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Abstract 

Motivated Interpersonal Emotion Regulation in Leadership 

Julianna Jasmin Walsh 

Katrina P. Merlini, Ph.D., Major Advisor 

 Emotions are important and prevalent workplace phenomena. Previous 

research has found that emotions can impact different workplace-related outcomes, 

from increasing employee performance to increasing employee well-being (Barsade & 

Gibson, 2007). Leaders are expected to engage in interpersonal emotion regulation 

(IER) strategies that influence their followers’ emotions to facilitate these outcomes. 

However, little is known about this process. Leaders might have different motives for 

regulating followers’ emotions, such as to help them learn a skill, to be compassionate 

with them, or to push them to get work done. Additionally, they might target specific 

emotions depending on that intention and, in turn, might engage in different IER 

strategies to elicit the desired emotions in their follower. This research took a self-

regulatory approach to leader-follower IER to examine the hierarchical relationship 

between leader motives in IER and desired emotions for followers, or emotion goals, 

and the relationship between emotion goals and IER strategies. A leader’s emotional 

intelligence (EI) was expected to moderate both of these links, such that higher EI 

leads to better selection of emotion goals for followers based on motive, and in turn 

more effective selection of IER strategies to facilitate emotion goals. Study 1 used 

archival data to qualitatively examine the prevalence of the expected motives in 

leader-follower interactions. Consistent with expectations, coaching, compassion, and 
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instrumentality were the most prevalent motives experienced by leaders. Study 2 

collected data from a field sample to investigate how each motive was related to 

certain emotion goals, and how each of those emotion goals was related to IER 

strategies all within the context of a hypothetical leadership scenario. Emotion goals 

for two of the three included motives were significantly predicted consistent with 

expectations and IER strategies perceived to be effective at eliciting those desired 

emotions were identified. Implications for theory and practice, study limitations, and 

suggestions for future research are discussed.
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1 
Introduction 

The management of follower emotion as a valuable element of leadership is no 

longer a novel or emerging idea (Ashkanasy & Humphrey, 2011; Humphrey, 2008; 

Humphrey, Pollack, & Hawver, 2008; Little, Gooty, & Williams, 2016). Previous 

research has examined how emotional displays from leaders impact follower 

performance (Visser, van Knippenberg, van Kleef, & Wisse, 2013), how emotions 

underlie the process by which charismatic leaders inspire their followers (Bono & 

Ilies, 2006; Erez, Johnson, Misangyi, LePine, & Halverson, 2008), and how leaders’ 

management of their followers’ emotions increases positive follower outcomes (e.g., 

job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviors) by enhancing perceived quality 

of leader-member exchange (LMX) relationships (Little et al., 2016), among other key 

consequences. However, less is known about why leaders manage their followers’ 

emotions or choose to engage in specific interpersonal emotion regulation (IER) 

strategies (Niven, 2016; Tamir, 2016).  

This research will take a self-regulatory approach to understanding why 

leaders manage their followers’ emotions and select specific IER strategies. As 

emotion regulation is goal-directed (Gross, 2015), leaders may influence their 

followers’ emotions in order to achieve some purpose. For example, a leader with the 

goal of developing a follower’s skills might want to elicit an emotion that facilitates 

learning. A leader’s goal (e.g., choosing to develop a follower) is expected to be 

determined by the leader’s higher level needs (Niven, 2016). Consistent with self-

regulatory research (e.g., Lord, Diefendorff, Schmidt, & Hall, 2010), leader motives 

and goals are conceptualized as situated within a goal hierarchy and operate as part of 



 

 

2 
a series of negative feedback loops. Tamir and Millgram (2017) have applied a similar 

framework to an intrapersonal emotion regulation (ER) context that discusses the 

impact of motives and goals on the management of one’s own emotions. Applying this 

self-regulatory framework to an interaction between a leader and follower extends the 

work of Tamir and Millgram (2017) by illustrating the interconnected relationships 

between a leader’s motive (or, higher level goal), a leader’s emotion goal for a 

follower (or, the desired emotional end state), and the IER strategies selected by the 

leader to achieve the emotion goal.  

The selection of specific strategies, or the tactics used to influence emotions, is 

expected to relate in part to the emotion goal that a leader desires for their follower. 

Previous research illustrates that individuals will use different regulation strategies to 

impact different emotions (Millgram, Sheppes, Kalokerinos, Kuppens, & Tamir, 

2019). Thus, this research includes the prediction that, given specific emotion goals, 

leaders will elect to engage in specific IER strategies that they believe will help them 

elicit those emotions in their followers. The strategies reviewed by Peña-Sarrionandia, 

Mikolajczak, and Gross (2015) that fall within Gross’s (1998a) families of ER will be 

used in the aim of examining specific and practical IER strategies that leaders may 

choose to influence follower emotions.  

A key underlying aspect of the processes related to why leaders manage their 

followers’ emotions and select specific IER strategies is the leader’s emotion-related 

abilities. Emotional intelligence (EI) in the workplace is regarded as the “skill through 

which employees treat emotions as valuable data in navigating a situation” (Barsade & 

Gibson, 2007, p. 40). The ability-based model of EI involves perceiving, using, 



 

 

3 
understanding, and managing emotions as capacities that differ between individuals 

(Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2004), which may be particularly important in IER 

processes. Therefore, EI is integrated into the current research to help explain why 

leaders may vary in choosing emotion goals for followers that best facilitate higher 

level goals and motives and choosing IER strategies that may be most appropriate for 

achieving the emotions goals for followers, which should ultimately impact the 

effectiveness of their attempts to manage followers’ emotions (Haver, Akerjordet, & 

Furunes, 2013; Lawrence, Troth, Jordan, & Collins, 2011; Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 

2015; Troth, Lawrence, Jordan, & Ashkanasy, 2017).  

This research aims to contribute to the ER literature and the application of 

leadership practices in several ways. First, by applying leader-follower IER processes 

to a self-regulatory framework, this research expands upon Niven’s (2016) and Tamir 

and Millgram’s (2017) conceptual work integrating self-regulation and ER literature to 

explain why certain regulation strategies are employed. Specifically, drawing from 

self-regulation theories (e.g., control theory, motivated action theory), this work will 

examine the motivations underlying leaders’ decisions to regulate their followers’ 

emotions, what consequent emotion goals (i.e., desired emotional end-states) leaders 

target for their followers, how they choose to reach those goals (i.e., which IER 

strategies are utilized) and the role of EI in these relationships. Second, this will be the 

first time that emotions will be examined using the two dimensions of affect, 

activation and valence, in the IER literature. Specifically, the activation dimension of 

affect has remained unstudied as a way of describing or classifying the emotions that 

are targeted in regulation. Seo, Barrett, and Jin (2008) call for future research to 
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investigate both dimensions in affective processes in organizations, particularly the 

activation dimension, as this provides for a broader integrative approach that measures 

the entire affective space. Potential nuances between regulating negative or positive 

emotions that are either low or high on activation can be distinguished. For instance, 

in the leader-follower context, the activation dimension might have important 

implications, such as how a leader trying to push their follower to work harder might 

want to elicit an activated positive emotion (e.g., excited) rather than a deactivated 

positive emotion (e.g., relaxed). Third, this research will also illustrate the integrated 

application of Peña-Sarrionandia et al.’s (2015) reviewed strategies in this 

interpersonal context. To date, no single study has comprehensively examined such 

specific strategies within an IER context. By shedding light on these aforementioned 

issues, this research aspires to help answer a question posed by Niven (2017) in a 

review of the IER field: “Do IER goals influence which emotions we want to regulate 

in others and the strategies we choose to use?” (p. 91). Finally, from a practical 

perspective, an awareness of how leaders’ motives impact their behaviors with 

followers yields insight into the leader-follower dynamics in the workplace and lays 

the foundation for discovering which strategies would be most effective for leaders 

with certain goals; an important avenue for future research.  

To summarize, this study aims to contribute to the work on leader-follower 

IER by exploring the relationships between leaders’ motives, leaders’ emotion goals 

for followers, and the IER strategies selected by the leaders to achieve the emotion 

goals. In doing so, previous literature in the areas of ER will be reviewed first. 

Specifically, background will be provided on both intrapersonal and interpersonal ER, 
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and motives and goals in ER. Second, a self-regulatory approach to ER and leader-

follower IER will be introduced. Drawing from this approach and relevant emotions-

related literature, arguments will be put forth regarding likely leader motives, the 

relationships between leader motives and leader emotion goals for followers, and the 

relationships between emotion goals for followers and leaders’ selection of IER 

strategies. The role of EI will also be discussed as it pertains to the latter two 

relationships. Finally, the methods and analyses for two studies proposed to examine 

the hypotheses will be explained.  

Emotion Regulation 

 Before reviewing the literature on ER, it is necessary to understand emotions 

and their importance; therefore, emotions will be briefly reviewed first. Barsade and 

Gibson (2007) describe affect as encompassing a plethora of feelings people can 

experience that includes both states and traits. Emotions fall under this former 

category of feeling states, which are “in-the-moment, short-term affective 

experiences” (Barsade & Gibson, 2007, p. 37). Emotions tend to be instigated by some 

cause and may include physiological reactions. They are short-lived, but intense 

(Frijda, 1986). One way to define and measure these affective constructs is with the 

circumplex model of affect that plots affect along dimensions of valence and 

activation (Russell, 1980). Within this circular graph, emotions are positioned on a 

continuum of valence, or pleasantness, ranging from negative valence (e.g., sad) to 

positive valence (e.g., happy). They can also be positioned on a continuum of 

activation, or arousal, ranging from low activation (e.g., calm) to high activation (e.g., 
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angry). This approach succinctly captures a comprehensive assortment of imaginable 

affective experiences (Ashkanasy & Cooper, 2008; Barsade & Gibson, 2007).  

The study of emotions (and affect in general) in the workplace has revealed 

several significant relationships. For example, affect has been shown to influence job 

performance, decision making, creativity, turnover/absence, prosocial behavior, 

teamwork, negotiation/conflict resolution, and leadership (for a review, see Barsade & 

Gibson, 2007). A popular model for understanding affect in the workplace is Weiss 

and Cropanzano’s (1996) affective events theory, which illustrates how work events 

cause affective reactions in employees which, in turn, can impact attitudes and 

behaviors. Given the prevalence of emotions in the workplace and their potentially 

significant consequences, effective regulation of emotions is seen as a valuable area 

for continued research (Lawrence et al., 2011). 

ER refers to the “processes by which we influence which emotions we have, 

when we have them, and how we experience and express them” (Gross, 2002, p. 282) 

and has been studied since the late 20th century across several subdisciplines within 

psychology (Lawrence et al., 2011). What separates ER from coping or mood 

regulation is the activation of a goal that guides the emotion trajectory (Gross, 

Sheppes, & Urry, 2011). ER is no longer an emerging field, but rather a “maturing” 

one (Tamir, 2011, p. 3). In recent years, it has expanded to focus not only on 

intrapersonal, or intrinsic, ER, which is the regulation of one’s own emotions, but also 

interpersonal, or extrinsic, ER, which refers to the regulation of another’s emotions 

(Troth et al., 2017). However, the research on extrinsic, IER is still nascent and more 

work is needed in exploring these processes. Much of this IER work has drawn from 
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the intrapersonal ER framework, therefore, it is important to understand ER in an 

intrapersonal context to lay the foundation for IER. The following sections will 

include a review of ER strategies in an intrapersonal context and ER strategies in an 

interpersonal context. Then, motives in ER will be introduced before presenting a self-

regulatory approach to leader-follower IER.   

Intrapersonal Emotion Regulation Strategies 

 Intrapersonal ER includes processes involving the regulation of one’s own 

emotions (Niven, Henkel, & Hanratty, 2018) and may involve the use of several 

strategies to do so. In general, these strategies include increasing or decreasing 

experienced or expressed emotions to serve some sort of purpose. For instance, an 

individual may choose to increase positively valenced emotions, such as joy, for the 

purpose of feeling better (Tamir, 2016) or to comply with organizational display rules 

(Grandey, 2003). Although intrapersonal ER is expected to include a large number of 

strategies (Barsade & Gibson, 2007), arguably the most impactful framework of these 

strategies is Gross’s (1998a) process model of ER.  

Gross’s (1998a) seminal publication on the emerging field of ER that outlined 

his process model of ER at the intrapersonal level and has been cited over 6,700 times 

according to search engine Google Scholar as of July 2019. This model delineates a 

trajectory that emotion follows, from its generation to associated response tendencies, 

during which various strategies of ER may take place. These ER strategies fall within 

the following five categories: (a) situation selection, (b) situation modification, (c) 

attentional deployment, (d) cognitive change, and (e) response modulation (Gross, 

1998a). Each of these categories are described below in detail. Additionally, Peña-
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Sarrionandia et al. (2015) reviewed more narrowly defined strategies popularly 

examined in emotions research (e.g., distraction) and organized these strategies into 

Gross’s (1998a) five broad categories. The five broad categories and the more specific 

strategies they are expected to entail and will be discussed below in illustrating the 

practical use of each category. 

 Situation selection refers to choosing among situations based on the anticipated 

emotional impact of the situation. This strategy can be viewed as either approaching or 

avoiding a person, place, or other object in order to decrease undesirable emotions or 

increase desirable emotions (Gross, 1998a). Two specific strategies that fall within 

situation selection are confrontation and avoidance, which reflect putting oneself in an 

emotionally charged situation or withdrawing from it, respectively (Peña-Sarrionandia 

et al., 2015). For example, an employee might avoid a coworker that they do not like 

given the expected negative emotions (e.g., irritation, annoyance) that might arise 

from such an encounter. Alternatively, an employee might choose to confront a 

situation; for example, by taking the lead on a presentation despite knowing this will 

make them feel anxious because they wish to practice that skill. However, the 

opportunity to choose a situation may not always be a possibility and modifying it 

may be the next best choice.  

Situation modification refers to the alteration of a given situation so that it 

presents a different emotional impact. Strategies that are categorized under 

modification include the explicit use of direct situation modification, or taking a 

practical step towards changing the situation, but also include strategies such as 

help/support-seeking or conflict resolution (Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 2015). An 
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example of direct situation modification would be an employee choosing to use 

headphones while working if they get frustrated by a noisy workspace. Help/support-

seeking refers to getting assistance to modify a situation; for example, a coworker 

could request help completing a task on a tight deadline to reduce feelings of stress. 

Additionally, if a conflict is the reason an employee wishes to modify a situation, they 

might take steps to resolve or defuse that conflict to reduce feelings of uneasiness. A 

boundary condition to this family of situation modification strategies exists such that 

the extent to which a situation is modified may actually lead to a new situation and, as 

such, reflects situation selection rather than situation modification (Gross, 1998a). 

Additionally, modification strategies might not be possible or preferable depending on 

the situation which leads to the following strategies that can be used within a 

contained, unalterable situation. 

Attentional deployment refers to focusing one’s attention on an object or 

situation that elicits certain emotions (Gross, 2015). Distraction and rumination are 

both considered attentional deployment strategies because they reflect selectively 

attending to certain information whether it be away from a particular situation or to the 

thoughts and feelings associated with the situation. For example, an employee feeling 

stressed might distract themself by thinking of an upcoming vacation to bring about 

more positive emotions. Additionally, an employee might ruminate on negative 

emotions thereby increasing them, such as focusing on feelings of nervousness before 

an upcoming performance review. Mindfulness is also grouped with these strategies 

because it entails refocusing attention on the present (Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 2015). 

An employee might take a moment to practice mindfulness to feel calmer and be able 
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focus on the task at hand. In sum, an employee can regulate their own emotions by 

focusing their attention either away from the emotion-stimulating situation 

(distraction), toward the emotion-stimulating situation (rumination), or on the present 

moment (mindfulness).  

Besides directing attention, individuals might also reframe their thinking to 

influence their emotions. Cognitive change entails a process of attaching a certain 

meaning to a situation to influence its emotional impact (Gross, 2015). In other words, 

this refers to modifying how one appraises a situation. To do so, an employee might 

rethink their capacity to manage a situation (in self-efficacy appraisal), frame a 

situation as a threat (threat appraisal) or a challenge (challenge appraisal), try to see 

things more positively (positive reappraisal), or come to terms with a current 

predicament (acceptance) (Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 2015). For a self-efficacy 

appraisal example, employees might engage in positive self-talk, saying they can 

handle a certain stressful task because they are more than capable of doing so and 

maybe have done so successfully in the past. With threat appraisal, employees could 

focus on how they might not have the resources to complete a task with the negative 

consequences of this expected failure leading to increased stress-related emotions. In 

contrast, employees might acknowledge they do not have adequate resources but 

choose to frame the task as a challenge to be conquered, thereby reducing stress and 

its associated emotions. Employees engaging in positive reappraisal would look for 

the silver lining in an otherwise bleak or upsetting situation, such as appreciating the 

opportunity to work with friendly colleagues even though their project might be 

tedious. Acceptance could be reflected by employees recognizing they might not be 



 

 

11 
able to change a situation and deciding to accept it, such as realizing they cannot 

change what a difficult coworker thinks of them and choosing to no longer worry 

about it. In sum, an employee can regulate their own emotions by reframing their 

thoughts about the situation in a variety of ways.  

Alternatively, rather than changing how one sees a situation, an individual 

might focus on changing their reaction to it after the fact. Response modulation 

requires the alteration of the emotional response or reaction to either increase or 

decrease the positive or negative emotions that have been elicited (Gross, 2015). This 

can entail influencing the physiological, experiential, or behavioral response (Gross, 

1998a). Relevant strategies run the gamut from sharing emotions and suppressing 

emotional expression to aggression and substance use (Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 2015). 

Emotion sharing is demonstrated by an employee who might vent about a frustrating 

task to release those negative emotions. An example of expressive suppression, or 

inhibiting one’s behavioral expression of emotions, would be an employee hiding their 

nervousness when pitching an idea to their superiors. The other strategies that Peña-

Sarrionandia et al. (2015) include in this group, verbal/physical aggression and 

substance use, are also expected to be mechanisms of modulating one’s own emotions 

and, although some of these tactics are expected to have a lower base rate within the 

workplace (Jex & Britt, 2014), they may result in consequences of greater severity.   

ER strategies can be classified as antecedent-focused (i.e., strategies associated 

with the situation selection, situation modification, attentional deployment, and 

cognitive change categories) and response-focused (i.e., strategies associated with the 

response modulation category), because they either target the emotion before or after it 
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has been generated (Gross, 1998b). For example, reappraisal (a form of cognitive 

change) targets the emotion before it has formed (antecedent-focused), whereas 

suppression (a form of response modulation) targets the emotion after it has been 

elicited (response-focused). Reappraisal and suppression have also been likened to two 

types of ER strategies used to meet emotion labor demands: deep acting and surface 

acting (Grandey, 2015). Emotional labor refers to regulating one’s own emotions in 

order to meet organizational requirements for displaying emotions, often researched 

within the customer service setting (Hochschild, 1983). Deep acting refers to 

regulating emotions in order to genuinely express the emotion that aligns with the 

display rule whereas surface acting is regulating the emotional expression 

(Hochschild, 1983). Antecedent- and response-focused strategies have been linked to 

different affective, cognitive, and social consequences (Gross, 2002), where 

antecedent-focused strategies are generally demonstrated to be more effective when 

tied to performance and better for the individual’s health and well-being (Gross, 2008; 

John & Gross, 2004; Lawrence et al., 2011).  

Ultimately, different ER strategies have important consequences in a 

workplace setting (e.g., reappraisal can lead to enhanced performance; Lawrence et 

al., 2011) and, therefore, warrant attention. The current literature on intrapersonal ER 

illustrates that individuals can and do choose from a wide variety of strategies and that 

specific strategies within an ER family might lead to different outcomes (e.g., 

cognitive change strategies of threat and challenge appraisal; Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 

2015). Although various ER strategies have been examined primarily at the 

intrapersonal level (e.g., emotional labor), other strategies, such as those related to 
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Gross’s (1998a) categories, have been applied as interpersonal strategies, discussed 

next. 

Interpersonal Emotion Regulation Strategies 

Over the past several years, much of the research on ER has been focused on 

intrapersonal ER; however, more recently there has been a surge in research focusing 

on interpersonal ER (Troth et al., 2017). According to Niven (2017), IER is marked by 

four fundamental characteristics in that it: (1) is a form of regulation, (2) has an 

affective target state, (3) is a deliberate process, and (4) has a social target. In other 

words, this process of regulation intentionally targets a feeling state of another 

individual. IER has been examined within various interpersonal contexts in the 

workplace, such as interactions between employees and customers (e.g., Little, 

Kluemper, Nelson, & Ward, 2013; Martínez-Íñigo, Poerio, & Totterdell, 2013) and 

between leaders and followers (e.g., Glasø & Einarsen, 2008; Little et al., 2016; Thiel, 

Griffith, & Connelly, 2015). This line of research has been pursued based on the 

premise that individuals can and will regulate others’ emotions using similar strategies 

to those they would use to regulate their own emotions (Francis, 1997; Lively, 2000; 

Thoits, 1996).  

Some studies have transferred Gross’s (1998a) five categories of strategies and 

applied them to interpersonal contexts (e.g., Troth et al., 2017; Williams, 2007). 

Williams (2007) originally took this step in the context of managing another’s 

emotions within threatening situations. Specifically, Williams (2007) described how a 

regulator may (a) alter a target’s situation to reduce its emotional effect (situation 

modification), (b) redirect a target’s attention away [or toward] something emotionally 
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inducing (attentional deployment), (c) reframe a situation to have a different emotional 

effect on a target (cognitive change), and (d) interrupt a target’s emotional experience 

to intentionally modify their expression (response modulation). Notably, Williams 

(2007) only built on four of Gross’s (1998a) strategies, leaving out situation selection. 

Although not explicitly addressed, this may have been because this work had already 

narrowed the situation to one that was emotion provoking for the target (i.e., a 

threatening situation).  

While situation selection has been discussed as an IER strategy (e.g., selecting 

a situation for someone else, Gross & Thompson, 2007), more recent IER studies (i.e., 

Little, Kluemper, Nelson, & Gooty, 2012; Little et al., 2013), have followed suite with 

Williams (2007) by examining just the four strategies. For example, Little et al. (2012) 

validated an interpersonal emotion management scale on the basis of four of Gross’s 

(1998a) strategies (excluding situation selection) and Williams’s (2007) 

conceptualization of how they may operate in an interpersonal context. Additionally, 

Little et al. (2013) studied IER in the context of customer service. Specifically, Little 

et al. (2013) looked at the outcomes of strategies used by customer service 

representatives when interacting with customers over the phone by grouping Gross’s 

(1998a) situation modification and cognitive change strategies together as problem-

focused strategies and attentional deployment and response modulation together as 

emotion-focused strategies. The authors found that problem-focused strategies had a 

positive impact on customers’ emotions while emotion-focused strategies negatively 

impacted their emotions. Although the reason for removal of the situation selection 

strategy is again not made clear, these studies may have assumed that an emotionally 
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provoking situation has taken place, drawing the need to engage in IER strategies, or 

explicitly stated the situation that likely evokes emotions and thus calls for IER 

strategies.  

Taking a different approach, Niven, Totterdell, and Holman (2009) presented a 

classification of IER strategies that delineates whether various IER behaviors fall 

within broad categories of affect-improving or affect-worsening strategies. They 

describe affect-improving and affect-worsening strategies as those used to enhance or 

maintain either positive or negative emotions in the target, respectively (Niven et al., 

2009). Niven and colleagues (2009) further classify behaviors within each strategy as 

engagement- or relationship-oriented. The engagement-oriented strategies focus the 

targets of the regulation on their emotions or on the situation as opposed to focusing 

on the relationship with the agent, the individual attempting to regulate the target’s 

emotions. Using this approach, Martínez-Íñigo et al. (2013) discovered that healthcare 

workers engaging in IER strategies (specifically, affect-improving or affect-

worsening) when interacting with patients, face personal resource depletion and 

emotional exhaustion. Interestingly, resource depletion was mitigated by positive 

feedback from the target when using affect-improving strategies, indicating the 

importance of the dynamics of social interaction.  

Additionally, in another perspective that takes into account these dynamics, 

IER can be classified as “co-occurring” in the sense that an individual might 

simultaneously regulate one’s own emotions and another’s emotions (Troth et al., 

2017). For example, an employee might feel the need to modulate their response and 

hide their true emotions when attempting to modify a situation for a coworker to 
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regulate their emotions. This might entail hiding one’s own annoyance when 

providing help for a coworker to reduce their workload and stress. Thus, regulation of 

own and others’ emotions can both occur in interpersonal contexts, however, this 

research focuses on the one-way regulation of another’s emotions, specifically a leader 

regulating their followers’ emotions. 

Leader-Follower Interpersonal Emotion Regulation 

Despite the burgeoning interest in studying IER (Dixon-Gordon, Bernecker, & 

Christensen, 2015), less is known about the narrow context of leader-follower IER, 

also referred to as leader-follower interpersonal emotion management (i.e., Thiel et al., 

2015) or just leader emotion management (i.e., Kaplan, Cortina, Ruark, LaPort, & 

Nicolaides, 2014; Little et al., 2016). Although not explicitly defined in the literature, 

leader-follower interpersonal emotion management refers to how leaders monitor their 

followers’ emotions and step in to downgrade their negative emotions and help them 

through negative emotional experiences (Thiel et al., 2015). Leader emotion 

management is defined as “the processes and behaviors involved in assisting 

employees in regulating their emotional experiences so as to facilitate the attainment 

of organizational objectives” (Kaplan et al., 2014, p. 566) or “observable leader 

behaviors targeted at managing followers’ negative emotions” (Little et al., 2016, p. 

86). Thus, these varying labels for leader-follower IER have conceptually overlapping 

definitions with the exception that some explicitly refer to managing negative 

emotions. This reasoning behind this focus is that negative emotions tend to occur 

more often and for longer durations than positive emotions in the workplace 

(Dasborough, 2006). The criticality of managing negative emotions is acknowledged 
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here; however, leader-follower IER in the current research is conceptualized as the 

deliberate process by which a leader impacts the emotional experience of their 

follower, whether those emotions are positive or negative. This interpretation 

incorporates Gross’s (2002) definition of ER, combined with Niven’s (2017) 

characteristics of IER, placed in the context of a leader-follower interaction.  

Theoretical models have been developed pertaining to leader-follower IER that 

can help us more thoroughly understand this concept. For instance, Kaplan et al. 

(2014) put forth a theoretical model of leader-follower IER wherein leader knowledge 

(e.g., of emotions and their consequences) and skills (e.g., emotion recognition) are 

prerequisites for IER behaviors that can lead to proximal outcomes (e.g., trust in 

leader, task motivation, receptiveness to feedback) and ultimate outcomes (e.g., task 

performance, reduced burnout and strain, satisfaction). There are various broad IER-

related behaviors proposed in this model, including using emotional displays to 

influence employees’ behavior and demonstrating consideration and support for 

employees. However, many behaviors in the Kaplan et al. (2014) model impact 

emotions more indirectly than traditional ER strategies. For example, behaving in a 

fair and ethical manner reflects the absence of behavior that would negatively impact 

follower emotions and may represent generally good leadership more so than it does a 

behavior that a leader would engage in with the purpose of managing a follower’s 

emotions. Ultimately, the broad nature of these behaviors makes it difficult to 

distinguish them from more general effective leadership behaviors and this blurred 

line between effective leadership and LEM may limit the model’s utility in 

understanding specific IER strategies in a leader-follower interaction. Nevertheless, 
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this model highlights a broader picture of IER by describing how leader characteristics 

make IER more or less likely and how emotion management can lead to different 

levels of outcomes, while including target attributes (i.e., status differential, need and 

desire for emotion management) and situational factors (i.e., leader’s workload, 

situational emotional intensity, amount of contact with target) as potential moderating 

variables of the process.  

Additionally, Connelly, Friedrich, Vessey, Klabzuba, Day, and Ruark (2013) 

proposed a similar model of emotion management in leadership contexts, highlighting 

specific leadership performance areas that are emotion-relevant including inspirational 

motivation, conflict resolution, negotiation, providing feedback, risk-taking, ethical 

decision-making, and creative thinking. Like Kaplan et al. (2014), Connelly et al. 

(2013) cover emotion knowledge and skills as precursors to performance; however, 

they group ER (self and other) with their other skills and, rather than putting forth 

their own behaviors or strategies, they refer to Gross’s (1998a) model. Connelly et al. 

(2013) also take into account situational factors that might moderate leader-follower 

IER (i.e., uncertainty, conflict/stress, follower attributes). However, Connelly et al. 

(2013) dive deeper into leader individual differences by including personality, 

cognitive ability, gender, and other factors in their review of why some leaders might 

have better emotion knowledge, skills, and abilities. Similar to Kaplan et al. (2014), 

this model ultimately sheds light on the dynamic process of leader-follower IER, its 

antecedents and consequences, and potential situational factors that influence its 

unfolding.  
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Aside from building off of these conceptual frameworks, empirical approaches 

to understanding leader-follower IER include using Gross’s (1998a) or Niven et al.’s 

(2009) strategies to try to understand how the behaviors might predict various 

outcomes (e.g., Little et al., 2016) in various contexts (e.g., Thiel et al., 2015). In 

doing so, these researchers test the assumption that these strategies from general IER 

research are also used in the leader-follower context and examine potential 

antecedents, moderators, and consequences. This is consistent with Connelly et al.’s 

(2013) theoretical inclusion of Gross’s (1998a) strategies as ways in which a leader 

might regulate their own and their followers’ emotions within their overall model. 

