raised a pertinent question: How can organizational leadership effectively support employees
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during particularly stressful times? Their research identified ‘tone’ as one critical factor. That is,
they found a leader’s ability to foster positivity, convey gratitude, hope, and fun can significantly
buffer the natural negativity and fear associated with stressful circumstances. Beyond setting the
tone, it has been acknowledged that organizations and organizational leaders can further support
employees’ capacities to manage stress by building a culture of appreciation, recognition, and
engagement (O’Flaherty et al., 2021, March 29; UKG, 2021, June 22).

One potential mechanism through which organizational leaders might support employees
and foster a positive environment is through the provision of praise (Delin & Baumeister, 1994).
While the research literature on praise suggests mixed effectiveness—with some studies
indicating that it can often be ineffective and sometimes even dysfunctional (e.g., Hitz &
Driscoll, 1988; Kelly & Daniels, 1997)—there is empirical evidence that some forms of praise
can lead to positive outcomes such as enhanced motivation and improved self-esteem (Kamins &
Dweck, 1999; Mueller & Dweck, 1998), particularly when compared to a neutral feedback group
or control (Henderlong, 2001).
Limitations of Current Measures of Praise

Despite the potential of praising behavior to help address workplace well-being, there
exists no measure of praise that meets the necessary psychometric and construct validity
requirements for assessing the construct in employment settings. For example, the praise scale
used in Mayer et al. (2011) raises questions about whether its unidimensional conceptualization
fully captures the domain of the construct. Another related measure of praise concerns the widely
employed Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI; Kouzes & Posner, 1988). Specifically, one of its
five dimensions, Encouraging the Heart, includes items assessing praise (e.g., “Praises people

for a job well done”) and encouragement (e.g., “Makes a point to let people know about his/her
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confidence in their abilities”), which scholars recognize as related but distinct constructs
(Henderlong & Lepper, 2002; Wong, 2015; Wong et al., 2019). The theoretical and measurement
issues associated with these scales complicate the validity of the measurement instruments,
thereby affecting the interpretation of assessment results and our understanding of the
relationship between praising behavior and important workplace outcomes.

Outside of employment contexts, praise has been extensively studied in educational
settings, particularly with children (Brummelman et al., 2014; Burnett, 2002; Butler, 1987;
Diener & Dweck 1978, 1980; Henderlong, 2001; Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Kelly & Daniels,
1997; Koestner et al., 1989; Mueller & Dweck, 1998) and university students (Baumeister et al.,
1990; Catano, 1975, 1976; Kennedy, 1977; Koestner et al., 1987). However, this body of
research primarily focuses on younger populations and may not translate well to employment
settings, raising concerns about its ecological validity. Additionally, these studies often utilize
experimental or lab-based research designs, further underscoring the need for a construct-valid,
psychometrically sound measure of praise that can be employed across employment settings.

A Multidimensional Praise Conceptualization

Currently, no theoretically driven measure of praise exists in work contexts or elsewhere,
resulting in limited empirical evidence about its dimensionality. However, understanding the
boundaries of the full construct domain remains critical to ensure the items in the measure reflect
the intended content domain (i.e., content validity). Henderlong and Lepper’s (2002)
comprehensive review and synthesis of literature on praise and intrinsic motivation identified
explicit attributions associated with the reception of praise statements. These findings, including
those reported in Henderlong (2001), suggest that praise can represent multiple orientations or

dimensions. Specifically, a review of the literature indicates that the attributional labeling of
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praise statements can orient towards the person (trait-oriented), the product (outcome-oriented),
or the process (effort-oriented) of the individual receiving the praise (Henderlong, 2001;
Henderlong & Lepper, 2002).
Person Praise

The first dimension of praise focuses on statements that explicitly attribute an
individual’s ability as the reason for the given praise. These statements, which highlight internal
abilities or fixed traits, differentiate person praise from other forms, such as process praise
(Henderlong, 2001; Henderlong & Lepper, 2002; Kanouse et al., 1981). The attributional focus
of this dimension conveys a stronger message of perceived competence (Henderlong & Lepper,
2002; Koestner et al., 1987). However, attributing praise to the recipient’s inherent abilities, such
as intelligence, may produce unintended negative effects. That is, it could instill a contingent
sense of self-worth, leading to helplessness when faced with difficulties, setbacks, or failures
(Diener & Dweck, 1978, 1980; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Mueller &
Dweck, 1998). This contrasts with the effects of other praise forms, such as product and process
praise. Experimental studies have shown that these forms of praise can lead to different
behavioral and belief outcomes. Specifically, individuals praised for their abilities are more
likely to attribute failures to a lack of ability compared to those praised for effort (Kamins &
Dweck, 1999; Mueller & Dweck, 1998).
Product Praise

