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Abstract
We consider how multiple dimensions of affect rel@t individual proactivity. We
conceptualized proactivity within a goal-regulatéigmework that encompasses four elements:
envisioning, planning, enacting, and reflectingalstudy of call center agents (N = 225),
evidence supported the distinctiveness of the étements of proactive goal regulation. Findings
further indicated that high-activated positive meaas positively associated with all elements of
proactive goal regulation, and low-activated negathood was positively associated with
envisioning proactivity. These findings were furtsapported in a longitudinal investigation of
career-related proactivity amongst medical studgvts 250). The role of affective experience

in proactivity is more nuanced than previously assd.
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Fuel of the self-starter: How mood relates to ptiwaayoal regulation

To perform well against a background of unprediitgland uncertainty, organizations
need staff that anticipate and act on future probleas well as improve deficient processes
under their own initiative (Campbell, 2000; Fres&&y, 2001; Parker, 2000). These behaviors
are captured by the concept of proactive behawibich refers to a special type of goal-directed
behavior in which individuals anticipate the futamed actively take charge of situations to bring
about change (Bindl & Parker, 2010; Crant, 200@rG& Ashford, 2008). Studies across
multiple domains have shown both the distinctiver@groactivity relative to other behavioral
concepts (Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007; Van DyR&el. e Pine, 1998), as well as the positive
consequences of proactivity for a range of outcommiesh as job performance (Crant, 1995;
Morrison, 1993), career success (Seibert, Krai&eZrant, 2001), and effective job
socialization (Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000hdings from a recent meta-analysis
supported an overall positive association of pigagtand work performance (Thomas,
Whitman, & Viswesvaran, 2010).

Given the value of proactivity across a range ghdms, it is important to understand
how it might be enhanced. Past research suggedtpribactive behavior can be influenced by
features of the work environment, such as job dedtgese, Garst, & Fay, 2007), leadership
(Burris, Detert, & Chiaburu, 2008), and work climgDutton, Ashford, O'Neill, Hayes, &
Wierba, 1997). Additionally, individual differencéave been identified as influencing proactive
behaviors, such as proactive personality (Batem&raht, 1993), role breadth-related self-
efficacy (Ohly & Fritz, 2007), learning goal orietibn (VandeWalle, Ganesan, Challagalla, &
Brown, 2000), and organizational commitment (Demtéta& Belschak, 2007). These variables

contribute over and above situational factors (BaWilliams, & Turner, 2006).
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In an effort to synthesize the diverse literatungpooactivity at work, Parker, Bindl and
Strauss (2010) proposed a model in which situakieex@ables affect proactivity via three
motivational pathways. Drawing on self-regulatibedry (Bandura, 1997), goal-setting theory
(Locke & Latham, 1990) and expectancy theory (Vrd®64), the researchers identifieah do
motivation as comprising perceptions of capabiiitgngage in proactive actions (e.g., self-
efficacy);reason tomotivation as being an individuals’ perceptionttitégs worthwhile to
engage in proactive actions (e.g., commitmentecotiganization); andnergized tanotivation
as comprising affective experience that fuels irtligls into engaging in proactivity. The first
two pathways map onto Mitchell and Daniels’ (20@8)d’ (or cognitive-motivational)
processes, and there is considerable evidenchdworrole in influencing proactive behavior
(Bindl & Parker, 2010). For instance, role-relasetf-efficacy beliefs have been shown to
promote personal initiative (Ohly & Fritz, 2007% well as taking charge (Parker & Collins,
2010), and affective organizational commitment lbeen positively linked with proactive
service performance (Rank et al., 2007), selfatite (Den Hartog & Belschak, 2007), and task
proactivity (Griffin et al., 2007). Thenergized tgathway maps onto Mitchell and Daniels’
(2003) ‘hot’, or affect-related, individual process There is some initial evidence for the role of
affect in shaping proactivity (Den Hartog & Belskha007; Fritz & Sonnentag, 2009), but as we
elaborate shortly, this evidence is limited in intpat ways.

Our goal in the current paper is to more fully istigate the role of affect, or the
energized tppathway for proactivity. In developing our argurtee we draw on broader research
that indicates the powerful ways in which affedtuiances work behaviors (Ashforth &
Humphrey, 1995; Brief & Weiss, 2002; Isen & Bar@891). For instance, positive affect at

work facilitates citizenship behaviors such as imgjgolleagues (Lee & Allen, 2002) or the
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organization (Dalal, Lam, Weiss, Welch, & Hulin,G&), improved customer service (George,
1991) and higher work performance (Totterdell, 20Qkewise, negative affect at work has
been shown to spark positive behaviors such asiitggGeorge & Zhou, 2002), and to inhibit
others, such as citizenship (Kaplan, Bradley, Lughn& Haynes, 2009) and prosocial behaviors
(George, 1990).

Nevertheless, our focus on proactivity means we gésbeyond this broader research on
affect-behavior links. As already established m fiterature (Grant & Ashford, 2008),
proactivity can be distinguished from behaviore lditizenship and contextual performance
because of its explicit focus on self-startingj@péatory and change-oriented action. For
instance, helping others, one of the most commimdysed on types of citizenship, tends to be
operationalized in non-proactive terms, such agihglothers when required (Frese & Fay,
2001). In the same vein, task performance is tfgieasessed by considering whether role
requirements are met, rather than whether theitha has crafted broader role requirements
and/or achieved them in a proactive way (Griffiralet 2007). Proactivity is also distinct from
creativity, which mainly represents cognitive ampared to behavioral responses, and tends to
be concerned with the generation of novel ideas,(Amabile, Barsade, Mueller & Staw, 2005).
For instance, actively seeking feedback from lesgion one’s potential as a professional
(Tharenou & Terry, 1998), a concept that we foausnoour Study 2, is proactive but neither
novel nor creative. At the same time, an individtel be creative — generate lots of novel ideas
— yet make no effort to proactively implement theseas (Unsworth & Parker, 2002). We
cannot, therefore, meaningfully assume that theesate of affect will occur for proactivity as

for behaviors that have thus far been consideretédd, we contend that the emphasis of
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proactivity on self-initiating change gives riseuaique affect-behavior predictions — notably the
role of activation in affect — that have thus faeh ignored in the broader literature.

In pursuing our goal to investigate the role otafffor proactivity, we extend proactivity
research. Previous research on proactivity hastigaged mainly the enactment of proactivity,
but we extend the focus to investigate proactiggya goal-regulatory process that additionally
includes envisioning, planning and reflecting elatseThus, we suggest proactivity is usefully
understood as more than just an observable behawgat of behaviors. Rather it is a goal
process that also involves unobservable cognitements. Importantly, we propose that affect
has different implications according to which elemef proactive goal regulation is considered.

Next we develop our arguments as to why affect,maate specifically mood, might be
important in shaping proactivity. We identify thraportance of considering the level of
activation in mood. We then elaborate how greatsights can be obtained if proactivity itself is
unbundled into distinct self-regulatory elemenisalty, we hypothesize how different types of
mood (high activated positive mood, low activatedipve mood, high activated negative mood,
low activated negative mood) relate to the difféaments of proactive goal regulation
(envisioning, planning, enacting, and reflecting).

Mood and Proactivity: I mportance of Activation

We focus in this paper on employees’ experiencesards in a work setting. Moods are
of longer duration and are more generalized irr loeus than emotions, which tend to be short-
lived and related to a specific object (Rosenb&8§8). Moods at work should be highly
relevant for influencing employee proactivity. Ejngroactivity is characterized by high levels of
self-initiative. Positive affect promotes individsiasetting of higher and more challenging goals

(llies & Judge, 2005) and can create an upwarakpirself-regulatory advantage that should
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help individuals sustain self-initiated action (May Ward, Achee, & Wyer, 1993). Second,
being proactive involves bringing about change g is likely to require cognitive processes.
Research indicates that affect may have a grealteinr influencing behaviors when those
behaviors require complex rather than simple cognjirocesses (Weiss, Ashkanasy, & Beal,
2004). Thus, positive affect has been found tdifate decision-making and cognitive flexibility
(Fredrickson, 2001; Isen, 2000a) and to yield nagional potential for behaviors (George &
Brief, 1996; Isen & Reeve, 2005). Negative affegjimhalso play a role because it can indicate a
gap between a present and desired situation (C&r@&eheier, 1982), thus potentially
stimulating change-oriented, proactive behaviobstdl being proactive involves thinking ahead
and anticipating situations. Positive affect hasrbghown to promote future-oriented thinking
(Foo, Uy, & Baron, 2009; Gervey, Igou, & Trope, 8p0Consistent with these ideas linking
positive affect and proactivity, evidence suggésss$ positive mood is associated with higher
levels of self-reported personal initiative (Denrtdg & Belschak, 2007) and with taking-charge
behaviors on the same and the following working @itz & Sonnentag, 2009).