Empirical research that has focused on these leader-follower IER strategies is covered 

next.  

Thiel et al. (2015) examined whether certain leader-follower IER strategies 

were more effective in lowering employee stress in times of crisis. Specifically, with a 

sample of 155 undergraduate students, these researchers induced anger in all 

participants and assigned them to various conditions with different combinations of 

leader emotion management and either with or without a crisis simulation. They 

conceptualized IER strategies as either emotion-focused (reappraisal, suppression) or 

person-focused (empathy). Although not commonly included as an IER strategy, 

empathy is often studied as a leadership behavior (Gentry, Clark, Young, Cullen, & 

Zimmerman, 2015; Kellet, Humphrey, & Sleeth, 2002; Sadri, Weber, & Gentry, 2011; 

Toegel, Kilduff, & Anand, 2013). Thiel et al. (2015) define empathy as the ability to 

understand someone else’s emotions and experience them for oneself; they describe 

empathy as targeting the follower’s social needs rather than directly impacting the 
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emotion, which is why they categorize it as person-focused. Reappraisal was 

conceptualized as a leader trying to get their follower to reframe the situation, while 

suppression meant the leader would direct their follower to inhibit the expression of 

their emotions. Results indicated that leaders who engaged in empathy were able to 

help reduce follower stress, and that this was most effective when paired with the 

emotion-focused strategy of suppression (Thiel et al., 2015). This effectiveness of 

suppression may seem to contradict expectations; however, the authors argue that 

suppression is less taxing than reappraisal and, therefore, suppression is the better 

choice in a stressful crisis where followers benefit from saving resources. In their 

discussion, Thiel et al. (2015) also mention that effectiveness of certain strategies 

might vary based on what followers expect from their leaders during crisis. 

Reappraisal, often found to be more effective than suppression (Gross, 2002), might 

imply that the burden of managing emotions falls on the follower and, thus, be 

perceived unfavorably in times of crisis when followers depend on their leaders for 

concern and decisiveness.  

Also looking at how followers perceive IER from their leader but not within 

the context of a crisis, Little et al. (2016) examined how various leader-follower IER 

strategies impact followers’ perceptions of leader-member exchange (LMX) 

relationship quality and other outcomes. These researchers recruited participants via 

snowball sampling to collect multisource data from 163 leader-follower dyads. To 

assess leader-follower IER, followers rated their leaders on the extent to which they 

engaged in situation modification, cognitive change, attentional deployment, and 

response modulation. They also rated perceived LMX while leaders rated their 
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follower on interpersonal citizenship behaviors (OCBIs). Situation modification was 

described as a leader changing certain aspects of a situation that were causing 

undesirable emotions for a follower. Cognitive change was described as a leader 

helping a follower see a situation more positively, akin to reappraisal. Attentional 

deployment was described as a leader distracting a follower to elicit positive emotions. 

Lastly, Little et al. (2016) described response modulation as a leader encouraging a 

follower to suppress their emotional expressions. Findings demonstrated response 

modulation was negatively perceived by followers and was also negatively related to 

follower job satisfaction and OCBIs. Cognitive change and situation modification 

were perceived more positively by followers, positively related to perceived quality of 

LMX relationships, and were positively related to job satisfaction and OCBIs. 

Ultimately, these findings are more consistent with the intrapersonal ER findings 

comparing the effects of antecedent- and response-focused strategies.  

Citizenship behaviors as an outcome of leader-follower IER were also 

examined by Madrid, Totterdell, Niven, and Vasquez (2018) in a team context. With a 

sample of 99 teams from a large public administration organization in Chile, these 

researchers had team members rate their leader’s affective presence, extent to which 

their leader uses affect-improving and affect-worsening strategies, perceived 

teamness, and affect. Leaders then rated team-level interpersonal citizenship behavior. 

Leader affective presence is a leader’s tendency to elicit either positive or negative 

feelings from others. Affect-improving and affect-worsening are conceptualized as 

defined earlier. Teamness reflects team members’ perceptions of the degree of 

interdependence and reflexivity in team tasks and was hypothesized as a boundary 
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condition in this study, with high or low levels of teamness limiting the strength of the 

relationship between leader affective presence and team member behavior depending 

on whether leader affective presence was positive or negative. Madrid et al. (2018) 

found leader positive affective presence to be associated with their perceived use of 

affect-improving IER, and their perceived use of affect-improving IER to be 

associated with greater citizenship behaviors. Conversely, leader negative affective 

presence was associated with affect-worsening IER, and affect-worsening IER was 

associated with less citizenship behaviors from team members. Teamness only 

constrained the negative relationships, such that these relationships were only found 

with low teamness. In this research, leader-follower IER was posed as a mechanism 

through which leader traits affect follower behaviors.  

Thiel, Griffith, Hardy, Peterson, and Connelly (2018) looked at how one IER 

strategy, reappraisal, would allow leaders to help their followers deal with relationship 

conflict. These authors found that the negative effects of relationship conflict on 

workgroup communication and identification were mitigated if a leader engages in 

reappraisal with their followers to manage their perceptions. Their results also 

demonstrate that without using reappraisal, the relationship conflict can lead to 

detrimental effects on individual performance (Thiel et al., 2018). This research 

illustrates how important leader-follower IER can be specifically within the role of a 

leader managing relationships among followers. 

Leader-follower IER has also been examined in terms of regulating discrete 

emotions (i.e., anger, pessimism) in followers with the aim of improving their 

performance on a planning task (Thiel, Connelly, & Griffith, 2012). The study 
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included two conditions of cognitive change: reappraisal and downward social 

comparison. Strategies were implemented as information coming from a leader figure 

(the survey administrator) in an online chat program. In the downward social 

comparison condition, the information described how other groups struggled more 

with the assigned task and stated the group was performing well relative to others. In 

the reappraisal condition, the information encouraged the participant to re-evaluate 

their perceptions of the situation with suggestions to consider others’ perspectives. 

Before IER was enacted, pessimistic individuals generally outperformed angry 

individuals on the planning exercise. Downward social comparison was more effective 

than reappraisal at reducing the inhibitory effects of pessimism, whereas reappraisal 

was more effective at reducing the inhibitory effects of anger (Thiel et al., 2012). This 

study identified important nuances in leader-follower IER by illustrating the 

effectiveness of different strategies aimed at influencing discrete emotions (as opposed 

to generally increasing or decreasing positive/negative affect) as well as by examining 

specific strategies within the same broader ER category as conceptualized by Gross 

(1998a). 

In sum, Gross’s (1998a) strategies have been effectively applied to the 

interpersonal setting, uncovering important relationships between strategies and 

outcomes in leader-follower contexts. Previous research also highlights the divergent 

findings from various strategies that fall within the same families of strategies (e.g., 

reappraisal and downward social comparison as cognitive change strategies; Thiel et 

al., 2012). This indicates that the use of narrow (e.g., Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 2015) 

rather than broad (e.g., Gross, 1998a) strategies might yield additional insight. 
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Additionally, prior research has shown that leaders might target discrete emotions 

(e.g., anger, pessimism; Thiel et al. 2012), reflecting the start of a newer line of 

research examining what drives leaders to engage in certain leader-follower IER 

strategies, discussed next. 

Motives and Emotion Goals in Emotion Regulation 

A meaningful avenue of research has recently emerged that addresses why 

individuals engage in ER or IER (Dixon et al., 2015; Niven, 2016; Tamir, 2016). 

Understanding why is important because it can provide novel insights into the nuanced 

nature and consequences of ER (Tamir & Millgram, 2017). For instance, an individual 

who attempts to worsen another’s mood may seem as though they do not care about 

them; however, if the affect-worsening is engaged in because the regulator knows a 

negative emotion will benefit the target individual’s goals then their intentions are 

revealed as altruistic (López-Pérez, Howells, & Gummerum, 2017). Therefore, 

researchers have begun to develop frameworks and classifications of motives to shed 

light on this phenomenon (Niven, 2016; Tamir, 2016). Additionally, continuing with 

the altruistic example, this regulator might choose specific emotions to elicit in the 

target depending on what will be most beneficial for the target’s goal, such as inducing 

anger to facilitate a confrontation goal (López-Pérez et al., 2017). The following 

paragraphs will first review IER motives before discussing these emotion goals.  

Niven (2016) drew from self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000) to 

develop the interpersonal emotion regulation motivation (IERM) theory. The IERM 

theory proposes that people are motivated by three higher level needs: autonomy, 

relatedness, and competence.  When combined in different ways (e.g., high vs. low), 
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these needs are expected to manifest as one of eight motives: (a) coaching, (b) 

compassion, (c) instrumentality, (d) hedonism, (e) emotional labor, (f) conformity, (g) 

impression management, and (h) identity construction. These motives are then 

expected to influence which IER strategies are chosen and implemented. At a similar 

time, Tamir (2016) introduced a framework for what motivates people to regulate their 

own emotions that primarily consists of the distinction between hedonic and 

instrumental motives. Although some of the motives within the two frameworks 

overlap, Niven’s (2016) theory was developed for interpersonal ER and within the 

work context; therefore, this framework will be used for the current research and 

discussed in further detail below. 

 The first higher level need that in part explains motivated IER is autonomy. 

Autonomy reflects the need to act on one’s own volition and to have a choice in what 

one does. Niven (2016) notes that action can be considered autonomous when the 

individual identifies with the behavior. Importantly, Niven notes that even if behavior 

is required by an external source it can be considered autonomous if it feels authentic. 

In the IERM theory, motives that are high on autonomy are labeled intrinsic and are 

contrasted with low autonomy, extrinsic motives. Relatedness refers to the need to feel 

connected to others and a sense of belonging. Thus, Niven’s (2016) theory 

distinguishes between prosocial motives, with a high need for relatedness, and egoistic 

motives, with a low need for relatedness. Competence is the need to master challenges 

and feel effective. The extent to which an individual embraces this need separates their 

motives into performance-oriented or pleasure-oriented goals (for high and low 

competence needs, respectively). As previously mentioned, combining these needs 
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(high vs. low on autonomy, relatedness, and competence) are conceptualized to result 

in different motives for IER (Niven, 2009). These combinations and resulting motives 

are described next.  

 Individuals who experience high needs for autonomy, relatedness, and 

competence are expected to operate under a coaching motive. As such, they are 

“authentically trying to benefit someone else’s performance” (Niven, 2016, p. 311). 

According to Niven, this motive is expected to be more common for individuals who 

hold leadership roles (formally or informally). This motive reflects leaders who desire 

to develop followers’ performance, help them learn new skills, and grow. Therefore, 

under the influence of a coaching motive, a leader would engage in ER strategies 

aimed at facilitating another’s development. For example, a leader might influence 

their follower’s emotions that would best facilitate learning a new skill.  

 Individuals experiencing high needs for autonomy and relatedness but a low 

need for competence may feel motivated by compassion or “the desire to help others 

that originates from feelings of empathy” (Niven, 2016, p. 311). Niven et al. (2018) 

demonstrated that an individual will engage in IER to benefit someone else even when 

they have nothing to gain from it. They add that individuals with high concerns for 

others, in other words, a high need for relatedness, are more likely to regulate others’ 

emotions in this prosocial manner. Therefore, a leader motivated by compassion 

would be focused on managing followers’ emotions to benefit their well-being. For 

example, a leader with this motive might aim to reduce a follower’s stress by 

extending a deadline because they care about the follower more so than their 

performance in that moment.  
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 The instrumentality motive reflects high needs for autonomy and competence 

but low need for relatedness (Niven, 2016). Niven (2016) describes this motive as an 

individual “acting in an intrinsic, egoistic, performance-oriented manner, to 

authentically benefit his or her own performance” (p. 311). Netzer, Van Kleef, and 

Tamir (2015) demonstrated that people will, in fact, increase negative emotions and 

decrease positive emotions in others if they expect to gain from the outcome even if 

the ‘other’ is labeled as their partner. Similarly, Niven et al. (2018) discovered that an 

individual will make a friend experience an unpleasant emotion if they benefit from it. 

This motivation reflects strategic regulation of another’s emotions in order to benefit 

one’s standing. In a leadership context, having subordinates perform at their best may 

advance the leader’s position and in essence make the leader look good. Therefore, a 

leader driven by this motive would want to engage in IER strategies that enhance their 

follower’s performance due to the resulting benefit on the leader’s own performance 

and with less or no regard for the follower’s development or well-being. 

 When a high need for autonomy is combined with low needs for relatedness 

and competence, an individual may find themselves motivated by hedonism (Niven, 

2016).  This motive is characterized by increasing one’s own pleasure without regard 

for one’s performance or the pleasure or performance of others. Therefore, this motive 

is very closely tied with intrapersonal ER because the end goal involves regulation of 

one’s own emotions by way of regulating another’s emotion (Niven, 2016). An 

example of this motive in action could be when an employee attempts to reduce a 

coworker’s negative emotions with the goal in mind of receiving reciprocal support in 
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the future, and not necessarily because they altruistically care about the other’s well-

being.  

 Individuals with low need for autonomy but high needs for relatedness and 

competence may experience the emotional labor motive (Niven, 2016). In this case, 

the individual is trying to benefit another’s performance in a prosocial manner but is 

doing so under a feeling of obligation. This motive gets its name from the concept of 

emotional labor mentioned earlier which entails managing the expression of one’s own 

emotions to obey organizational display rules (Hochschild, 1983). Therefore, an 

individual acting in accordance with this motive would be regulating another’s 

emotions to comply with organizational rules. An example of this motive includes 

when an employee tries to increase a customer’s satisfaction to benefit sales partially 

because that is what is expected of them in their role. 

 The conformity motive reflects low needs for autonomy and competence and a 

high need for relatedness (Niven, 2016). In this case, an individual would mainly act 

to benefit another’s pleasure rather than their performance and would be doing so to 

conform with social norms and expectations. These social norms are contextual, 

meaning they can be influenced by national or organizational cultures, gender, age, 

and other factors; they are specific to a situation (Niven, 2016). An individual 

operating under the conformity motive might allow a coworker to vent to them and 

respond in a supportive manner reducing the coworker’s negative emotions; however, 

the individual is engaging in this regulation out of obligation to conform with social 

expectations rather than out of genuine consideration for the coworker.  
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 Low needs for autonomy and relatedness paired with high need for competence 

reflects the impression management motive (Niven, 2016). An individual acting with 

this motivation “is driven by forces extrinsic to the self to enhance his or her own 

performance” (Niven, 2016, p. 313). This individual wants to further their career by 

enhancing others’ impressions of them. An example of the impression management 

motive would be when an employee improves a coworker’s feelings because they 

believe this will make them be seen as a good colleague or team player. Niven (2016) 

admits this motive may entail more autonomy than the other low need for autonomy 

motives because an individual might identify with the expectations for their role, 

however, she argues this motive ultimately still reflects a low need for autonomy 

compared with its otherwise equivalent motive, instrumentality.  

 Lastly, with low needs for autonomy, relatedness, and competence, an 

individual would be motivated by identity construction (Niven, 2016). This individual 

is regulating others’ emotions out of external obligation or to meet others’ 

expectations and only wishes to increase their own pleasure. Identity construction 

entails achieving a sense of self that is in line with external expectations and which 

does not necessarily include furthering one’s career, which individuals motivated by 

an impression management motive would pursue (Niven, 2016). For example, an 

individual might improve a coworker’s feelings because they believe that is what 

others expect from them as a nice person. See Table 1 in Appendix A for a summary 

of all motives and categorization by levels of each higher order need.  

Niven (2016) posits that these eight motives differentially influence regulatory 

action because they dictate what type of emotion is sought, what IER strategy would 
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be most relevant, and the likelihood of IER success. First, Niven (2016) theorizes that 

these motives will impact the direction of regulation, or, whether individuals target 

improving or worsening the other’s emotions. For instance, a regulator with a 

compassion motive might try to improve emotions in another, whereas a regulator 

with an instrumentality motive would seek to either improve or worsen emotions in 

others depending on whatever would be most functional for performance in that 

situation (Niven, 2016). Additionally, these motives may influence the strategies 

chosen by the emotion regulator (e.g., leader). According to Niven (2016) individuals 

may engage in either deep acting (“antecedent-focused”) or surface acting (“response-

focused”) strategies. Autonomy has the most impact here, Niven argues, because 

individuals with this strong need are willing to put more effort into IER due to their 

authentic motivation. Thus, intrinsic motives are expected to result in deep acting 

strategies, whereas extrinsic motives are expected to result in surface acting strategies. 

However, Niven (2016) only reviews these two strategies and does not expand on this 

discussion by drawing in more comprehensive strategy frameworks (i.e., Gross, 

1998a; Pena-Sarrionandia et al., 2015). Finally, Niven (2016) suggests that motives 

may influence the success of strategies. For instance, Niven (2016) proposes that 

strong needs for autonomy and relatedness impact how likely the individual will be at 

successfully regulating the other’s emotions. Specifically, Niven (2016) argues that 

individuals with intrinsic and prosocial motives will engage in IER with more effort 

and interpersonal sensitivity, thereby increasing the odds that they will elicit the 

desired emotion in the target.  
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Although Niven’s (2016) work was conceptual, some studies have supported 

the idea that motives play an important role in the ER process. For instance, English, 

Lee, John, and Gross (2017) examined how individuals’ motives (instrumental or 

hedonic) and social context impacted their choice of intrapersonal ER strategies 

(suppression, reappraisal, distraction). They found suppression to be the strategy used 

most often when others were around and with instrumental motives, especially 

socially-oriented instrumental motives (e.g., avoid conflict). With hedonic motives 

(increase positive, decrease negative), individuals used distraction and reappraisal, but 

these strategies were also used with some instrumental motives. Contra-hedonic 

motives (decrease positive, increase negative) were supported by using suppression 

(English et al., 2017). These results highlight the relevance of motives and also the 

social context within which regulation occurs. 

Additionally, motives in IER have also been found to impact how strategies are 

perceived and ultimately whether they are successful in achieving goals. Niven, Troth, 

and Holman (2019) discovered that consequences of leader-follower IER, such as 

relationship quality and follower performance, were impacted by the leader’s apparent 

motive. Specifically, a leader who embraced a prosocial motive and used affect-

improving to regulate a follower’s emotions would see improved relationship quality 

and follower performance. However, if that leader tried to use affect-improving with a 

follower when apparently operating under an egoistic motive, those outcomes were 

diminished (Niven et al., 2019). This study used scenarios to manipulate the 

perception of a fictional leader’s intentions and how they attempted to influence the 

follower’s (participant’s) emotions.  
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 This research on motives is useful in illuminating reasons why individuals may 

engage in certain ER strategies. However, recent arguments have been made regarding 

the importance of emotion goals within the ER process. Emotion goals are desired 

emotional end states that represent what regulators would want to achieve when 

influencing their own emotions or, in the case of IER, another’s emotions. According 

to Tamir and Millgram (2017), within an intrapersonal context, “a motive in emotion 

regulation should lead to the pursuit of a particular emotion goal, if the person expects 

the emotion goal to promote the attainment of the motive” (p. 220). In turn, the 

emotion goals influence specific ER strategies. Although Tamir and Millgram’s 

(2017) work was also conceptual, two studies (to date) have provided evidence 

supporting the role of emotion goals within the ER process.  

 First, López-Pérez et al. (2017) illustrated that emotion goals for others may be 

adopted depending on whether they serve a regulator’s motives. Given the motive of 

improving another’s long-term well-being, individuals will aim to elicit emotions that 

facilitate that higher level goal (López-Pérez et al., 2017). López-Pérez et al. (2017) 

describe this motive as altruism, including feeling empathetic concern towards the 

other person, a desire to help them achieve their goals, and with no benefit to the 

individual engaging in the regulatory behavior. If the individual who is the target of 

the regulation has a confrontation goal (e.g., is playing a video game where they need 

to kill as many people as possible), the regulator will aim to increase emotions of the 

target that would be beneficial (e.g., anger) (López-Pérez et al., 2017). Similarly, if the 

target’s goal was avoidance-related (e.g., playing a video game where they need to 

escape a room without being killed by zombies), the regulator may try to elicit fear in 
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the other individual. Thus, in both examples, the regulator adopts an emotion goal for 

the target that serves higher level motives (in this case, helping the target). This study 

demonstrates how an individual’s motive influences the emotion they target in IER.  

Additionally, Millgram et al.’s (2019) study illustrated support that the ends 

(emotion goals) can dictate the means (ER strategies) in an intrapersonal context. In a 

series of five studies, Millgram et al. (2019) determined that individuals will choose 

self-regulation strategies (i.e., rumination, distraction, expressive suppression) based 

on whether they wanted to increase or decrease emotions. Specifically, when aiming 

to increase emotions, participants elected to engage in rumination, whereas when they 

were trying to decrease emotions, they chose distraction or suppression.  

This notion that motives and emotion goals can impact ER strategy choice has 

supporting evidence, however, this area of research is nascent, with much of it in the 

intra- rather than interpersonal context. Niven (2017) promotes the need for future 

research to further explore how IER motives link to discrete emotion goals and also 

how emotion goals link to IER strategies, and Millgram et al. (2019) echo this latter 

call. Drawing from a self-regulatory goal hierarchy framework, this research will 

investigate why and how leaders choose to regulate their followers’ emotions. 

Specifically, leaders’ motives are proposed to influence their emotion goals for their 

followers, and these specified emotion goals are proposed to dictate which IER 

strategies are selected. Additionally, this research will specify emotion goals using the 

two dimensions (activation and valence) of affect which has yet to be done in this ER 

context. 
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Self-Regulatory Approach to Leader-Follower Interpersonal Emotion Regulation 

 Self-regulation models provide useful frameworks for understanding ER 

processes. Consistent with previous research (e.g., Diefendorff & Gosserand, 2003; 

Tamir & Millgram, 2017), the current research applies these self-regulatory concepts 

to describe processes involved in ER. However, the current research extends these 

works by applying concepts within an interpersonal context and within a leader-

follower context in particular. In doing so, relevant self-regulation concepts will first 

be introduced, followed by the application of these concepts to the leader-follower 

interpersonal ER context. 

Self-Regulation & Control Theory 

 Self-regulation entails maintaining a variable that is internally represented 

(Vancouver, 2000) at a desired state, which serves as a goal (Austin & Vancouver, 

1996). One of the most significant frameworks in the self-regulation literature, along 

with many other scientific disciplines, is control theory (Carver & Scheier, 1982). Part 

of the cybernetic-systems paradigm, this approach explains the phenomenon wherein 

the properties of systems remain relatively stable even while existing in an unstable 

environment (Vancouver, 2000). Its central tenet being the negative feedback loop 

wherein some input or present condition is compared against a reference or 

comparator. When discrepancy is detected between these two, an output, or behavior 

is engaged to close the gap. The subsequent altered input is then run back through the 

feedback loop to determine whether additional behavior is required to reach the 

desired value or state (Carver & Scheier, 1982).  
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Drawing from control theory, previous research has applied the ideas of a 

negative feedback loop to ER processes. For example, at the intrapersonal level, 

Diefendorff and Gosserand (2003) use control theory to explain how ER strategies are 

used to reduce the discrepancy between emotional displays and emotional display 

rules in emotion labor. These researchers explained that emotional labor entails this 

discrepancy monitoring such that if no discrepancy is detected, no change will take 

place, however if a discrepancy is detected, cognitive or behavioral ER strategies will 

be initiated in order to conform to emotion display rules. Thus, this research illustrates 

precedent for the role of the negative feedback loop in ER processes.  

Goal Hierarchy 

 According to control theory, various negative feedback loops are 

interconnected within a hierarchy of goals with long-term superordinate goals towards 

the top of the hierarchy and short-term subordinate goals towards the bottom (Carver 

& Scheier, 1982). The higher level goals generally decree the purpose of action while 

lower level goals detail the strategies to realize those higher level goals (DeShon & 

Gillespie, 2005). Operating in a top-down process, the higher level goals set standards 

for the goal level below which then pass the standards down the structure to the next 

level until the lowest level of goals necessary for facilitating behaviors to aid in the 

achievement of the higher level goals is activated. The lowest level of the hierarchy is 

expected to be as concrete as specific muscle movements in behavior that span tens of 

milliseconds (Lord et al., 2010). The goal hierarchy can also operate from bottom-up 

processing in the sense that lower level goals may be activated by unexpected 

obstacles or environmental disturbances that then get communicated back up the 
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hierarchy to influence the activation of higher level goals (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005; 

Lord et al., 2010). Additionally, although most frameworks depict some variation of 

high-, intermediate-, and low-levels, there is not necessarily a set number of levels 

within the hierarchy (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005). Goals at different levels are 

activated when a discrepancy is detected between the current state and the desired 

state in the negative feedback loop. Therefore, goals impact behavior through this 

discrepancy-detection process that signals action is required to reach the desired state. 

The greater the discrepancy, the greater the expected goal activation (DeShon & 

Gillespie, 2005).  

 DeShon and Gillespie (2005) introduced their motivated action theory (MAT) 

model of goal-oriented behavior, which is used to describe how hierarchically-situated 

goals operate and impact action in more detail. According to this model, action is 

dictated by a single goal at a time, which is determined by activation levels, and goals 

along with their associated action can be affected by environmental factors (DeShon & 

Gillespie, 2005). At the top of the MAT model’s goal hierarchy are self-goals, which 

reflect the fundamental needs of agency, affiliation, and esteem (similar to the needs 

of autonomy, relatedness, and competence mentioned earlier). These self-goals are 

accomplished by fulfilling the principle goals (e.g., growth, structure), which, in turn, 

are accomplished by achievement goals (e.g., mastery-approach, performance-

approach). The achievement goals are then achieved by action plan goals, which are 

“strategies, pathways, or trajectories” (p. 1,106) and represent the lowest level of the 

MAT model hierarchy. This provides one illustration of various levels of a goal 

hierarchy. For comparison, Lord et al. (2010) delineate the focus of each level from 
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high-to-low as follows: possible self, achievement task, integrated task behaviors, and 

behavioral components. The MAT model also dictates that the goal levels function in 

an interconnected, top-down and bottom-up process. Specifically, activation can 

spread in a bottom-up fashion when discrepancy is detected for a lower level goal that 

can initiate action higher-up in either an inhibitory or excitatory fashion (decreasing or 

increasing the likelihood of performing another action, respectively).   

Previous research has conceptualized ER processes within a goal hierarchy. 

Specifically, Tamir and Millgram (2017) have organized the area of motivated ER into 

a hierarchical framework of goals where higher level goals (e.g., to increase pleasure), 

which they refer to as motives, influence lower level emotion states (e.g., happiness), 

which they refer to as emotion goals. These emotion goals, in turn, influence ER 

strategies, or the means by which those goals are attained (e.g., reappraisal). This 

organization, referred to as motivated ER, was initially developed within the context 

of intrapersonal ER; however, the authors allude to the possible application of their 

conceptualization to a leader-follower context. For instance, they state that this 

hierarchical framework of motivated ER “may explain why some leaders try to instill 

hope in their subordinates whereas others try to arouse fear” (p. 230). As discussed 

earlier, at the interpersonal level, Niven (2016) applied a hierarchy using self-

determination theory to explain how higher level needs determine motives underlying 

IER and how these motives impact the use of IER strategies. However, these two 

approaches differ in important ways. Where Niven (2016) explains how motives 

impact IER, connecting motives to IER strategies, Tamir and Millgram (2017) insert a 

level between these two where motives impact emotion goals which impact ER 
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strategies. Thus, more work is needed to more thoroughly conceptualize IER processes 

within a goal hierarchy framework. Further, neither study specifically conceptualized 

these processes within a leader-follower IER context. Therefore, the application of the 

goal hierarchy to a leader-follower context is discussed next.  

Goal Hierarchy in Leader-Follower IER  

With the understanding of how goals are structured and how they function, we 

can now apply this framework to a leader-follower IER context. Specifically, the 

following sections will review leader IER motives, how these motives are linked to 

emotion goals, and then how those emotion goals link to IER strategies, all within the 

context of a leader-follower interaction. While reviewing each of these connections, 

specific lines will be drawn from the motives of coaching, compassion, and 

instrumentality to associated emotion goals, and from those associated emotion goals 

to specific IER strategies.  

Arguably, the uppermost part of this goal hierarchy would be the higher level 

needs that leaders would experience (autonomy, relatedness, and competence). 

DeShon and Gillespie (2005) discuss how these higher level goals are less specific 

and, therefore, progress towards these goals is more difficult to evaluate. Additionally, 

higher level goals may be less consciously accessible (Vallacher & Wegner, 1989). In 

the hierarchical framework, the higher level needs are also the furthest from behavior, 

and as such have less direct impact on the IER strategies. Therefore, although included 

in the conceptual framework, the connection between these needs and leader IER 

motives will not be explicitly addressed in this study and are assumed to operate as 
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previously discussed in Niven’s (2016) IERM where different combinations of needs, 

when activated, result in different motives.  

