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A measure of informal, non-task-related workplace social interactions that captures both 
the frequency of interactions and the positive affect that can accompany such interactions 
was developed and validated. In two samples of employees (N = 188 and N = 315, 
respectively), the factor structure, reliability, and incremental predictive validity of the newly 
developed measure were evaluated. Results support the anticipated two-factor structure, 
demonstrate strong psychometric properties, and reveal that the new measure explains 
additional variance in employee outcomes (job satisfaction and job-related positive affect). 
This newly developed, 16-item scale provides a psychometrically sound measure for 
researchers and organizations to use in assessing, and potentially improving, two 
dimensions of workplace social interactions.
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The desire to feel connected to others has long been identified by psychologists as a basic 
human need (e.g., Maslow, 1943; Baumeister and Leary, 1995; Sheldon and Gunz, 2009). 
Within the workplace, social relationships are important for various attitudinal, well-being, 
and performance-related outcomes (Chiaburu and Harrison, 2008; Basford and Offermann, 
2012). Existing measures of workplace social relations, such as measures of workplace friendship 
(Nielsen et  al., 2000) and other forms of peer social support (Haynes et  al., 1999), assess 
social connections associated with instrumental outcomes. However, evidence from outside the 
organizational domain also demonstrates the benefits of the mere occurrence of interpersonal 
interactions. Here, we  translate this research into the organizational arena, suggesting that 
informal workplace social interactions represent affective events. It is largely through the 
accumulation of these events that the salubrious outcomes of more enduring workplace relationship 
factors manifest. Specifically, this brief report offers a theoretical account – and corresponding 
measure – of informal, non-instrumental workplace social interactions.

CONCEPTUALIZING INFORMAL WORKPLACE 
SOCIAL  INTERACTIONS

We propose a measure of informal, non-instrumental workplace social interactions, defined  
as the extent of one’s participation in casual, non-task/work-related social interactions in  
the organization. Additionally, the proposed measure assesses the emotions experienced with  
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and/or subsequent to these interactions. Notably, unlike existing 
measures of workplace social relations, the present measure  
seeks to capture engagement in – and affective reactions to – 
interpersonal exchanges among coworkers that do not necessarily 
help workers to cope with the demands of work or serve other 
goal-oriented purposes.

The behavioral dimension of the measure assesses interactions 
in the form of job-unrelated casual contact and conversations. 
This type of social contact has been recognized by scholars as 
one of the “latent functions” (p.  25) of work that serves to 
promote employee well-being (Jahoda, 1982). Such informal 
social interactions with others may promote well-being by cueing 
a sense of belonging and also by boosting the moods of those 
engaging in the encounter. Indeed, much empirical research 
suggests a connection between mere social contact/activity and 
positive emotional states (McIntyre et  al., 1991; Lucas, 2001; 
Sandstrom and Dunn, 2014; Park and Hinsz, 2015), as well as 
subjective well-being more generally (Okun et  al., 1984; Appau 
et al., 2019). Thus, this research suggests that social interactions 
that do not necessarily entail the provision of support (emotional, 
informational, or otherwise) can also serve as an important 
antecedent to employee well-being and associated outcomes.

Beyond assessing informal interactions themselves, we  also 
assessed affect associated with such interactions. According 
to Affective Events Theory (AET; Weiss and Cropanzano, 
1996), affective work events serve as proximal causes of affective 
reactions that influence distal job attitudes. Although the 
theory is somewhat ecumenical in defining work events, discrete 
informal social encounters may readily be  considered one 
type of affective event. Thus, we  suggest that, consistent with 
the abovementioned research reporting the mood-enhancing 
benefits of minimal interactions (e.g., Lin and Kwantes, 2015), 
it is critical to assess the emotional states resultant from 
casual workplace social interactions. Assessing affect in 
conjunction with behaviors is also important because some 
individuals (e.g., those who are more extraverted or agreeable) 
may differ in their affective reactions to the same interactions 
(Larsen and Ketelaar, 1991; Letzring and Adamcik, 2015).

COMPARISON TO EXISTING MEASURES

Several constructs and measures are conceptually related to the 
proposed measure of informal workplace social interactions. These 
constructs include: social connectedness (Lee and Robbins, 1995), 
workplace friendship (Methot et  al., 2016), and social support 
from peers in the workplace (Chiaburu and Harrison, 2008).