The second dimension of praise focuses on statements that attribute another’s product as
the reason for the given praise. This form of praise emphasizes the outcomes or products created
by the individual, contrasting with person praise, which directs attention to the individual’s

inherent abilities (Henderlong, 2001; Hitz & Driscoll, 1988; Kamins & Dweck, 1999). Kanouse
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et al. (1981) noted that product praise shifts focus outward, emphasizing the results of tasks.
Early research often categorized this type as “performance” praise (e.g., Ginott, 1965). However,
more contemporary studies have clarified distinctions within performance praise, specifically
separating praise for products (e.g., “What a beautiful painting.”) from praise for processes (e.g.,
“What careful brushstrokes you must have used.”; Henderlong, 2001; Kamins & Dweck, 1999).
Process Praise

The third dimension of praise involves statements that explicitly attribute another’s
process as the reason for the given praise. Statements made of one’s process, directly attribute
success to the individual’s efforts or perseverance (Henderlong, 2001; Kamins and Dweck,
1999). Although process and product praise share commonalities—each attributing aspects of an
individual’s task performance—there is a conceptual distinction: process praise emphasizes the
individual’s effort, while product praise focuses on the outcome (Henderlong, 2001; Henderlong
& Lepper, 2002; Kamins & Dweck, 1999; Kanouse et al., 1981; Mueller & Dweck, 1998).
Development of a Multidimensional Measure of Praise

Although Mayer et al. (2011) offer a unidimensional assessment of praise, conceptual and
empirical research suggests person praise, product praise, and process praise each represent
distinct dimensions. This indicates the need for a multidimensional measure that includes all
three forms. Such a measure would allow for more definitive conclusions about the relevance of
praise and its dimensions when assessing important workplace outcomes.
Psychometric Properties

To accurately measure a construct, it is essential to use an instrument specifically
designed to capture that variable in question. Praise, as defined in our study, is an individual’s

perception of “positive evaluations made by a person of another’s products, performances?, or
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attributes, where the evaluator presumes the validity of the standards on which the evaluation is
based” (Kanouse et al., 1981, p. 98). To reflect the multidimensional nature of praise, items must
be carefully crafted to reflect whether positive evaluations pertain to another’s products,
processes, or attributes. The measure developed by Mayer et al. (2011) captures only parts of this
multidimensional conceptualization as defined by Kanouse et al. (1981). Therefore, a new
measure, driven by theoretical foundations and sound psychometric properties, is necessary to
accurately assess praise.

This study seeks to examine praise as a multidimensional construct, assessing
individuals’ perceptions of receiving person, product, and process praise from an evaluator at
work. | propose that a multidimensional assessment of praise will demonstrate acceptable fit
according to traditional indices (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Hypothesis 1: A three-dimensional measure of praise will demonstrate acceptable
goodness-of-fit.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity

Construct validity is assessed by examining correlations between constructs with similar
theoretical presuppositions. To test the convergent validity of praise, I will explore constructs
within its nomological network that | believe are theoretically proximate to praise and its
dimensions, such as encouragement, various forms of support, and feedback.

Encouragement is comparable to praise in that both involve the expression of affirmation,
yet they differ in intent; encouragement aims to instill strength and enhance motivation, while
praise focuses on positively evaluating past actions (Henderlong & Lepper, 2002; Wong, 2015;
Wong et al., 2019). In this way, encouragement is distinct from praise as it is considered to be

more future-focused and often used in response to negative outcomes (Henderlong & Lepper,
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2002). Despite these differences, it is plausible that recipients of praise at work also perceive
their workplace offers higher levels of encouragement. Since no existing measure of praise has
assessed this relationship, empirical evidence to distinguish them as independent constructs is
limited, despite theoretical support (e.g., Henderlong & Lepper, 2002; Wong, 2015).