The next level down in the goal hierarchy would be the IER motives proposed 

by Niven (2016) as they are determined by a combination of high or low need for 

autonomy, relatedness, and competence. As such, they may be most similar to DeShon 

and Gillespie’s (2005) principle goals as specified in MAT. However, as previously 

mentioned, there is not necessarily a set number of levels within a goal hierarchy; 

thus, the various levels of goals for leaders when regulating their followers’ emotions 

may not map onto the MAT model or Lord et al.’s (2010) hierarchy exactly but can be 

compared for reference.  

 In a top-down process, these motives are expected to impact what emotion 

goals are selected for followers. This is consistent with Tamir and Millgram’s (2017) 

propositions as applied within an intrapersonal ER setting. The terminology used here 

will remain consistent with their approach in that emotion goals are the desired 

emotional states that, in our case, leaders want to attain for their followers, and ER 

strategies are the means to attain emotion goals. See Figure 1 in Appendix A for a 

depiction of the goal hierarchy for leader-follower IER as applied to the goal levels 

described by MAT (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005). The following sections will elaborate 

on leaders’ motives before connecting those motives to emotion goals. 

Leaders’ Motives   

In accordance with Niven’s (2016) IERM theory and similar to MAT (DeShon 

& Gillespie, 2005), higher level needs of autonomy, relatedness, and competence 

represent the self-goals at the top of an individual’s goal hierarchy. As previously 
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mentioned, Niven (2016) argues that various combinations of these needs activate 

eight different motives, which are expected to exist at the next level down in the goal 

hierarchy (see Figure 1). However, Niven’s (2016) framework was developed within 

the context of IER but not necessarily with the leader-follower relationship, which 

might influence the prevalence of certain motives over others. Therefore, certain 

motives within this framework may be more or less relevant to leaders.  

Leaders may be more likely to experience motives associated with a high (vs. 

low) need for autonomy (e.g., coaching, compassion). Niven (2016) describes a high 

need for autonomy as including situations wherein the individual identifies with the 

role or behavior, meaning its engagement would be authentically experienced, even if 

there existed some external requirement or reward for the behavior. Moreover, 

according to SDT, autonomy exists along a continuum with identified and integrated 

regulation categorized as more autonomous forms of extrinsic motivation (Deci, 

Olafsen, & Ryan, 2017). Identified regulation occurs when an individual identifies 

with the importance of their work. As such, these individuals are autonomous in their 

behavior because they have accepted the rationale behind their selected behaviors as 

their own. The leadership role entails influencing and coordinating followers in the 

pursuit of group goals (Van Vugt, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008). As such, leaders are often 

accountable to those goals and responsible for making decisions and guiding the 

activities of their followers. They are in a position to see the bigger picture, the 

purpose behind the group’s goals and the results of their actions. Leaders are better 

able to see and understand the importance of what they do and, therefore, are more 

likely to take ownership of their work and engage in autonomous forms of regulation. 
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Furthermore, integrated regulation is even more autonomous and is regarded as the 

“most mature and volitional form of extrinsic motivation” (Deci et al., 2017, p. 21). 

Individuals who operate under integrated regulation are genuinely purposive in their 

behaviors because they have assimilated and integrated their identifications. Leaders 

may be more likely to assimilate and identify with their organization and role. This is 

supported by research that has found leaders to have similar characteristics within 

organizations (Schneider, Smith, Taylor, & Fleenor, 1998). Schneider et al. (1998) 

found evidence to support this homogeneity hypothesis, which refers to the tendency 

that individuals within an organization are similar. This notion can be explained by 

Schneider’s (1987) attraction-selection-attrition (ASA) model, which explains how 

similar individuals are attracted to, selected by, and decide to stay with an 

organization, and organizational socialization, or the process through which an 

organization’s vision, values, and culture are transmitted to its employees (Schneider, 

1987). These processes that promote a modal model of individual characteristics 

within an organization may be best illustrated by an organization’s leaders, as these 

individuals are likely the ones who fit best with the modal model and thus to get 

promoted and remain with the organization. Therefore, it may be likely that 

individuals in leadership roles experience needs of higher autonomy and, therefore, 

associated motives.  

The motives Niven (2016) identifies with low need for autonomy (identity 

construction, impression management, conformity, and emotional labor) are 

characterized by obligation, adherence to norms, and what one ought to do and are 

expected to be less likely for leaders. These motives are more in line with the 
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introjected regulation form of extrinsic motivation (Deci et al., 2017). Introjected 

behavior is engaged in by an individual focused on gaining approval for their work by 

others. Specifically, Deci et al. (2017) describe this as when an individual is focused 

on approval in their job and from their leaders. When applied to a leader-follower 

interaction, Niven’s (2016) low autonomy motives are more understandably engaged 

in by the follower who would feel more pressure to conform and engage in impression 

management as the individual holding less formal power. Given these points, this 

research focuses on the four motives that fall on high need for autonomy side of 

Niven’s (2016) framework as they are more applicable for a leader interacting with a 

follower: coaching, compassion, instrumentality, and hedonism.  

Although the hedonism motive falls under high autonomy, consistent with the 

argued characteristics of a leader’s role, other aspects of this motive may make it 

difficult to find in a leadership context. Leaders who embrace the hedonism motive 

would only care about their own pleasure, with low needs for relatedness and 

competence. Not caring about competence or performance might conflict with the 

nature of leadership in the sense that in order to have attained their higher positions, 

leaders are likely to have demonstrated some form of personal interest in and at least 

competence in performing their job. Accepting the notion that not all leaders are 

qualified for their position or have earned their position authentically, it may still be 

unlikely to find a leader who does not care about work or performance goals to some 

extent. Essentially, leader-to-follower hedonistic IER is questionable in that leaders 

would naturally maintain a need for competence, and thereby engage in an 

instrumentality motive if they still have low need for relatedness. However, alternative 
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arguments for the existence of hedonism motives for leaders cannot be ruled out at this 

time and, therefore, this research will explore this question rather than assume its 

inclusion. With a lack of prior research regarding motives in leader-follower IER to 

build upon, this research explores the prevalence of the more autonomous motives as a 

research question:  

Research Question 1: Do leaders adopt autonomous motives of (a) coaching, 

(b) compassion, (c) instrumentality, and (d) hedonism in a leader-follower IER 

context? 

Leaders’ Motives to Emotion Goals for Followers 

 As previously mentioned, Tamir and Millgram (2017) put forth the notion that 

ER motives determine which emotion goals are pursued. Again, this is consistent with 

the goal hierarchy framework where higher level goals (motives) are expected to be 

tied to lower level goals (e.g., follower emotions) that are relevant to the achievement 

of the higher level goals. Based on this and propositions from Niven (2016), it is likely 

that leaders target specific emotion goals (or, desired emotion end states) for their 

followers depending on their motives. The focus on regulating follower emotions 

should prove fruitful for leaders insofar as they are related to the leader’s higher level 

goals (i.e., motives). For example, Seifert (1995) found evidence that the experience of 

specific emotions (e.g., feelings associated with competence) can predict certain goal 

orientations (mastery orientation). Thus, if a leader wanted to increase a follower’s 

learning approach towards a task to help them develop, inciting feelings of 

competence in the follower would facilitate the leader’s motive for that follower. In 

other words, in order to orient a follower towards the desired goal and increase 
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likelihood of goal achievement, a leader may want to elicit the ancillary emotions. 

Additionally, the links between discrete emotions and their effects on motivation or 

performance have been found to be highly context-dependent (Seo, Barrett, & 

Bartunek, 2004; Visser et al., 2013). For example, Visser et al. (2013) confirmed the 

notion that positive or negative affect were differentially beneficial for creative versus 

analytical tasks. These distinctions further inform what sort of emotional states leaders 

would aim to encourage for their followers in order to align with their higher level 

motives.  

 The emotion goals discussed in this research are situated within the circumplex 

model of affect described earlier and are distinguished on the dimensions of activation 

(high vs. low) and valence (positive vs. negative) (Russell, 1980). This structural 

model of affect was selected because both activation and valence dimensions of 

emotions have been examined in prior research in connection to desired outcomes that 

are argued here to be consistent with leaders’ motives. Thus, by employing the two 

dimensions of affect, emotion goals with differing levels of activation and valence will 

be identified for each motive within the context of a leader-follower interaction.   

Coaching Motive to Emotion Goal 

In order to facilitate follower development, leaders with coaching motives may 

aim to elicit high activated, positive valence emotions in their followers. In general, 

this connection is supported because high activation motivates action, and positive 

valence facilitates one’s ability to learn. These explanations are discussed next.  

A leader aiming to further a follower’s development would likely want to 

inspire, excite, and motivate the follower to learn. High activation is expected to have 
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the desired effect of driving the individual to action (Easterbrook, 1959; Storbeck & 

Clore, 2008). More specifically, Russell and Barrett (1999) describe the activation 

dimension to be associated with a “sense of mobilization or energy” (p. 809), which 

may be helpful to drive followers in the direction of development-centered activities, 

such as acquiring new information and taking on challenging goals to enhance their 

skills. Additionally, according to Seo and colleagues (2004), activated feeling states 

are motivational and therefore lead to greater effort. Further, according to the affect-

as-information framework, an emotion can convey information to an individual about 

the value of the object of the emotion (Clore & Huntsinger, 2007). Specifically, the 

activation of affect transmits a message broadcasting urgency and importance to the 

individual feeling the emotion and focuses attention to the object of the emotion 

(Storbeck & Clore, 2008). Therefore, this messaging likely has implications for 

motivation and behavior through influencing individuals’ allocation of attentional 

resources (e.g., Hirst & Kalmar, 1987; Kanfer, 1996). As such, a leader operating 

under a coaching motive, wanting to encourage their follower’s development, would 

aim to elicit activated emotions to have them exert energy and dedicate resources to 

tasks related to their development.  

Positive valence emotions have been demonstrated to promote learning and 

mastery, which ultimately build an individual’s store of intellectual resources 

(Fredrickson, 1998). This process is explained by the broaden-and-build theory of 

positive emotions, which outlines how positive emotions broaden individuals’ 

momentary thought-action repertoires and build personal resources, including 

physical, psychological, social, and intellectual resources (Fredrickson, 1998). Several 
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experiments have supported the link between positive emotions and learning (e.g., 

Bryan & Bryan, 1991; Bryan, Mathur, & Sullivan, 1996; Masters, Barden, & Ford, 

1979; Yasutake & Bryan, 1995). It has been suggested that positive emotions improve 

an individual’s ability to understand complex ideas (Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Isen, 

1987). Better understanding of such ideas and the learning stimulated by positive 

emotions are likely drive an individual’s development. Additionally, Seo et al. (2004) 

posited that feeling states closer to the pleasant end of the valence dimension would 

urge individuals to maintain the current course of action, resulting in greater task 

persistence, and ultimately duration of action. This would push individuals to continue 

striving towards learning and development goals. Seo et al. (2004) also reiterate that 

positive affect produces generative action, reflective of broadening rather than 

narrowing thought-action repertoires, which could provide individuals with more 

personal resources to put towards development. Previous research has highlighted the 

importance of additional resources (e.g., attention) during developmental processes 

such as skill acquisition (e.g., Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989). Taken together, this 

suggests that outcomes of positive emotions, such as learning orientation, increased 

resources, and greater persistence, would facilitate goals associated with development. 

Another pathway by which positive valence emotions may be able to bolster 

development is via self-efficacy. Self-efficacy has been defined as “beliefs in one’s 

capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given 

attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). Based on previous literature, increasing self-

efficacy can lead to better learning outcomes (Bandura & Locke, 2003). Specifically, 

Colquitt et al. (2013) found self-efficacy to be related to motivation to learn. 
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Moreover, Schutte (2014) integrated self-efficacy into the broaden-and-build model by 

examining how change in affect is associated with change in self-efficacy as a 

psychological resource and suggested self-efficacy as a mediating variable in the 

upward broaden-and-build spiral. Schutte (2014) found that an intervention designed 

to increase positive affect (a loving-kindness meditation) simultaneously increased 

general self-efficacy, demonstrating how closely tied together these two constructs can 

be. Further, Schutte (2014) recommends that interventions intended to increase self-

efficacy include elements designed to increase positive affect, which is consistent with 

previous research (i.e., Gerhardt & Brown, 2006). Therefore, self-efficacy as an 

outcome of positive affect is one example of how these emotions can be related to 

development.  

In sum, in order to help a follower develop, a leader may focus on eliciting 

positive valence emotions of high activation, which could facilitate learning, task 

persistence, and effort put forth toward challenging experiences. The activation of 

these emotions (i.e., enthusiasm, excitement) would bolster learning and development 

through encouraging action towards goals. The valence of these emotions would also 

encourage learning and mastery, while building personal resources. By approaching 

and engaging in learning goals with increased effort and motivation to persist towards 

goals over time, followers are more likely to develop, in line with their leader’s 

coaching motive.  

Compassion Motive to Emotion Goal 

 When leaders hold compassion motives, their lower level goal may be to 

encourage low activated, positive valence emotions in their followers. Unlike the 
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coaching motive, the compassion motive does not entail a desire for motivated action 

but rather a peaceful state for the follower. Indeed, leaders with this motive care more 

for the follower’s well-being than their performance or development. Therefore, the 

effort produced by high activation emotions (as discussed in the above section) is 

unnecessary and misaligned with the compassion motive whereas low activated, 

positive emotions are likely to be better aligned.  

Previous research supports the relationship between low activated, positive 

emotions and well-being. For instance, McManus, Siegel, and Nakamura (2018) found 

low activated, positive affect (e.g., calm, relaxed, content) to predict well-being and 

mental health outcomes. In fact, positive affect of low activation positively predicted 

life satisfaction, feeling good, and mindfulness, and negatively predicted depression, 

anxiety, and stress, above and beyond high activated positive affect. One possible 

reason for this connection is that low activated, positive emotions are considered 

“soothing” emotions associated with feelings of safety in the neurophysiology and 

clinical psychology literature (e.g., Gilbert, 2009; Richardson, McEwan, Maratos, & 

Sheffield, 2016). McManus et al. (2018) mention the parasympathetic activity of low 

activated, positive states might have soothing qualities that may explain the positive 

well-being and mental health outcomes mentioned above. Further, Ramsay, Tong, 

Chowdhury, and Ho (2018) found evidence that the mediating connection between 

teleological reasoning, or assigning meaningful significance to events, and well-being 

was the effect of gratitude and contentment, measured together with one positive 

emotion scale. While contentment is considered a low-activated, positive emotion 

(McManus et al., 2018), gratitude has been studied as an outcome positively predicted 
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by low activated, positive emotions (McManus et al., 2018). This connection between 

low activated, positive emotions and well-being may be nuanced, but has been 

highlighted in previous research.  

Additionally, research suggests that low activated, positive affect may impact 

well-being by buffering the effects of negative emotions. For instance, Fredrickson 

(2000) describes contentment as an indicator of safety and certainty and outlines how 

contentment is a prime candidate for the undoing effect of positive emotions. 

Specifically, the undoing effect refers to the process of positive emotions broadening 

thought-action repertoires and in the process undoing the effect of negative emotions 

which narrow thought-action repertoires (Fredrickson, 2000). In this manner, feelings 

of contentment counteract the effects of negative emotions. This buffering may help 

explain why leaders aiming to enhance their followers’ well-being would find these 

low activated positive emotions as ideal emotion goals. Similarly, gratitude has been 

argued to increase well-being both as a direct cause and also as a buffering mechanism 

against negative emotions (Nelson, 2009). As these emotions serve the added benefit 

of reducing and fending off negative emotions, they compound their positive effects 

by maintaining well-being in the long-run.  

In sum, evidence suggests that low activated, positive affect may relate to well-

being both directly (e.g., McManus et al., 2018; Ramsay et al., 2018) and indirectly 

through buffering effects (e.g., Fredrickson, 2000). This relationship may make low 

activated, positive affect a likely follower emotion goal for leaders with compassion 

motives. 
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Instrumentality Motive to Emotion Goal 

 To say there exists one emotional state that boosts performance across 

individuals and contexts would be oversimplifying a very complex matter. However, 

building on prior theoretical and empirical research, certain premises can be outlined 

to help explain what follower emotions would be desirable given a leader’s 

instrumental motives. The following section will illustrate why leaders with 

instrumental motives would target high activated emotions regardless of valence. 

Similar to the discussion above for the coaching-related emotion goal, the high 

activated emotions have the propensity to drive the follower into action (e.g., 

Easterbrook, 1959). As Seo et al. (2004) put forth, “people in more activated feeling 

states, regardless of whether they feel pleasant or unpleasant, are likely to devote more 

effort to a given task” (p. 433). Although the effects of emotional activation on 

motivation (and, thus, performance) are clear, the consequences of positive and 

negative emotional valence are less definite.  

First, arguments can be made that positive affect should lead to better 

performance. According to Fiedler (1988), positive affect indicates safety and 

promotes exploration. Broaden-and-build theory describes how positive emotions tell 

an individual the situation is safe, and they can engage; this is reflected in the 

broadening of attention and momentary thought-action repertoires (Fredrickson, 

2001). Essentially, positive emotions lead to engagement and exploration. These 

affective outcomes are in line with Seo et al.’s (2004) discussion of the generative 

behavioral orientation. They define the generative orientation as one in which the 

individual is more likely to take risks, explore, and persist through loss. Positively 
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valenced emotions are more likely to lead to a generative orientation (Seo et al., 2004). 

Furthermore, the actionable impacts of activated positive emotions that were discussed 

above in relation to the coaching motive apply here as well. In terms of performance, 

activated positive emotions promote greater effort, persistence, and duration of action 

in line with the generative behavioral orientation. These positive outcomes could align 

with a leader’s instrumental motives when they need a follower to engage in a task and 

see it through to completion. 

Alternatively, arguments can be made that negative affect should result in 

better performance. Negative emotions, such as anger, may signal threat and elicit 

caution (Fiedler, 1988). According to broaden-and-build theory, negative emotions 

signaling threat narrow attention (Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005). Finucane (2011) 

empirically demonstrated that emotion states marked by high activation and negative 

valence (i.e., fear and anger) enhanced selective attention. Finucane (2011) 

emphasizes the motivational impact of the high activation dimensions of these 

emotions and mentions that positive emotions might also enhance selective attention 

so long as they are high in activation. Essentially, negative emotions narrow attention, 

which could result in attention being focused to the task at hand. This is in line with 

the defensive behavioral orientation from Seo et al. (2004). Individuals with a 

defensive orientation avoid negative outcomes even if opportunities exist for positive 

outcomes. Negatively valenced emotions are more likely to lead to a defensive 

orientation (Seo et al., 2004). The defensive orientation associated with negative 

emotions focuses an employee on meeting deadlines and avoiding punishment (Seo et 

al., 2004). Additionally, within the confines of a feedback loop, negative emotion is 



 

 

52 
caused by noticing a discrepancy in goal attainment, which serves as an indication that 

the individual needs to increase effort in order to shrink that gap (Carver & Scheier, 

2009). Following these arguments, negative emotion, particularly activated negative 

emotion, would increase effort as a means to decrease the performance discrepancy 

and accompanying negative emotions. In contrast, Carver and Scheier (1998) suggest 

positive emotions may signal that individuals are where they should be in terms of 

goal attainment (i.e., a negative discrepancy between one’s current state and goal does 

not exist), it is alright to “coast” or reduce effort. Therefore, according to the 

arguments above, negative valence emotions could be useful when a leader needs their 

follower to finish their work with less concern for the individual’s well-being or 

development.  

 In sum, the instrumentality motive may translate to lower level emotion goals 

of either positive or negative emotions characterized by high activation depending on 

the situation at hand. As previously mentioned, the instrumentality motive is 

characterized as egoistic and performance-oriented (Niven, 2016). Therefore, a leader 

is concerned about their own performance and how their followers’ performance 

reflects on them, while their concern for the follower is simply not a priority. The high 

activation of these emotion goals drive the follower to action (e.g., toward a 

performance goal). Positive emotions may induce a generative orientation and lead to 

enhanced task engagement and persistence, whereas negative emotions may focus 

attention and increase effort. 
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 Based on the above arguments regarding leader motives (coaching, 

compassion, and instrumentality) and emotion goals for followers (based on 

anticipated activation level and valence type), the following hypotheses are proposed.  

Hypothesis 1: Leaders with a coaching motive are likely to endorse follower 

emotion goals of high activation and positive valence levels. 

Hypothesis 2: Leaders with a compassion motive are likely to endorse follower 

emotion goals of low activation and positive valence levels. 

Hypothesis 3: Leaders with an instrumentality motive are likely to endorse 

follower emotion goals of either (a) high activation and positive valence levels 

or (b) high activation and negative valence levels. 

Emotional Intelligence as a Moderator of the Motive to Emotion Goal Link 

 Although the aforementioned emotion goals are expected to be useful for 

fulfilling the respective leader motives, it is certainly possible for leaders with the 

same motives to adopt different emotion goals from those hypothesized. As previously 

mentioned, pursing an emotion goal may be contingent on whether an individual 

expects the emotion goal to aid in motive attainment (Tamir & Millgram, 2017). 

Indeed, leaders may vary in their expectations regarding which follower emotions best 

serve to accomplish leader motives. One likely explanation for this variation may be 

individuals differences in EI, defined as “the ability to monitor one’s own and others’ 

feelings and emotions, to discriminate among them, and to use this information to 

guide one’s thinking and actions” (Salovey & Mayer, 1990, p. 189). According to 

research on EI, some individuals are more in tune with the emotions of others and how 

they function (Goleman, 1995).  
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Therefore, it is likely that emotionally intelligent leaders are more likely to 

choose emotion goals that will be most relevant and effective when interacting with a 

follower. These individuals are likely to better understand how certain emotions may 

promote the accomplishment of their motives. Specifically, highly emotionally 

intelligent leaders may possess the knowledge structures, or scripts, to inform what 

emotions would facilitate coaching, compassion, or instrumentality motives. 

Therefore, EI is likely to impact the effectiveness of a leader’s choice of an emotion 

goal. In other words, a leader with high EI would more effectively choose which 

emotions to elicit in their follower given their motive. 

The role of EI in choosing an emotion goal is best elucidated by the ability-

based model of EI and its various components. For example, Mayer and Salovey’s 

(1997) conceptualization of EI taps into the ability-based model, specifically they 

argue EI entails four components: (1) perceiving, (2) using, (3) understanding, and (4) 

managing emotions. Perceiving entails recognizing emotions in others and attending to 

one’s own emotions (Barsade & Gibson, 2007). The second component, the ability to 

use emotion, refers to this process of knowing how emotions effectively support 

cognition and using them accordingly (Barsade & Gibson, 2007). Understanding 

emotions involves an awareness of how emotions work, their dynamics, and 

associated outcomes or consequences (Barsade & Gibson, 2007). Lastly, managing 

emotions is the ability to regulate one’s own emotions along with others’ emotions in 

the context of individual goals (Barsade & Gibson, 2007). Additionally, other 

researchers have modeled their conceptualization and measurement of EI based on 
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Mayer and Salovey’s (1997) model of ability-based EI (i.e., Davies, Stankov, & 

Roberts, 1998; Wong & Law, 2002).  

In general, EI should be related to leader-follower IER and the selection of 

emotion goals for the follower. The ability to recognize how a follower is currently 

feeling and an aptitude for understanding how those emotions are impacting the 

follower’s performance and well-being would inform which emotion goals are most 

effective or applicable. For instance, a leader who understands how to use emotions to 

facilitate cognition, or how the follower’s current emotion is impacting their thinking, 

would be better able to determine which emotions would help the follower perform 

well on a certain task. Specifically, this leader may consider how the activation and 

valence of an emotion would support their follower’s attention and motivation in such 

a way that would align with their specific intentions. Overall, EI is likely to impact the 

link between the leader’s motive and the emotion goal, as more emotionally intelligent 

leaders are expected to more effectively select emotions functional to their motives. 

Specifically, leaders who have greater EI ability are expected to choose more pertinent 

emotion goals for their followers. See Figure 2 in Appendix A for a depiction of the 

control theory view of leader-follower IER including this influence of EI. 

Hypothesis 4: A leader’s EI will moderate the relationship between motive and 

emotion goal, such that: 

(a) The relationship between a leader’s coaching motive and high activated 

positive valence emotion goal for followers is stronger when leader EI is 

high.  
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(b) The relationship between a leader’s compassion motive and low activated 

positive valence emotion goal for followers is stronger when leader EI is 

high. 

(c) The relationship between a leader’s instrumentality motive and high 

activated positive valence emotion goal for followers is stronger when 

leader EI is high. 

(d) The relationship between a leader’s instrumentality motive and high 

activated negative valence emotion goal for followers is stronger when 

leader EI is high. 

Leader Emotion Goals to Strategy Choice 

 “Whereas emotion regulation goals specify the ends, emotion regulation 

strategies specify the means” (Gross & Jazaieri, 2014, p. 388). Once a desired emotion 

end state for a follower has been identified, a leader is faced with selecting an 

appropriate and effective IER strategy to elicit that emotion. This is in line with 

research from López-Pérez (2018) who suggested IER strategies can be seen as 

differentially effective depending on the targeted emotion and research by Millgram et 

al. (2019) who found evidence to support that the “ends” (i.e., the emotion goals) do in 

fact dictate the “means” (i.e., regulation strategies) in ER.  

Within the goal hierarchy framework, IER strategies represent a lower level 

task action (Lord et al., 2010). Within the negative feedback loop, IER strategies are 

the task behaviors engaged in to reduce the discrepancy between the follower’s current 

emotional state and the leader’s desired end state for their follower’s emotion. In line 

with Tamir and Millgram (2017), certain strategies are expected to be more effective 
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at attaining certain emotion goals. To review, the proposed leader-follower IER goal 

hierarchy consists of (a) the leader’s motives (resulting from different combinations of 

high vs. low need for autonomy, relatedness, and competence) (b) the leader’s emotion 

goal for their follower (e.g., high or low activation, positive or negative valence), and 

(c) the IER strategy to be used by the leader to elicit the desired emotion, discussed 

here.  

Considering the emotion goal is conceptually appropriate because ER 

functions in direct pursuit of emotion goals such that successful ER is dictated by the 

achievement of emotion goals (Tamir & Millgram, 2017). As previously mentioned, 

research has illustrated this relationship at the intrapersonal level (Millgram et al., 

2019). Therefore, this current research dives into the relationship between targeted 

emotion goals and subsequent IER strategies within the specific leader-follower 

context by using a goal hierarchy framework. In everyday interactions with their 

followers, leaders may not always find the need to engage in IER strategies. However, 

they may be likely to enact IER strategies when certain conditions are met. Thus, 

control theory and the hierarchical nature of goals as applied to a leader-follower 

interaction is revisited here to explain when and why leaders should face the need to 

select IER strategies for their followers. 

First, to recap, goals at various levels in the hierarchy impact each other (cross-

level effects); for instance, when activated, a higher level goal may activate and 

inform lower level goals. Further, as previously mentioned, higher level goals may be 

activated by external stimuli or goal-relevant cognition (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005). 

For example, a leader with high needs for autonomy, relatedness, and competence may 
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think of themself as a coach (goal-relevant cognition) or may encounter a follower 

who asks for development (external stimulus) that, in turn, activates a coaching 

motive. This activated coaching motive is expected to result in the activation of lower 

level goals within that hierarchical network related to a coaching motive and 

subsequently lead to behaviors appropriate for reducing discrepancies between the 

leader’s current state and their motive. Depending on the situation (e.g., what lower 

level discrepancies must be reduced to ultimately have one’s current state align with 

the motive), this may involve strategies to regulate followers’ emotions to align with 

emotion goals relevant to the coaching motive.   

Additionally, as mentioned earlier, goal activation can involve a bottom-up 

process such that lower level goals can also activate higher level goals (DeShon & 

Gillespie, 2005; Lord et al., 2010). Specifically, lower level goals are activated upon 

discrepancy detection that then spreads activation up the hierarchical network 

(DeShon & Gillespie, 2005). For example, the same leader in the above example may 

recognize a follower in a state of dejection regarding their abilities to perform, which 

is an emotional state different from the leader’s emotion goal for the follower’s 

development (thus, a discrepancy is detected). This discrepancy may then activate the 

goals in the leader’s hierarchical network related to the previously deactivated 

coaching motive. As in the above example, actions should ensue to reduce 

discrepancies that exist between the leader’s current states and motives. In this 

example, the discrepancy between the follower’s emotional state and the leader’s 

emotion goal for follower should result in actions (IER strategies) to reduce that 

discrepancy.   
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 These top-down and bottom-up processes may also occur simultaneously. For 

instance, a higher level motive may be operating but a pertinent situational cue or 

discrepancy may activate specific actions in line with the higher level motive. Lord et 

al. (2010) provide a useful example that illustrates this. The authors state that when an 

individual maintains a collective identity, they are likely to cooperate with others. 