First, we  distinguish the proposed measure from Lee and 
Robbins’ (1995) measure of social connectedness, which is part 
of a broader measure of belongingness. Items in the social 
connectedness subscale reflect social embeddedness, the degree 
to which one perceives a general emotional distance between 
self and others. For example, the measure contains items such 
as, “I catch myself losing all sense of connectedness with 
society,” and “I feel so distant from people” (p.  236). Thus, 
in contrast to the proposed measure, the Lee and Robbins’ 
(1995) measure does not reflect one’s engagement in, or affective 

reactions to, specific interpersonal exchanges, and instead assesses 
a sense of belonging to society and others more generally.

The newly developed measure is also conceptually distinct 
from measures of workplace friendship and peer social support. 
Unlike the Lee and Robbins’ measure – but similar to the 
proposed measure – measures of peer social support and 
workplace friendship do assess, to some degree, interactions 
with individuals in one’s immediate social environment. However, 
as noted earlier, both workplace social support and friendship 
measures capture established, trusting relationships that are 
accessed and maintained to meet work-related emotional and 
task-related challenges/needs. Consistent with this interpretation, 
social support is commonly conceptualized as “a social network’s 
provision of psychological and material resources intended to 
benefit an individual’s ability to cope with stress” (Cohen, 2004, 
p.  676). Similarly, workplace friendship is understood as a 
“multiplex” or multifaceted relationship where as “a personal, 
affective relationship coincides with a business relationship” 
(Methot et  al., 2016, p.  312). Taken together, we  suggest that 
both workplace social support and friendship contrast with 
the proposed measure, which aims to capture “pure” social 
contact/interactions that lack the support functions of workplace 
friendships and peer social support. This type of non-supportive 
contact includes: talking to colleagues about shared interests, 
making jokes, and discussing non-work leisure activities. 
Although these informal social interactions may indirectly 
provide support (by serving, for example, as distractions), 
we  suggest that these types of informal interactions lack the 
explicit emotional intentions of friendship and socially supportive 
interactions more generally. Taken together, the current measure 
aims to assess informal, non-task workplace social interactions 
and the emotional experiences associated with those interactions, 
whereas existing measures assess either a general sense of 
belonging (i.e., the Lee and Robbins (1995) measure of social 
connectedness) or more instrumental, socially supportive 
workplace relationships (i.e., measures of workplace friendship 
and social support).

METHOD

Item Development
We used a deductive approach for developing items, allowing 
specific items to be  generated from our theoretical definition. 
After the initial items were written, they were subjected to 
pretesting and cognitive interviewing to evaluate content validity 
and item clarity. We followed Hinkin (1998, p. 109) procedures 
to gauge the adequacy of our items. Specifically, five psychology 
graduate students assisted with pretesting by independently 
sorting items according to whether they reflected the proposed 
behavioral dimension, the proposed affective dimension, or 
the Lee and Robbins’ (1995) definition of social connectedness 
(given this measure’s predominance in the literature). Results 
revealed that most items were appropriately categorized except 
for two affective items, which were subsequently removed.

Following pretesting, cognitive interviewing was conducted 
with a separate group of employed adults (Caspar et al., 1999). 
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The majority of the items were perceived as intended except 
for seven behavioral and six affective items, which were 
subsequently removed. This revision process resulted in a list 
of 23 items (11 behavioral and 12 affective items).

Participants and Procedures
The study was approved by George Mason University’s 
Institutional Review Board, and we  obtained informed written 
consent from all participants, who were recruited from Amazon’s 
Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Eligibility requirements included 
being at least 18  years old and working 20  hours more per 
week for at least three months in an organization that provided 
opportunities for social interactions. A total of 614 participants 
completed the 15-min survey.

Measures
Several measures, including the key measures of belongingness, 
workplace social support, and workplace friendships as defined 
earlier, were investigated for evidence of convergent, discriminant, 
and predictive validity. Participants were instructed to respond 
to all measures (except for personality and the control variables) 
regarding their experiences/emotions at work over the past 3 months 
to allow for sufficient occurrence of representative social interactions. 
All responses were made on a five-point Likert scale.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity
Social Connectedness
We included the eight-item social connectedness scale of Lee 
and Robbins’ (1995) measure of Belongingness. We  expected 
the proposed measure to demonstrate a moderate, positive 
relationship with this measure, but that the two would not 
be  wholly redundant because, as explained previously, the Lee 
and Robbins’ (1995) measure reflects a sense of belonging to 
society more generally.