Other forms of support related to but distinct from praise include social and emotional
support. Social support, defined as “the degree to which a job provides opportunities for advice
and assistance from others” (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006, p. 1324), is considered because
praise extends beyond the simple reception of support; rather, it is described as a “complex social
communication” (Henderlong & Lepper, 2002, p. 775), where the content and context of the
praise statement distinguish it from general social support. Moreover, specific types or “modes”
of support (Mitchell & Trickett, 1980), such as emotional support, defined as “expressing
concern, affection, or caring, providing comfort or encouragement” (Vaux et al., 1987, p. 216), is
considered related to but distinct from praise. This form of support was selected as it presented a
more explicit affective specification of support. Considering the theoretical differences between
these constructs, I believe recipients of praise may perceive that their workplace offers higher
levels of social and emotional support, whereas those who do not receive praise may perceive
their job or workplace as offering less support in these areas.

Feedback, another concept related but distinct from praise, will be included as it is
considered a more neutral form of recognition (Henderlong & Lepper, 2002). However,
favorable feedback, or “the perceived frequency of positive feedback such as compliments from
supervisors and/or coworkers when, from the feedback recipient’s view, his or her performance
does in fact warrant positive feedback™ (Steelman et al., 2004, p. 168), occurs relatively

independent of negative feedback (Greller & Parsons, 1992). Although similar to praise,
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favorable feedback is distinct from praise because of its attributional labeling—where the
evaluator assigns praise to specific products, processes, or attributes, setting it apart from
positive, yet general feedback statements, such as compliments.

Given the theoretical proximity of encouragement, social support, emotional support, and
favorable feedback to praise, | anticipate significant correlations among these constructs. Thus, |
predict that these variables will positively correlate with praise.

Hypothesis 2: Praise and its dimensions will be positively correlated with (a)
encouragement, (b) favorable feedback, (c) emotional support, and (d) social support.

In a similar vein, the theoretical proximity to praise may represent contrasting
relationships such that praise is expected to negatively correlate with opposing theoretical
constructs. An example of this is unfavorable feedback, defined as “the perceived frequency of
negative feedback such as expressions of dissatisfaction and criticism from supervisors and/or
coworkers when the feedback recipient’s performance warrants such feedback” (Steelman et al.,
2004, p. 168). Unfavorable feedback does not merely represent the absence of positive feedback
but indicates the active provision of negative feedback. Given that praise constitutes a ‘positive
evaluation’ of another, it inherently opposes negative evaluations or feedback. Therefore, I
propose that recipients of high levels of praise may inversely relate to the reception of
unfavorable feedback. Consequently, | predict a negative correlation between praise and
unfavorable feedback.

Hypothesis 3: Praise and its dimensions will be negatively correlated (i.e., convergent
validity) with unfavorable feedback.

I also aim to establish discriminant validity by assessing constructs not within praise’s

nomological network. While a very strong reception or dearth of praise may indicate broader
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concerns with key work outcomes, neither turnover intentions nor job satisfaction should be
inherently related or proximal to praise. Both turnover intentions and job satisfaction are more
general yet relevant variables that reflect the larger context in which the individual operates at
work. Additionally, I expect certain personality traits, such as open-mindedness—defined as a
preference for a broad versus narrow range of experiences, particularly in an individual’s mental
rather than social life (Soto & John, 2017)—will be unrelated to the reception of praise at work.
Given that personality traits are considered stable (Oswald & Hough, 2011), praise perceptions
should not influence self-reported open-mindedness scores, nor should an individual’s openness
to experience impact their reception of praise. Therefore, | hypothesize that these constructs—
turnover intentions, job satisfaction, and open-mindedness—will show weaker relationships with
praise than constructs like encouragement, social support, emotional support, favorable feedback,
and unfavorable feedback.