However, cooperative achievement task goals are only enacted when the individual 

works with others that they like and could actually use some assistance. Therefore, 

goal striving can be dictated by high level motives but specific lower level goals and 

actions may also be impacted by situational cues and other factors. This simultaneous 

process is useful for conceptualizing why certain lower levels may (or may not) result 

in action as opposed to others as there are expected to be various lower level goals that 

ultimately serve higher level goals. In accordance with the description by DeShon and 

Gillespie (2005), an appropriate mental image for this goal structure is a pyramid, 

where the number and complexity of goals in the network increases when moving 

down the levels.  

Ultimately, whether a higher level goal activates lower level goals (top-down 

activation) or vice versa (bottom-up activation), a leader is likely to engage in IER 

strategies (actions related to lower level goals) with a particular follower when the 

situation affords it (e.g., an interaction with a follower in need of coaching) and, 

importantly, when a discrepancy is detected. In the context of leader-follower IER, the 

leader would likely engage in selecting IER strategies when they perceive a gap 

between the follower’s current emotional state and the leader’s emotion goal for the 

follower. These conditions then set off a discrepancy reduction cycle (operating within 
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a negative feedback loop) wherein the leader engages in a certain IER strategy to 

minimize the discrepancy. The results of this strategy are then evaluated by comparing 

the follower’s current emotional state and the desired emotional state and further 

actions may ensue depending on the discrepancy. Thus, leader-follower IER can be 

carried out in a negative feedback loop guided by a leader’s motive and emotion goal 

for their follower.  

Interpersonal Emotion Regulation Strategy Classification  

 In order to capture how leaders would influence their followers’ emotion in a 

realistic interaction, this research pulls strategies from the literature review conducted 

by Peña-Sarrionandia et al. (2015). As previously discussed, Peña-Sarrionandia et al. 

(2015) examined bodies of EI and ER research, and delineated which strategies have 

received special attention in the literature that fall within Gross’s (1998a) five families 

of ER strategies in his process model discussed earlier. This set of strategies was 

chosen for three primary reasons: (a) the likelihood to illustrate meaningful 

relationships, (b) comprehensiveness, and (c) realistic application in an interpersonal 

context. These reasons and why more commonly used frameworks (i.e., Gross, 1998a; 

Niven et al., 2009) are not used are discussed next.  

First, the strategies reviewed by Peña-Sarrionandia et al. (2015) are specific 

enough to produce meaningful findings. In Niven’s prior research investigating the 

relationship between motives and IER strategies (i.e., Niven, 2016; Niven et al., 2018; 

Niven et al., 2019), strategies are classified as either extrinsic affect-improving or 

affect-worsening. However, Niven has used this classification with broader 

distinctions in motives (i.e., prosocial versus egoistic) where links between these 
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concepts can be clearly argued. Here, we are looking at more specific motives 

(coaching, compassion, instrumentality, and hedonism), two of which are prosocial 

and two of which are egoistic according to Niven’s (2016) framework. Therefore, 

using the broad categorization of strategies as either affect-improving or affect-

worsening would not yield fruitful results because it is likely both could be applicable 

to multiple motives depending on the relevant emotion goals. 

Secondly, Peña-Sarrionandia et al.’s (2015) wide range of strategies at this 

level of specificity may allow for a more comprehensive understanding of how leaders 

attempt to influence their followers’ emotions. Because their approach was a literature 

review of ER strategies, an extensive list of strategies grouped by Gross’s (1998a) 

families was discussed and refined to present the strategies that have received special 

attention in prior research. As such, rather than using a strategy from one family and 

comparing it to a strategy from another family as is commonly done (e.g., comparing 

reappraisal and suppression; Gross, 2002; Gross & John, 2003), using Peña-

Sarrionandia et al.’s (2015) strategies allows for the inclusion of a few strategies 

within each family. Such a comprehensive list of ER strategies does not exist within 

other frameworks and, although this level of comprehensiveness may not be ideal for 

presenting a parsimonious model in other works, casting a wider net allows this 

research to discover various ways in which a leader might regulate their followers’ 

emotions. This ultimately contributes to the IER literature by providing a more 

complete picture regarding IER processes in a leader-follower context.  

Lastly, these strategies may be more likely to represent the practical behaviors 

in which a leader might engage. Based on how Peña-Sarrionandia et al. (2015) define 
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them, the strategies may reflect behaviors that are likely to occur in an interaction 

between a leader and follower. Although the ER strategies identified in Peña-

Sarrionandia et al. (2015) are intrapersonal ER strategies, their applicability at the 

interpersonal level is compelling. As previously discussed, Gross’s (1998a) original 

strategy families have been applied at both the intrapersonal and interpersonal levels 

(e.g., Troth et al., 2017; Zaki & Williams, 2013), and Peña-Sarrionandia et al.’s (2015) 

strategies all fall within Gross’s framework. Further, some of the strategies listed by 

Peña-Sarrionandia et al. (2015) have previously been applied in interpersonal contexts 

(e.g., direct situation modification, Little et al., 2016) and some closely resemble the 

operationalizations of their strategy family (e.g., positive reappraisal and reappraisal, 

distraction and attentional deployment). Therefore, with careful consideration, many 

of these intrapersonal strategies as outlined by Peña-Sarrionandia and colleagues 

(2015) should be applicable to studying leader-follower interactions.  

Because Peña-Sarrionandia et al. (2015) reviewed several strategies (17), the 

arguments that follow focus on the strategies that would be most likely to be engaged 

in by a leader as several of the 17 strategies would not fit the broader context of a 

leader-follower interaction and, therefore, need to be excluded. More specifically, 

some strategies do not cleanly translate to an interpersonal scenario (e.g., mindfulness) 

and some are less appropriate or practical to the workplace context (e.g., substance 

use). To elaborate, mindfulness as an intrapersonal strategy reflects an individual 

focusing their attention on the present moment in a nonjudgmental way. It may be 

argued that a leader attempting to make a follower more mindful might encourage 

them to focus on the present and carefully set the tone so that no judgment was 
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communicated; however, this interaction strays from a leader’s typical purview and 

more likely reflects the role of a meditation teacher. Similarly, strategies such as 

substance use and verbal/physical aggression are not endorsed options in the 

workplace; thus, arguments are not made for these strategies in this present research. 

Furthermore, within the constrained context of a leader-follower interaction, certain 

IER strategies might not be feasibly applied. More specifically, given this boundary, 

situation selection strategies (2) will not be included as has been done in previous 

research (e.g., Williams, 2007; Little et al., 2012) because it is assumed the situation 

has already been selected and the IER is meant to occur within the temporal confines 

of the interaction. The interaction is also that between a leader and an individual 

follower. The conflict resolution strategy that implies an interpersonal relationship 

conflict would be more applicable if examining a leader managing the emotions of a 

group or team but when a follower is working independently as is examined in the 

present research, this strategy is not relevant. Moreover, only the strategies deemed to 

be most useful for changing followers’ emotions or eliciting the specific emotion goals 

for followers are included. Expressive suppression is described as altering the 

expression of emotions, which would be ineffective at reaching the emotion goals 

because these targets entail actually changing the follower’s emotions rather than 

simply their emotional expression. Additionally, Peña-Sarrionandia et al. (2015) 

describe the strategy of acceptance as particularly useful when a situation cannot be 

modified or reappraised. In the leader-follower context, the leader is assumed to have 

the autonomy to modify or reframe the situation for the follower. The examples 

provided for situations that cannot be reappraised also imply much more emotionally 
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charged, traumatic incidents than would be commonly found in a work setting (i.e., 

abuse as a child; incurable disease; Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 2015). Ultimately, nine of 

the strategies reviewed by Peña-Sarrionandia et al. (2015) will be examined in the 

leader-follower context. See Table 2 in Appendix A for the full list of Peña-

Sarrionandia et al.’s (2015) strategies with original intrapersonal definitions along 

with reasons for exclusion where applicable or a revised interpersonal definition. The 

application of these strategies to the leader-follower context are described below as 

they apply to the achievement of specific emotion goals.  

Hypotheses linking emotion goals (predicted to correspond with coaching, 

compassion, and instrumentality motives) to specific IER strategies include multiple 

strategies per emotion goal. This is thought to be the best estimation of how leaders 

might realistically achieve their emotion goals for their followers. It is plausible that a 

leader could engage in one of a few strategy options at their disposal in order to elicit a 

desired emotion in their follower. For example, if a leader wanted to get their follower 

excited about a project, he might decide to attach a reward to the successful 

completion of the project or frame the project as an opportunity rather than the 

daunting assignment it might be. Thus, multiple strategies are hypothesized as viable 

options to achieve each emotion goal predicted earlier: (a) high activated and 

positively valenced emotions, (b) low activated and positively valenced emotions, and 

(c) high activated and negatively valenced emotions. 

IER Strategies for High Activated Positive Affect 

 Direct Situation Modification. This strategy, synonymous with Gross’s (1998a) 

original situation modification strategy, involves the leader taking action to change a 
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situation in order to reshape its emotional impact. A leader could modify a situation in 

order to elicit activated positive emotions, such as pride and excitement. There are 

likely a number of ways a leader might modify a situation in order to result in high 

activated, positive emotions and identifying each is outside the scope of the present 

research. However, some reasonable examples may include assigning a follower an 

important task with more responsibility or attaching greater rewards to successful 

performance. For example, a leader might tell a follower they have been selected to 

lead a team on a new project. This is similar to the concept of empowerment in LMX, 

where the act of a leader providing a follower with challenging assignments and 

increased responsibility increases feelings of self-efficacy, competence, and self-

determination for the follower (Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Broeur, & Ferris, 2012). 

These actions modify a situation to be more stimulating in a manner that may be more 

desirable or pleasurable to the follower and may activate higher arousal in a follower. 

For instance, if a situation can be modified so that it is perceived as more of a 

challenge (e.g., assigning an appropriately challenging task) rather than a hindrance 

(e.g., assigning tedious work to be done), it may trigger emotions like eagerness, 

excitement, and exhilaration (Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010), which are positive 

emotions of high activation (Yik, Russell, & Steiger 2011). There are many ways a 

leader might alter a situation and convey such a decision during an interaction with a 

follower; this strategy is not confined to the high activated positive affect goal but 

could certainly be used to achieve that state in a follower.  

 Challenge Appraisal. This is a form of cognitive change wherein an individual 

focuses on the potential benefits or positive outcomes of an adverse situation (Lazarus 
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& Folkman, 1984). In an interpersonal context, a leader engaging in challenge 

appraisal might address an adverse situation, drawing the follower’s attention to what 

they could potentially gain from it. The situation is reframed as an opportunity to be 

taken on and learned from such that it would benefit the follower in some way, likely 

promoting career success or strengthening personal growth. Thus, this strategy 

contains a stimulation aspect that evokes activation in the follower along with a 

positive mindset. Reframing an adverse situation as an opportunity can evoke strong 

positive emotions, such as hope and excitement (Kavussanu, Dewar, & Boardley, 

2014). Indeed, previous research has demonstrated the relationship between goals and 

positive emotions (i.e., excitement, hope) is mediated by challenge appraisal 

(Kavussanu et al., 2014). Challenge appraisals as defined in the job demands-

resources theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) highlight the potential for growth or 

other gains and as such can trigger high activated, positive emotions such as 

eagerness, excitement, and exhilaration (Crawford et al., 2010). Therefore, this 

method of cognitive change may be an effective strategy for eliciting high activated 

positive emotions while helping a follower feel up to taking on a challenging goal. 

 Self-Efficacy Appraisal. Similarly, self-efficacy appraisal reflects another form 

of cognitive change, but here the leader talks the follower through the situation, 

changing the way they think about their ability to handle it. Based on Bandura’s 

(1997) work, this strategy positively frames the follower’s ability that they can 

successfully complete the task at hand, handle the complicated situation, achieve the 

goal, etc. This is similar to challenge appraisal; however, the target of the reframing is 

the follower’s cognitions regarding their ability rather than the situation. This strategy 
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reflects one of Bandura’s (1977) sources of increasing self-efficacy: verbal persuasion, 

which is when “people are led, through suggestion, into believing they can cope 

successfully with what has overwhelmed them in the past” (p. 198). While self-

efficacy appraisal is primarily designed to increase self-efficacy, it produces activated, 

positive emotions that are byproducts of self-efficacy enhancement, such as 

enjoyment, hope, and pride (Putwain, Sander, & Larkin, 2013). It is also possible self-

efficacy functions as a mediating variable in the upward spiral of positive emotions 

described in broaden-and-build theory (Fredrickson, 2001) as proposed by Schutte 

(2014). Thus, self-efficacy appraisal can arouse these strong positive emotions along 

with increased affective activation. 

Hypothesis 5: A leader’s emotion goal for their follower of high activated 

positive affect is positively related to (a) direct situation modification, (b) 

challenge appraisal, and (c) self-efficacy appraisal. 

IER Strategies for Low Activated Positive Affect 

 Direct Situation Modification. As mentioned above, leaders can modify a 

situation in various ways. Aside from finding or providing help for a follower, which 

is separated into its own strategy described next, a leader could also reduce the 

undesirable aspects of a situation to enhance follower contentment or reduce affective 

activation. For example, they could push back an overwhelming deadline, provide 

food or coffee, or otherwise improve working conditions. The removal of these 

undesirable factors could lead to low activated, positive affect in the way that having a 

prevention focus leads to quiescence-related emotions (e.g., calm, relaxed) when 

prevention is working. This prevention focus refers to removing or avoiding negative 
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outcomes and is associated with ought goals, which entail duties and responsibilities 

(self-discrepancy theory; Higgins, 1996). The attainment of ought goals, or the 

absence of negative outcomes as they relate to duties and responsibilities, leads to 

quiescent-related emotions (Higgins, Shah, & Friedman, 1997). By removing negative 

aspects of a situation, such as in pushing a deadline back, a leader can facilitate their 

follower’s ought goals. Additionally, in the leader-follower interaction context, this 

strategy is closely related to problem-focused coping in the stress literature (Folkman 

& Lazarus, 1980). The practical actions taken to modify the situation in order to solve 

a problem can lead to increased well-being (Aldao, Nolen-Hoeksema, & Schweizer, 

2010) and relief for those directly impacted. This is consistent with the conservation of 

resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989) and the job demands-resources theory (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2007), where a leader could decrease the demands made on a follower in 

order to prevent or reduce stress. A leader could also reduce aspects of a situation that 

are causing high activation in emotions, such as important consequences of 

performance either in the form of reward or punishment. Thus, leaders can modify a 

situation for a number of purposes, one of which is to get their follower in a positive 

but low activated state (e.g., calm, relaxed, content).  

 Help/Support-Seeking. This strategy falls under the umbrella of situation 

modification because it reflects seeking or providing assistance in order to alter the 

emotional impact of a situation (Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 2015). In an interpersonal 

context, this may reflect the action of a leader directing their follower to a useful 

resource or providing help or information themselves to achieve a low activated, 

positive valence emotion. Drawing from conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 
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1989) and the job demands-resources theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), job 

resources such as social support can also help individuals meet job demands and avoid 

stress (Crawford et al., 2010; Lee & Ashforth, 1996). By providing resources in the 

form of helping behavior, a leader can provide followers with relief and protect them 

from negative emotions such as feeling stressed. In order to increase a follower’s 

contentment or evoke low activated positive affect, a leader might offer to provide 

assistance with work by assigning another employee to help the follower with a task. 

They could also support them by providing resources, such as sources of information 

or other tips to help with an issue. By engaging in one of these behaviors, a leader can 

improve their follower’s affect. There is an assumption here that there exists a 

problem that the follower needs help with and therefore is likely starting out in a 

negative affective state. The leader’s goal is then to increase affect from a negative to 

a positive state but not necessarily to an activated state. In fact, the leader may be 

trying to decrease activation especially if a follower is in such a negative state (e.g., 

frustrated, anxious). Providing help can be thought of as removing the source of 

activation from a situation, which would reduce the intensity of emotions. 

 Distraction. As a common form of attentional deployment, distraction involves 

a leader moving their follower’s focus away from the problem or task at hand that 

might be distressing and having them pay attention to something positive. Distraction 

can reduce emotional intensity by removing attention from the emotion-inducing 

stimuli (Millgram et al., 2019) regardless of valence, and diverting or reallocating 

attentional resources elsewhere (Beal, Weiss, Barros, & MacDermid, 2005). Peña-

Sarrionandia et al. (2015) mention that distraction can either be a diversion from a 
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situation or from the specific emotional facets of a situation (e.g., focusing attention 

on an aspect of the situation that is not distressing). Further, it can either entail 

physical withdrawal or internal redirection of attention. Physical withdrawal can refer 

to shifting one’s gaze away from an unpleasant stimulus while internal redirection 

refers to shifting thoughts to another object (Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 2015). This may 

involve suggesting followers work on another task if there is a specific task that is 

evoking negative emotions or guiding a shift in their attention to something positive, 

such as an unrelated time when they had a positive experience at work. According to 

Webb, Miles, and Sheeran (2012), distraction has been linked to a decrease in negative 

emotions. Distraction can be used to guide the follower to a low activated positive 

state in the face of negative stimuli.  

 Positive Reappraisal. A leader can also increase a follower’s positive focus but 

through a deeper process by engaging in positive reappraisal. Moving beyond simply 

shifting a follower’s attention, this strategy falls into the cognitive change area by 

reframing a situation in a more positive light. The leader would work with the follower 

to not only see the silver lining in an otherwise negatively viewed situation but also to 

reinterpret their perspective and their behavior in response to the situation. Intuitively, 

by helping a follower see a situation as positive, a leader can reduce any negative 

emotions and increase their gratitude for the positive aspects of a situation or their 

contentment in general. This strategy differs from challenge appraisal because it lacks 

an element of building energy or excitement to overcome some obstacle; rather, it 

focuses on reducing activation, usually negatively valenced, to be at ease with some 

undesirable situation. A meta-analysis by Webb et al. (2012) supports positive 
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reappraisal as a method to reduce negative emotion. However, Peña-Sarrionandia et al. 

(2015) point out that findings about the outcomes of positive reappraisal have been 

mixed, which stresses the importance of this strategy as well as the others needing to 

be implemented with care in order to be effective (e.g., consider the appropriateness of 

the strategy in a given context, the target’s receptiveness to the strategy, and other 

factors). 

 Emotion Sharing. Another strategy that a leader could use to promote a low 

activated positive state in a follower is to encourage that follower to share their 

emotions and their concerns with them. Similar to the help/support-seeking strategy, 

this strategy entails a degree of support; however, the support in this context is 

emotional as opposed to modifying the situation in some form. If a follower is 

experiencing an emotional state marked by negative valence and high activation (e.g., 

anger, frustration) or even low activation (e.g., sad, depressed), then allowing the 

follower to vent might help reduce those negative emotions. Emotion sharing, or 

social sharing, can alleviate negative emotions when the other individual involved 

reacts supportively (Nils & Rimé, 2012). Additionally, social sharing has been found 

to mitigate the negative effects of emotional labor, as defined earlier (McCance, Nye, 

Wang, Jones, & Chiu, 2010). Emotional labor is relevant here given that a common 

outcome of surface acting is emotional exhaustion, characterized by fatigue and 

frustration (Grandey, 2003). McCance et al. (2010) showed that social sharing reduces 

residual anger leftover from surface acting. By alleviating such emotions, the follower 

would be more relaxed, at ease, or content, reflecting a pleasant yet low activation 

state as this state has been considered as the absence of negativity (Barrett, 2017). 
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Therefore, this may be an effective strategy for a leader wanting to help a follower rid 

themselves of these negative emotions, and bring them back to a positive low 

activation state. 

Hypothesis 6: A leader’s emotion goal for their follower of low activated 

positive affect is positively related to (a) direct situation modification, (b) 

help/support-seeking, (c) distraction, (d) positive reappraisal, and (e) emotion 

sharing. 

IER Strategies for High Activated Negative Affect 

 Direct Situation Modification. A leader can modify a situation so as to produce 

an activated negative affective state in a follower. They might move up a deadline or 

increase workload. Whatever the behavior may be, many employees would agree that 

their leaders can make changes or tweak a situation or task in their workplace that 

makes them angry, distressed, nervous, or even fearful. For this emotion goal, this 

strategy might be enacted in the opposite manner of the associated examples 

mentioned in the positive affect sections above. A leader might remove positive 

aspects of a situation that make a follower relaxed or excited (e.g., removing a helpful 

coworker from a project team). They can also add elements (e.g., unrealistic project 

expectations) that arouse strong negative emotions if doing so facilitates the leader’s 

higher level goals. 

Threat Appraisal. This appraisal strategy also falls within the cognitive change 

family. In contrast to reframing a situation as a challenge to be taken on, this strategy 

reframes a situation as a potential threat to be heeded. According to Peña-Sarrionandia 

et al. (2015), this strategy focuses the individual on the potential loss from a situation 
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or on the lack of resources available that are required for the situation. Using the 

conservation of resources and job demands-resources perspectives, a perceived lack of 

resources to meet the given demands of a situation can lead to stress (Crawford et al., 

2010). According to Crawford et al. (2010), hindrance demands (conceptually 

overlapping with threat appraisal in that these stressful demands are appraised as 

roadblocks or barriers that might hinder goal attainment) trigger high activated, 

negative emotions such as fear, anxiety, and anger. Examples of hindrances include 

role conflict and organizational politics (Crawford et al., 2010). Like challenge 

appraisal, this strategy contains a stimulation aspect that evokes activation in the 

follower, however, threat appraisal does so by negatively framing a situation. This 

appraisal leaves the individual risk averse or anxious (Kavussanu et al., 2014). 

Therefore, if seeking to elicit high activated negative emotions in their follower, a 

leader might try to frame a situation as threatening to them.  

 Rumination. An attentional deployment strategy wherein the individual reflects 

on negative emotion-eliciting events or targets, thereby exacerbating the negative 

emotion (Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 2015). Working oppositely to distraction in a sense, 

this strategy has been shown to increase the intensity and duration of a negative 

emotion (Morrow & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1990; Bushman, 2002). Therefore, a leader 

could direct a follower’s focus to a particular event they know would increase the 

negative emotion experienced. For example, a leader could continuously focus a 

follower’s attention on their mistakes or performance deficiencies, which may increase 

the follower’s rumination on the cause of a negative activated emotion. With enough 
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focus and ruminating on that event or situation, the follower’s negative emotion would 

only increase in strength or activation.  

Hypothesis 7: A leader’s emotion goal for their follower of high activated 

negative affect is positively related to (a) direct situation modification, (b) 

threat appraisal, and (c) rumination. 

Emotional Intelligence as a Moderator of the Emotion Goal to Strategy Choice Link 

English et al. (2017) describe adaptive ER as choosing the most effective 

strategy for reaching specific goals in a given situation. A similar concept is intelligent 

ER, which is when individuals are able to regulate emotions flexibly and consistent 

with goals (Mayer & Salovey, 1995; Peña-Sarrionandia et al., 2015). It follows that 

individuals with high EI may engage in more adaptive or intelligent ER given their 

emotion-related abilities. For instance, adaptive ER benefits from the awareness of 

emotion and context, knowledge of short- and long-term goals, and “skillful choice 

and implementation of… strategies to get from one’s current state to one’s desired 

goal state” (Gross & Jazaieri, 2014, p. 393), which are aspects related to EI. 

Additionally, Peña-Sarrionandia et al. (2015) argue that individuals high in EI have 

more strategies available to them and regulate emotions more efficiently although they 

discuss this process within an intrapersonal context. Thus, as more emotionally 

intelligent leaders are expected to more effectively choose what emotions to influence 

in order to achieve their goals, they are also anticipated to be more adept at selecting a 

strategy or strategies that would facilitate that emotion goal. How EI is expected to 

influence the relationship between emotion goals and IER strategies is described in 
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further detail next and is also depicted in Figure 3 in Appendix A in terms of the 

control theory view of leader-follower IER.  

Specifically, we hypothesize that strong EI ability would assist a leader in 

choosing an IER strategy to reach their emotion goal. To elaborate, and in accordance 

with the negative feedback loop (Carver & Scheier, 1989), when a leader accurately 

perceives a follower’s current emotion and notices a discrepancy between this current 

state and the desired state (emotion goal), they would act to close that gap by choosing 

a strategy and implementing it. Without perceiving a discrepancy, there is no reason to 

engage an IER strategy because the emotion goal may already be perceived as met. 

However, once a discrepancy is perceived, the selection of the most effective or 

appropriate IER strategy would then be facilitated by the leader’s understanding of 

how emotions arise and develop, another EI ability. Additionally, the leader can also 

use their knowledge of emotion management to understand which strategies would be 

most effective at managing specific emotions and increase their likelihood of 

successfully implementing that strategy. Taken together, a leader’s EI ability is 

expected to moderate the relationship between emotion goals and IER strategies, such 

that the proposed relationships between emotion goals and strategies are stronger 

when the leader has high EI. 

 
Hypothesis 8: A leader’s EI will moderate the relationship between emotion 

goal and associated interpersonal emotion regulation strategies, such that: 
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(a) The relationship between a leader’s high activated positive valence 

emotion goal for followers and direct situation modification is stronger 

when leader EI is high.  

(b) The relationship between a leader’s high activated positive valence 

emotion goal for followers and challenge appraisal is stronger when leader 

EI is high.  

(c) The relationship between a leader’s high activated positive valence 

emotion goal for followers and self-efficacy appraisal is stronger when 

leader EI is high.  

(d) The relationship between a leader’s low activated positive valence emotion 

goal for followers and direct situation modification is stronger when leader 

EI is high.  

(e) The relationship between a leader’s low activated positive valence emotion 

goal for followers and help/support-seeking is stronger when leader EI is 

high.  

(f) The relationship between a leader’s low activated positive valence emotion 

goal for followers and distraction is stronger when leader EI is high.  

(g) The relationship between a leader’s low activated positive valence emotion 

goal for followers and positive reappraisal is stronger when leader EI is 

high.  

(h) The relationship between a leader’s low activated positive valence emotion 

goal for followers and emotion sharing is stronger when leader EI is high.  
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(i) The relationship between a leader’s high activated negative valence 

emotion goal for followers and direct situation modification is stronger 

when leader EI is high.  

(j) The relationship between a leader’s high activated negative valence 

emotion goal for followers and threat appraisal is stronger when leader EI 

is high.  

(k) The relationship between a leader’s high activated negative valence 

emotion goal for followers and rumination is stronger when leader EI is 

high.  

In sum, this research first examines which motives exist for leaders with 

regards to regulating their followers’ emotions. Niven’s (2016) high need for 

autonomy motives of coaching, compassion, and instrumentality are expected to be 

adopted by leaders, while hedonism is explored as a potential motive for leaders. 

Secondly, coaching, compassion, and instrumentality motives are proposed to link to 

emotion goals, depicted using the activation and valence dimensions of affect. Third, 

the emotion goals are expected to be associated with IER strategies considered to be 

most appropriate to achieve the leader’s goals. Lastly, leaders with high EI are 

proposed to be more capable of choosing emotion goals that facilitate attainment of 

leader motives, and strategies that promote the desired emotion goals. These proposed 

questions and predicted connections are examined in two studies. The first study 

(Study 1) analyzed archival data using a qualitative approach. Study 1 addresses the 

question of which motives exist for leaders. The second study (Study 2) involved 

collecting data from a field sample to test the hypotheses that connect leader motives 
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to emotion goals and emotion goals to IER strategies, along with the proposed 

moderating effects of EI. Methodology and analytical approach are described in more 

detail next for both studies.  

Study 1 

Method 

Participants & Procedure  

The purpose of study 1 is to examine research question 1 regarding which 

motives exist for leaders. Archival data collected through the online Master’s in 

Organizational Leadership program at the Florida Institute of Technology during two 

academic semesters (Fall 2018 and Spring 2019) was analyzed. The dataset consisted 

of 159 observations in total across 27 participants. The first step was to code the data 

to ensure all described interactions occur between a leader and follower. Although not 

all students indicated they currently held an official management position, their 

responses were coded to ensure the interaction was occurring with a subordinate. 

Several observations were dropped at this time to meet this requirement. Additionally, 

the data was cleaned to check that all included observations were able to be coded 

(e.g., removing incomplete responses). A total of 40 observations remained across 12 

participants. About 92% of the participants were female with an average age of 36.2. 

The majority of the sample was Caucasian (66.7%). All participants were employed 

full-time during the data collection period from various industries (25% education; 

16.7% manufacturing; 8.3% from Financial Services/Insurance, Health Services, 

Nonprofit organizations, and Public Administration/Government). Participants were 

mostly leaders themselves looking to further their education and leadership skills. Half 



 

 

79 
indicated they worked as professionals or as salaried managers, 41.7% classified 

themselves as non-manager or hourly workers and 8.3% selected director as their 

current position. The data was originally collected as part of a five-day daily diary 

assignment for an online course.  

Measures 

 Leader IER Motives. Responses to a single question were analyzed: What 

emotion or mood were you trying to increase? What emotion or mood were you trying 

to decrease? Why? (What was your motive for doing so?). This question was posed as 

part of a series of questions asking the student to describe a situation in which they 

attempted to regulate a direct report’s emotions. Responses to the question are open-

ended and were coded for leader IER motives.  