Existing research on the relationship between affad proactivity, whilst promising in
indicating the presence of such relationships,deassues unresolved. Most significantly,
research has investigated the role of positiveugenggative valence in affect but has neglected
the role of activationvalencerepresents the extent to which individuals expegepleasant
versus unpleasant feelings. The distinction ‘fegtiood’ versus ‘feeling bad’ has been argued to
apply across cultures and languages (Wierzbick@9Y1 &aind most research looking at affect-
behavior makes this basic distinction between pasénd negative affect (e.g., Watson, Clark,
& Tellegen, 1988). Activation concerns a persorstate of readiness for action or energy

expenditure” (Russell, 2003, p.156), and representdivational intensity”, or “the impetus to
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act” (Gable & Harmon-Jones, 2010, p.1). The circlexpnodel of affect (Russell, 1980, 2003)
depicts how unique combinations of activation aakérce result in four distinct quadrants:
High-activated positive affedbw-activated positive affedow-activated negative affeahd
high-activated negative affedtvestigations of the role of activation are emtty missing in
affect-proactivity research, yet we contend thatgalf-initiated, change orientation of
proactivity makes the consideration of activati@antigularly meaningful.

A further limitation of existing affect-proactivityesearch is that existing studies have
focused only on the enactment of proactivity, thgneeglecting the role affect might have for
proactivity-related cognitive processes. As we argext, the contradictory findings observed to
date for the association between negative affetipanactivity might be resolved with a more
comprehensive approach to proactivity that inclutiese cognitive elements.

Proactive Goal Regulation: Going Beyond Enacting

Proactivity involves efforts to bring about futuwrieange, either by changing the work-
situation (e.g., work-related improvements), orrgiag one’s own self (e.g., increasing one’s
skills; Parker et al., 2010). Thus, previous reseauggests that employees can behave
proactively by self-initiating feedback on theirfmemance (Ashford, 1986), building networks
(Lambert, Eby, & Reeves, 2006), initiating role arpions (Parker, Wall, & Jackson, 1997),
voicing work-related concerns (Van Dyne & Le Pih898), scanning strategic issues (Parker &
Collins, 2010) and taking charge to bring abouingfga(Morrison & Phelps, 1999), to name just
a few of the ways people can act proactively atkwBindl & Parker, 2010).

Despite the breadth of domains within which proaigtihas been examined, with just a
few exceptions, most research has focused onlypeargable behaviors, or the enactment of

proactivity. Drawing on self-regulation theory (Bee& Zapf, 1994; Gollwitzer, 1990), as well as
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previous work that advocates a self-regulationgengve on proactivity (Frese & Fay, 2001;
Grant & Ashford, 2008), we propose a goal-regulatoodel of proactivity at work that includes
envisioning, planning, enacting, and reflecting.affanvisioning individuals imagine a
different future - they identify something that daschanged to bring about future benefit. An
example of envisioning is an employee realizing tha way a task is completed is inefficient,
and therefore imagining ways to improve the proocésompleting this task. Wheslanning
individuals prepare to engage in bringing aboutainasioned future. For instance, employees
might go through different scenarios in their mafchow to bring about the desired change.
Enactingcomprises overt proactive behavior. In the contéxask proactivity, the focus is on
actually bringing about change to improve work tasluch as piloting a new approach. Finally,
reflectingconsists of individuals’ efforts to understand secess, failure, or implications of
their proactive behaviors. Reflective efforts semganformation that can lead an individual to
sustain or modify subsequent elements of envisgrpfanning, and enacting. For instance,
individuals might reflect on what went well in th@roactive pursuits, and then envision further
ways to improve their tasks. Whilst the enactiregrednt is observable, the elements of
envisioning, planning, and reflecting are likely® mostly cognitive rather than behavioral.
Past empirical work on proactive goal regulatioovilles some evidence for the
relevance of distinct elements of proactive gogutation. First, Raabe, Frese and Beehr (2007)
showed that goal commitment (similaregovisioning was positively associated with plan
quality (similar toplanning), and that planning predicted self-management\betsg(similar to
enacting 3 months later. Although a specific ‘reflectirdement was not included as a separate

measure, some of the self-management items inclasigects of monitoring (similar to our
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reflecting. Raabe et al.’s (2007) work showed that diffeedatnents of proactive goal
regulation can be meaningfully investigated, arad ghanning predicts later enacting.

In a similar study, Brandstatter and colleague®82vestigated regulation of one proactive
goal. For a sample of 136 East Germans, individuasntion to engage in continuous
education (similar tenvisioning, as well as the degree to which they had alréayed

specific plans for their education (similarglanning, predicted their engagement in education
(similar toenacting two years later. These results further suppe@rirtportance of investigating
envisioning and planning over and above enactmg. third study, De Vos and colleagues
(2009) showed for two samples of graduates thaaimareer progress goaknyisioning were
positively associated with networking activitienécting 1 to 3 years later via career planning
(planning. Career planning, in turn, only related posityeith later positive outcomes such as
salary levels and career satisfaction upon themaging in further networking activities. These
results suggest the importance of implementinggiroagoals and plans in order to achieve the
desired positive career outcomes. Additionally,rtiere cognitive elements of establishing
progress goals and planning appeared to influemesath outcomes, suggesting the importance
of assessing elements of proactive goal regulddéyond purely enacting.

These three studies are promising in indicatingdefulness of a goal-regulatory
approach to proactivity. Our present investigadds to this past research in two important
ways. First, we assess proactive goal regulatioarig proactive goal or goals that the employee
is focusing on over a given time period. Prior sgtachssessed proactive goal regulation for one
focused goal only, such as job search or educdadanapproach is amenable to examining any
type of work-based proactivity, or multiple typésat the individual is engaged in. Second, in

contrast to past research that has measured diffelements of proactive goal regulation at
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different points in time, we assess all elementgrofctive goal regulation simultaneously. As
the elements are likely to co-vary, including alkbin analysis at the same time accounts for their
inter-correlations and thereby informs as to thigue determinants of any particular element.
Hypotheses

In regard to the role of positive mood, we propagmsitive association with each
element of proactive goal regulation. Positive moad influence individuals’ expectancies with
regards to behavioral outcomes (Mayer, Gayle, MeeRddaarman, 1990) and thus generate
positive expectancy judgments for these outcomesg@ifer & Petty, 1996). This effect should
be particularly beneficial for self-initiated, raththan compliant, actions at work because they
require high levels of confidence in positive oumas (Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng, & Tag,
1997). Positive mood should thus promote individusétting of proactive goals, or envisioning.
Further, affect has been argued to infuse judgmesyscially when alternative models of action
need to be evaluated (Forgas, 1995). Due to itsrsgated and change-oriented nature,
proactive behaviors likely require such evaluatiagagart of their planning. Because affective
experiences shape thoughts and actions that hsivglar evaluative tone (Forgas & George,
2001), positive mood should be particularly benafim leading to positive cognitive
evaluations that facilitate the planning and impdatation of proactive goals. Further, positive
mood should facilitate an approach motivation (kigg1997) and enhance persistence during
challenging goals (George & Brief, 1996). We thypext positive mood to facilitate the
enacting element of proactivity. Because positidhfacilitates intrinsic motivation and
promotes responsible behaviors (Isen & Reeve, 2008)ould facilitate individuals’ following
through and reflecting on the outcomes of pastgireaefforts. In sum, we expect positive

mood to be positively associated with each eleroéptoactive goal regulation.
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However, we expect a positive association to afiplyigh-activated positive mood
rather than low-activated positive mood. Proagtiintvolves actively, under one’s own
initiative, taking charge of a situation. We sudgat high-activated positive mood provides an
energizing force that stimulates and sustains thetee efforts (Fredrickson, 1998; Tsai, et al.,
2007). Low-activated positive mood, in contrasislaot lend itself to the engagement in self-
initiated action but rather encourages inactivitg aeflection (Frijda, 1986). Consistent with
these predictions, work by Seo, Bartunek, and FatdBarrett (2010) showed that high
activation levels of mood were directly and, in ttast, high positive valence with neutral
activation levels only indirectly associated wiilgher levels of effort in activities. Similarly,

Foo and colleagues (2009) showed that high-activatsitive feelings facilitated effort over and
above what was immediately required. Given theiséifited and change-oriented nature of
proactive behaviors we thus argue that high-a@d/gbsitive mood provides energizing
potential for the instigation and sustaining ofedédments of proactive goal regulation. In sum,
we hypothesize:
H1: High-activated positive mood will be positivelysociated with all elements of proactive
goal regulation (envisioning, planning, enactingdareflecting).