Hypothesis 4: Praise and its dimensions will be less correlated (i.e., demonstrate
discriminant validity) with (a) open-mindedness, (b) job satisfaction, and (c) turnover intentions.
Phase 1: Item Generation and Content Validity

The study will follow a traditional scale development process as outlined by Hinkin
(1998), with additional recommendations set forth by Zickar (2020). This process will involve
item generation, questionnaire administration, initial item reduction, content validity assessment
and exploratory factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and the establishment
of convergent and discriminant validity. For clarity, this process will be condensed into three
main phases: 1) item generation and content validation, 2) psychometric properties (i.e., EFA

and CFA), and 3) convergent and discriminant validity.
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As recommended by Zickar (2020), a greater number of items will be written than those
ultimately selected for the final scale. The intended final length of the praise scale will be around
12-items long, and over three times as many items (37 items total) will be written prior to item
reduction. All items will be newly written. Items will be accompanied by a five-point Likert
scale with the following anchors: Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Neither Agree
nor Disagree (3), Somewhat Agree (4), and Strongly Agree (5). To write items, | will apply
deductive reasoning based on the definition of praise by Kanouse et al. (1981), that is, praise
refers to “positive evaluations made by a person of another’s products, performances, or
attributes, where the evaluator presumes the validity of the standards on which the evaluation is
based” (p. 98). To incorporate the attributional nature of praise, I will write items that allow
recipients to discern the focus of the praise: a) the individual’s inherent qualities (i.e., person
praise), b) their achievements (i.e., product praise), or c) their efforts they employ (i.e., process
praise).

Method

In phase 1, I will develop items designed to capture the construct of praise and assess
content validity using Colquitt et al.’s (2019) htc index. The items will be developed following
the guidelines outlined by Haladyna and Rodriguez (2013), which emphasize using concise
wording, labeling response categories, using straightforward language, minimizing ambiguity
wherever possible, and avoiding double-barreled questions, slang, and colloquial expressions.
The scale will be designed as a Likert scale with the anchors described above. Five was chosen
as the number of anchors to provide a balanced range of response options, allowing participants
to express varying degrees of agreement or disagreement. This choice aimed to reduce the

cognitive load for respondents, as five points are generally easier to differentiate and use than



27

more granular scales, such as those with seven anchors, which can lead to more fatigue,
potentially compromising the quality of the data collected (Cox, 1980).

The appropriateness of the items for measuring praise will be evaluated using the htc
index, a method developed by Colquitt et al. (2019). This index offers a standardized coefficient
for content validity, facilitating comparisons across studies. It builds upon traditional content
validity methods, as outlined by Hinkin and Tracey (1999), and is influenced by earlier
established methods, including Anderson and Gerbing’s (1991) substantive validity index and
Lawshe’s (1975) content validity ratio.

Since the attributional distinctions of praise will be assessed in a work setting, | will
recruit doctoral students specializing in industrial-organizational psychology to review items for
content validity. I plan to recruit as many raters as possible who meet this criteria through
personal communication.

Raters will be provided with detailed instructions on how to rate each item’s suitability for
capturing the construct using a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from Extremely Bad (1) to
Extremely Good (7). These instructions, shown in Appendix A, aim to gather an htc index for the
construct. The language in Colquitt et al. (2019) instructions will be maintained as much as
possible, with alterations only made to simplify and accommodate the subject matter of the
current scale. The instructions will also include an example of a well-suited and poorly-suited
item. Following these instructions, raters will evaluate each item with the provided definition,
“Positive evaluations made by a person of another’s products, performances, or attributes, where
the evaluator presumes the validity of the standards on which the evaluation is based.” This
process will help raters determine the extent to which each item accurately represent the

construct definition.
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Proposed Analyses

The htc index is calculated as the average definitional correspondence rating (i.e.,
average ratings of items) divided by the number of anchors (a). This number can then be used as
a percentile-based comparison with other htc values delineated in Colquitt et al. (2019), which
uses the htc values of construct development research published in top-tier journal studies. I will
consider an htc of .85 or greater as an acceptable metric of content validity, as this is considered
a reasonably strong htc value for a construct expected to exhibit moderate correlations with
convergent variables (Colquitt et al., 2019). This index will serve as a metric of content validity
for the items in question.

Phase 2: Psychometric Properties
Method

The next step will be to develop a survey to evaluate the psychometric properties of the
selected praise items. The results of this survey will be used to examine the factor structure and
model fit of a measure of praise. To gather data efficiently, measures for future assessments to
evaluate convergent and discriminant validity will also be included in this survey.