Results 

Research Question Testing 

Research question 1, testing for the existence of coaching (1a), compassion 

(1b), instrumentality (1c), and hedonism (1d) as leadership motives, was examined 

using thematic analysis. This analysis consisted of a search for themes, or a priori 

defined leader motives, across the entire archival dataset. This was a theoretical, 

deductive, or top-down process (Boyatzis, 1998) because specific questions were 

being coded through the lens of a previously established theoretical framework (Braun 

& Clarke, 2006). The approach reflected the realist method, which aims to illustrate 

participants’ real experiences, and examined content at the semantic rather than latent 

level (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Using the realist approach, also referred to as 

essentialist, motivations can be interpreted in a straightforward manner given the 
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assumption that meaning and experience is shared directly through language (Potter & 

Wetherell, 1987). Additionally, semantic analysis was used here as it refers to 

identifying themes based on what is explicitly stated by participants, or the surface 

meaning of the observations, rather than deriving interpretations of broader meanings 

of the observations (latent approach). Given the question stem and survey purpose, 

responses examined here were expected to explicitly reflect the participants’ intended 

meaning rather than a hidden or latent meaning.  

Three researchers manually coded the entire dataset independently after 

agreeing upon coding approach and thematic definitions (see Table 3 in Appendix C). 

All individuals have experience in the area of affect-related research; one is currently a 

doctoral student, one has a Master’s degree, and one a PhD, all in industrial-

organizational psychology. Researchers were closely familiar with the dataset in 

question as is recommended by Braun and Clarke (2006) prior to beginning thematic 

analysis. In terms of themes or leader motives, coaching, compassion, instrumentality, 

and hedonism were coded dichotomously (0 for absent, 1 for present). To be thorough, 

Niven’s (2016) four lower autonomy motives (emotional labor, conformity, 

impression management, and identity construction) were also coded, and an option for 

‘other’ was included to capture alternative motives that might not be included in this 

research. Given the nature of the motives (falling either high or low on each higher 

order need), typically only one was coded as present for each observation; however, at 

times, two motives were coded as present for an observation if it seemed the 

participant was experiencing multiple motives. That is, some responses included 

information representing varying levels of needs and, therefore, aligned with more 
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than one motive. Braun and Clarke (2006) mention observations can be coded into as 

many themes as they fit if appropriate. Additionally, when the responses to the 

question being examined seemed to be unclear, researchers also read the responses to 

the previous two questions in the survey to gain contextual clarity and better 

understanding of the participants’ potential motives. These questions were Briefly 

describe the situation (who was involved, what was going on?) and Who was the 

target? (Whose emotions/mood were you trying to manage?). 

After independently coding the dataset, researchers then compared results to 

determine agreement and met to discuss potential divergences using the consensual 

coding process (Creswell, 2016). During this process, differences were discussed and 

either resolved (a motive was agreed upon) or left as unresolved reflecting differences 

in opinion as to whether an observation reflected one motive more so than another. 

Typically, this occurred given disagreement as to the degree to which an autonomy, 

relatedness, or competence need was being expressed by a participant which would 

shift motives (e.g., whether or not an observation reflected high relatedness would 

move a code between coaching and compassion, given high autonomy and 

competence). Any remaining disagreement also reflected a potential gap where 

answers could not be inferred from the dataset. This will be discussed in the 

limitations section.  

Intercoder agreement was represented by all three coders agreeing that a 

motive was either present or absent for each observation. More specifically, intercoder 

agreement was examined for 360 rater responses, representing coding for each 

observation across each motive type or “other” category (40 observations × nine 
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coding categories). Overall, coders had high initial agreement and with perfect 

agreement for the majority of observations. Specifically, agreement was 91.39%, 

which comfortably meets Creswell and Poth’s (2018) recommendation for satisfactory 

agreement in qualitative coding (greater than 80%). The hedonism, conformity, and 

identity construction motives had highest agreement at 100%, followed by the 

emotional labor motive (95%) and the compassion and ‘other’ motive categories (both 

at 92.5%), impression management followed at 87.5%, and the coaching and 

instrumentality motives had the lowest agreement at 80% and 75%, respectively. 

Following discussions regarding any disagreement, agreement jumped to 97.78%, 

indicating very few times (8 out of 360) when researchers could not come to an 

agreement about whether or not a motive was reflected in an observation.  

As the research question targets the presence of these motives, prevalence of 

themes across the dataset (in terms of the numbers of instances that a motive for IER 

is coded as one of the defined motives) was the object of the analysis. According to 

Braun and Clarke (2006), hard-and-fast rules for what proportion of the data needs to 

indicate prevalence of a potential theme for it to be confirmed as theme do not exist 

for most qualitative analyses. These authors recommend prevalence to be defined by 

the researchers’ judgment, which needs to remain flexible as the definition of 

prevalence will be revisited iteratively during analysis. Therefore, the prevalence of 

each theme was considered in relation to the entire dataset to examine whether each 

part of the research question was answered. A motive was considered represented for 

an observation when at least two researchers coded its presence for that observation. 

This approach is consistent with DeChurch et al. (2011) who used a standard of at 
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least two out of four SMEs coding an incident as fitting into a pre-existing category in 

order to consider that incident representative of a given category.  

Using this approach, instrumentality was the most prevalent motive (16), 

compassion was next (13), followed by coaching (10). Emotional labor and impression 

management each appeared once in the dataset while researchers agreed hedonism, 

conformity, and identity construction did not seem present. See Table 4 in Appendix C 

for examples of observations that were coded for these motives. Observations that 

were coded as reflecting the coaching motive included mention of caring about the 

follower (e.g., “I wanted the subordinate to feel happy at work” or “I was trying to 

encourage her”) but also mentioned a focus on performance (e.g., “When she gets like 

this, it can affect her job performance” or “…not only to help with stress levels, but 

also so that the work could get done”). Observations that were coded as reflecting the 

compassion motive focused on the follower’s well-being did not mention any 

performance goals (e.g., “I tried to increase the subordinate’s happiness and joy of the 

workplace” or “I was trying to increase a feeling of safety”). Observations that were 

coded as reflecting the instrumentality motive focused purely on performance 

outcomes and excluded any mention of the follower’s well-being (e.g., “This was 

necessary because over excitement can distract him from his work [which] can lead to 

unexpected injuries” or “My motive for doing so was to have better work output from 

her”). Observations coded for these three motives also suggested the participant was 

acting autonomously (e.g., “I chose to…” or “This is not the way I allow my office or 

my employees to treat others”). The observation that was coded as emotional labor 

indicated the participant cared about the follower (i.e., “I was trying to increase a more 
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positive mood”), and about the follower’s performance but seemed to be acting out of 

obligation or in order to have the follower obey organizational rules (i.e., “Her job 

requires outreach …her bad attitude reflects not only on her but me and our 

employer”). The observation that was coded as impression management indicated the 

participant was focused on egoistic, performance-oriented goals and was acting in line 

with what they thought a good leader would do in that situation (i.e., “I felt like I 

needed to display…As a manager, I feel like I should…”). Additionally, no alternative 

motives emerged during the coding process (0 for ‘other’ category).  

Moreover, as the dataset consists of daily diary entries across five days 

(within-person observations) from multiple participants (between-person cases), 

results will also be presented for the number of motives for each participant. 

Specifically, the within-person approach examined each individual occurrence of the 

theme across the dataset, while the between-person approach includes reporting the 

number of individual participants for which each theme was coded. Out of 12 

participants, coaching seemed to be experienced by nine participants, instrumentality 

by eight, compassion by seven, and emotional labor and impression management were 

experienced by one participant each. These results also indicate the prevalence of the 

coaching, compassion, and instrumentality motives although they suggest coaching 

may be engaged in by more leaders (based on between-subjects results) whereas 

compassion may be engaged in more often by certain leaders (based on within-

subjects results). Taken together, researchers agreed that this pattern of results 

suggested that coaching, compassion, and instrumentality were considered prevalent in 
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this dataset, with little to no support for prevalence of low-autonomy motives and 

hedonism. 

Study 2 

 Study 2 was conducted to examine the relationships between leader motives 

and emotion goals for followers, emotion goals for followers and IER strategies, and 

also the moderating impact of leader EI on both of those links. Using a hypothetical 

scenario to manipulate the participant’s IER motive, this study assessed which 

emotions that participant (acting as a leader) would aim to elicit in their follower, and 

then which subsequent IER strategies they believed to be most effective to achieve 

their emotion goals.  

Method 

Participants & Procedure  

Data was collected for study 2 using a field sample from a large global 

professional services company to examine hypotheses 1 through 8. The organization 

has several hundred employees distributed in several offices around the world but 

primarily in the U.S. This sample was chosen because full-time employees are 

considered to be familiar with traditional leader-follower relationships and, therefore, 

would reasonably be able to place themselves in the hypothetical role of a leader in an 

interaction. A survey was distributed via email, which was prefaced with a note of 

support from top leadership to encourage participation. To further increase the 

likelihood of meeting the desired sample size, at the completion of the survey, 

participants were invited to recommend colleagues who also meet the criteria 

mentioned above (i.e., full-time employment) to complete the survey. This technique, 
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referred to as snowball sampling, added variety in occupations included in the sample 

increasing potential generalizability of study results (Gosserand & Diefendorff, 2005; 

Little et al., 2016; Tepper, 1995).  

Hypotheses were tested using the regression approach. Results of an a priori 

power analysis using G*Power for a linear multiple regression using an alpha of .05, 

power of 95%, and an effect size between small and medium (0.15) revealed a total 

required sample size of 119. This effect size was chosen as it has been found to be 

typical for this field (Bosco, Aguinis, Singh, Field, & Pierce, 2015). Ultimately, a total 

of 206 participants completed the survey and successfully passed the attention checks.  

Participants were 55.8% female and 43.2% male, while 0.5% of participants 

identified as non-binary in gender. The average age was 36.9. Most participants were 

Caucasian (52.4%) or Asian (36.9%). Participants represented a total of 27 countries; 

most were from the U.S. (34.5%), followed by India (17.5%), Canada (8.7%), Poland 

(4.9%), and Thailand (4.4%). At the time of data collection, 63.1% of participants 

were working outside of the U.S. Most considered their job function to fall within the 

consulting category (58.3%) but participants also worked in technical (IT/IS; 8.7%), 

administrative support (5.3%), and HR/training (4.9%) functions. Regarding position 

level within their organizations, 58.7% of participants worked at the professional, 

salaried, or manager level, 13.6% worked as non-manager or hourly employees, 

12.1% worked at the director level, 9.2% at the executive level, and 3.9% at the vice 

president level. Leadership experience varied greatly across participants with 34.5% 

having no leadership experience, 21.4% having more than ten years of experience, 
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18.4% having less than two years, 17% with between three and five years, and 8.7% 

with between six and nine years of leadership experience.  

The survey began by asking participants to agree to an electronic informed 

consent. Next, participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions where 

they were asked to read a hypothetical scenario regarding leader motives (described 

below). This scenario was followed by a manipulation check and measures of the 

study variables (emotion goals, IER strategies, and EI, respectively). The hypothetical 

scenario was available for reference throughout the emotion goals and IER strategy 

portions of the survey. Three attention checks (e.g., ‘unconscious’ included with the 

emotion goal measure) were included to ensure participants carefully responded to 

survey items. All measures were self-rated. Upon successful completion of the survey, 

participants were entered into a raffle to win one of five $50 Amazon gift cards. In 

order to be eligible to win a gift card, participants must have completed the entire 

survey, passed attention checks, and entered the email address at which they would 

like to receive the gift card. If a participant elected to enter a colleague’s email address 

to also receive the survey, that participant was entered twice into the raffle, increasing 

their odds for winning a gift card. The survey took between 15-20 minutes for 

participants to complete. 

Manipulation & Measures 

 Scenario Manipulations. Participants were randomly assigned to one of three 

conditions of scenarios targeting leader motives. Specifically, participants read a 

scenario in which they imagined themselves as a leader interacting with one of their 

followers. The scenario was designed to manipulate the leader’s IER motive (based on 



 

 

88 
the condition to which they are assigned) for this hypothetical interaction with a 

follower. Following suit with Niven et al. (2019) in terms of depth and breadth of 

scenario, all scenarios occurred within the setting of a leader-follower interaction 

following a weekly check-in meeting regarding a work-related project. This context 

was chosen because it was thought to be a realistic and common occurrence in most 

workplaces. Additionally, all scenarios indicated the follower’s current emotional state 

as low activated negative affect (“...he/she seems a bit down”). This state was chosen 

because, as mentioned above, a gap in current state and goal state in the negative 

feedback loop needs to be perceived to initiate the IER process. Low activated 

negative affect was the only emotion goal not hypothesized to be relevant for any of 

the included motives; thus, regardless of what motive is manipulated, a gap should 

theoretically exist between the follower’s current state and the desired emotion goal. 

Further, all motives studied here reflect a high need for autonomy; therefore, this 

notion was also included for all scenarios to let the participant know they could 

regulate their follower’s emotions based on how they would like to rather than 

following any external pressures. The content that differed between scenarios primed 

participants with one of the three motives (coaching, compassion, or instrumentality). 

The language was pulled from Niven’s (2016) definitions and descriptions of the 

motives. These scenarios were developed by the researcher, reviewed by five subject 

matter experts (SMEs), and revised based on the SME feedback and data collected 

during two pilot studies: the first pilot study (launched after feedback from the SMEs) 

contained the full survey for this study and used 45 Amazon Mechanical Turk 

(MTurk) workers and the second pilot study (launched after revisions implemented 
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based on the first survey) only contained the scenarios and manipulation checks and 

used another 45 MTurk workers. See Appendix B for the scenarios designed to 

manipulate the leader motives of coaching, compassion, and instrumentality.  

Immediately following the scenarios, a manipulation check was included to 

assess whether the scenarios effectively prompted the expected motives. This item 

read, “The following words and phrases offer potential ways to describe you as the 

leader in this scenario. For each of the following options, indicate your level of 

agreement with how accurately it characterizes you as a leader in the hypothetical 

scenario, as opposed to who you are in real life” with four response options: (a) self-

centered (b) concerned about others (c) results-oriented (d) focused on others’ 

professional development. Participants rated their agreement with each of the items on 

a 5-point Likert scale (1 = “Strongly disagree” to 5 = “Strongly agree”). The coaching 

scenario should elicit the endorsement of options b, c, and d from the participant. 

Option b should be endorsed for the compassion scenario. Lastly, with the 

instrumentality motive, endorsing options a and c would indicate successful 

manipulation. Based on the second pilot study data, the scenarios resulted in the 

expected patterns of manipulation check responses, providing initial support for the 

effectiveness of the manipulations. 

 Emotion Goals. Desired emotion goals were captured next in the survey. The 

12-Point Affect Circumplex (12-PAC; Yik et al., 2011) was used to measure leaders’ 

emotion goals for the follower (see Appendix B for the 12-PAC). The 12-point 

structure reflects 12 clusters of moods and emotions that Yik et al. (2011) identified 

from previous models of affect and that fall approximately 30° apart from one another 
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on the circumplex. This scale in its adjective format lists a number of emotions (up to 

50) that reflect a range of activation and valence. The 12-PAC was chosen because it 

assesses emotion goals as they are hypothesized by activation and valence and due to 

its brevity. Additionally, measurement can be narrowed to the adjectives from the 

target segments (i.e., activated pleasure, activated displeasure, deactivated pleasure, 

and deactivated displeasure) rather than including all 12 segments to cut down on 

response time while still capturing a range of emotion goal options that are predicted 

in hypotheses 2-4. For this research, activation and valence are not measured 

separately but rather scale segments that incorporate overlap between the two were 

used. The high activated, positively valenced emotion goal was assessed as ‘pleasant 

activation’ (a = .77). The low activated, positively valenced emotion goal was 

assessed as ‘pleasant deactivation’ (a = .77). Lastly, the high activated, negatively 

valenced emotion goal was assessed as ‘unpleasant activation’ (a = .67). Continuing 

to imagine themselves as the leader in the hypothetical scenario, participants selected 

the extent to which they want their follower to feel each emotion on a five-point 

continuous scale (1 = “Not at all”; 5 = “Extremely”).  

 IER Strategies. Next, keeping their emotion goals in mind (with the ability to 

refer to their selections) and continuing to imagine themselves as the leader in the 

hypothetical scenario, participants were then asked to respond to IER strategy items. 

Specifically, participants were asked to rate the extent to which they agree that 

performing the behaviors for each IER strategy would be effective at getting the 

follower to feel the emotion goal. Ratings were on a seven-point scale consistent with 

Little et al.’s (2012) scale (1 = “Strongly disagree”; 7 = “Strongly agree”). Items for a 
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total of nine strategies were included in this study and are as follows: (1) direct 

situation modification, (2) help/support-seeking, (3) distraction, (4) rumination, (5) 

challenge appraisal, (6) threat appraisal, (7) positive reappraisal, (8) self-efficacy 

appraisal, and (9) emotion sharing. The measures for each of these scenarios, 

described in greater detail below, were adapted from existing scales to fit the leader-

follower interaction context with three to eight items per strategy. In general, 

modifications included reframing the target of the regulation as a direct report, 

removing lead-ins that contradicted the scenarios (e.g., “When a situation is disturbing 

my follower,…”), and modifying items so that regulation of emotions could go in 

either direction (increase or decrease positive or negative emotions) rather than 

assuming participants would want to decrease negative and increase positive emotions. 

For example, “negative” in the following item was replaced with “undesirable” to 

illustrate incongruence with the leader’s goals: “Distract my direct report from 

focusing on the negative aspects of the situation.” See Appendix B for the complete 

list of IER strategy items along with the original measures and explanations of any 

modifications.  

The four items for direct situation modification were adapted from Little et 

al.’s (2012) sub-scale for situation modification in their Interpersonal Emotion 

Management Scale. This scale has shown sound content, discriminant, and criterion 

validity (Little et al., 2012). The situation modification sub-scale demonstrated 

acceptable reliability (a  = .76) in the current research. An example modified item 

includes, “Modify the elements of the situation that are having an undesired impact on 

my direct report.”  
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The four items for help/support-seeking were modified from Carver, Scheier, 

and Weitraub’s (1989) COPE Inventory. Specifically, their sub-scale measuring 

“Seeking social support for instrumental reasons,” which they describe as “seeking 

advice, assistance, or information” (p. 269) aligns with how help/support-seeking is 

defined in this research in an interpersonal context. Carver et al. (1989) provided 

evidence for convergent and discriminant validity for the inventory. Although Carver 

et al. (1989) found an internal consistency reliability coefficient of .75 for the 

“Seeking social support for instrumental reasons” sub-scale, this scale demonstrated a 

reliability coefficient of .58 for this sample. An example item from this scale reads: 

“Try to give advice to my direct report about what to do.”  

The five items for distraction were also modified from the Interpersonal 

Emotion Management Scale (Little et al., 2012), specifically their attentional 

deployment sub-scale. Little et al. (2012) describe attentional deployment as focusing 

on certain aspects of a situation by distracting attention away from other aspects that 

are harmful which aligns with the definition of distraction in this research. This sub-

scale demonstrated a reliability of .75. An example modified item includes, “Focus my 

direct report’s attention away from the emotional aspect of the situation.”  

The three items measuring rumination were adapted from Garnefski, Kraaij, 

and Spinhoven’s (2001) Cognitive Emotion Regulation Questionnaire. Specifically, 

items from their “rumination or focus on thought” sub-scale, defined as “thinking 

about the feelings and thoughts associated with the negative event,” (p. 1315) were 

utilized. This sub-scale demonstrated acceptable reliability (a  = .69). An example of a 
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modified item is “Try to get my direct report to think about how he/she feels about 

his/her situation.”  

Items for challenge appraisal were modified from two other scales as has been 

done in previous research measuring the same construct (e.g., Liu & Li, 2018). One 

item was adapted from McGregor and Elliot’s (2002) study measuring challenge 

construal (“Try to get my direct report to view the situation as a positive challenge.”). 

The other three challenge appraisal items were modified from the challenge sub-scale 

of Peacock and Wong’s (1990) Stress Appraisal Measure (SAM). Challenge appraisal 

as measured by this scale is defined synonymously with the use of it in this research. 

Peacock and Wong (1990) found the challenge sub-scale to have an average internal 

consistency reliability coefficient of .73 across their three studies and supported the 

psychometric properties of the SAM overall. An example modified item reads: 

“Reframe the current situation to highlight the positive impact that success might have 

for my direct report.” Together, these four items demonstrated acceptable reliability (a  

= .84) in this study.  

 Items for threat appraisal were modified with the same approach as challenge 

appraisal: one item from McGregor and Elliot (2002) and three from Peacock and 

Wong’s (1990) SAM. The item modified from McGregor and Elliot (2002) measuring 

threat construal is “Try to get my direct report to view the situation as a threat.” While 

an example of a threat appraisal item modified from the SAM is “Reframe the current 

situation as threatening for my direct report.” Peacock and Wong (1990) also defined 

threat appraisal consistently with its use in this research and found that sub-scale to 
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have an average reliability of .71 across their three studies. Together these four items 

demonstrated acceptable reliability (a  = .88) in this study. 

Positive reappraisal was measured using four items modified from the 

“Positive reinterpretation & growth” sub-scale from Carver et al.’s (1989) COPE 

Inventory. They described this dimension consistently with how positive reappraisal is 

used here, that is, as reframing a stressful interaction or situation in positive terms. 

This sub-scale demonstrated acceptable reliability (a  = .81). An example of a 

modified item from this scale includes, “Have my direct report see the situation in a 

different light, to make it seem more positive.”  

Eight items modified from the New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE; Chen, 

Gully, & Eden, 2001) were used to measure self-efficacy appraisal. This scale 

demonstrated acceptable reliability (a  = .87). An example modified item includes, 

“Encourage my direct report to believe he/she is able to achieve most of the goals 

he/she has set for himself/herself.” Based on SME feedback, one item from this scale 

was edited for clarification (i.e., “overcome these challenges” was changed to 

“overcome his/her challenges”). 

Emotion sharing was assessed with three modified items from the “Focus on & 

venting of emotions” sub-scale of the COPE Inventory (Carver et al., 1989). This 

dimension is described as a tendency to focus on emotions as they are experienced to 

vent about those feelings; however, one item out of the original four that measures the 

focus on emotions aspect of this dimension was not used as it closely resembles 

rumination rather than emotion-sharing/venting as they are used in this research. This 
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sub-scale demonstrated acceptable reliability (a  = .89). An example of a modified 

item was: “Encourage my direct report to let their emotions out.”  

Finally, after the strategies measures, two optional open-ended response items 

were presented to participants. These items were included for participants to indicate if 

they believe emotion regulation is not necessary and for them indicate any additional 

strategies not previously listed that they may use to achieve their emotion goal. 

 Emotional Intelligence. Following the IER strategies, participants were asked 

to respond to EI items based on who they are in real life and not as the leader in the 

hypothetical scenario. The 16-item Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale 

(WLEIS; Wong & Law, 2002) based on the Mayer and Salovey (1997) 

conceptualization of EI and developed specifically for use in leadership and 

management research was included. This measure of EI was chosen given its brevity, 

applicability, and prior validity evidence (Joseph & Newman, 2010; Law, Wong, & 

Song, 2004; Wong & Law, 2002). The WLEIS consists of four dimensions: (1) self 

emotional appraisal (SEA), (2) others’ emotional appraisal (OEA), (3) regulation of 

emotion (ROE), and (4) use of emotion (UOE). The SEA dimension reflects an 

individual’s ability to understand their own emotions and to express them naturally, 

which taps into Mayer and Salovey’s (1997) components of understanding and 

perceiving emotions as they relate to one’s own emotions. The OEA dimension also 

relates to the same two Mayer and Salovey (1997) components, perceiving and 

understanding emotions, as they relate to others’ emotions. The ROE dimension is 

based off of Mayer and Salovey’s (1997) managing emotions component. Lastly, the 

UOE corresponds with the use of emotion to facilitate thought component. In this 
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research, EI as one underlying multidimensional construct is expected to moderate the 

relationships among leader motives and emotion goals and the relationships among 

emotion goals and IER strategies. Example items from different sub-scales within the 

WLEIS are as follows: (1) SEA, “I really understand what I feel,” (2) OEA, “I have 

good understanding of the emotions of people around me,” (3) ROE, “I have good 

control of my own emotions,” and (4) UOE, “I always tell myself I am a competent 

person.” The WLEIS is related to a previously established measure of EI, BarOn’s 

EQ-I (r=.63; BarOn, 1997) showing convergent validity (Wong & Law, 2002). 

Furthermore, Joseph and Newman (2010) demonstrated modest discriminant validity 

between the WLEIS dimensions and the Big Five personality traits (using Goldberg’s 

International Personality Item Pool; Goldberg et al., 2006). Based on their results, 

Joseph and Newman (2010) argued that EI measured by the WLEIS is distinct from 

personality and that their findings support the construct validity of EI. Moreover, Law 

et al. (2004) also concluded the WLEIS measures emotion-related abilities distinct 

from personality traits as assessed by McCrae and Costa’s (1987) Big Five personality 

measure. Further, although the WLEIS was developed using samples from Hong Kong 

and China (Wong & Law, 2002; Law et al., 2004), several studies have successfully 

supported the cross-cultural generalizability of this scale (Joseph & Newman, 2010; 

Libbrecht, Beuckelaer, Lievens, & Rockstuhl, 2014; Meisler, 2014; Whitman, Van 

Rooy, Viswesvaran, & Kraus, 2009). This measure of EI demonstrated acceptable 

reliability (a  = .87) in this study. Items were rated on a 7-point continuous scale 

ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). See Appendix B for the 

full WLEIS scale.  
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 Demographic and Control Variables. In addition to the scales described above, 

demographic variables were also collected with the survey to ensure the sample is 

representative of the general population and to potentially control for certain factors. 

Specifically, information regarding participant gender, age, ethnicity, country of origin 

and country of work, leadership experience, job type, and management level were 

obtained. Out of these demographic variables, leadership experience was expected to 

have the closest theoretical impact on the relationships being examined and as such 

was assessed as a potential control variable. Specifically, a leader with more 

experience, that is, more experience managing follower emotions, is likely to have 

built up their knowledge and skills supporting effective IER. Similar to how EI relates 

to ER, experienced leaders might have understanding of emotions and more strategies 

at their disposal to implement. According to previous research, emotion regulation is 

an ability that can be developed (Côté, Miners, & Moon, 2006; Hargrove, Winslow, & 

Kaplan, 2013), including as an interpersonal leadership capability (Côté, 2017). Thus, 

it is plausible that leadership experience would impact how leaders choose to regulate 

their followers’ emotions. However, leadership experience was not found to be highly 

correlated with the dependent variables in the following analyses and, therefore, it was 

excluded as a control variable following recommendations from Carlson and Wu 

(2012). 

Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

 The first step of analysis entailed cleaning the data following best practices 

(Pallant, 2010). Specifically, no errors and missing values were found, but 15 
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participants were removed who did not pass the attention check items. Normality was 

assessed for all dependent variables; although several had significant Kolmogorov-

Smirnov statistics, the residuals plots generated with the regression results were 

examined following Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2014) recommendation and these did 

not indicate any cause for concern regarding normality. Additionally, 5% trimmed 

means indicated that extreme scores did not have a strong influence on the means. 

Relatedly, a few outliers were detected for some of the variables, however, they were 

retained for analysis given the size of the sample and reasonable expectations outlined 

by Pallant (2010). 

Next, composite scores were generated for each scale by averaging the items 

intended to measure each variable. The adjective items measuring each of the three 

12-PAC segments were combined to reflect those segments, where higher scores 

indicated the selection of that affect segment as the emotion goal. Specifically, the 

pleasant activation (9) items were combined to form a high activated positive valence 

composite. The pleasant deactivation (5) items were combined to form a low activated 

positive valence composite. Lastly, the unpleasant activation (4) items were combined 

to form a high activated negative valence composite. The items used to measure each 

of the nine IER strategies were combined to reflect those measures, where higher 

scores indicated greater indicated use of each strategy: direct situation modification 

(4), help/support-seeking (4), distraction (5), rumination (3), challenge appraisal (4), 

threat appraisal (4), positive reappraisal (4), self-efficacy appraisal (8), and emotion 

sharing (3). Lastly, one composite score was computed for EI from the 16 items 

measuring the construct, where higher scores indicated higher EI. Finally, using these 
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composites, descriptive statistics were generated, including means, standard 

deviations, scale reliability estimates, and intercorrelations among variables (see Table 

5 in Appendix C).  

The manipulation check was analyzed next to ensure the scenarios for each 

condition were prompting the leader motives as planned. A multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was conducted to assess the manipulations. First, several 

assumptions for the MANOVA were tested using SPSS, including sample size, 

normality, outliers, linearity, multicollinearity and singularity, and homogeneity of 

variance-covariance matrices (Pallant, 2010). Regarding sample size, there were more 

cases in each cell than total number of dependent variables; also, the sample size for 

each condition was relatively equal given random assignment procedures (coaching, 

76; compassion, 68; instrumentality, 62). It should be noted the assumption for 

univariate normality was violated on all four dependent variables with significant 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics. However, the dependent variables did not have any 

concerning outliers using  criteria of z-scores greater than 3.29 or less than -3.29. 