As we outline next, we expect the relationship leetwnegative mood and proactive goal
regulation to be more complex than the relationfeipveen positive mood and proactivity.
Turning to the envisioning element of proactivelgegulation, we predict that different
activation levels in negative valence to lead ftedent outcomes for proactive goal regulation.
As Gollwitzer (1990) pointed out, the more cogretelement of envisioning is characterized by
a mindset in which individuals are receptive toetlse ideas and thoughts. Low-activated

negative mood should be beneficial for envisiorbegause it promotes divergent thinking.
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Thus, owing to low levels of action-oriented, mational intensity, low-activated negative
mood has been linked with individuals’ broadenih@ttentional focus that facilitates cognitive
processing of a wide range of situational cues [&&Harmon-Jones, 2010). In a similar vein,
low-activated negative mood has been shown to aseréndividuals’ levels of rumination
(Martin & Tesser, 1996). Thus, low-activated negatnood, such as depression, can lead
individuals to have thoughts about changing thessent situation (Verhaeghen, Joormann, &
Khan, 2005). We therefore expect that low-activatedative mood will be positively associated
with envisioning. In contrast, high-activated négaimood states such as feelings of anxiety
have been shown to narrow attentional focus (Gabtiarmon-Jones, 2010), and to have a more
ambivalent association with divergent thinking (@g0& Zhou, 2002). There is thus no reason
to expect that high-activated negative mood wilpbsitively associated with envisioning.
Beyond envisioning, there are similar competinglaxations as to how negative mood might
affect the other elements of proactive goal regutatOn the one hand, there are reasons why
one might expect that negative mood will inhibi tikanslation of proactive contemplation into
more concrete planning or overt behaviors. Negatfiective experiences are likely to derail the
self-regulatory focus away from the goal to be iempénted (Beal, Weiss, Barros, &
MacDermid, 2005) and yield an avoidant rather thampproach orientation (Carver, 2006;
Higgins, 1997) that ultimately leads to goal blopggBerkowitz, 1989). Further, persistent
negative feelings likely result in physical and gfsylogical states of exhaustion (Gross & John,
2003) and are thus detrimental to the replenishmoeself-regulatory resources (Hobfoll, 1989).
Self-regulatory resources, in turn, are requirgdridividuals’ engagement in behaviors
(Muraven & Baumeister, 2000; Schmeichel & Baumejs1604). Thus, negative affect should

inhibit the translation of proactive contemplatiato more concrete planning or overt behaviors.
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On the other hand, negative affect can signal tmdiridual that the present situation
needs changing (Carver & Scheier, 1990), and aandht as a stimulus for initiating proactive
behaviors to lessen negative feelings (Baumeistghs, DeWall, & Zhang, 2007). Further,
because negative affect signals a threat to tfiéEadterbrook, 1959), it likely induces efforts to
change a situation so that it can be made to fit thie individual’s desired direction (Frijda,
1987). In particular, high-activated negative mashak to its stronger element of action readiness
(Russell, 2003) and potency (Shaver, Schwartz 0Kkir& O'Connor, 1987), should provide
more energy to exert an influence than low-actiyategative mood.

In sum, two competing perspectives prevail forrilationship of negative mood with
planning, enacting, and reflecting on proactivitylave will investigate these relationships in an
exploratory way. However, we do expect a cleartp@sassociation of low-activated negative
mood with the envisioning element of proactivitg,autlined above. Thus, we propose:

H2: Low-activated negative mood will be positivabsociated with envisioning proactivity.

We conducted two studies to test the hypothesady3tinvolved an initial exploration
of affect and work-related proactive goal regulatio a call center setting. In Study 2 we
extended analyses by testing our hypotheses udomgaudinal design to examine affect and
career-related proactive goal regulation withinghlr education setting.

Study 1
Sample and Procedure

We conducted this study with employees workingafdfK-based, multinational
organization in a call center environment. Custoseevice representatives (N = 694) were
invited to take part in a study that would helpntiy key issues to improve the quality of their

working life. Participants completed online questiaires during working hours, and were
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entered into a prize draw. Senior management eaedang survey. We followed a list-wise
deletion approach to the extent that only questaoss in which at least one item per measure of
interest was available were included in analysesy@gll, 2008). The response rate was 32% (N
= 225). Respondents ranged from 18 to 61 years @@.#2, SD = 11.24), with tenure ranging
from less than one year to 34 years (M = 4.43, HP8). 66% of the respondents were female,
and 78% were full-time rather than part-time empbhy
Measures

Control variables. In line with previous research on affect and privétgtat work (e.g.,
Den Hartog & Belschak, 2007; Fritz & Sonnentag, 20We controlled for gender and age in
order to account for possible confounding effedis. further chose to control for trait positive
and negative affectivity, in order to avoid systémaait influences in the response to the
measures investigated (see Podsakoff, MacKenzee,& &€ odsakoff, 2003)cenderandage
were each measured with one iteger{der O = female, 1 = malege in years)Trait positive
and negative affectivitwere assessed by using the respective five hidgeding items from the
PANAS scale (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Regfents were asked, to what extent they
in general felenthusiasticinteresteddeterminegexcited andinspired(positive affectivity;a =
.92), as well ascared afraid, upset distressedandnervous(negative affectivityp = .89).
Anchors ranged from 1 wery slightly or not at alto 5 =extremely

In order to control for cognitive-motivational ingncing factors, we chose established
indicators of statean do(role breadth self-efficacy) amdason to(affective organizational
commitment) cognitive-motivational influences omactivity (Parker et al., 2010). We
measuredole breadth self-efficacyy the four highest loading items from Parker’s98pPscale.

An example item was: “To what extent do you feehéartable ... designing new procedures for
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your work areaqo = 0.88; 1 =ot at all confidento 5 =very confident We measuredffective
organizational commitmentith the four highest loading items from the Mey&lien, and
Smith (1993) measure. An example item was: “To vexént do you agree with the following
statement: . [name of the organization] has a great deal of paa meaning for mé. = .90; 1
= strongly disagre¢o 5 =strongly agreg

Work-related mood. We measuredhoodon a 7-point likert scale wittour items per
mood type based on an extended measure of Ward9@yh-activated positive mood was
measured by the following itemsnthusiasticexcited inspired andjoyful (o = .89). Low-
activated positive mood was measured watheasecalm, laid-back relaxed(o = .82). High-
activated negative mood was measuggtkious nervoustense andworried (o = .80), and Low-
activated negative mood wittejecteddepresseddespondentandhopelesgo = .84). We asked
respondents to indicate their feelings at work dlierpast month (1 reverto 7 =always.

Work-related proactive goal regulation. For the enacting element of proactivity, we used
the validated measure tafsk proactivity(Griffin, et al., 2007). The scale comprises the
following statements: “Thinking about how you haaried out your core job over the past
month, to what extent have you”made changes to the way your core tasks are daméated
better ways of doing your core tasksidcome up with ideas to improve the way in which your
core tasks are donga = .89; 1 =not at allto 5 =a great dedl. The same time frame was used
as for inquiring about work-related affective expaces.

We developed new measures to assess the additimealelements @nvisioning
planning andreflectingbecause measures do not currently exist. In dapngve followed
Hinkin’s (2005) overall recommendations for scateelopment. Thus, based on prior

theoretical conceptualizations of the elementsoail gegulation (e.g., Frese & Fay, 2001;
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Gollwitzer, 1990; Grant & Ashford, 2008), we initiadeveloped 29 items to assess the
elements of envisioning, planning, and reflectiffier seeking feedback both from academics
with knowledge of the field, as well as from emmeg who worked in the organization, we
selected 16 items that appeared content valid &xpkrts for final inclusion in the survey.