Sample

At least three hundred and fifty participants will be recruited via Amazon’s Mechanical
Turk (MTurk), an online service that provides compensation for study participants.

To participate in the study, individuals will be required to work full-time, operationalized
as 35 hours a week or more in a business or organization they do not own. While part-time
workers can also receive and attribute praise statements, | will sample only full-time workers
who do not own the business or organization they work. Full-time workers spend a greater

amount of time working and thus have more opportunities to be the recipient of praise in their
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interactions with people at work. Participants will be required to also be 18 years of age or older,
reside in the United States, not be employees of the university where the research was conducted
to receive compensation, and have an approval rating greater than 95% (the approval rating is
also known in MTurk parlance as the Human Intelligence Task, or HIT, percentage). The
approval rating ensured that only participants whose work usually had been approved by other
researchers will participate. Hinkin (1998) recommends a minimum of 150 participants for
conducting an EFA and 200 participants for conducting a CFA. A minimum of at least 450
responses will be collected to achieve a final sample size of 350, accounting for approximately
20% data loss due to data cleaning, which is consistent with the level of data loss in recent
studies published in the Journal of Applied Psychology using similar designs (Colquitt et al.,
2019).
Procedure

Individuals will sign up to participate in the study through Amazon’s MTurk, where they
will read the study description informing them that the researcher is seeking participants for a
study on different forms of employee support in the workplace. Participants will complete the
study via Qualtrics, beginning with an informed consent that outlined the study’s objectives,
which focus on understanding how various forms of support impact employees at work.
Participants will then be asked to think about a person of influence at work while they respond to
the survey items. The survey will consist of 121 items, including four attention checks and the
measures detailed in the following section. Demographic information, along with specific
questions about employment, will also be collected. These questions will cover the type of
industry participants work in and their work setting (see Appendix J). Respondents will not be

able to skip items or go back, and there will be approximately 10 items per page.
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Measures

The following measures, except for job satisfaction and demographics, will be assessed
using a 5-point Likert scale with Strongly Disagree (1), Somewhat Disagree (2), Neither Agree
nor Disagree (3), Somewhat Agree (4), and Strongly Agree (5) response options. Items will be
administered in the order described below, and the scales will not be mixed.

Praise. To measure praise, | will use the 37 items written in phase 1.

Encouragement. To measure encouragement, | will use the 10-item Academic
Encouragement Scale from Wong et al. (2019). Each item will be modified to reflect experiences
of receiving encouragement in a work context. An example item is, “In the past year, the person I
am thinking about has expressed confidence in me by telling me to keep trying at work, even
though it was hard” (see Appendix B).

Favorable Feedback. To measure favorable feedback, | will use a 4-item subscale from
Steelman et al. (2004). An example item is, “This person generally lets me know when I do a
good job at work.” (See Appendix C).

Unfavorable Feedback. To measure unfavorable feedback, I will use a 4-item subscale
from Steelman et al. (2004). An example item is, “On those occasions when my job performance
falls below what is expected, this person lets me know.” (See Appendix D).

Social Support. To measure social support, | will use a 6-item scale from Morgeson and
Humphrey’s (2006). An example item is, “My supervisor is concerned about the welfare of the
people that work for him/her.” (See Appendix E).

Emotional Support. To measure emotional support, I will use a 10-item subscale from
Vaux et al. (1987). An example item is, “Listened when I needed to talk about my feelings.” (See

Appendix F).
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Open-Mindedness. To measure open-mindedness, | will use 12 open-mindedness items
from Soto and John’s (2017) Big Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2). An example item is, “Is curious
about many things” (See Appendix G).

Turnover Intentions. To measure turnover intentions, | will use the 3-item Intentions to
leave scale by Mitchell et al. (2001). An example item is, “I feel strongly about leaving my
employer” (See Appendix H).

Job Satisfaction. To measure job satisfaction, | will use the 18-item Jobs in General
Scale by Ironson et al. (1989). Each item included a short phrase or adjective describing the job
overall and respondents were instructed to select either “Yes,” ‘No,” or ‘Undecided.” An example
item is, “Worthwhile” (See Appendix I).

Demographics. Demographic data will also be collected as part of the survey (See
Appendix J).