Workplace Friendship
The 12-item Workplace Friendship Scale (Nielsen et  al., 2000) 
was used to assess both opportunities for and prevalence of 
friendships formed at work. We  expected that the newly 
developed scale would show a strong positive relationship with 
this scale, particularly because the items in the friendship 
prevalence dimension of the scale (which contains items such 
as “I can confide in people at work” and “I feel I  can trust 
my coworkers a great deal”) may closely relate to those in 
the affective dimension of the proposed measure. However, 
we  expected some uniqueness, especially for the proposed 
behavioral dimension.

Workplace Social Support
Support was measured via a four-item measure developed by 
Haynes et  al. (1999) that asks respondents to what extent they 
can “count on colleagues” for activities such as “talking about 
my problems at work” and “helping with a difficult task.” 
We  expected a moderate positive correlation between this and 
our measure.

Workplace Isolation
Workplace isolation was assessed using the six-item Colleague 
subscale developed by Marshall et  al. (2007). This measure 
contains items such as, “I had people around me at work.” 
We  expected a moderate negative correlation between this and 
the new measure because employees should perceive less isolation 
from coworkers and the organization the more they engage 
in workplace interactions.

Extraversion
Extraversion was assessed using the relevant 10 items from 
the 50-item International Personality Item Pool (Goldberg, 
1999). A sample item is, “I feel comfortable around people.” 
This measure was included to determine whether engagement 
in informal social interactions at work varies as a function of 
extraversion, with more extraverted employees engaging in 
more informal social interactions. We  expected a moderate 
positive correlation between this and the new measure.

Predictive Validity
According to AET, affective work events lead to affective reactions 
that influence more distal job attitudes. Based on this theory, 
we  examined how our measure of informal social interactions 
predicts the following attitudinal and well-being-related measures: 
job-related affective well-being, happiness, and job satisfaction. 
Positive and negative affective well-being was assessed using 
a 12-item version of the Job-Related Affective Well-Being Scale 
(Van Katwyk et  al., 2000), which assesses the frequency of 
emotional reactions (e.g., “excited,” “discouraged”) to one’s job. 
Subjective happiness was measured using the four-item Subjective 
Happiness Scale (Lyubomirsky and Lepper, 1999; e.g., “Some 
people are generally very happy…to what extent does this 
characterization describe you?”). Finally, job satisfaction was 
measured using Brayfield and Rothe’s (1951) five-item measure 
of overall job satisfaction, containing items such as, “I found 
real enjoyment in my work.” We  expected both dimensions to 
predict these outcomes.

Control Variables
We included two items measuring positional tenure and telework 
frequency to serve as control variables for predictive validity. 
Tenure was controlled for because employees’ level of social 
integration and interaction could be  a function of time spent 
in the organization and engaging with coworkers. Additionally, 
we  controlled for the amount of time spent working from 
home to remove potential variance in outcomes due to differential 
opportunities for workplace social interactions among teleworkers 
(Cooper and Kurland, 2002).

RESULTS

Data from 614 participants residing in the U.S. were collected. 
Fifty-six participants did not meet the eligibility criteria and 
were removed from the data, along with 18 participants with 
a significant amount of missing data and five participants who 
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took more than 1 h to complete the survey. Moreover, consistent 
with best practices for safeguarding against inattentive responding 
among MTurk participants (Fleischer et al., 2015), 32 participants 
who failed two attention checks (e.g., “please select ‘strongly 
agree’ if you  are paying attention”) were removed. In sum, 
111 of the initial 614 participants were removed, for a total 
of 503 eligible participants. The average age of participants 
was 33.78 (SD = 11.25). Forty-five percent identified as female, 
54.5% identified as male, and 0.5% did not report this information.