For each item, respondents were asked how muchatmteffort they had expended over
the last month, ranging from fhdt at all) to 5 @ great ded). In order to enhance discriminatory
power between the elements of proactive goal réigulawve reduced each element to comprise
just three items, based on theoretical consideratias well as on factor loadings from
exploratory factor analysis and communalities. rerrtonsideration of Cronbach’s Alphas, and
item-total correlations, supported our choice @f fibllowing items:Envisioning- thinking about
ways to improve services to customéngking about ways to save costs or increaseieffay
at work andthinking about how to better perform your tagks .86);Planning- going through
different scenarios in your head about how to Ibestg about a work changegetting yourself
into the right mood before trying to make a changeut forward a suggestigrmndthinking
about a change-related situation from different lesgbefore deciding how to aet = .88);
Reflecting- monitoring the effects of your change-related barageeking feedback from
others regarding the effects of your change-relaetibns andextracting lessons for the future
from the change-related actions you engage@in .91). In the proactive goal regulation model,
comprising envisioning, planning, enacting, andeiting, average exploratory factor loading
was .80 and no item cross-loaded greater than diffement factors.

We additionally conducted a confirmatory factor Ilggis with MPlus, version 6.1
(Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2010), in order to compdteraative structures. A large value of chi-

square indicates that the model does not adequattie data, and a chi-square ratio (i.e., chi-
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square divided by degrees of freedom) of threess is taken as a useful guideline for accepting
a model (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & MUIB03). Because the sample size was
relatively small we also used two incrementalrfdices: the standardized root mean square
residual (SRMR) for which values of less than .@@®desired, as well as the root-mean-square
error of approximation (RMSEA) which should be lé&san .08. We further report the
comparative fit index (CFl), for which SchermellEngel and colleagues (2003) recommend
values of .95 or greater. We started with Modeliich assumed that no items were correlated
with each other. Model 2 comprised one factor ihigtigrated all four elements of proactive
behavior. Alternatively, there may be no meaningitferences between the more cognitive
elements of envisioning, planning, and reflectiaugg the overt behavioral element of enacting.
We accounted for this possibility by constructingdél 3, which comprised two factors —
proactive behavior (enacting) vs. pre-and post-et@sof proactive behavior (envisioning,
planning, and reflecting). Another possibility et respondents do not realize a meaningful
distinction between envisioning and planning privadbehavior, vs. actually engaging and then
reflecting on their engagement in behavior. We anted for this possibility by including Model
4 which distinguished the two factors of pre-proscbehavior (envisioning and planning), as
well as during and after-proactive behavior (emactind reflecting). We further accounted for
the possibility that employees perceive no diffeemnbetween the two pre-enacting elements
(envisioning and planning), but distinguish betweeacting and reflecting, in Model 5. Finally,
in line with our theory-based deduction of the fgoal-regulatory elements, we constructed
Model 6 which distinguished four factors, one facle of the four elements of proactivity.

As expected, the hypothesized four-factor modeld®®) had a significantly better fit

than Models 1 - 5 (see Table 1), and had an extdltdo the data (CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06,
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SRMR = .03, ratio of chi-square to degrees of foeed 1.67). Thus CFA results indicated that
the four elements of proactive behavior were indgistinct from each other. The four self-
regulatory elements of proactivity were neverthelessitively correlated (Table 2), which one
would expect because they all link into an ovegalil regulation process in which individuals

can progress and regress from one element to ar(sdeeKing, 1992).

Insert Table 1 about here.

Results

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics and zederccorrelations for the major
variables. We ran general linear models in SPS8stowour hypotheses (see Table 3). In these
models, we controlled all elements of proactivel gegulation, as well as all affect quadrants, to
assess the unique relationships between each gtfadtant and each element of proactive goal
regulation. For the reasons described earlierala@ controlled for trait positive affectivity, tta

negative affectivity, age, gender, role breadthetbicacy, and affective commitment.

Insert Tables 2 and 3 about here.

Hypothesis 1 predicted that high-activated posithad would be positively associated

with all elements of proactive goal regulation. Ressupported this hypothesis: Unstandardized
coefficients were B = .17 (SE = .0®6< .01) for envisioning, B = .21 (SE = .Q¥< 0.01) for
planning, B = .19 (SE = .0p,< .01) for enacting and B = .25 (SE = .p% .001) for reflecting.

In line with our arguments, low-activated positmeod was not significantly associated with
any elements of proactive goal regulation. It ipamant to note that high-activated positive
mood was associated with proactive goal regulaglement even after controlling for indicators

of can doandreason tocognitive-motivational factors. Thus, how employéeel at work is
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associated with overall proactive goal regulatioespective of their commitment to the
organization, or individual self-efficacy beliefehe findings are consistent with the possibility
that the experience of feelings such as enthusasmork might help individuals to develop
proactive thoughts, as well as to implement anlécebn their proactive stances, though might
also result from implementing and reflecting ongmtive behaviors.

As predicted in Hypothesis 2, low-activated negativood was positively associated
with envisioning (B = .24, SE = .0p,< .01)". Exploratory analyses showed there were no
significant associations of low-activated negativeod with planning, enacting, and reflecting,
or high-activated negative mood with any elemeh{groactive goal regulation. Thus, depressed
feelings at work, whilst associated with thougtisw@ changing a situation (envisioning), appear
not be highly related to translating proactive tjois into more specific planning or action.

Whilst Study 1 provided initial support of our hypeses, it was limited to investigating
call center employees’ proactivity in changing attans (rather than themselves), as well as in
its cross-sectional study design. We thus setroStudy 2 to test whether findings replicated in
a different setting, using career-related proatstiand a longitudinal design.

Study 2
Sample and Procedure

Participants in Study 2 were 250 first year undaigate students in a British medical
school. Demographic information and charactergr@tg., proactive personality) were measured
prior to the beginning of the year. A longitudiséidy was carried out with four almost
equidistant time points (1 - 3 months apart, eaggnning the entire first year of participants’

academic training. This study had a conceptual gending point because it began measuring

! Note that we also tested the hypotheses using trauitional hierarchical regression analyses. 34me pattern
of findings was obtained, and the results showetlitipod predicted each element of proactive gapllation over
and above the control variables (contact first aufbr these results).
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study-related affect and proactivity at the ongafimiversity education. Our study ended with
data collection in one of the last lectures ofdabhademic year. Participating students received
individualized feedback at the end of the studywaece entered into a prize draw.

At time 1 there were 186 responses to the surnvayegsponding to a 74% response rate),
at time 2 there were 186 responses (74% respotege atitime 3 there were 142 responses (57%
response rate), and at time 4 there were 165 respda our survey (68% response rate).
Average response rate across time was 68%. Thentwtudy was based on all 225 students for
whom responses on any of the measures in our stady available (90% overall response rate).
Individual missing responses at any time point vestemated by MPIus, version 6.1, using
maximum likelihood (ML) estimation. Age ranged frdr@ to 30 years (M =19.09, SD = 1.73).
72% of the students were female.
Measures

Control variables. As with Study 1 we controlled for gender and agen@der O = female,
1 = malejage in years), as well gsositive and negative affectivitie used the same measure
of trait positive affectivity ¢ = .76) and trait negative affectivity € .83) as in Study 1. Further,
we controlled for established indicators of statda doandreason tocognitive- motivational
influences on proactivity, including proactive pmrality (Bateman & Crant, 1993) and learning
goal orientation (Dweck, 1986). Anchors for theseasures ranged from 1= ‘strongly disagree’
to 5= ‘strongly agree’. We measured proactive peality with the six items from Bateman and
Crant’s (1993) proactive personality scale, asmaoended by Claes, Beheydt, and Lemmens
(2005). An example item waslf‘l see something | don't like, | fix it(t. = .65) We measured
learning goal orientation with the three highesidimg items from VandeWalle and Cummings’

(1997) measure of learning goal orientation. Annegle item was: I'am willing to select a
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challenging task that | can learn a lot fronfd = .70) Finally, because performance might co-
vary with both affect and proactivity, in orderdontrol for the effect operceived course
performancewe chose an adapted three-item measure of inditdsk performance (Griffin et
al., 2007). An example item was: “To what extentehgou”...achieved the learning objectives
for this course{Time 1 — 4:0. = .68 t0 .75; 1 ot at allto 5 =a great ded|.