Data Analysis

Prior to testing hypotheses, the data will be screened for non-responders, defined as
participants who respond to less than 5% of items, and for those exhibiting signs of extreme
inattention, such as an average response time of less than two seconds per closed-ended item
(Curran, 2016). To limit the effects of careless responding (Meade & Craig, 2012), participants
who fail attention checks will be removed from the analyses. As recommended by Meade and
Craig (2012), long-string responding will also be considered for data cleaning; responses with a
long-string of 8 or greater will be removed from the analyses. All other data will be included in
the focal analyses. The data will then be randomly and proportionally split into EFA and CFA
subsamples using a random assignment function. All scales will be tested for acceptable internal

consistency, indicated by a Cronbach’s alpha greater than .70 (Cortina, 1993).
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Proposed Analyses

To test Hypothesis 1, | will evaluate the goodness-of-fit by conducting a series of factor
analyses beginning with an EFA. Since EFA and CFA require separate samples (Hinkin, 1998), |
will create a reproducible split of the data into two randomized and proportionate subsamples
using a specific random seed.

Following Hinkin’s (1998) guidelines, which suggest a minimum of 150 responses
included for the EFA and 200 for the CFA, the sample will be divided randomly and
proportionally to meet these recommendations. As recommended by Zickar (2020), 1 will first
conduct a parallel analysis. Following this, I will perform an EFA with principal axis factoring
and oblique rotation to verify the appropriateness of the factor structure solution. Only items
with a factor loading above .4 will be retained within the praise factor solution (Hinkin, 1998).
Items with cross-loadings greater than .4 will be excluded. As recommended by Zickar (2020), |
will use a combination of parallel analysis and conceptual coherence to determine the number of
retained factors.

I will then test the factor structure that was found from the EFA using the holdout CFA
sample. If the data do not demonstrate an acceptable fit, I will remove items based on their factor
loadings until an acceptable fit is found. Model fit is typically assessed using the chi-square
statistic, with a non-significant result suggesting a well-fitting model. However, this approach
presents two significant issues: a) it inherently aims to confirm the null hypothesis, and b) it may
inadvertently promote the use of smaller sample sizes to reduce the chi-square statistic’s
sensitivity to sample size (Kline, 2016). Given these limitations, researchers have developed
alternative goodness-of-fit indices to assess factor structure. For this study, the assessment of

model fit will be guided by the criteria proposed by Hu and Bentler (1999): Root Mean Square
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Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value below .06, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker-

Lewis Index (TLI) values above .95, and a Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR)
below .08. It is important to note the model fit criteria proposed by Hu and Bentler (1999) serve
as approximations rather than rigid benchmarks. A model might still be deemed well-fitting if it
largely meets these guidelines, even if not perfectly or if the values are marginally off the
suggested indices (Kline, 2016). Therefore, if the confirmatory factor structure meets most of
these criteria but not all, I will still consider it a good-fitting model.
Phase 3: Convergent and Discriminant Validity

Method

Next, convergent and discriminant validity will be tested using the entire cleaned data set.
Specifically, I will analyze participants’ responses to the praise measure, encouragement,
favorable feedback, unfavorable feedback, social support, emotional support, open-mindedness,
turnover intentions, and job satisfaction.
Proposed Analyses

To test Hypotheses 2 through 4, | will utilize a series of bivariate correlations examining
the relationships between the praise measure and the convergent measures (i.e., encouragement,
favorable feedback, unfavorable feedback, social support, and emotional support) and
discriminant measures (i.e., open-mindedness, turnover intentions, and job satisfaction).
Hypotheses will be considered supported only if all dimensions demonstrate the predicted
relationships (e.g., Hypothesis 2 will be considered fully supported only if all praise factors
significantly and positively correlate with encouragement, favorable feedback, social support,
and emotional support). Convergent validity will be assessed by the presence of significant

correlations between hypothesized convergent variables, while discriminant validity will be
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evaluated by the absence of significant correlations between hypothesized discriminant variables.
If significant correlations are found with discriminant variables, the correlation coefficients will
be compared to those of convergent variables using Fisher’s r-to-z transformation to determine if

these discriminant correlations are stronger or weaker than the convergent correlations.
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