Descriptive Statistics and Item Reduction
Descriptive statistics were computed for all items (see Table 1, 
which also contains the initial and final list of items). Item 
means ranged from 3.00 to 4.00, with standard deviations 
approximately equal to 1. Item distributions were normal, with 
a few items showing a slight negative skew (e.g., 1 and 23).1

Exploratory Factor Analyses
After examining the descriptive statistics for the items in the 
measure, we  conducted a series of EFAs with a randomly 
selected sample of 188 respondents2. (The remaining 315 
respondents were used to conduct CFAs.) All 23 original items 
were used to conduct an EFA with Principal Axis Factoring 
and oblique (Promax) rotation given expectations that the 
behavioral and affective dimensions would be  correlated. 
Examination of Eigenvalues and the scree plot suggested four 
factors. We  removed six items (items 7–11 and 23) in the 
scale due to cross-loadings and/or low communalities.

We conducted a second EFA with the remaining 17 items. 
The Eigenvalues associated with the first two factors (9.02 and 
2.36) and screen plot suggest a two factor solution. The two 
factor solution accounted for 62.57% of the variance, and this 
combination of items (6 behavioral and 11 affective) did not 
demonstrate large cross-loadings. The six behavioral and 11 
affective items loaded onto the respective factors (see Table 1). 
Strong relationships (i.e., ranging from 0.70 to 0.90) were 
observed between each item and its respective dimension, and 
a moderate, positive correlation was observed between the 
combined behavioral and affective dimensions of the measure 
(r = 0.53). We also found high internal consistency reliabilities 
for each dimension (α  =  0.89 for the behavioral dimension, 
α  =  0.95 for the affective dimension), as well as for the two 
combined scales (α  =  0.94). These results lend support to our 
prediction that the construct has two underlying dimensions. 
In addition, we  found high internal consistency (α  >  0.80) 
for all other measures (see Table 23).

1 Item numbering is according to Table 1.
2 We intended to select 200 participants, but a human error oversight led to 
the selection of 188 instead.
3 Scale scores were computed by calculating the mean of all of the items within 
a scale. All items were retained for the scale scores, except for one item in 
the Subjective Happiness Scale (“Some people are generally not very happy. 
Although they are not depressed, they never seem as happy as they might be. 
To what extent does this characterization describe you?”). The reliability of 
the scale with this item was very low (α = 0.34), but increased to an acceptable 
level (α  =  0.81) after the item’s removal.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity
A correlation matrix consisting of the correlations between 
the newly developed scale and the related scales was created 
(see Table 2; Schmitt and Klimoski, 1991; Hinkin, 1998). The 
two dimensions of the proposed measure and the social 
connectedness are moderately and positively correlated 
(r  =  0.59), indicating that they are tapping similar constructs. 
The affective dimension of the measure is more strongly related 
(r = 0.61) to the social connectedness scale than is the behavioral 
dimension (r  =  0.35). We  used Steiger’s Z test to determine 
the significance of this difference. Results showed that the 
affective dimension has a significantly stronger relationship 
with social connectedness than the behavioral dimension, 
suggesting that the behavioral dimension may be  capturing a 
larger portion of the construct space that has not been previously 
measured. Also as expected, both of the dimensions of the 
proposed scale and the overall composite measure also showed 
a positive and moderate correlation with social support (r = 0.55 
for behavioral; r  =  0.64 for affective; r  =  0.67 for combined).

Compared to measures of social connectedness and social 
support, the proposed measure was, in general, more highly 
correlated with the measure of workplace friendship (r  =  0.62 
for behavioral, r = 0.78 for affective, and r = 0.82 for combined). 
Notably, Steiger’s Z test indicated that the affective dimension 
has a significantly stronger correlation with workplace friendship 
compared to the behavioral dimension (p  <  0.001).

As expected, both of the dimensions and the overall composite 
measure negatively correlated with workplace isolation (r = −0.47 
for behavioral; r = −0.69 for affective; r = −0.69 for combined). 
Steiger’s Z test suggested that the affective dimension has a 
significantly stronger relationship with workplace isolation 
(p  <  0.001), suggesting that the behavioral dimension is 
more distinct.

Finally, correlations indicated that the proposed measure is 
distinct from extraversion, with the pattern of correlations 
suggesting a moderate positive association between extraversion 
and both the behavioral and affective dimensions of the measure 
(r  =  0.23 and r  =  0.46). Steiger’s Z test indicated that the 
affective dimension has a significantly stronger correlation with 
extraversion compared to the behavioral dimension (p < 0.001).