Study-related mood. We used the same measure as in Study 1 to asgésadtivated
positive mood (Time 1 — 4 = .79 to .88) and low-activated negative mood @i 4.0 = .79
to .86). Respondents indicated their feelings wédenying out their studies over the past month.

Career-related proactive goal regulation. Measures currently exist to assess the enacting
elementf career-related proactive goal regulation, kmitthe other elements. For enacting, we
used a composite measurdeddback seekin@\shford, 1986), as well asareer initiative
(Tharenou & Terry, 1998) that loaded onto one factanitial exploratory factor analyses. The
scale comprises the following statements: “In st month, to what extent have you’saught
extra feedback from your lecturers or tutors abgair performance in the coursesbught
feedback from your lecturers or tutors about yoatgmtial as a doctor,dliscussed your career
prospects with someone more experienced@aged in career path planningghddiscussed
your career aspirations with doctors or other psg®nals?ATime 1 — 4.0 = .76 to .86; 1 ot
at all to 5 =a great ded).

We adapted the measures from Study 1 to assessa@mng, planning, and reflecting in
relation to career-related proactivity in a leaghenvironment. Students were asked to indicate
how much time and effort they had spent over teerteonth, ranging from hét atal) to 5 @
great ded). Envisioning—thinking about ways to obtain extra feedback orr ymsformance in

your course?thinking about ways to improve your career prospeandthinking about ways
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to receive feedback on your potential as a doc(dithe 1 — 4: o = .82 to .87)Planning—

going through different scenarios in your head aldowaw to approach someone for career
advice? thinking about a career-development related sitafe.g., whether to acquire
additional skills that might help in progressinguya@areer) from different angles, before
deciding how to actetting yourself into the right mood before askanigcturer or tutor for
extra performance-related feedbackihdgoing through different scenarios in your head abou
how to best obtain extra performance-related feed#BéTime 1 — 4:a = .84 to .88)Reflecting
—monitoring the effects of your activities aimedratreasing your career prospects?
considering the outcomes of your queries for feed®andconsidering the outcomes of your
efforts to progress your caree(?Pime 1 — 4.0 = .76 to .88). We additionally used a composite
score of envisioning, planning, enacting and reithecto represent overall proactive goal
regulation at each time point (Time 1 -o45 .91 to .94).

In order to test for measurement properties of oressover time we conducted
longitudinal confirmatory factor analyses, followithe steps outlined by Brown (2006). Thus,
we tested models with free factor loading over t{genfigural invariance) and with factor
loadings restricted to be equal over time (faadading invariance). Fit indices suggested good
fits to the data (see Table 4). Further, there wersignificant differences between models
testing for configural invariance and for factoadting invariance, providing good evidence for
measure invariance over time. Additionally, AICwed (Akaike, 1987) were lower for the more
parsimonious models in which factor loadings wesdricted to be equal over time. We thus

assumed measurement invariance across time.

Insert Tables 4 and 5 about here.

Results
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Table 5 shows zero-order correlations for the megoiables. In the model, we tested the
association of high-activated positive mood withoaerall proactive goal regulation index
(envisioning, planning, enacting, and reflectinghbined). We opted for this more parsimonious
approach to test Hypothesis 1 rather than repodisgparate model for each element because
the hypothesis linking high-activated positive m@odi proactivity was the same across
element€. We also tested the association between low-aetivaegative mood with the
envisioning element of proactive goal regulatiolygbthesis 2). A latent growth model with two
linear parallel processes was used to test ourthgpes (Bollen & Curran, 2006). Intercept and
slope coefficients of mood were linked to intercaptl slope of elements of proactive goal
regulation. We additionally included several timeariant control variables in our model: trait
positive and negative affectivity, gender, ageaptive personality, and learning goal
orientation.

Modification indices suggested that freely estimgtihe mean of proactive goal
regulation at Time Point 2 would improve modekfinsiderably. The mean of proactive goal
regulation at this time point was significantly lemthan at other time points. Between time
points 1 and 2, students received marks for tisé tiime in their medical training. This mark
accounted for 40% of the overall grade for the ypatentially explaining the decrease in career-
related proactive goal regulation at this time ptuat was not explained by the rest of the
growth process. In sum, this finding suggests thygoirtance of systematically controlling for

perceived course performance, which was accounted Models 3 and 4.

Insert Figure 1 about here.

2 We additionally ran separate latent growth motteishe association of high-activated positive meéth each
element of proactive goal regulation. Support fgpbthesis 1 was found in all separate models (dedee
available from the first author upon request).
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In support of Hypothesis 1, initial levels of higltivated positive mood were positively
associated with initial levels of proactive goajukation (B = .48p < .001; see Figure 1).
Further, the slope for mood (capturing change ghfactivated positive feelings) was positively
associated with values of the slope of proactiva gegulation (B = .34p <.01), suggesting that
students who experience positive change in higivated positive mood also experience
positive change in proactive goal regulation. Mdbélad an excellent fit to the data wih (51,

N = 225) = 55.57y2/df = 1.09, RMSEA = .02, SRMR = .05, CFI = .99.

Model 2 tested Hypothesis 2, controlling for thBuance of cognitive motivation in the
latent growth model. The residual variance of flopes factor for envisioning proactivity was
fixed to zero, implying homogeneity in the slopewth factor for this construct. In support of
Hypothesis 2, results indicated that initial leveldow-activated negative mood were positively
associated with initial levels of envisioning prbeity (B = .65,p < .001). Further, the slope of
low-activated negative mood (capturing change matige feelings over time) was associated
with higher values for the envisioning slope (B.28Lp <.05). Model 2 had an excellent fit to
the data withx2 (53, N = 225) = 52.0§2/df = 0.98, RMSEA = .00, SRMR = .05, CFI = 1.00.

In Models 3 and 4 we tested our Hypotheses 1 amtil8t additionally controlling for
perceived course performance as a time-variantriaggavith paths to mean values of mood and
proactive goal regulation (see Figure 2). Due tesing data on this time-variant covariate,
sample size was reducedrte 100 for Models 3 and 4. However, logistic regres analyses
regarding mood (high-activated positive and lowwated negative) and proactive goal
regulation (envisioning, and overall proactive gagulation) did not reveal significant
differences | < .05 between this subsample and the full sample abangsion, thus justifying

the use of the subsample that contained measunesroaived course performance.
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Insert Figure 2 about here.

Model 3 was designed to test Hypothesis 1 contglior perceived course performance.

In this model, the mean proactive goal regulaticors at time point 2 did not require separate
estimation, suggesting that the new time-variantgdate captured students’ responses to course
information across the year in a way that was eigffit to produce a well-fitting model despite
the reduction in sample size, wiR (96, N = 100) = 135.6%2/df = 1.41, RMSEA = .06,

SRMR = .12, CFl = .94. Perceived course performave positively associated with both high-
activated positive mood and proactive goal regoihatall ps< .05), except for proactive goal
regulation at time points 1 and 4 and high-actidatesitive mood at time point 4 (latter, at the
border of statistical significange= .05). In support of our Hypothesis 1, associetibetween

the intercepts of high-activated positive mood prahctive goal regulation (B=.3p,< .01), as
well as between the high-activated positive moogesland the proactive goal regulation slope
(B=.33,p < .05) remained significant and positive.