Multivariate normality was assessed by obtaining Mahalanobis distances. Only one 

participant had a score that exceeded the critical value. This score was not 

exceptionally high (18.52) and, given that there was only one case, the score was 

retained (Pallant, 2010). Next, linearity was assessed among the dependent variables. 

This was tested by generating a matrix of scatterplots between each of the variables, 

separately for each of the three conditions (Pallant, 2010). No evidence of non-

linearity was found in these scatterplots. Multicollinearity and singularity among 

dependent variables were checked by examining correlations; no values were found 
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above .80 indicating no reason for concern (Pallant, 2010). Lastly, upon conducting 

the MANOVA, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices was checked using 

Box’s M Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices. This assumption was violated with 

a significance value less than .001 (Pallant, 2010). Following recommendations from 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2014), Pillai’s Trace rather than Wilks’ Lambda was used for 

the MANOVA due to this violation. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was 

also reviewed. Significant results indicated that the assumption of equality of variance 

for all of the dependent variables was violated. Following Pallant’s (2010) 

recommendation regarding this violation, a more conservative alpha level (.0125) for 

determining significance in the univariate F-tests was set. 

Upon the results of the assumption testing and necessary adjustments, the one-

way MANOVA was conducted to assess the effects of the three leader motive 

conditions (coaching, compassion, and instrumentality) on perceived leader motives. 

The omnibus F-test was significant using Pillai’s Trace and tests of between-subjects 

effects indicated significant mean differences across all dependent variables, F (2, 

203) = 30.11, p < .001; Pillai’s Trace = .75; partial eta squared = .38. ANOVAs for 

each dependent variable were conducted with Bonferroni’s post hoc comparisons. 

There was a significant difference in the leader motive of  “focused on others’ 

professional development” for the three motive conditions, F (2, 203) = 35.82, p < 

.001, and, consistent with expectations, the mean was significantly higher for the 

coaching motive (M = 4.22, SD = .67) compared to the compassion (M = 2.51, SD = 

1.41) and instrumentality (M = 3.13, SD = 1.52) motives. No significant mean 

differences for this item were found between the compassion and instrumentality 
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motives. There was a significant difference in the leader motive of  “concerned about 

others” for the three motive conditions, F (2, 203) = 48.62, p < .001, and, consistent 

with expectations, the mean was significantly higher for the coaching (M = 4.42, SD = 

.60) and compassion (M = 4.18, SD = .79) motives compared  to the instrumentality 

(M = 2.82, SD = 1.49) motive. No significant mean differences for this item were 

found between the coaching and compassion motives. There was a significant 

difference in the leader motive of  “self-centered” for the three motive conditions, F 

(2, 203) = 41.35, p < .001, and, consistent with expectations, the mean was 

significantly higher for the instrumentality (M = 3.50, SD = 1.36) motive compared to 

the coaching (M = 1.75, SD = 1.05) and compassion (M = 2.21, SD = 1.05) motives. 

No significant mean differences for this item were found between the coaching and 

compassion motives. Finally, there was a significant difference in the leader motive of  

“results-oriented” for the three motive conditions, F (2, 203) = 30.99, p < .001, and, 

consistent with expectations, the mean was significantly higher for the coaching (M = 

4.22, SD = .72) and instrumentality (M = 4.69, SD = .56) motives compared to the 

compassion (M = 3.41, SD = 1.35) motive. A significant mean difference for this item 

was not expected between the coaching and instrumentality motives; however, the 

“results-oriented” mean was significantly higher for instrumentality than coaching. 

While reaching statistical significance, the actual difference in mean scores between 

the groups was quite small. Although this was not expected a priori, the higher mean 

for the instrumentality condition may be reasonable given the strong focus on 

performance for this motive. No other unexpected significant differences were found. 

Taken together, the manipulation checks demonstrated that the conditions were 
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effective in prompting the participants with the intended motives. In other words, the 

participants understood the general intentions of the leader they were directed to 

portray during the hypothetical scenario and when responding to subsequent questions. 

Therefore, hypothesis testing proceeded as planned. See Figure 4 in Appendix C for 

the full model of hypotheses. 

Hypothesis Testing  

Hypotheses 1 through 8 were analyzed using regression analyses in SPSS (see 

Table 6 in Appendix C for all regression results). First, preliminary analyses were 

conducted to ensure no violation of assumptions occurred. Specifically, during the 

regression analyses, normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and independence of 

residuals were examined using the residuals scatterplots, with no serious violations 

noted (Pallant, 2010). EI was centered and interaction terms were computed between 

EI and each of the independent variables used in the regression analyses. 

To examine the relationship between leader motives and emotion goals as 

predicted by hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4, multiple regression analyses were conducted. 

Regression models included the motive, EI, and the interaction term between EI and 

motive, entered as independent variables simultaneously (in order to reduce the 

number of tests conducted), and each emotion goal was entered as the dependent 

variable.  

To test hypotheses 1 and 4a, high activated positive affect was entered as the 

dependent variable and coaching, EI, and the interaction term between coaching and 

EI were entered as independent variables. Results illustrated the overall model was 

significant, F (3, 202) = 4.68, p < .01, adjusted R2 = .05. However, when examining 
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individual predictors, none were significant. These results indicate that hypotheses 1 

and 4a were not supported.  

To test hypotheses 2 and 4b, low activated positive affect was entered as the 

dependent variable and compassion, EI, and the interaction term between compassion 

and EI were entered as independent variables. Results illustrated the overall model 

was not significant, F (3, 202) = 2.00, p = .12, adjusted R2 = .01. Separately, when the 

interaction term was entered in the second step of the regression, the model 

approached significance, F (2, 203) = 2.90, p = .06. Even though the overall model 

was non-significant, the relationship between compassion and low activated positive 

affect was still examined as the focus for hypothesis 2 was this unique relationship 

without the moderating effect of EI. The reader might be interested to know the 

compassion condition was significantly and positively related to low activated positive 

affect (beta = .15, p < .05). In addition, compassion and low activated positive affect 

were significantly correlated (r = .15, p < .05). Taken together these findings indicate 

support for Hypothesis 2, however this should be interpreted with a note of caution 

based on the non-significant overall model. The interaction between compassion and 

EI was not significant, failing to support Hypothesis 4b.  

To test hypotheses 3a and 4c, high activated positive affect was entered as the 

dependent variable and instrumentality, EI, and the interaction term between 

instrumentality and EI were entered as independent variables. Results illustrated the 

overall model was significant, F (3, 202) = 7.00, p < .001, adjusted R2 = .08. 

Independently, the instrumentality condition was significantly and positively related to 

high activated positive affect (beta = .21, p < .01). However, the interaction between 
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instrumentality and EI was not significant. These results indicate that hypothesis 3a 

was supported but that results do not provide support for hypothesis 4c which 

proposed a moderation effect of EI on the instrumentality motive to the high activated 

positive affect emotion goal link. To test hypotheses 3b and 4d, high activated 

negative affect was entered as the dependent variable and instrumentality, EI, and the 

interaction between instrumentality and EI were entered as independent variables. 

Results illustrated the overall model was significant, F (3, 202) = 4.75, p < .01, 

adjusted R2 = .05. Independently, the instrumentality condition was significantly and 

positively related to high activated negative affect (beta = .24, p < .001). However, the 

interaction between instrumentality and EI was not significant. These results indicate 

that hypothesis 3b was supported but that results do not provide support for hypothesis 

4d which proposed a moderation effect of EI on the instrumentality motive to the high 

activated negative affect emotion goal link. 

 Hypotheses 5 through 8 were also tested using regression analyses in SPSS. 

These hypotheses examined whether emotion goals predicted IER strategies. The three 

emotion goals (high activated positive affect, low activated positive affect, and high 

activated negative affect) were examined as predictors of IER strategies separately. 

That is, for each of the following hypotheses, the emotion goal, EI, and the interaction 

term between EI and that emotion goal were entered as independent variables 

simultaneously, and each strategy was entered as the dependent variable. These 

independent variables were centered following recommendations by Tabachnick and 

Fidell (2014) before creating interaction terms with EI. 
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Hypotheses 5 and 8a-8c focused on high activated positive affect as the 

independent variable affecting strategies (with EI as a moderator for hypotheses 8a-

8c). To test hypotheses 5a and 8a, direct situation modification was entered as the 

dependent variable and high activated positive affect, EI, and the interaction between 

high activated positive affect and EI were entered as independent variables. Results 

illustrated the overall model was not significant, F (3, 202) = 2.06, p = .11, adjusted R2 

= .02. Independently, high activated positive affect did not significantly predict direct 

situation modification, although it was approaching significance at p = .07. Further, 

the interaction between high activated positive affect and EI was also not significant. 

These results indicate that hypotheses 5a and 8a were not supported. To test 

hypotheses 5b and 8b, challenge appraisal was entered as the dependent variable and 

high activated positive affect, EI, and the interaction term between high activated 

positive affect and EI were entered as independent variables. Results illustrated the 

overall model was significant, F (3, 202) = 4.39, p < .01, adjusted R2 = .05. 

Independently, high activated positive affect did not significantly predict challenge 

appraisal, failing to support hypothesis 5b. However, the interaction term between 

high activated positive affect and EI was significantly and positively related to 

challenge appraisal (beta = .22, p < .01). The interaction was graphed for high (1 SD 

above the mean), medium (mean), and low (1 SD below the mean) levels of EI and the 

pattern suggested the interaction was consistent with the expected direction, where 

high EI had a steeper positive slope compared to low EI (which had a less steep 

positive slope, see Figure 5 in Appendix C). These results illustrate support for 

hypothesis 8b. To test hypotheses 5c and 8c, self-efficacy appraisal was entered as the 
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dependent variable and high activated positive affect, EI, and the interaction term 

between high activated positive affect and EI were entered as independent variables. 

Results illustrated the overall model was significant, F (3, 202) = 5.70, p < .01, 

adjusted R2 = .06. Independently, high activated positive affect did not significantly 

predict self-efficacy appraisal, therefore, hypothesis 5c was not supported. However, 

the interaction between high activated positive affect and EI was significantly and 

positively related to self-efficacy appraisal (beta = .17, p < .05). The interaction was 

graphed for high (1 SD above the mean), medium (mean), and low (1 SD below the 

mean) levels of EI and the pattern suggested the interaction was consistent with the 

expected direction, where high EI had a steeper positive slope that intersected with 

low EI which had a less steep positive slope (see Figure 6 in Appendix C). These 

results indicate support for hypothesis 8c. 

Hypotheses 6 and 8d-8h focused on low activated positive affect as the 

independent variable affecting strategies (with EI as a moderator for hypotheses 8d-

8h). To test hypotheses 6a and 8d, direct situation modification was entered as the 

dependent variable and low activated positive affect, EI, and the interaction term 

between low activated positive affect and EI were entered as independent variables. 

Results illustrated the overall model was significant, F (3, 202) = 2.98, p < .05, 

adjusted R2 = .03. Independently, low activated positive affect was significantly and 

positively related to direct situation modification (beta = .19, p < .01). However, the 

interaction between low activated positive affect and EI was not significant. These 

results indicate that hypothesis 6a was supported while hypothesis 8d was not 

supported. To test hypotheses 6b and 8e, help/support-seeking was entered as the 
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dependent variable and low activated positive affect, EI, and the interaction between 

low activated positive affect and EI were entered as independent variables. Results 

illustrated the overall model was significant, F (3, 202) = 4.32, p < .01, adjusted R2 = 

.05. Independently, low activated positive affect was significantly and positively 

related to help/support-seeking (beta = .22, p < .01), supporting hypothesis 6b. 

However, the interaction between low activated positive affect and EI was not 

significant, failing to support hypothesis 8e. To test hypotheses 6c and 8f, distraction 

was entered as the dependent variable and low activated positive affect, EI, and the 

interaction between low activated positive affect and EI were entered as independent 

variables. Results illustrated the overall model was not significant, F (3, 202) = 1.44, p 

= .23, adjusted R2 = .01. Additionally, when examining predictors, none were 

significant. These results indicate that hypotheses 6c and 8f were not supported. To 

test hypotheses 6d and 8g, positive reappraisal was entered as the dependent variable 

and low activated positive affect, EI, and the interaction between low activated 

positive affect and EI were entered as independent variables. Results illustrated the 

overall model was significant, F (3, 202) = 5.22, p < .01, adjusted R2 = .06. 

Independently, low activated positive affect was significantly and positively related to 

positive reappraisal (beta = .14, p < .05), illustrating support for hypothesis 6e. 

However, the interaction between low activated positive affect and EI was not 

significant, failing to support hypothesis 8g. To test hypotheses 6e and 8h, emotion 

sharing was entered as the dependent variable and low activated positive affect, EI, 

and the interaction between low activated positive affect and EI were entered as 

independent variables. Results illustrated the overall model was significant, F (3, 202) 
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= 10.32, p < .001, adjusted R2 = .12. Independently, low activated positive affect was 

significantly and positively related to emotion sharing (beta = .27, p < .001), 

supporting hypothesis 6e. However, the interaction between low activated positive 

affect and EI was not significant, failing to support hypothesis 8h. 

Hypotheses 7 and 8i-8k focused on high activated negative affect as the 

independent variable affecting strategies (with EI as a moderator for hypotheses 8i-

8k). To test hypotheses 7a and 8i, direct situation modification was entered as the 

dependent variable and high activated negative affect, EI, and the interaction between 

high activated negative affect and EI were entered as independent variables. Results 

illustrated the overall model was not significant, F (3, 202) = .71, p = .55, adjusted R2 

= -.00. Additionally, when examining predictors, none were significant. These results 

indicate that hypotheses 7a and 8i were not supported. To test hypotheses 7b and 8j, 

threat appraisal was entered as the dependent variable and high activated negative 

affect, EI, and the interaction between high activated negative affect and EI were 

entered as independent variables. Results illustrated the overall model was significant, 

F (3, 202) = 16.66, p < .001, adjusted R2 = .19. Independently, high activated negative 

affect was significantly and positively related to threat appraisal (beta = .43, p < .001), 

supporting hypothesis 7b. However, the interaction between high activated negative 

affect and EI was not significant, failing to support hypothesis 8j. To test hypotheses 

7c and 8k, rumination was entered as the dependent variable and high activated 

negative affect, EI, and the interaction between high activated negative affect and EI 

were entered as independent variables. Results illustrated the overall model was 

significant, F (3, 202) = 6.10, p < .01, adjusted R2 = .07. Independently, high activated 
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negative affect did not significantly predict rumination and the interaction between 

high activated negative affect and EI was also not a significant predicter, although it 

was approaching significance at p = .07. These results indicate that hypotheses 7c and 

8k were not supported. See Table 7 in Appendix C for a summary of results for all 

hypotheses. 

Exploratory Analyses. Given the nature of the goal hierarchy in this research, 

causal linkages are implied between motives and emotion goals and between emotion 

goals and strategies. Thus, it is plausible to suspect that leader motives might have an 

indirect effect on IER strategies through emotion goals. Although causality cannot be 

assumed primarily due to the cross-sectional nature of this study, Hayes (2018) argues 

such a relationship can still be modeled and empirically tested. Thus, significant 

hypothesized relationships identified above (from motives to emotion goals and from 

emotion goals to IER strategies) were also tested in a mediation framework using 

Hayes’ (2018) PROCESS macro, Model 4, with 5,000 bootstrap samples. Specifically, 

motives were entered as independent variables, emotion goals were entered as 

mediators, and IER strategies were included as dependent variables, separately. For all 

mediation results, both significant and not significant, see Table 8 in Appendix C.   

When testing the indirect relationship between compassion and emotion 

sharing through the low activated positive affect emotion goal, the direct effect of 

compassion on emotion sharing was not significant, t(204) = -.82, p = .41, with a 95% 

confidence interval between -.54 and .22. However, the indirect effect of compassion 

on emotion sharing through low activated positive affect was significant with a 95% 

confidence interval between .01 and .29. Also, the indirect relationship between 
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instrumentality and threat appraisal through the high activated negative affect emotion 

goal was tested. The direct effect of instrumentality on threat appraisal was not 

significant, t(204) = 1.25, p = .21, with a 95% confidence interval between -.15 and 

.65. However, the indirect effect of instrumentality on emotion sharing through high 

activated negative affect was significant with a 95% confidence interval between .12 

and .58.  

Additionally, the relationships between motives and emotion goals were 

explored in more depth to uncover whether any unexpected relationships existed. To 

examine the relationship between compassion and high activated negative affect, high 

activated negative affect was entered as the dependent variable and compassion, EI, 

and the interaction between compassion and EI were entered as independent variables. 

Results illustrated the overall model was significant, F (3, 202) = 4.94, p < .01, 

adjusted R2 = .06. Independently, compassion was significantly and negatively related 

to high activated negative affect (beta = -.24, p < .01). Additionally, to examine the 

relationship between instrumentality and low activated positive affect, low activated 

positive affect was entered as the dependent variable and instrumentality, EI, and the 

interaction between instrumentality and EI were entered as independent variables. 

Results illustrated the overall model was significant, F (3, 202) = 5.30, p < .01, 

adjusted R2 = .06. Independently, compassion was significantly and negatively related 

to high activated negative affect (beta = -.24, p < .01). Although not predicted, these 

results are consistent with the arguments underlying hypotheses 2 and 3 given their 

negative direction. No other significant effects were found for relationships between 

motives and emotion goals to include interaction effects with EI. 
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Next, the relationships between emotion goals and IER strategies were 

explored in more depth to uncover whether any unexpected relationships existed. Only 

significant findings are reported. To test the relationship between high activated 

positive affect and help/support-seeking, help/support-seeking was entered as the 

dependent variable and high activated positive affect, EI, and the interaction between 

high activated positive affect and EI were entered as independent variables. Results 

illustrated the overall model was significant, F (3, 202) = 4.40, p < .01, adjusted R2 = 

.05. Independently, high activated positive affect was significantly and positively 

related to help/support-seeking (beta = .20, p < .01). However, the interaction between 

high activated positive affect and EI was not significant. These results indicate an 

unexpected relationship between high activated positive affect and the help/support-

seeking strategy. To test the relationship between low activated positive affect and 

rumination, rumination was entered as the dependent variable and low activated 

positive affect, EI, and the interaction between low activated positive affect and EI 

were entered as independent variables. Results illustrated the overall model was 

significant, F (3, 202) = 13.09, p < .001, adjusted R2 = .15. Independently, low 

activated positive affect was significantly and positively related to rumination (beta = 

.30, p < .001). However, the interaction between low activated positive affect and EI 

was not significant. These results indicate an unexpected relationship between low 

activated positive affect and the rumination strategy. To test the relationship between 

low activated positive affect and self-efficacy appraisal, self-efficacy appraisal was 

entered as the dependent variable and low activated positive affect, EI, and the 

interaction between low activated positive affect and EI were entered as independent 
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variables. Results illustrated the overall model was significant, F (3, 202) = 7.76, p < 

.001, adjusted R2 = .09. Independently, low activated positive affect was significantly 

and positively related to self-efficacy appraisal (beta = .24, p < .01). However, the 

interaction between low activated positive affect and EI was not significant. These 

results indicate an unexpected relationship between low activated positive affect and 

the self-efficacy appraisal strategy. To test the relationship between high activated 

negative affect and distraction, distraction was entered as the dependent variable and 

high activated negative affect, EI, and the interaction between high activated negative 

affect and EI were entered as independent variables. Results illustrated the overall 

model was borderline significant, F (3, 202) = 2.65, p = .05, adjusted R2 = .02. 

Independently, high activated negative affect was significantly and positively related 

to distraction (beta = .15, p < .05). However, the interaction between high activated 

negative affect and EI was not significant. These results indicate an unexpected 

relationship between high activated negative affect and the distraction strategy. Lastly, 

to test the relationship between high activated negative affect and self-efficacy 

appraisal, self-efficacy appraisal was entered as the dependent variable and high 

activated negative affect, EI, and the interaction between high activated negative affect 

and EI were entered as independent variables. Results illustrated the overall model 

was significant, F (3, 202) = 5.94, p < .01, adjusted R2 at .07. Independently, high 

activated negative affect was significantly and negatively related to self-efficacy 

appraisal (beta = -.19, p < .01). However, the interaction between high activated 

negative affect and EI was not significant. These results indicate an unexpected 
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relationship between high activated negative affect and the self-efficacy appraisal 

strategy. 

Finally, data was also analyzed to discover whether participants felt that the 

use of an IER strategy was unnecessary in the situation or if there were other 

behaviors that participants felt were missing from the provided list. Out of 206 

participants, 17 (8.3%) indicated that they thought there was no need to engage in any 

behavior to influence the follower’s emotions. Additionally, researchers reviewed the 

open-ended responses to the question: Please describe any other behaviors you might 

engage in to get your direct report to feel the desired emotions. Most of these 

responses could intuitively be categorized as examples of one of the included 

strategies or a combination of two of them. Examples of these responses and related 

strategies are provided in Table 9 in Appendix C. There was one participant in the 

coaching condition who simply put “mindfulness” as a behavior they would engage in. 

This individual’s other responses indicated they were targeting more high activated 

positive emotions than low activated positive emotions or high activated negative 

emotions. Results from Studies 1 and 2 are discussed further next. 

Discussion 

 This research aimed to contribute to the IER literature by examining why and 

how leaders would attempt to regulate their followers’ emotions. First, this study 

applied Niven’s (2016) framework of IER motives to a leader-follower context. 

Specific IER motives were expected to be more prevalent than others in the context of 

leaders interacting with a follower. Additionally, drawing from self-regulatory theory 

(specifically, negative feedback loops and goal hierarchy concepts), this research 
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sought to explain the IER process in a leader-follower interaction by examining 

follower emotions that leaders target to serve their higher order motives and IER 

strategies leaders would use to elicit those follower emotions. Study 1 used a 

qualitative approach to examine prevalence of specific motives in leader-follower 

interactions. In general, more autonomous motives were found to be more prevalent 

for leaders. Study 2 collected data from a field sample and used a hypothetical 

scenario to examine how motives predict emotion goals and how those emotions goals 

predict IER strategies. This study also examined the potential moderating effect of 

leader EI. Partial support was found for the hypotheses regarding motives and 

subsequent emotion goals, and for those regarding emotion goals and subsequent IER 

strategies. EI was only found to significantly moderate a small portion of the expected 

relationships.  

Leader Motives 

Consistent with the argument that more autonomous motives would be more 

likely to be experienced by leaders, three of Niven’s (2016) four high autonomy 

motives emerged during the qualitative analysis in Study 1. The last motive, 

hedonism, did not seem to be present, which was consistent with expectations that a 

leader who only cares about their own pleasure and not about follower well-being or 

performance would be rare. Out of Niven’s (2016) four less autonomous motives, 

emotional labor and impression management each emerged once during the coding 

process. This suggests that leaders may, at times, engage in IER due to a sense of 

obligation, either because they feel the need to obey organizational norms or to act in 

accordance with what they think a good leader would do in that situation. However, 
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leader and follower, such as their tenure together or status differential, or 

characteristics of the follower, such as personality factors, might also play a role in 

emotion goals for a leader coaching motive. The compassion motive positively 

predicted the low activated positive affect emotion goal, consistent with expectations. 

This finding suggests that when a leader is not concerned about their follower’s 

performance but rather is focused on enhancing their well-being in that moment, the 

leader would likely want to elicit those calmer, relaxed emotions. Drawing this 

connection between low activated positive affect and well-being is consistent with 

previous research (Fredrickson, 2000; McManus et al., 2018). The instrumentality 

motive positively predicted both high activated positive and high activated negative 

affect, consistent with expectations. Thus, regardless of positive or negative valence, 

leader may find the intensity of emotions useful when trying to enhance their 

follower’s performance outcomes without concern for the follower’s well-being in that 

instance.  

Emotion Goals to IER Strategies 

In terms of how the emotion goals predicted various IER strategies or what 

behaviors leaders think would be most effective at eliciting the desired emotions in 

their followers, a few expected relationships were supported and also a few 

unexpected relationships were uncovered during exploratory analyses. First, the high 

activated positive affect emotion goal did not predict the selection of any of the 

expected strategies (direct situation modification, challenge appraisal, or self-efficacy 

appraisal), but it did positively and significantly predict help/support-seeking as a 

strategy likely to be effective at evoking emotions such as excitement and enthusiasm. 
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The items assessing this strategy focused on talking to the follower to help them, 

giving them advice, connecting them with someone else who could help. Although it 

was unclear why this relationship was significant, it is possible that supporting the 

follower was seen as a prerequisite for getting them to that more activated positive 

state. According to the jobs-demands-resources model, job resources, including social 

support, are positively associated with engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). 

Thus, perhaps there is a similarity between engagement and high activated positive 

emotions, where leaders believe if they provide their follower with support, it would 

facilitate a more energized, positive state for that follower. 

The low activated positive affect emotion goal significantly predicted the 

selection of direct situation modification, help/support-seeking, positive reappraisal, 

and emotion sharing as strategies likely to be effective at evoking emotions such as 

feeling calm, relaxed, or at ease. These findings were consistent with expectations and 

with Peña-Sarrionandia et al.’s (2015) review of outcomes associated with these 

strategies (i.e., decreased negative emotions, enhanced well-being). Distraction was 

the only hypothesized strategy that was not significantly predicted by this emotion 

goal. The lack of a significant finding for distraction could be indicate that this 

strategy is not perceived as an effective way to enhance well-being as it does not help 

solve a problem that is causing the emotion. Additionally, from the exploratory results, 

it was discovered that this emotion goal significantly and positively predicted both 

rumination and self-efficacy appraisal. The connection with rumination might seem 

counterintuitive as rumination has been negatively linked to well-being in the past 

(e.g., Wang, Liu, Liao, Gona, Kammeyer-Mueller, & Shi, 2013) and holds a negative 
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connation. However, although rumination is defined as focusing on feelings or 

thoughts associated with a negative experience, the items designed to measure it 

generally assess focusing on thought without specifying their negative nature (i.e., 

encouraging the follower to think about how they feel about their situation, to try to 

understand why they feel the way they do, and to dwell upon their feelings). Taken 

neutrally (without the explicit negativity focus), these items might reflect a leader 

trying to get a follower to understand how they feel so they can move on or accept the 

situation. The low activated positive affect emotion goal also predicted the selection of 

self-efficacy appraisal, which was not hypothesized but is rather intuitive. These items 

reflect a leader trying to encourage their follower to believe in themselves, build their 

confidence, and make them feel better about their own ability. This might be relevant 

for the low activated positive affect emotion goal if the leader interpreted the follower 

feeling a bit down as due to their lack of confidence and they simply wanted they 

follower to feel better about their own ability without necessarily aiming to get them 

into a more activated positive state. Relatedly, this finding might hint at why the self-

efficacy appraisal strategy was not significantly predicted by the high activated 

positive affect emotion goal. This strategy may be perceived as more effective for 

reducing a follower’s worries or put them at ease rather than getting them excited.  

Lastly, high activated negative affect positively predicted the selection of 

threat appraisal as a strategy likely to be effective for evoking emotions such as 

feelings of anxiousness or nervousness. These findings were consistent with 

expectations and prior research highlighting the link between hindrances and strong 

negative emotions (Crawford et al., 2010). However, this emotion goal did not predict 
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the other expected strategies of direct situation modification or rumination. 

Additionally, the high activated negative affect emotion goal also positively predicted 

distraction and negatively predicted self-efficacy appraisal. The selection of 

distraction here is curious as these items reflect pulling the follower’s attention away 

from anything causing undesirable emotions and/or focusing their attention on a 

situation or aspect of a situation that would evoke desired emotions. Thus, it may be 

plausible these leaders thought they could use this strategy to get followers to focus on 

different aspects of the task or situation that would evoke high activated negative 

affect more so than the current focus of the follower’s attention. Regarding the 

negative link to self-efficacy appraisal for the high activated negative affect emotion 

goal, leaders might think it more in line with their goals to discourage their follower 

from believing they can handle their workload or to undermine their confidence rather 

than bolster it, which, although rather manipulative, may help them in achieving high 

activated negative affect, like feelings of anxiousness.  

Emotion Intelligence as a Moderator 

EI was expected to moderate all relationships in this model, however, it only 

significantly moderated two relationships between emotion goals and IER strategies. 

Specifically, results indicate that leaders with high EI and a desire to elicit high 

activated positive emotions in their follower may be more likely to select challenge 

appraisal or self-efficacy appraisal in order to achieve their goals. Given the number of 

times EI did not significantly moderate relationships between motives and emotion 

goals and between emotion goals and IER strategies, it is possible these decisions do 

not require higher emotion-related abilities but are rather intuitive for the general 
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population. Perhaps higher EI would lead to greater success when it comes to actually 

carrying out the behavior and implementing the intended IER strategy (see Hughes & 

Evans, 2018). Additionally, the scenario in this study was rather straightforward as it 

was intended to be a common, easily understandable situation for a full-time 

employee. EI might play a bigger role in more nuanced or delicate situations where 

choosing the most appropriate emotion goal and subsequent actions might be more 

difficult. Finally, given the direct effect of EI on some of the affect and strategy 

variables, it may also be worth examining EI’s importance as a predictor rather than as 

a moderating variable. 