We also tested discriminant validity using the method 
proposed by Fornell and Larcker (1981). We  examined the 
square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) for each 
of our newly developed latent variables, and compared them 
to the bivariate correlations between our measures and all 
other similar constructs. The square roots of the AVE for the 
behavioral and affective dimensions were 0.76, and 0.78. These 
indices were greater than the bivariate correlations between 
this dimension and all other latent variables under examination, 
except for workplace friendship (r = 0.78). Thus, the behavioral 
measure demonstrated acceptable levels of discriminant validity, 
and the affective measure showed discriminant validity for 
most previously developed measures. Further examining the 
distinctiveness of the current measure from friendship, an EFA 
was conducted using the items from the newly developed 
measure and from the Workplace Friendship Scale. Results 
indicated that four factors account for 69.1% of the variance: 
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the behavioral dimension of the new scale, the affective dimension 
of the new scale, and two dimensions of the existing Workplace 
Friendship Scale (Prevalence and Opportunities). All of the 
items from the friendship measure loaded onto separate factors, 
with the exception of one item. This item, “I enjoyed making 
friends with people in my organization,” loaded onto both the 
behavioral dimension (0.49) of the proposed measure and the 
friendship Prevalence dimension (0.38). As a result, this item 
was subsequently removed from the proposed measure. Taken 
together, these results provide support for the distinctiveness 
of the friendship measure compared to the newly developed scale.

Confirmatory Factor Analyses
To further assess the dimensionality of the newly developed 
measure, two confirmatory factor analyses were conducted using 
the remainder of the sample (N  =  315). In the first analysis, 
a two-factor model was fit to the data (χ2 (118)  =  367.859, 
p  <  0.001). Global fit indices for the two-factor model were 
acceptable: CFI  =  0.94, RMSEA  =  0.08, SRMR  =  0.04. In a 
second analysis, a one-factor model was fit to the data  
(χ2 (119) = 1041.441, p < 0.001). Global fit indices for the one-factor 
model were not acceptable (Hu and Bentler, 1999): CFI  =  0.78, 

RMSEA  =  0.16, SRMR  =  0.09. Given that the two-factor model 
exemplified acceptable overall fit, we  examined the parameter 
estimates. Examination of the standardized factor loadings revealed 
that all items appropriately loaded well onto their respective 
dimension (i.e., behavioral or affective). All item loadings exceeded 
0.74 and significantly differed from zero (p  <  0.01), confirming 
that each of the two factors is well-defined by its items.

Predictive Validity
We examined incremental predictive validity with the first 
sample (N = 188) using hierarchical regression analyses (Cronbach 
and Meehl, 1955; Hinkin, 1998). Specifically, we  determined 
whether our newly developed measure predicted additional 
variance in these criterion measures (job-related affective well-
being, happiness, job satisfaction) above and beyond the Lee 
and Robbins’ (1995) measure of social connectedness given 
its predominance in the literature (Cohen and Cohen, 1983; 
Hunsley and Meyer, 2003).

Controlling for teleworking and positional tenure, results 
show the newly developed measure significantly predicted job 
satisfaction (ΔR2  =  0.07, β  =  0.32, p  <  0.01) and positive 
job-related affect (ΔR2  =  0.12, β  =  0.43, p  <  0.01) above and 

TABLE 1 | Item descriptive statistics factor loadings, and communalites.

Item Mean SD Behavioral 
dimension

Affective 
dimension

Communality

1. I talked to people in my organization about shared interests. 3.67 0.81 0.70 0.56 0.650
2. I made jokes on the job with people in my organization. 3.60 0.93 0.72 0.35 0.610
3. I often talked with people in my organization about topics that are not related to work. 3.54 0.92 0.77 0.51 0.748
4. I connected with people in my organization by sharing personal information and 

experiences.
3.42 0.95 0.78 0.39 0.597

5. I discussed the events of my non-work time (i.e., weekend and/or evening) with people  
in my organization.

3.46 0.92 0.82 0.41 0.722

6. I discussed the events of my time off from work (e.g., holidays and/or vacations) with 
people in my organization.

3.42 0.89 0.78 0.39 0.706

7. I engaged in social interactions (i.e., talking in person or over the phone, messaging, 
emailing, or communicating through other social media) with people in my organization 
throughout the work day.*