Model 4 was designed to test Hypothesis 2 whilstrodling for perceived course
performance at each time point. Similar to Modeh®, mean envisioning score at time point 2
did not require separate estimation and the rebiduance of envisioning proactivity was fixed
to zero. The fit of Model 4 was acceptable, wth(97, n = 100) = 123.2§2/df = 1.27,

RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .11, CFl = .94. Perceived ceysrformance was only positively
associated with envisioning at Time Points 3 aif=#25, B=.31, respectively; both< .01),
and was not associated with low-activated negatiged at any time point. In support of
Hypothesis 2, associations between the initialeslof low-activated negative mood and

envisioning (B=.73p < .001), as well as between growth in low-actidategative mood and



MOOD AND PROACTIVITE7

growth in envisioning over time (B=1.0p< .05), remained significahtin sum, Hypotheses 1
and 2 were supported over time, whilst controlfiogstable cognitive motivation variables and
for perceived course performance over the acadgeac

General Discussion

A key finding of our studies concerns the posi@gsociation of high-activated positive
mood with proactivity. High-activated positive moauich as feelings of being inspired,
energized and enthused, emerged as a consistetiugpsedictor of all elements of proactive
goal regulation, across two independent investigativith diverse samples (call center
employees and medical students) and focusing ordistmct types of proactivity (work- vs.
career-related). Moreover, ruling out the posgipbtlnat personality is driving the findings, high-
activated positive mood was important even aftetrodling for trait affectivity. The
associations were also robust over and above dsmtfoan doandreason tandicators of
motivation (Studies 1 and 2), as well as percesaase performance (in Study 2).

Altogether, notwithstanding the need for furthensal evidence, our study suggests that
feeling positive in an activated way is importaott prompting forward-thinking, change-
oriented behavior. The association of positive madd proactivity is consistent with previous
findings of a positive relationship between postaffect and the enacting element of proactivity

(Den Hartog & Belschak, 2007; Fritz & Sonnentag)20 but our investigation goes further

% We additionally tested for indirect effects (SqH&182) in Models 1 - 4, where proactive persopalitd learning
goal orientation were modelled to influence proatgtivia mediating influences of high-activated io® and low-
activated negative mood. No evidence for mediatiffigcts were found in any of the models, suggedtieg
associations between mood and proactive goal réguilzn our models were independent of the inflleeat
indicators of stable cognitive motivatioRurther, we conducted exploratory analyses to aghesassociation of
low-activated negative mood with planning, enactemd reflecting, as well as high-activated negathood with
each of the elements of proactive goal regulafResults were consistent with Study 1 to the extemit neither type
of negative affect was positively associated wlid &ctual implementation of proactivity and subsequeflection
processes. Unexpected significant positive assongmtvere found between low-activated negative meatl
planning, and between high-activated negative naa@tlenvisioning as well as planning. We discussefiimdings
in more detail in our discussion. Detailed findirngs be obtained from the first author upon request
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than these studies because we show that it icpkmtiy high-activated positive mood, rather
than low-activated positive mood, that is assodiatgh proactivity. Theoretically, our findings
are consistent with Parker and colleagues’ (20t@)gsal for arenergized tgathway for
proactivity in which affect-related motivationabgts predict proactivity. Our findings also
coincide with Spreitzer, Lam, and Quinn’s (in pyemguments for the importance of human
energy in organizations. Practically, assuming abdisection is confirmed in additional studies,
our findings suggest the value of organizationsiggating high-activated positive mood when
proactivity is important, such as by creating airadling tasks for employees or increasing
emotional attachment to the organization (Brief &ig¢, 2002; George & Brief, 1992).
Importantly, our article is one of the first tofeifentiate between high-activated positive
mood and low-activated positive mood when predichehavior. Studies typically do not make
this distinction. Yet, as implied in the circumplesodel of affect (Russell, 1980, 2003), affect
can be distinguished in terms of both valence {p&sinegative), and activation (high, low). Our
studies support the value of this more differertiaapproach to affect, showing that it is the
combination of positive affect and activation tlre form of feelings like enthusiasm - that are
key. Whereas previous research on affect and betsawiainly highlighted the importance of
positive mood ‘in general’ for broadened cognitiamsl behaviors (e.g., Isen, 2000b), at least
when it comes to proactive behaviors, it appeasiths not positive mood per se that is
important, but high-activated positive mood. Oudings therefore suggest the need for the
development of theory regarding the different copeaces of positive affect with varying levels
of activation. Practically, organizations shouldegally consider which type of affective
experience is measured in employee surveys. Nigréiftiating, for instance, between high- and

low-activated positive affect, may mask substantetationships.
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A further important finding is the association oft-activated negative mood, or feelings
such as being depressed or sad, with the envigi@@ment of proactive goal regulation for
both work-related and career-related proactivityede findings are consistent with the idea that
feeling depressed at work may stimulate contengiatr rumination about changing a present
situation or the self (Martin & Tesser, 1996). Hoek it is important to also observe that low-
activated negative mood was consistently unrehaiédactual change. Although we did not test
this, extensive rumination or contemplation of mtoge change without action could ultimately
be disruptive, from both an organizational perspede.g., ‘wasted’ time) and an individual
perspective (e.g., discontent as a result of uliadfaspirations; Seligman, 1975).

Similarly, we found no associations between higtivated negative feelings, such as
anxiety or tension, and proactivity. This explorgtoull finding is interesting given that prior
research has shown that stressors such as tinsupressan activate proactive behaviors like
personal initiative (e.g., Fay & Sonnentag, 20@)r findings suggest, in line with Ohly and
Fritz (2007), that it is unlikely that time pressuras its effects through prompting anxiety.
Instead, time pressure might lead to higher lesEfsoactive behaviors by prompting feelings
of challenge and hence elicit high-activated, positeelings such as excitement in the job.

Notably, our investigation was limited to high-aetied moods such as overall anxiety at
work. Future research could usefully extend thiesgtigation to discrete emotions of anger or
frustration. For instance, feeling angry about idade work process might spur individuals’
engagement in changing this process. How the difteaiffect dimensions interact also remains
unclear. It could be that overall positive moodipladleviate the tendencies to abandon goals
when encountering negative emotions (Carver & Sxh&p90). In this vein, research suggests

that high-activated positive overall moods prouide resources to cope with a stressful situation
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and to buffer against the effects of negative femi(Fredrickson, Mancuso, Branigan, &
Tugade, 2000), facilitating sustained proactivéoactAlternatively, there might be a synergy
effect between high-activated positive moods arghatiee emotions: Thus, negative emotions
regarding a particular issue in the light of oviengyh-activated positive moods at work might
have powerful effects on prompting and sustainirgagtivity because individuals act
proactively in order to maintain their positive ndo@arlson, Charlin, & Miller, 1988; Wegener
& Petty, 1994). These alternative hypotheses renaale tested.

Over and above the implications of our researclufmterstanding how affect relates to
proactivity, a further contribution of our researzncerns the goal regulation approach to
investigating proactivity. Studies have rarely ledkat proactivity in this way, yet we showed
that four elements of proactivity — envisioningauhing, enacting, and reflecting — can usefully
be distinguished from each other. These elements faetorially distinct, and also operated in
different ways. For instance, whereas depressianamamportant correlate of envisioning, these
low-activated negative feelings had no associatiith enacting of proactivity. Our more
nuanced findings help to explain why past reseastiich has not made distinctions between
different elements of proactivity, has not foundhemnt evidence for an association of negative
affect with proactivity (Den Hartog & Belschak, ZQCritz & Sonnentag, 2009).

We recommend further investigation of proactivitats antecedents using a goal
regulation perspective. As Chen and Gogus (2008 hegued, action is most likely to be
successful in achieving goals to the extent thiat‘¢omplete’ (involves both goal generation
and goal striving aspects). This possibility hasbeen tested in regard to proactivity. Moreover,
by taking a proactive goal regulation perspectorganizations can investigate whether their

employees are lacking engagement in any of thersgiflatory elements, or engaging too much
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in others. For instance, employees might put afleffort into reflecting on one proactive

action, thereby depleting energies to engage inraper se (Hobfoll, 1989). On the other hand,
moderate levels of effort to understand the effettsne’s proactive behavior are probably
desirable in order to ensure that proactive belaace appropriate and constructive in the
corresponding context (Chan, 2006). Insights Iilese may then be used as a basis for targeted
organizational interventions, aimed at increasiifigient proactive behaviors amongst
employees. We also recommend investigating wheihextional antecedents or contingencies,
such as high levels of job control or of supervisapport (see Parker, et al., 2006), differentially
relate to the self-regulatory elements. For instafeader vision might be most important for
envisioning, whereas job control might be most ingoa for enacting.