Exploratory Findings 

This model was also examined in a mediation framework given the implied 

linkages of the leader-follower IER goal hierarchy but only for cases that had already 

demonstrated significant hypothesized relationships from motive to emotion goal and 

from that emotion goal to an IER strategy. Two significant indirect effects were found 

from the (a) compassion motive to emotion sharing through low activated positive 

affect, and from the (b) instrumentality motive to threat appraisal through high 

activated negative affect. These significant indirect effects were found when no 

significant direct effects occurred from motive to IER strategy. This provides some 

support for the positioning of motives, emotion goals, and IER strategies in a goal 

hierarchy as a valuable way of framing the leader-follower IER process.  

Finally, only eight percent of the participants indicated they believed it was not 

necessary to take any action in the hypothetical situation to influence the follower’s 

emotions. This may have been because they wanted their follower to feel a little down 
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as was described in the scenario or, if interpreted more broadly, that they did not think 

they should meddle with their follower’s emotions in this situation. In fact, one 

participant wrote in the open-ended response box that they “don’t believe it is [their] 

job to manipulate [their] employee to feel certain things….” However, taking the other 

perspective, given that 92% of participants felt it was necessary to engage in behavior 

to get their follower to feel the desired emotions, this could be interpreted as an 

indication that a sample of full-time employees believe IER is warranted in a common 

workplace situation. Takeaways from the findings in both studies with implications for 

both theory and practice are discussed next.  

Implications for Theory and Practice 

There are several notable contributions of this study and its findings. First, the 

findings provide some initial support Niven’s (2016) theoretical framework for IER 

motives by demonstrating that several of the motives do appear to be adopted during 

IER. Specifically, instrumentality was the most prevalent motive found in this study, 

followed by compassion, and coaching (respectively). This indicates that when leaders 

engage in IER, they may be trying to get their follower to focus or improve 

performance without attending to the follower’s overall happiness in that moment 

(instrumentality). They also might be acting out of concern for their followers’ well-

being (compassion). Lastly, they could be attending to both aspects, in helping the 

follower learn some task or skill while also caring about them as an individual 

(coaching). These motives were also successfully manipulated in the second study. 

Based on descriptions of leaders operating under each of these motives, participants 

were able to select which characteristics best illustrated that leader. As such, these 
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motives were understandable for full-time employees providing additional support for 

the soundness of Niven’s (2016) framework.  

Additionally, this study extends Niven’s (2016) theoretical framework by 

illustrating that some populations might experience certain categories of motives more 

than other categories. Based on the results of the analyses, leaders interacting with 

followers appear to endorse more autonomous motives (e.g., aiming to change 

follower emotions out of their own volition), which may be due to factors like their 

identification with their leadership role. Therefore, when they engage in IER with a 

follower, leaders may be more likely to intrinsically want that follower to feel 

emotions other than what they are currently feeling as opposed to doing so in order to 

adhere to external demands. According to Niven’s (2016) framework, individuals who 

engage in the higher autonomy motives may be more likely to use deep acting IER 

strategies which involve “sustained effort to create an authentic change to the target’s 

felt emotions” (p. 317). The effort and authenticity in this approach is also expected to 

lead to greater effectiveness in IER (Niven, 2016). This suggests that leaders might be, 

in general, effective at regulating follower emotions.  

Furthermore, the difference between prevalence when reported as within- 

versus between-person cases suggests some motives may be influenced by individual 

or situational factors more so than others. For instance, compassion was found 13 

times across observations but only engaged in by seven participants. Therefore, 

although fewer total leaders endorsed compassion motives, among those who did 

endorse it, it was a more frequent motive. Based on these results, it would seem some 

leaders engage in compassion more than other leaders or perhaps that some situations, 
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such as industries or job functions, prompt more compassion from leaders. Indeed, 

some industries may involve situations that trigger empathy more often, such as in 

social services. This also may be the case for instrumentality, which was engaged in 

during every described interaction by one participant who worked in manufacturing 

and whose underlying reason for engaging in IER was consistently about getting 

employees to focus and avoid injury on the job. Additionally, developing followers 

and caring about them may be more natural to more leadership positions, which would 

explain the spread of the coaching motive across the most individuals in this dataset 

(10 instances of coaching were found across nine participants). Further, these 

differences could also be influenced by individual factors such that some leaders 

engage in more compassionate IER than others, experiencing a higher or more 

consistent need for relatedness than other leaders. This would be consistent with 

research by Niven et al. (2018) who found that motives can be predicted by values, 

such that individuals with high care and concerns for others tend to regulate others’ 

motives in a more prosocial manner. These current findings can be used to inform 

theory by suggesting some motives may be more or less affected by moderating 

variables, such as individual differences or industry and organizational culture and 

norms. Practically speaking, this points to the importance of understanding the context 

within which IER is taking place. For example, when trying to understand a leader 

who tends to behave in accordance with the instrumentality motive, information about 

their job or industry might paint a more complete picture rather than focusing solely 

on their actions.  
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Additionally, the qualitative approach in Study 1, anchored in Niven’s (2016) 

theoretical framework, provides useful insights to the IER process, extending beyond 

the previous IER work that has been mainly quantitative. Qualitative methods like this 

approach are argued to be particularly useful for leadership research as they provide 

rich context that is important for understanding the complex social influence processes 

involved in leadership (DeChurch et al., 2011; Yukl, 2006). Indeed, Study 1 utilized 

data from real-life, first-person accounts of IER interactions between leaders and 

followers, illustrating that these motives play a role in dynamic leader-follower 

interactions.   

Further, this research examined both valence and activation dimensions of 

affect, the latter being relatively understudied in emotion literature (Seo et al., 2008) 

and had yet to be studied in an IER framework. Specifically, Study 2 utilized a 

circumplex model of affect (Yik et al., 2011) in examining emotion goals in leader-

follower IER. Findings illustrate that motives meaningfully predict emotion goals of 

differing valence and activation levels, as reflected by significant differences in the 

prediction of each of the emotion goals, which were located in various sectors of the 

circumplex (i.e., high versus low activated positive affect). Significant prediction of 

the high activated negative affect emotion goal demonstrated the importance of these 

distinctions. Specifically, the scenario indicated to the participant that the follower was 

feeling down (signaling low activated negative affect). If only valence mattered in this 

case, participants likely wouldn’t have perceived a discrepancy between the follower’s 

current state and the leader’s goal for the follower’s emotion and therefore wouldn’t 

have chosen a different emotion goal for the follower on the basis of activation level. 
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Further, results related to the instrumentality motive revealed that valence may not be 

as important as activation, which was revealed by the selection of follower emotion 

goals of high activation, regardless of valence. Thus, this research contributes to the 

IER literature by revealing the importance of considering both dimensions of affect in 

this context.  

This research used ER strategies that were reviewed by Peña-Sarrionandia et 

al. (2015) to illustrate leader-follower IER behavior choices. To date, this is the first 

IER study to examine these strategies in conjunction. All nine strategies included were 

significantly predicted by emotion goals or moderation effects with EI, suggesting this 

level of specificity has potential to yield useful insight into research in the ER domain. 

Moreover, these strategies were reviewed as intrapersonal ER strategies and were 

modified to fit the interpersonal context of this research. Findings provide initial 

support for the appropriateness of this translation. When asked to describe what other 

behaviors the participants would engage in to influence the follower’s emotions, most 

participants described specific examples that qualitatively overlapped with strategies 

already included or explicitly stated there was nothing beyond the behaviors illustrated 

in the items that they would do. However, one participant mentioned “mindfulness” in 

response to this question. Mindfulness was an ER strategy included by Peña-

Sarrionandia et al. (2015) in their review but was dropped from this research as it was 

considered difficult to transfer to the interpersonal context. Taken together, this 

research provided support for the use of the strategies reviewed by Peña-Sarrionandia 

et al. (2015) in IER research. Additionally, these findings indicate that this list of 

strategies may come close to comprehensively capturing the range of behaviors that a 
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leader might engage in when trying to influence their followers’ emotions in a 

common workplace interaction. This suggests that the strategies included in Peña-

Sarrionandia et al.’s (2015) review may reflect practical behaviors engaged in by 

leaders.  

Niven (2017) posed the question “Do IER goals influence which emotions we 

want to regulate in others and the strategies we choose to use?” (p. 91). The current 

research provides a preliminary positive response to this question. Specifically, certain 

emotion goals were identified by leader motives, and subsequent IER strategies that 

leaders would engage in to reach those emotions were uncovered. For example, 

leaders with a compassion motive may want their follower to feel relaxed, at rest, and 

calm. Given this emotion goal, these leaders may see providing help for their follower, 

helping them reframe the current situation more positively, or encouraging the 

follower to share their emotions as a few possible actions they can take to elicit those 

desired emotions. This provides an important theoretical contribution by highlighting 

how this process plays out in the leadership context and how such relationships could 

be reasonably measured. Practically speaking, these findings illustrate that when a 

leader attempts to influence a follower’s emotions, their motive impacts the target 

emotions, and the target emotions impact what strategies they decide to use. 

Additionally, the use of specific IER strategies can indicate to the follower or to others 

what emotions the leader is trying to elicit in the follower, which can in turn hint at 

why the leader is engaging in IER in the first place. 

Furthermore, results provided initial empirical support for the motivated 

emotion regulation framework (Tamir & Millgram, 2017) that placed motives, 
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emotion goals, and ER strategies in a goal hierarchy and adds to this body of research 

by applying the goal hierarchy framework to the leader-follower IER process. This 

research showed that in a leader-follower IER setting, some leader motives had a 

significant indirect effect on IER strategies through emotion goals, where the motives 

did not have a significant direct effect on those strategies. This suggests that 

examining the interrelations of at least three levels of the goal hierarchy (motives, 

emotion goals, and strategies) is important for explaining the IER process and may 

provide deeper insight into the IER process than simply looking at relationships 

between two levels independently. For instance, to understand why certain IER 

strategies are utilized, researchers may want to assess leaders’ motives. Further, the 

interplay among the various levels may help practitioners more successfully coach 

leaders in their leader-follower emotion management (e.g., identifying which IER 

strategy might align with a specific emotion goal for their follower given the leader’s 

underlying purpose in the interaction).  

Lastly, the majority of the full-time employees surveyed in Study 2 indicated 

that it was necessary to engage in some form of behavior to influence the follower’s 

emotions in the hypothetical scenario provided, which described a commonplace 

interaction between a leader and follower during a weekly check-in meeting. This 

alludes to the prevailing notion that emotion management is a critical aspect of 

leadership as has been proclaimed previously in academia (Ashkanasy & Humphrey, 

2011; Humphrey, 2008; Humphrey, Pollack, & Hawver, 2008; Little, Gooty, & 

Williams, 2016). The idea that, in general, employees expect their leaders to try to 

influence their emotions during everyday interactions illustrates the serious impact 
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that this line of research can have in a practical setting. The current research provided 

preliminary evidence for leader motives in IER, their emotion goals for followers, and 

the perceived effectiveness of various IER strategies for achieving those goals. 

Limitations to this current research and suggestions for future avenues of research in 

this area are reviewed next.  

Limitations and Future Research 

Although this research provides several notable contributions for theory and 

practice, several limitations and directions for future research should be noted. First, 

several limitations regarding study 1 should be noted. Study 1 was conducted in an 

exploratory fashion to identify motives in leader-follower IER and, as such, undertook 

a qualitative approach. Findings from this study should be considered preliminary and 

require further evidence. The coding process entailed making subjective decisions 

identifying underlying motives in a leader’s described IER interaction with a follower. 

While discussing coding disagreements, researchers agreed that there existed 

limitations in this dataset that restricted what could be inferred regarding motives. 

Although the coding process reflected strong agreement, coding decisions were made 

on the available data provided about a small number of interactions and, therefore, 

alternative motives (i.e., lower autonomy motives) cannot be ruled out of leader-

follower IER with absolute certainty. Furthermore, coding used the semantic approach 

by evaluating what was explicitly stated by the participant rather than attempting to 

infer latent meaning in responses. As such, at times, it was difficult to deduce whether 

a participant may have been acting out of obligation or out of authenticity. An 

additional question for participants regarding this specific point of inquiry would have 
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further assisted coding for this distinction among motives. However, through 

consensual coding, researchers were able to reach agreement for most observations 

about whether the participant seemed to be acting autonomously or not. Further, in a 

few instances, researchers saw the potential for motives that did not cleanly fall in 

either the low or high buckets for a higher order need. Although the classification of 

Niven’s (2016) motives stems from positioning each as reflecting either a high or low 

need for autonomy, relatedness, and compassion, it is possible these higher order 

needs fall on a continuum where an individual might experience a need to a certain 

degree or strength. This may result in additional higher order motives from Niven’s 

(2016) classification or may even manifest as competing motives. Thus, one avenue 

for future research could further expand on the classification of motives and whether 

or not they consistently fit within Niven’s (2016) dichotomous categorizations of 

higher order needs.  

Additionally, although researchers felt the qualitative dataset in Study 1 

reflected a range of instances and motives and felt comfortable concluding prevalence 

for certain motives and not others, only 40 interactions were examined from 12 

participants. This amount was reasonable given the resource-intensive qualitative 

approach; however, it still provides limitations regarding generalizability of results. 

With such a limited sample size, any conclusions require further evidence. Also, as 

mentioned earlier, these participants were students enrolled in an online Master’s in 

Organizational Leadership program looking to further their education and leadership 

skills, which suggests they may be early in their leadership careers and may not be 

representative of the general leadership population. Additionally, this sample may be 
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subject to other limitations such as range restriction in the sense that these students 

might have certain characteristics or values that may have impacted the motives they 

were most likely to report experiencing. For example, as they are likely development-

focused, perhaps the coaching motive was more in line with their goals. However, as 

instrumentality was the most prevalent motive, it does not seem that this was a 

significant issue. Relatedly, a few participants indicated they worked in non-manager 

or hourly positions, so their described interactions likely occurred with informal 

subordinates. Future research could pursue additional qualitative approaches and 

quantitative approaches with other samples to determine the replicability and 

generalizability of these findings. Additionally, this first study examined only leader 

motives when engaging in IER with followers. Future research could examine leader 

motives in comparison to other populations (e.g., followers) and with other IER 

recipients (e.g., coworkers, supervisors) to determine if differences in motives exist 

between populations.   

Furthermore, the methodological approach to Study 2 contains some 

limitations that should be noted, including the use of the hypothetical scenario and the 

cross-sectional design. In this study, the leader-follower IER process was assessed 

using a hypothetical scenario. Although this approach has many benefits including the 

ability to manipulate and control independent variables and enhance experimental 

realism (Aguinis & Bradley, 2004), it also has some drawbacks. Specifically, the 

findings can only suggest what a leader might actually do given a specific interaction 

with their follower and given the hypothetical motive. The relationships between 

leader motives and emotion goals for followers and emotion goals for followers and 
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IER strategies are likely to be impacted by the type of tasks and other contextual 

factors. For example, in a high pressure or crisis situation, a calm state might be more 

preferable for a follower to perform well and the leader might opt to engage in a 

different strategy than they would in a non-crisis. Indeed, Connelly et al. (2013) 

posited uncertainty and levels of conflict and stress can influence the IER process in 

their theoretical model of leader emotion management. Therefore, future research may 

benefit from examining leaders’ actual motives and corresponding emotion goals and 

actual strategy use over a wider array of real leader-follower interactions. 

Additionally, this study used cross-sectional data to explore the causal nature of the 

focal relationships. This limits the extent to which true causality can be inferred and 

future research could investigate this IER process using a longitudinal approach to 

yield better insight into the dynamics of these relationships.  

Moreover, several expected relationships were not found to be significant in 

this research. For example, coaching was the only motive in Study 2 which failed to 

predict any of the included emotion goals. Interestingly, when descriptively examining 

means among emotion goals for the coaching condition, means were generally higher 

for emotions goals associated with positive emotions (>3.0) than negative emotions 

(<2.0). On the basis of these patterns, it may be that leaders prefer the follower 

experience a positive emotion without differentiating level of activation for this 

motive. Thus, future research could examine whether this pattern holds up in other 

contexts or when including other variables. Similarly, future research might aim to 

replicate the main findings from this research and build on the conceptual groundwork 

laid out to determine if there are any different patterns of results possibly using 
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different methodologies. Specifically, one of the strategy sub-scales that assessed the 

help/support-seeking strategy exhibited a rather low reliability (α = .58). Perhaps 

another measure could be used to assess these behaviors or it could be modified for 

better translation to the interpersonal context.  

Relatedly, due to the hypothetical nature of the study, the second study looked 

at perceived effectiveness of each of the strategies as opposed to actual effectiveness. 

Future research could assess the effectiveness of IER strategies in eliciting the desired 

emotion goals in their followers and, moreover, the effectiveness of emotion goals in 

facilitating the leaders’ motives. Regarding the effectiveness of strategies, autonomous 

motives are expected to result in more effective IER due to the exertion of greater 

effort and higher perceived authenticity (Niven, 2016); thus, it may be possible that 

various strategies could be equally effective as long as their conducted in service of an 

autonomous motive. Additionally, leaders engaging in prosocial motives are expected 

to be more likely to behave in an interpersonally sensitive manner, also increasing 

their odds of eliciting the desired emotion in the follower (Niven, 2016). Therefore, 

future research could examine if effort, perceived authenticity, and interpersonal 

sensitivity are indeed related to successful leader-follower IER. According to Kaplan 

et al. (2014), follower attributes can also impact the effectiveness of IER including 

status differential and need and desire for emotion management. Related to how 

contextual factors impact the IER process and what strategies leaders might engage in, 

situational factors, such as the leader’s workload, situational emotional intensity, and 

the amount of contact with the follower, can also impact outcomes of IER (Kaplan et 

al., 2014). Future research may benefit from exploring these various avenues 
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regarding successful IER strategies and, in doing so, may draw from the various 

strategies explored in this research. 

Next, this study only examined a limited number of variables in the IER 

process. Although focal variables in the IER process were examined (motives, 

emotion goals, and strategies), it is possible that additional variables may play 

important roles and, of the current variables, more comprehensive measures could be 

utilized. Specifically, it is possible that individual differences in personality and EI, for 

example, would impact various aspects of the IER process such as whether a leader 

follows through with an IER strategy (Hughes & Evans, 2018). An individual’s 

national culture also might influence their beliefs about emotion management as an 

aspect of leadership or the appropriateness of influencing others’ emotions as cultures 

have different norms regarding display of emotion (Matsumoto, Takeuchi, Andayani, 

Kouznetsova, & Krupp, 1998). Additionally, leader gender might impact the 

experience of certain motives over others and how those motives relate to emotion 

goals as females have been found to perceive stronger norms for evoking positive 

emotions in others compared to males (Graham, Gentry, & Green, 1981). Therefore, 

future research could analyze the impact of these and other individual differences in 

IER. Further, although the inclusion of nine strategies in this research seemed to 

comprehensively capture what behaviors a leader might engage in to influence their 

follower’s emotions in this situation, future research could examine if there are any 

strategies missing from this list that are utilized in leader-follower IER interactions. 

For example, mindfulness could be investigated as a potential IER strategy as it was 

mentioned by one participant when asked what else they might do in this situation. 
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Future research could also clarify the use of the distraction and rumination strategies 

in particular. Results including these two strategies revealed the potential for varying 

interpretations given how they were measured. Although findings were understandable 

as discussed earlier, future research could further examine how these two strategies are 

defined and measured to clarify any overlap or distinctions between these and other 

strategies (e.g., rumination and positive reappraisal).  

Lastly, a few limitations exist regarding the analytical approach used in this 

research. Given the number of hypothesized relationships among motives, emotion 

goals, and IER strategies, multiple statistical tests were conducted, which raised the 

chance of inflating Type I error rates. In an effort to combat this, tests for hypotheses 

were combined by conducting multiple regressions and examining individual 

predictors simultaneously with interaction effects whenever possible. Future research 

may benefit from examining these relationships using structural equation modeling in 

order to account for the relationships among multiple variables and the causal nature 

of the data within one model.  

Conclusion 

 How and why leaders manage their followers’ emotions is a pertinent and 

compelling area of research. Although emotion management as a critical aspect of 

leadership has been promoted for years (George, 2000; Humphrey, Kellett, Sleeth, & 

Hartman, 2008; Kaplan et al., 2014; Thiel et al., 2012; Walter, Cole, & Humphrey, 

2011), leaders’ goals for their followers and the nuanced manner in which a leader 

might coax their follower into a certain emotional state is relatively uncharted 

territory. This research applied a self-regulatory approach to leader-follower IER using 
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a goal hierarchy to illustrate how a leader’s attempt to influence their follower’s 

emotions can be motivated by higher order goals. Prevalent motives for leaders 

(coaching, compassion, and instrumentality) were identified using a qualitative 

approach in Study 1. Study 2 uncovered which emotion goals were related to the 

compassion and instrumentality motives and also which IER strategies were perceived 

to be effective for eliciting the desired emotions. Although EI holds theoretical 

potential to impact leaders’ decisions to choose certain emotion goals for followers 

that facilitate particular leader motives and ultimately to select the most effective IER 

strategy to reach the chosen emotion goal, it was not found to significantly impact 

many of the relationships included in this research. In sum, findings illustrated that 

leaders may tend to adopt more autonomous motives and those motives are likely to 

impact what emotions they want their followers to experience and, to some extent, 

how they go about influencing their followers’ emotions. By shedding light on these 

processes, a foundation is laid for examining which strategies are most effective for 

each motive and how the follower perceives motivated IER from their leader.  
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Appendix A: IER Motives, Strategies, & Goal Hierarchy 

Table 1. 
IER Motives from Niven (2016). 

Motive Definition (from Niven, 2016) Needs 
Autonomy Relatedness Competence 

Coaching Acting in an intrinsic, 
prosocial, performance-
oriented manner; authentically 
trying to benefit someone 
else’s performance. 

High High High 

Compassion Oriented towards benefitting 
others’ pleasure rather than 
their performance; the desire to 
help others that originates from 
feelings of empathy. 

High High Low 

Instrumentality Acting in an intrinsic, egoistic, 
performance-oriented manner, 
to authentically benefit own 
performance. 

High Low High 

Hedonism Oriented towards benefitting 
one’s own pleasure rather than 
performance. 

High Low Low 

Emotional labor Acting in an extrinsic, 
prosocial, performance-
oriented manner, trying to 
benefit the performance of 
someone other than the self, 
due to a sense of obligation. 

Low High High 

Conformity Acting in an extrinsic and 
prosocial manner, but the 
person’s concerns are more 
about others’ pleasure than 
their performance; driven by 
the requirement to adhere to 
social norms.  

Low High Low 

Impression 
management 

Driven by forces extrinsic to 
the self to enhance own 
performance; strategic 
attempts to shape others’ 
impressions of oneself to 
benefit one’s career or 
reputation.  

Low Low High 

Identity 
construction 

Driven by forces extrinsic to 
the self to enhance own 
pleasure; motivated by others’ 
expectations to achieve a sense 
of self rather than career 
success. 

Low Low Low 
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Figure 1. 
Goal hierarchy in leader-follower interpersonal emotion regulation. 
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Figure 2. 

Control theory model of leader-follower interpersonal emotion regulation with leader emotional intelligence (EI) included. Adapted 
from Lord, Diefendorff, Schmidt, and Hall (2010). 
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Figure 3. 

Control theory model of leader-follower interpersonal emotion regulation with leader emotional intelligence included. Adapted 
from Lord, Diefendorff, Schmidt, and Hall (2010). 
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Table 2.  

IER strategies from Peña-Sarrionandia et al. (2015).  

Strategy Intrapersonal Definition Reason for Exclusion Interpersonal Definition (if 
included) 

Situation Selection  
Confrontation Choosing to face a situation in 

spite of the negative emotions it 

might potentially elicit. 

Situation Selection strategies are 

excluded given the strategies are 

being implemented within the 

temporal and physical 

constraints of an interaction 

between a leader and follower. 

N/A 

Avoidance Escaping a situation completely, 

usually when the situation is 

unlikely and there are no 

avoidance-related side effects. 

N/A 

Situation Modification  
Direct situation modification Taking practical actions that 

impact directly on the situation. 

Included Taking practical actions that 

impact directly on the situation 

to reshape its emotional impact 

on another individual. 

Help/support-seeking Seeking others’ assistance in 

modifying the situation. 

Included Providing assistance (e.g., 

resources, information) in 

order to alter the emotional 

impact of a situation on 

another individual. 

Conflict resolution Taking steps to modify or defuse 

a conflict situation. 

This strategy implies some form 

of relationship conflict whereas 

this research examines a leader’s 

interaction with an individual 

follower as opposed to a leader 

managing relationships among 

followers; therefore, this strategy 

is less applicable to the context 

studied here.  

N/A 

Attentional Deployment 
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Distraction Shifting attention either away 

from the situation altogether or 

away from emotional aspects of 

the situation. 

Included Shifting the other individual’s 

attention either away from the 

situation altogether or away 

from emotional aspects of the 

situation. 

Rumination Focusing on thoughts and feelings 

associated with a negative 

emotion-eliciting event. 

Included Focusing the other individual 

on their thoughts and feelings 

associated with an emotion-

eliciting event. 

Mindfulness Purposefully paying attention to 

the present moment in a non-

judgmental way. 

Difficult to apply to a leader-

follower interaction, as invoking a 

state of mindfulness in another 

would seem to fall outside of a 

leader’s typical purview. 

N/A 

Cognitive Change 

Self-efficacy appraisal Capturing an individual’s 

confidence that he/she is able to 

deal with the situation. 

Included Enhancing another individual’s 

confidence that he/she is able to 

deal with the situation. 

Challenge appraisal Appraising a situation as taxing 

yet focusing on the potential or 

actual gains inherent to the 

situation. 

Included Framing a situation as taxing 

but highlighting the potential or 

actual gains inherent to the 

situation for another individual. 

Threat appraisal Appraising a situation as 

exceeding his/her resources and 

focusing on the potential or actual 

losses inherent to the situation. 

Included Framing a situation as 

exceeding another individual’s 

resources and highlighting the 

potential or actual losses 

inherent to the situation for the 

other individual. 

Positive reappraisal Reappraising a situation or one’s 

response to it in a more positive 

way. 

Included Reframing a situation or 

another’s response to it in a 

more positive way for that 

individual. 
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Acceptance Accepting the situation and/or 

one’s incapacity to deal with it, 

typically for situations that cannot 

be easily modified or reappraised. 

Given that a leader within this 

context is expected to be able to 

both modify the situation or have 

the follower reappraise it, this 

strategy is considered less 

applicable and less effective at 

achieving any of the hypothesized 

emotion goals for followers.  

N/A 

Response Modulation 

Emotion sharing Expressing one’s emotions in a 

socially shared language. 

Included Encouraging another individual 

to express his/her emotions. 

Verbal/physical aggression Reducing bodily tension that 

arises from an emotional situation 

through hostility. 

Although theoretical possible for 

a leader-follower interaction, 

strategies that might be 

considered abusive or harassment 

are not included for the purposes 

of this research. 

N/A 

Substance use Consuming alcohol, drugs, or 

medicines in order to anesthetize 

thoughts, feelings, and/or 

physiological arousal. 

Similarly, actions that may be 

considered abusive or even illegal 

are not included in this research. 

N/A 

Expressive suppression Inhibiting the behavioral 

expression of unwanted emotions. 

Although this has been applied to 

an interpersonal context (e.g., 

Thiel et al., 2015), this strategy 

targets emotional expression 

whereas the goals for IER in this 

research refer to changing the 

follower’s emotional experience; 

therefore, this strategy is 

considered ineffective for 

reaching a leader’s emotion goal 

for their follower. 

N/A 
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Appendix B: Study 2 Measures 

Scenarios manipulating leader IER motives. 

Context for all conditions: 

 During a weekly check-in meeting, you ask for an update from one of your 
direct reports about a difficult project that has an upcoming deadline. Your 
direct report has some concerns about being able to successfully meet the 
deliverable and he/she seems a bit down. 

 
Coaching manipulation: 
 
 You have discretion in your leadership role and you can decide how to lead 

your employees, meaning you are not bound by any rules or expectations. You 
care not only about your direct report's performance, but also about your direct 
report as a person. You want to help your direct report master challenges and 
feel effective. 

 
Compassion manipulation: 
 

You have discretion in your leadership role and you can decide how to lead 
your employees, meaning you are not bound by any rules or expectations. You 
care about your direct report as a person but are not concerned with enhancing 
his/her learning or performance. You want to make your direct report feel 
better to benefit his/her well-being. 
 

Instrumentality manipulation: 
 

You have discretion in your leadership role and you can decide how to lead 
your employees, meaning you are not bound by any rules or expectations. You 
care about your direct report's short-term performance but are not concerned 
with him/her as a person. You want to push your direct report to work harder 
to successfully complete the project as doing so will advance your own 
position as his/her leader.  
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12-Point Affect Circumplex (Yik, Russell, & Steiger, 2011) (Adjective form). 

Participants will select the extent to which they want their follower to feel each 
emotion on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (“Not at all”) to 5 (“Extremely”). 
 