In terms of strengths and limitations, our studgrapch has both. We replicated our
findings across two distinct contexts with distitygies of proactivity. We also asked individuals
to report on the various elements of proactive geglilation simultaneously, with the advantage
of providing respondents with the same point oerefice for each element and thereby enabling
us to establish the distinctiveness of the multgak-regulatory elements of proactivity. Further,
our study design on career-related proactivitytud$ 2 provided a longitudinal time frame
starting at a natural zero point at the beginnihgtwdents’ academic studies, and ending at the
end of the first academic year. We showed, for eotanthat changes in affect over time were
associated with matching changes in proactivity.

Nevertheless our studies also have limitationshdlgh Study 2 is longitudinal, our
design does not rule out the possibility that ptiwayg might also influence affect. Experimental
studies that manipulate affect will provide strontgsts of causality. Additionally, we focused

on summative reflection processes that occurredfasction of having engaged in proactivity.
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However, this approach leaves open the possilthiday low reflection scores occurred not out of
a lack of reflection but out of a lack of enactiiRgiture research is needed that more fully
distinguishes these elements. Such research wilinrea focus on a single goal in order to
capture momentary thoughts and actions during gtEimproactive goal regulation process.
Investigations into momentary emotional experience®mbination with situational
factors could also help illuminate the conditiomsler which negative feelings are primarily
positively or negatively associated with proactivincluding under which circumstances they
result in zero associations that reflect countéingpositive and negative functions of negative
affect for proactivity. For instance, negative fiegé could initially spur contemplation to change
a situation (Carver & Scheier, 1990), but, overtifor instance when a work situation inhibits a
quick implementation of changes, deplete self-raguy resources (Muraven & Baumeister,
2000), ultimately resulting in a null relationsith the implementation of proactive goals.
Further, we focused on how mood relates to proagoal regulation whilst controlling
for other motivational processes, rather than orensomplex linkages amongst mood and
motivation. Previous research has found mixed teswlthis vein: For instance, a study by Den
Hartog and Belschak (2007) indicated that traittpasaffectivity was positively associated with
personal initiative, independent of associatiorn &ffective organizational commitment
(reason tomotivation). In contrast, a study by Seo and I{2809), using a simulation task,
showed that positive emotions were directly poslihassociated with goal-related performance,
and additionally indirectly influenced performandga a positive association with goal-related
self-efficacy beliefsgan domotivation). We suggest further research on hoecaffombines

with or relates to other motivational pathways.
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Our studies also have other limitations. Study & siagle-source and self-report, which
means that inflated relationships due to commorhatevariance threaten the validity of our
findings. However, past research confirmed thdtrag¢ihgs of proactive behaviors at work can
be used as valid measurements (Frese et al., 188ditionally, as recommended by Podsakoff
et al. (2003) we controlled for general responsdéacies of individuals by adding trait
affectivity as a control. We also replicated thedfngs in Study 2, which employed a
longitudinal design that is less susceptible to mmm method threats. Finally, our findings are
constrained to proactivity of employees in a catlter environment, which involves highly
customer-focused, interaction-based work taskspandindings on career-related proactivity
are confined to the context of an academic learamgronment. The consistency in findings
across these very different contexts bodes welfergeneralizability of our findings, although
further research is needed to generalize more hyoad

Conclusion

Extending prior research that has mostly focusettad’ cognitive-motivational
predictors of proactivity, we showed that indivithianood were associated with their proactive
goal generation and pursuit. Importantly, the atton level of mood appears to matter: High-
activated positive mood, which includes feelingrgieed, inspired, and enthused, was positively
related to all elements of proactive goal regutgtiacluding envisioning, planning, enacting,
and reflecting. Experiencing low-activated negafeslings, such as being depressed, was linked
with higher levels of contemplating to be proactivet was not associated with actual
implementation of these thoughts. Theoretically, iauestigation supports the value of
distinguishing affect in terms of both valence actlvation, and the consideration of proactivity

as a goal regulation process rather than a onaetitin.
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Figure 1 Latent Growth Models
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Notes.N = 225. Time-invariant controls for age, gendiit positive and negative affectivity, proactpersonality and learning goal

orientation are omitted from display for parsimohp. < .05, ** p < .01, ** p < .001.
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Figure 2 Latent Growth Models Including Perceived Coursef®enance

Model 3 Model 4
High-activated High-activated High-activated High-activated Low-activated Low-activated Low-activated Low-activated
positive mood positive mood positive mood positive mood negative mood negative mood negative mood negative mood
(Time J) (Time 2) (Time 9) (Time 4) (Time 1) (Time 2) (Time 3) (Time )

1 0 1 1 %%Vg 1 0 1 1 2 3
- —

Intercept Growth Intercept Growth
Mood Mood Mood Mood
.25* 23** 23%*
Learning Learning Learning Learning Learning Learning Learning Learning
" .33* Outcomes Outcomes Outcomes Outcomes - 1.06* [ Outcomes Outcomes Outcomes Outcomes
.39 (Time 1) (Time 2) (Time 3) (Time 4) 73 (Time 1) (Time 2) (Time 3) (Time 4)
12* 16%* .25%* .31
Intercept Growth Intercept Growth
Proactivity Proactivity Proactivity Proactivity

\A

PE:;E\II;OG:&“ szgt'\llai_s:al szgﬂ}laiis:al Pl::;ﬂ\llaetigrfal Envisioning Envisioning Envisioning Envisioning
ulati } " ) .
Time 1 (Time 2) Time 3 Time 4
(Time 1 (Time 2) (Time 3) (Time4) ( ) ( ) ( )
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Notes.n = 100. Time-invariant controls for age, gendeit positive and negative affectivity, proactppersonality and learning goal orientation

are omitted from display for parsimortyp < .05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001.
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Table 1 Study 1 — Comparison of Alternative Factor Struetufor Proactive Goal Regulation

Model Descriptives ¥4, df Ratio Ay° Adff CFI RMSEA SRMR

vYdf  (model of

comparison)

Model 1 Baseline model: All items uncorrelated 2068.55, &3.34

Model 2 One factor: Envisioning, planning, enacting, retileg 623.28,54 11.54 1445.27,12* .72 22 .09
(model 1)

Model 3 Two factors: Preand post elements (envisioning, plann 371.09,53 7.00 252.19, 1* .84 .16 .07
reflecting) vs. proactive behavior (enacting) (model 2)

Model 4 Two factors: Preelements (envisioning and planning) vs. du 467.37,53 8.82  -96.28, 0* .79 19 .08
and after-elements (enacting and reflecting) (model 3)

Model 5 Three factors: Practing (envisioning and planning) vs. enact 158.07, 2* .92 A2 .06

213.02,51 4.18

and reflecting (model 3)

Model 6 Four fagdors: All goal regulation elements as theor 80.12,48 1.67 132.90, 3* .98 .06 .03
(envisioning, planning, enacting, reflecting) (model 5)

Note.N = 225; * model improvement significantak .05 level;Jchange assessed vs. previously best model.



Table 2 Study 1 — Means, Standard Deviations, and Correxesti
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Variables Mean SD 1. 2. 3. 4. S. 6. 7. 8. 9 10. . 1112. 13. 14.
1. Gender (0 =female, 1 =male) 0.34 0.4%7--
2. Age 33.72 11.24-12 ---
3. Positive Affectivity 3.44 094 -14*07 .92
4. Negative Affectivity 1.62 0.72 -18*06 .02 .89
5. Role breadth self-efficacy 3.39 1.00 .20* -.1@7** -17* .88
6. Affective organizational
Commitment 3.05 100 -13* .05 .50 .01 .04 .90
7. Envisioning 3.05 100 -04 -0839* .08 .49 .30** .86
8. Planning 253 1.09 .12 -14¥29* .08 .43** .18** .63** .88
9. Enacting (Task Proactivity) 298 1.08 -065%1.33* .05 .42 .30** .52** 47 .89
10. Reflecting 236 1.07 -02 -1134* .09 .41* .24* 56* .69** .55 91
11. High-activated Positive Mood 3.43 1.33 -.18*05 .63* .01 .15* .53* .39* .30** .39* .39** .89
12. Low-activated Positive Mood 3.88 1.19 .09 -.QBO** -28** .21** 21** .20~ .04 .19 .09 .43 .82
13. High-activated Negative Mood2.32 1.00 .00 .04 -10 .55*-10 -12 .02 A2 .02 .09 -.08 -.42*80
14. Low-activated Negative Mood 2.24 114 .12 -.04-37** .33* .04 -48** .03 .03 -06 -.04 -.42%x32** 56** .84

Note.N=225; Internal consistency values (Cronbach’s Alhappear across the diagonal in itafigs< .05, ** p < .01.
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Table 3 General Linear Models on Affect Quadrants and Weitkted Proactive Goal

Regulation
Dependent Variable Parameter B SE t
High-activated positive mooc .17** .06 2.89
Low-activated positive mood .02 .06 41
o High-activated negative moo -.07 .08 -.90
Envisioning® _ _
Low-activated negative moot .24** .07 3.51
Role breadth self-efficacy  .42*** .06 7.03
Organizational Commitment .23** .07 3.36
High-activated positive mooc .21** .07 3.02
Low-activated positive mood -.12 .07 -1.86
Y High-activated negative moo .07 .09 .78
Planning _ )
Low-activated negative moot .06 .08 .79
Role breadth self-efficacy  .42*** .07 5.97
Organizational Commitment .08 .08 1.04
High-activated positive mooc .19** .07 2.78
Low-activated positive mood .02 .06 .26
_ High-activated negative moo .03 .09 .30
Enacting® _ _
Low-activated negative moor .10 .08 1.20
Role breadth self-efficacy  .42** .07 6.05
Organizational Commitment .21** .08 2.66
High-activated positive mooc .25*** .07 3.61
Low-activated positive mood -.08 .06 -1.30
High-activated negative moo .07 .09 73
Reflecting”

Low-activated negative moot .05 .08 .61

Role breadth self-efficacy A40%* 07 5.82
Organizational Commitment .09 .08 1.13

Note. Additional controls for age, gender, positive anelgative affectivity were non-
significantly or weakly associated with elementgpudactivity, and are omitted from display
for parsimony. All coefficients are unstandardiZed?® (adjusted) = .42 (.40), F = 15.75**;
b R? (adjusted) = .32 (.28), F = 9.84**%: R? (adjusted) = .34 (.31), F = 10.86**% R?
(adjusted) = .32 (.29), F =10.16***;5< .05, * p < .01, ** p<.001. N = 225.
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Model v df Ratioy*/df A%, Adff AIC CFI SRMR  RMSEA
High-activated Positive Mood
Configural Invariance 94.72, 74 1.28 7498.39 .99 .04 .04
Factor Loading Invariance 101.83, 83 1.23 -7.11, -9 7487.50 .99 .05 .03
Low-activated Negative Mood
Configural Invariance 129.69, 74 1.75 6637.04 .96 .07 .06
Factor Loading Invariance 134.67, 82 1.64 -4.98, -8 6626.02 .96 .06 .05
Envisioning
Configural Invariance 34.28, 30 1.14 4978.73 .99 .03 .03
Factor Loading Invariance 40.94, 36 1.14 - 6.6, - 4973.37 .99 .064 .03
Planning
Configural Invariance 93.50, 68 1.38 6093.39 .98 .04 .04
Factor Loading Invariance 98.95, 81 1.22 -548 - 6072.85 .99 .05 .03
Enacting
Configural Invariance 198.89, 132 1.51 7260.02 .96 .06 .05
Factor Loading Invariance 209.40, 143 1.46 -10.113, 7231.15 .98 .05 .04
Reflecting
Configural Invariance 53.48, 29 1.84 4629.38 .98 .05 .06
Factor Loading Invariance 51.01, 34 1.50 2.47,-5 4616.91 .98 .05 .05

Note N = 220-221]change assessed vs. respective configural invariaociel.
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Table 5 Study 2 — Means, Standard Deviations, and Corretesti

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. Age 19.091.73 ---

2. Gender 0.370.48 .12 ---

3. Positive Affectivity 3.930.58 .13 -.07 .76

4. Negative Affectivity 2.26 0.78 .02 -.11 -.02 .83

5. Proactive Personali§.62 0.61 .18* -.01 .31* -12 .65

6. Learning Goal

) - 400 0.59 .21* 17> .31** -.04 .33* .70
Orientation

7. T1 High-activated
Positive Mood
8.T1 Low-activated
Negative Mood
9. T1 Envisioning 2.700.95.25* 01 .30** .20* .21* .31* .33** .27** .82
10. T1 Overall Prpactwezzo 0.68
Goal Regulation
11. T1 Perceived Cour
Performance
12. T2 High-activated
Positive Mood
13. T2 Low-activated
Negative Mood
14. T2 Envisioning 243091 .11 .13 .26** .15 .21* .33* .26** .22** .60** .64** .19* 27* .16* .82

4.54 1.00 .06 .02 .49**-24* 27 20* .79

201091 02 -03 -06 .55* .02 -.07 -20** .82

26 .09 .34 13  .18* .37 42% 24* 85 01

3.76 0.60 .00 -.07 .38** -.07 .27** .20* .36** -.06 .23** 22 71

4.30 1.07 .14 .15* 43** -25* 26** .30** .64* -14 .27 36** .15 .85

1.95 087 .03 -04 -11 .51 -08 -12 -12 .55 .30** .28* .06 -25** .79

15. T2 Overall Proactiv

. 1.98 0.67 .21* .15* .27* 11 .22* .36** .34* | 17* .63* .71** .16* .34** .18* .84** 92
Goal Regulation ‘
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Variables M SO 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
16. zr';)oerﬁ:l'r‘l’ceg COUr 378 0.58 .05 -.05 .30% -12 .24% 23 22% .08 .20% .24 54 20 -05 .28
1. :;t'i?/:&c;g’gted 423113 14 16 .43* -21* 36% 20* 60" -06 .30% 35 14 .80* -16 .30%
18. Lzé‘;‘i’i’:a';’g;ed 199 086 .05 .01 -06 .39* -02 .01 -05 .58% 19% 23 07 .04 56% .21*
19. T3 Envisioning 2570.04 15 .06 .20% .01 .35% 20% 37 12 5O A7 20% 31%* 07 .48*
20. (T;?;;)\s;zl:nz;icm 2.08 0.74 20% 16 .31% .02 .34% 27% 42 11 52% 5+ 18% 37+ 10 56*
21':55:;2‘;?2(:0““3.94 0.61 .24* -07 .36 -12 .31% 21* 25% .11 .18* .20* .58* .12 -03 .18
22. ;‘;;t'igg'&cég’gted 427 117 A1 18* 40%* -14 21* .10 .58* -05 .22% 24% (09 72% -17% 2%k
23. Lié‘st‘i’:’/:‘a';’g;ed 190 0.86 -.02 .01 -12 .49%* -05 -03 -16 .62* .16 .17* -.07 -.20* 54** 26*
24. T4 Envisioning 2520.06 .15 .18 .34** 17 .33% 34% 20* .20* .60 .51% 20% .26% .18% G1*
25. ;iz‘serzllljz;c;'ve 1.9 0.66 .13 .20% .34* .18% .23* .33% 20% 16 .58 54 17% 317 17% 66
26.T4 Perceived COUr ) 03 40 16 -06 .27% -20* .15 .23 13 -10 .21* 20% 41723 -06 .12

Performance
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Variables 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
16. T2 Perceived Coursezg** 68

Performance ' '
17. T3 High-activated o

14

Positive Mood 36 86
18. T3 Low-activated o

Negative Mood 247 04 ~13 .80
19. T3 Envisioning bS56** 13 .38** [ 22** B4
20. (T;(’)aol‘s;'LZ[;?t've.?o** 18 41 21* 87% 94
21. T3 Percei

Pirfoer:gzlr\f: COUrse 1, ggm 25w 09 23% 21% .75
22. l‘;;'t'i?/:;c;g’jted 20% 14 83* -10 .36* 38 14 88
23. Lié‘;’t‘i’\vlj‘;;';’s;ed 19% -11 -18 .65 .16 .22* -17 -18* .86
24. T4 Envisioning 5OR 2%k 4O 12 62% G5 20% .36% 23% 87
25. (T;iaolvReézllL:;iCt've.(sa** 24% 40 18 .61 71 16 .40 20% 88 03
26.T4 Perceived COUrse |, i 17 11 o4 00F & 20k _ow 20 10¢ 69

Performance

Note.Internal consistency values (Cronbach’s Alphaskapjcross the diagonal in itali¢gp < .05, ** p <.01.N = 107- 186.