Segment Adjective 
Activated Pleasure 
 

Proud 
Enthusiastic 
Euphoric 

Pleasant Activation Energetic 
Full of pep 
Excited 
Wakeful 
Attentive 
Wide awake 
Active 
Alert 
Vigorous 

Pleasant Deactivation Placid 
Relaxed  
Tranquil 
At rest 
Calm 

Deactivated Pleasure Serene 
Soothed 
Peaceful 
At ease 
Secure 

Unpleasant Activation 
 

Anxious 
Frenzied 
Jittery 
Nervous 

Activated Displeasure 
 

Scared 
Upset 
Shaky 
Fearful 
Clutched up 
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IER strategy items, original scales, and explanation of modifications. 

For the revised items that will be used to measure IER strategies in study 2, participants will select the extent to which they agree 
that performing the following behaviors would be effective at getting their follower to feel the desired emotions on a scale from 1 
(“Strongly disagree”) to 7 (“Strongly agree”). 
 

IER Strategy Original Scale Original Items Revised Items Explanation of 
Modifications 

Direct situation 
modification 
 
 
 

Situation modification 
sub-scale of the 
Interpersonal Emotion 
Management Scale 
(IEMS; Little et al., 
2012) 

I modify the elements of the 
situation that are having an 
undesired impact on others. 

Modify the elements of the 
situation that are having an 
undesired impact on my 
direct report. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and changed 
“others” to “my direct 
report” to fit the context. 

I work out plans to remove the 
negative aspects of situations. 

Work out plans to remove 
aspects of the situation that are 
having an undesired impact on 
my direct report. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale, dropped 
“negative” and added 
“undesired impact” to 
neutralize the desired 
emotion, and added “on my 
direct report” to fit the 
context. 

I remove the negative aspects 
of the situation that are 
negatively impacting others. 

Remove the aspects of the 
situation that are having an 
undesired impact on my direct 
report. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale, changed 
“negatively” to “undesired” 
to neutralize the desired 
emotion, and added “on my 
direct report” to fit the 
context. 

I change the situation to alter 
its emotional impact. 

Change the situation to alter its 
emotional impact on my direct 
report. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and added “on 
my direct report” to fit the 
context. 
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I take actions to get rid of the 
problems others are having. 

Dropped This item is thought to 
demonstrate conceptual 
overlap with the 
help/support-seeking items 
and has been dropped. 

Help/support-
seeking 

Seeking social support 
for instrumental reasons 
sub-scale of the COPE 
Inventory (Carver et al., 
1989) 

I ask people who have had 
similar experiences what they 
did. 

Direct him/her to someone 
who has had similar 
experiences to find out what 
they did. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and altered to fit 
the interpersonal context. 

I try to get advice from 
someone about what to do. 

Try to give advice to my direct 
report about what to do. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and altered to fit 
the interpersonal context. 

I talk to someone to find out 
more about the situation. 

Talk to my direct report so 
he/she can find out more about 
the situation. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and altered to fit 
the interpersonal context. 

I talk to someone who could 
do something concrete about 
the problem. 

Direct him/her to someone 
who could do something 
concrete about the problem. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and altered to fit 
the interpersonal context. 

Distraction Attentional deployment 
sub-scale of the 
Interpersonal Emotion 
Management Scale 
(IEMS; Little et al., 
2012) 

When a situation is disturbing 
others, I focus their attention 
away from the troubling aspect 
of the problem. 

Focus my direct report’s 
attention away from the 
emotional aspect of the 
situation. 

Dropped the “I” and the 
lead-in (“When…”) to fit the 
rating scale, changed “their” 
to “my direct report’s” and 
“problem” to “situation” to 
fit the context, and changed 
“troubling” to “emotional” 
to neutralize the desired 
emotion. 

I refocus the conversation 
towards aspects of the 
situation that others should 
find more appealing. 

Refocus the conversation with 
my direct report towards 
aspects of the situation that are 
more desirable. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale, added “my 
direct report” and dropped 
“others” to fit the context, 
and changed “appealing” to 
“desirable” to neutralize the 
desired emotion. 
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I distract others’ attention from 
the aspect of the problem 
causing their undesired 
emotions. 

Distract my direct report’s 
attention from the aspect of the 
situation causing his/her 
undesired emotions. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and changed 
“others’” to “my direct 
report’s” and “problem” to 
“situation” to fit the context. 

When a situation is unpleasant 
to others, I refocus them by 
discussing positive issues. 

Refocus my direct report by 
discussing other issues. 

Dropped the “I” and the 
lead-in (“When…”) to fit the 
rating scale, changed “them” 
to “my direct report” to fit 
the context, and changed 
“positive” to “other” to 
neutralize the desired 
emotion. 

When I think a situation will 
cause an undesirable emotion 
in others, I distract them from 
focusing on the negative 
aspects of that situation. 

Distract my direct report from 
focusing on the undesirable 
aspects of the situation. 

Dropped the “I” and the 
lead-in (“When…”) to fit the 
rating scale, changed “them” 
to “my direct report” to fit 
the context, and changed 
“negative” to “undesirable” 
to neutralize the desired 
emotion. 

Rumination Rumination or focus on 
thought sub-scale of the 
Cognitive Emotion 
Regulation 
Questionnaire 
(Garnefski et al., 2001) 

I often think about how I feel 
about what I have experienced. 

Try to get my direct report to 
think about how he/she feels 
about his/her situation. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context 
and scenario (by adding 
“situation”). 

I am preoccupied with what I 
think and feel about what I 
have experienced. 

Dropped This item is thought to lose 
its meaning in translation to 
an interpersonal context and 
has been dropped. 

I want to understand why I feel 
the way I do about what I have 
experienced. 

Encourage my direct report to 
try to understand why he/she 
feels the way he/she does 
about his/her situation. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context 
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and scenario (by adding 
“situation”). 

I dwell upon the feelings the 
situation has evoked in me. 

Get my direct report to dwell 
upon the feelings the situation 
has evoked in him/her. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context. 

Challenge appraisal Challenge construal 
from McGregor and 
Elliot (2002) 

I view [the exam] as a positive 
challenge. 

Try to get my direct report to 
view the situation as a positive 
challenge. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context. 

Challenge sub-scale of 
the Stress Appraisal 
Measure (SAM; 
Peacock & Wong, 
1990) 

positive impact Reframe the current situation 
to highlight the positive impact 
that success might have for my 
direct report. 

Built the item into a 
statement to fit the rating 
scale within the context. 

eager to tackle Encourage my direct report to 
tackle the project. 

Built the item into a 
statement to fit the rating 
scale within the context but 
dropped “eager” given that 
this may confound the 
emotion goal. 

can become stronger Encourage my direct report to 
think about how he/she can 
become stronger by 
completing this project. 

Built the item into a 
statement to fit the rating 
scale within the context. 

excited about outcome Dropped The use of this emotion 
(“excited”) in the item is 
thought to be circular given 
that this strategy is 
hypothesized to be used for a 
Pleasant Activation emotion 
goal, which is assessed in 
part with rating the adjective 
“excited.” 

Threat appraisal Threat construal from 
McGregor and Elliot 
(2002) 

I view [the exam] as a threat Try to get my direct report to 
view the situation as a threat. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context. 
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Threat sub-scale of the 
Stress Appraisal 
Measure (SAM; 
Peacock & Wong, 
1990) 

threatening situation Reframe the current situation 
as threatening for my direct 
report. 

Built the item into a 
statement to fit the rating 
scale within the context. 

feel anxious Dropped The use of this emotion 
(“anxious”) in the item is 
thought to be circular given 
that this strategy is 
hypothesized to be used for 
an Unpleasant Activation 
emotion goal, which is 
assessed in part with rating 
the adjective “anxious.” 

outcome negative Encourage my direct report to 
think about the consequences 
of a negative outcome. 

Built the item into a 
statement to fit the rating 
scale within the context. 

negative impact Encourage my direct report to 
think about the negative 
impact that failure might have. 

Built the item into a 
statement to fit the rating 
scale within the context. 

Positive reappraisal Positive reinterpretation 
& growth sub-scale of 
the COPE Inventory 
(Carver et al., 1989) 

I look for something good in 
what is happening. 

Have my direct report look for 
something good in the 
situation. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context 
and scenario (by changing 
“what is happening” to 
“situation”). 

I try to see it in a different 
light, to make it seem more 
positive. 

Have my direct report see the 
situation in a different light, to 
make it seem more positive. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context 
and scenario (by changing 
“it” to “the situation”). 

I learn something from the 
experience.  

Encourage my direct report to 
learn something from his/her 
experience. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context. 
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I try to grow as a person as a 
result of the experience. 

Tell my direct report he/she 
will grow as a person as a 
result of his/her experience. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context. 

Self-efficacy 
appraisal 

New General Self-
Efficacy Scale (NGSE; 
Chen et al., 2001) 

I will be able to achieve most 
of the goals that I have set for 
myself.  

Encourage my direct report to 
believe he/she is able to 
achieve most of the goals 
he/she has set for 
himself/herself. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context 
and to reflect a cognitive 
change strategy (by using 
“encourage”). 

When facing difficult tasks, I 
am certain that I will 
accomplish them. 

Try to convince my direct 
report to feel certain that 
he/she can accomplish his/her 
goals. 

Dropped the “I” and the 
lead-in (“When…”) to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context 
and to reflect a cognitive 
change strategy (by using 
“convince”). 

In general, I think that I can 
obtain outcomes that are 
important to me. 

Try to get my direct report to 
think he/she can obtain 
outcomes that are important to 
him/her. 

Dropped the “I” and the 
lead-in (“In-general,…”) to 
fit the rating scale and 
modified to fit the 
interpersonal context and to 
reflect a cognitive change 
strategy (by using “try to get 
my direct report to think”). 

I believe I can succeed at most 
any endeavor to which I set 
my mind. 

Encourage my direct report to 
believe he/she can succeed at 
most any endeavor to which 
he/she sets his/her mind. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context 
and to reflect a cognitive 
change strategy (by using 
“encourage”). 

I will be able to successfully 
overcome many challenges. 

Encourage my direct report to 
believe he/she will be able to 
successfully overcome his/her 
challenges. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context 
and to reflect a cognitive 
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change strategy (by using 
“encourage”). 

I am confident that I can 
perform effectively on many 
different tasks. 

Encourage my direct report to 
feel confident he/she can 
perform effectively on the 
tasks ahead of him/her.  

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context 
and scenario (changed 
“many different tasks” to 
“the tasks ahead of 
him/her”) and to reflect a 
cognitive change strategy 
(by using “encourage”). 

Compared to other people, I 
can do most tasks very well. 

Let my direct report know 
he/she can do these tasks very 
well compared to others. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale, moved and 
slightly modified the lead-in 
(“compared to others”), and 
modified to fit the 
interpersonal context and 
scenario (changed “most” to 
“these”) and to reflect a 
cognitive change strategy 
(by using “let my direct 
report know”). 

Even when things are tough, I 
can perform quite well. 

Remind my direct report 
he/she can perform quite well 
even when things are tough. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale, moved the lead-
in (“even when things are 
tough”), and modified to fit 
the interpersonal context and 
to reflect a cognitive change 
strategy (by using 
“remind”). 

Emotion sharing Focus on & venting of 
emotions sub-scale of 

I get upset and let my 
emotions out. 

Encourage my direct report to 
let his/her emotions out. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and “upset” to 
neutralize the desired 



 

 
 

176  
the COPE Inventory 
(Carver et al., 1989) 

emotion and modified to fit 
the interpersonal context. 

I let my feelings out. Allow my direct report to let 
his/her feelings out. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and modified to 
fit the interpersonal context. 

I feel a lot of emotional 
distress and I find 
myself expressing those 
feelings a lot. 

Give my direct report the 
opportunity to express his/her 
feelings. 

Dropped the “I” to fit the 
rating scale and “distress” to 
neutralize the desired 
emotion and modified to fit 
the interpersonal context. 

I get upset, and am really 
aware of it. 

Dropped As the item that assesses 
‘focus on emotions,’ this is 
thought to conceptually 
overlap with the items 
measuring rumination and 
has been dropped. 
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Wong & Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS; Wong & Law, 2002). 

Items are rated on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (“Strongly disagree”) to 7 (“Strongly 
agree”). 
 
Self-emotion appraisal (SEA)  
 I have a good sense of why I have certain feelings most of the time. 
 I have good understanding of my own emotions. 
 I really understand what I feel. 
 I always know whether or not I am happy. 
 
Others’ emotion appraisal (OEA) 
 I always know my friends’ emotions from their behavior. 
 I am a good observer of others’ emotions. 
 I am sensitive to the feelings and emotions of others. 
 I have good understanding of the emotions of people around me. 
 
Use of emotion (UOE) 
 I always set goals for myself and then try my best to achieve them. 
 I always tell myself I am a competent person. 
 I am a self-motivated person. 
 I would always encourage myself to try my best. 
 
Regulation of emotion (ROE) 
 I am able to control my temper and handle difficulties rationally. 
 I am quite capable of controlling my own emotions. 
 I can always calm down quickly when I am very angry. 
 I have good control of my own emotions. 
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Appendix C: Results 

Table 3. 
Definitions for coding each motive. 

Motive Coding Definition 

Coaching 

This motive reflects acting in an intrinsic, prosocial, performance-
oriented manner. The respondent (leader) is authentically trying to 
benefit the follower's performance without complete disregard for 
the follower's well-being (they care about the follower as a person 
and about their performance). 

Compassion 

This motive reflects an orientation towards benefitting the 
follower's pleasure or well-being rather than their performance. The 
respondent (leader) feels empathy towards the follower and 
engages in IER because they care about the follower as a person. 
This might entail supporting the follower's goals (even 
performance-related ones) if they are doing so because the follower 
cares about those goals rather than because the leader is coaching 
them towards those goals. 

Instrumentality 

This motive reflects a respondent (leader) acting in an intrinsic, 
egoistic, performance-oriented manner, to authentically benefit his 
or her own performance. They don't seem to care about the 
follower's well-being, but mainly about advancing their own 
position by trying to improve the follower's performance. 

Hedonism 

This motive reflects the leader wanting to benefit their own 
pleasure rather than performance; they are acting in an egoistic and 
pleasure-oriented manner. The leader does not seem to care about 
the follower's well-being or performance and the main underlying 
concern is the leader's own feelings. 

Emotional Labor 

This motive reflects acting in an extrinsic, prosocial, performance-
oriented manner, trying to benefit the performance of someone 
other than the self, due to a sense of obligation (to obey 
organizational rules). The behavior isn't genuine, but rather 
inauthentic. 

Conformity 

This reflects acting in an extrinsic and prosocial manner, due to 
concern mainly about the others' pleasure than one's own 
performance. This is driven by the requirement to adhere to social 
norms, or shared expectations about how a person (in this case, the 
leader) ought to act  in a social situation. 

Impression Management 

This motive reflects a leader driven by external forces to enhance 
their own performance; to shape others' impressions of oneself to 
benefit one's career/reputation. The leader is adhering to norms 
specific to their professional role. (They are trying to act in line 
with what they think a "good leader" would do.) 

Identity Construction 

This motive reflects regulating emotions due to extrinsic forces and 
is oriented toward one's own pleasure. The leader has a social 
identity and tries to act in line with that identity because that's what 
others expect from him/her and this helps him/her achieve a sense 
of self. (similar to impression management but the goal is to 
achieve/conform with a sense of self rather than career 
success/professional role expectations). 
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Table 4. 
Examples of observations coded for each motive. 

Motive Example of Observation 

Coaching 

“I was trying to let him feel what he wanted to (I was 
hoping it was remorse) but I also wanted him to 
know that this situation isn't the end of the world, or 
the end of his job. He is still needed and appreciated. 
I was trying to decrease his sadness, because while I 
had to correct the specific actions, that didn't mean 
that I didn't care for him or his emotions.” 

Compassion 

“I was trying to decrease her feeling of 
overwhelming stress by giving her the rest of the day 
off so she could unwind recharge, or feel more 
relaxed, in hopes that she would come back to work 
tomorrow feeling a bit more refreshed.” 

Instrumentality 

“I was trying to increase his tolerance. He was upset 
and I was trying to him get over that. I had to do that 
because he will not concentrate on his work when he 
is upset about something. It could lead to avoidable 
injury.” 

Emotional Labor 

“I was trying to increase a more positive mood and 
helpful actions. I was trying to decrease her 
negativity. Her job requires outreach and a positive 
attitude and to be helpful to students. Her bad 
attitude reflects not only on her but me and our 
employer.” 

Impression Management 

“I wanted to increase a positive mood despite the 
negative comments and the accusations that were 
being implied by the corporate and other 
management leaders. I felt like I need to display 
confidence and assertiveness even though I was 
screaming on the inside that such a mistake was 
made. I wanted to help others reduce their anxiety. I 
think it's important that others don't feel like they are 
failures and help them not feel as stressed out as I do 
sometimes. As a manager, I feel like I should bare 
the weight of those types of issues and protect the 
team unless it was a serious infraction. At the same 
time, I wanted to increase my team's confidence and 
level of job satisfaction despite the negativity.” 
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Table 5.  
Descriptives, correlations, and reliabilities. 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Coaching   -       
2. Compassion   -.54** -      
3. Instrumentality   -.50** -.46** -     
4. HAPA 4.00 .59 -.12 -.11 .22** (.77)    
5. LAPA 2.92 .83 .08 .15* -.23** .08 (.77)   
6. HANA 1.80 .66 .00 -.24** .25** -.03 -.28** (.67)  
7. Direct Situation Modification 4.93 1.18 -.11 .09 .02 .14 .18* -.07 (.76) 
8. Help/Support-Seeking 5.72 .79 -.11 .09 .03 .23** .22** -.09 .12 
9. Distraction 3.84 1.11 -.21** .01 .21** .09 .07 .16* .23** 
10. Rumination 4.42 1.27 .17 -.09 -.09 .09 .32** .00 .00 
11. Challenge Appraisal 5.94 .85 .16 -.20** .03 .09 -.00 .05 -.24** 
12. Threat Appraisal 2.28 1.44 -.05 -.13 .18** .09 -.12 .44** -.04 
13. Positive Reappraisal 5.77 .92 .17* -.12 -.05 -.00 .16* -.01 -.05 
14. Self-Efficacy Appraisal 5.70 .83 .19** -.11 -.09 .13 .26** -.17 .03 
15. Emotion Sharing 5.05 1.35 .13 -.01 -.13 .03 .28** -.05 .13 
16. EI 5.63 .66 -.08 -.00 .08 .22** .08 .08 -.04 

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01. Alphas are in parentheses. HAPA = high activated positive affect; LAPA = low activated positive 
affect; HANA = high activated negative affect; EI = emotional intelligence. Coaching, compassion, and instrumentality are 
dichotomous variables. 
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Table 5 Cont.  
Descriptives, correlations, and reliabilities. 

 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1. Coaching          
2. Compassion          
3. Instrumentality          
4. HAPA          
5. LAPA          
6. HANA          
7. Direct Situation Modification          
8. Help/Support-Seeking (.58)         
9. Distraction .12 (.75)        
10. Rumination .06 .03 (.69)       
11. Challenge Appraisal .20** .06 .42** (.84)      
12. Threat Appraisal -.10 .32** .03 -.06 (.88)     
13. Positive Reappraisal .17* .16* .45** .62** -.12 (.81)    
14. Self-Efficacy Appraisal .22** .05 .40** .51** -.18** .59** (.87)   
15. Emotion Sharing .08 .01 .51** .21** -.12 .34** .39** (.89)  
16. EI .12 .13 .26** .14 .13 .23** .21** .24** (.87) 

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01. Alphas are in parentheses. HAPA = high activated positive affect; LAPA = low activated positive 
affect; HANA = high activated negative affect; EI = emotional intelligence. Coaching, compassion, and instrumentality are 
dichotomous variables.
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Figure 4. 
Model of hypotheses. 
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Table 6. 
Summary of moderated regression analysis results. 
Criterion Predictor β* t p R2 

      
HAPA Coaching -.09 -1.29 .20  
 EI .14 1.66 .10  
 Coaching x EI .12 1.36 .18 .05 
      
LAPA Compassion .15 2.13 .03  
 EI .05 .62 .54  
 Compassion x EI .04 .47 .64 .01 
      
HANA Compassion -.24 -3.53 .00  
 EI .03 .40 .69  
 Compassion x EI .08 .95 .34 .06 
      
HAPA Instrumentality .21 3.15 .00  
 EI .24 3.00 .00  
 Instrumentality x EI -.07 -.83 .41 .08 
      
HANA Instrumentality .24 3.57 .00  
 EI .08 1.05 .30  
 Instrumentality x EI -.04 -.52 .60 .05 
      
LAPA Instrumentality -.23 -3.41 .00  
 EI .16 1.97 .05  
 Instrumentality x EI -.12 -1.47 .14 .06 
      
Direct Situation Modification HAPA .14 1.85 .07  
 EI -.10 -1.30 .20  
 HAPA x EI -.08 -1.11 .27 .02 
      
Challenge Appraisal HAPA .10 1.45 .15  
 EI .18 2.48 .01  
 HAPA x EI .22 2.92 .00 .05 
      
Self-Efficacy Appraisal HAPA .13 1.79 .08  
 EI .24 3.30 .00  
 HAPA x EI .17 2.37 .02 .06 
      
Help/Support-Seeking HAPA .20 2.82 .01  
 EI .06 .78 .43  
 HAPA x EI -.06 -.81 .42 .05 

Note. Bolded standardized beta weights are significant at the p < .05 level. HAPA = 
high activated positive affect; LAPA = low activated positive affect; HANA = high 
activated negative affect; EI = emotional intelligence. 
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Table 6 Cont. 
Summary of moderated regression analysis results. 
Criterion Predictor β* t p R2 

      
Direct Situation Modification LAPA .19 2.76 .01  
 EI -.08 -1.10 .27  
 LAPA x EI -.10 -1.37 .17 .03 
      
Help/Support-Seeking LAPA .22 3.14 .00  
 EI .09 1.31 .19  
 LAPA x EI -.04 -.59 .55 .05 
      
Distraction LAPA .06 .79 .43  
 EI .13 1.81 .07  
 LAPA x EI .04 .56 .58 .01 
      
Positive Reappraisal LAPA .14 1.98 .05  
 EI .22 3.19 .00  
 LAPA x EI .03 .41 .68 .06 
      
Emotion Sharing LAPA .27 4.13 .00  
 EI .21 3.10 .00  
 LAPA x EI -.05 -.78 .44 .12 
      
Rumination LAPA .30 4.61 .00  
 EI .25 3.71 .00  
 LAPA x EI .04 .57 .57 .15 
      
Self-Efficacy Appraisal LAPA .24 3.49 .00  
 EI .20 2.92 .00  
 LAPA x EI .04 .52 .61 .09 
      
Direct Situation Modification HANA -.08 -1.12 .26  
 EI -.03 -.47 .64  
 HANA x EI .06 .88 .38 -.00 
      
Threat Appraisal HANA .43 6.66 .00  
 EI .10 1.53 .13  
 HANA x EI .01 .22 .83 .19 
      
Rumination HANA -.00 -.01 .99  
 EI .26 3.83 .00  
 HANA x EI -.12 -1.79 .07 .07 

Note. Bolded standardized beta weights are significant at the p < .05 level. HAPA = 
high activated positive affect; LAPA = low activated positive affect; HANA = high 
activated negative affect; EI = emotional intelligence. 
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Table 6 Cont. 
Summary of moderated regression analysis results. 
Criterion Predictor β* t p R2 
      
Distraction HANA .15 2.16 .03  
 EI .11 1.63 .11  
 HANA x EI -.02 -.26 .80 .02 
      
Self-Efficacy Appraisal HANA -.19 -2.71 .01  
 EI .23 3.34 .00  
 HANA x EI -.03 -.44 .66 .07 

Note. Bolded standardized beta weights are significant at the p < .05 level. HAPA = 
high activated positive affect; LAPA = low activated positive affect; HANA = high 
activated negative affect; EI = emotional intelligence. 
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Table 7. 
Results of all hypotheses. 
Hypothesis Relationship Result 
1 Coaching à High Activated Positive Affect Not supported 
2 Compassion à Low Activated Positive Affect Supported 
3a Instrumentality à High Activated Positive Affect Supported 
3b Instrumentality à High Activated Negative Affect Supported 
4a Coaching à High Activated Positive Affect moderated by EI Not supported 
4b Compassion à Low Activated Positive Affect moderated by EI Not supported 
4c Instrumentality à High Activated Positive Affect moderated by EI Not supported 
4d Instrumentality à High Activated Negative Affect moderated by EI Not supported 
5a High Activated Positive Affect à Direct Situation Modification Not supported 
5b High Activated Positive Affect à Challenge Appraisal Not supported 
5c High Activated Positive Affect à Self-Efficacy Appraisal Not supported 
6a Low Activated Positive Affect à Direct Situation Modification Supported 
6b Low Activated Positive Affect à Help/Support-Seeking Supported 
6c Low Activated Positive Affect à Distraction Not supported 
6d Low Activated Positive Affect à Positive Reappraisal Supported 
6e Low Activated Positive Affect à Emotion Sharing Supported 
7a High Activated Negative Affect à Direct Situation Modification Not supported 
7b High Activated Negative Affect à Threat Appraisal Supported 
7c High Activated Negative Affect à Rumination Not supported 
8a High Activated Positive Affect à Direct Situation Modification 

moderated by EI 
Not supported 

8b High Activated Positive Affect à Challenge Appraisal moderated 
by EI 

Supported 

8c High Activated Positive Affect à Self-Efficacy Appraisal 
moderated by EI 

Supported 

8d Low Activated Positive Affect à Direct Situation Modification 
moderated by EI 

Not supported 

8e Low Activated Positive Affect à Help/Support-Seeking moderated 
by EI 

Not supported 

8f Low Activated Positive Affect à Distraction moderated by EI Not supported 
8g Low Activated Positive Affect à Positive Reappraisal moderated 

by EI 
Not supported 

8h Low Activated Positive Affect à Emotion Sharing moderated by 
EI 

Not supported 

8i High Activated Negative Affect à Direct Situation Modification 
moderated by EI 

Not supported 

8j High Activated Negative Affect à Threat Appraisal moderated by 
EI 

Not supported 

8k High Activated Negative Affect à Rumination moderated by EI Not supported 
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Figure 5. 
Interaction between high activated positive affect and emotional intelligence for 
challenge appraisal. 
 

 
Figure 6. 
Interaction between high activated positive affect and emotion intelligence for self-
efficacy appraisal. 
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Table 8.  
Mediation analyses from motives to IER strategies through emotion goals. 

Outcome Predictor Coefficient SE t p Indirect 
Effect 

95% CI 

Compassion à Low Activated Positive Affect à Direct Situation Modification 
Low Activated 
Positive Affect 

Compassion .26 .12 2.14 .03   

Direct Situation 
Modification 

Low Activated 
Positive Affect 

.23 .10 2.37 .02   

 Compassion .17 .17 .97 .34   
      .06 -.00, .16 

Compassion à Low Activated Positive Affect à Help/Support-Seeking 
Low Activated 
Positive Affect 

Compassion .26 .12 2.14 .03   

Help/Support-
Seeking 

Low Activated 
Positive Affect 

.20 .07 3.05 .00   

 Compassion .10 .12 .84 .40   
      .05 .00, .11 

Compassion à Low Activated Positive Affect à Positive Reappraisal 
Low Activated 
Positive Affect 

Compassion .26 .12 2.14 .03   

Positive 
Reappraisal 

Low Activated 
Positive Affect 

.20 .08 2.58 .01   

 Compassion -.29 .14 -2.13 .03   
      .05 -.00, .13 

Compassion à Low Activated Positive Affect à Emotion Sharing 
Low Activated 
Positive Affect 

Compassion .26 .12 2.14 .03   

Emotion Sharing Low Activated 
Positive Affect 

.47 .11 4.30 .00   

 Compassion -.16 .19 -.82 .41   
      .12 .01, .29 

Instrumentality à High Activated Negative Affect à Threat Appraisal 
High Activated 
Negative Affect 

Instrumentality .36 .10 3.63 .00   

Threat Appraisal High Activated 
Negative Affect 

.90 .14 6.38 .00   

 Instrumentality .25 .20 1.25 .21   
      .32 .12, .58 

Note. Bold p < .05. 
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Table 9. 
Examples of open-ended responses and relevant IER strategies. 

Example of Response Relevant IER Strategy 
“Allow the direct report to lead the 
conversation and self guide their 
concerns and the expression of the 
concerns.” 

Emotion Sharing 

“Give examples of how they have 
succeeded or overcome similar 
issues/tasks in the past.” 

Self-Efficacy Appraisal 

“Give them concrete, specific tips on 
how to tackle the situation. Let them 
know you are available for support 
throughout.” 

Help/Support-Seeking 

“Offer an incentive for outstanding 
and timely completion of the work.” 

Direct Situation Modification 

“Bring the attention to bigger picture, 
how this task fits into bigger scale of 
things.” 

Positive Reappraisal 

 
 
 