3.78 1.00 — — —

8. I participated in social activities with people in my organization during the work day (e.g., 
singing happy birthday to a coworker, going to the gym, eating lunch with others).*

3.31 1.06 — — —

9. I engaged in social interactions with people in my organization outside of the work day 
(i.e., talking in person or over the phone, messaging, emailing, or communicating 
through other social media).*

2.90 1.14 — — —

10. I participated in social activities with people in my organization outside of the work day 
(e.g., happy hours, movies, shows).*

2.63 1.20 — — —

11. I maintained friendships with other people in my organization.* 3.49 0.97 — — —
12. I enjoyed interacting with people in my organization. 3.88 0.85 0.39 0.84 0.791
13. I gained a sense of happiness when interacting with people in my organization. 3.75 0.91 0.44 0.84 0.726
14. My mood improved when I interacted with people in my organization. 3.66 0.97 0.40 0.80 0.654
15. Talking with people in my organization during work made me feel happy. 3.77 0.95 0.49 0.89 0.818
16. Being a part of social groups at work improved my mood. 3.74 0.94 0.54 0.81 0.677
17. I felt content when I was around people in my organization. 3.72 0.85 0.36 0.71 0.520
18. I felt an improvement in my mood when I connected with people in my organization. 3.65 0.91 0.46 0.77 0.611
19. I enjoyed learning about the interests of people in my organization. 3.76 0.90 0.38 0.78 0.640
20. I enjoyed making friends with the people in my organization.* 3.77 0.89 — — —
21. I felt good when people in my organization talked to me at work. 3.91 0.82 0.42 0.81 0.668
22. I was happy when other people in my organization included me in social interactions  

at work.
3.88 0.86 0.55 0.78 0.723

23. I liked talking to people in my organization about my personal experiences.* 3.71 0.98 — — —

For the behavioral dimension, response options ranged from 1 (Never) to 5 (Very frequently). For the affective dimension, response options ranged from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 
(Strongly agree). SD, standard deviation.*Item was tested but not retained in final scale.
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beyond the measure of social connectedness.4 However, the 
proposed measure did not provide incremental validity over 
the social connectedness measure in predicting negative 
job-related affect (ΔR2  =  0.00, β  =  0.08, p  =  0.30) or happiness 
(ΔR2  =  0.01, β  =  0.14, p  =  0.10).

To determine whether the pattern of results was similar 
across the two samples, we examined the same intercorrelations 
and regression analyses described above using the other portion 
of the sample. The conclusions from those analyses were identical 
to those using the first portion of the sample with respect to 
convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity.5

DISCUSSION

The results provide initial evidence supporting the psychometric 
properties and predictive validity of a measure of informal, 
non-task-related workplace social interactions. Analyses 
supported our prediction that the items would exhibit a two-factor 
structure composed of affective and behavioral dimensions. 
The new measure has a sufficient number of items for each 
dimension (six for the behavioral dimension and 10 for the 
affective dimension) and demonstrates high internal reliability. 
The new measure shows evidence of appropriate convergent 
and discriminant validity with other constructs as expected 
(i.e., social connectedness, workplace friendship, workplace social 
support, extraversion, workplace social isolation). Additionally, 
the measure accounted for additional variance in job satisfaction 
and positive job-related affect above and  beyond a commonly 
used, existing measure of social connectedness.

Findings concerning the distinctiveness of the behavioral 
and affective dimensions of the measure warrant further 
discussion. The behavioral dimension demonstrated relatively 
weaker relationships with the constructs we included as compared 
to the affective dimension. For instance, we  found that the 
behavioral dimension has a positive but weak correlation with 
job satisfaction (r  =  0.19). In contrast, the affective dimension 
exhibits a much stronger relationship (r  =  0.57) with job 
satisfaction. This distinction may suggest that behavioral 
interactions are a necessary, but insufficient, means for increasing 
job satisfaction: one must also experience increases in positive 
affect associated with social interactions to achieve gains in 
job satisfaction. Indeed, although the behavioral items reflect 
the types of interactions normally thought of as conducive to 
positive affect, our study suggests that these favorable types 
of events may be  weakly related to more distal outcomes like 
satisfaction and (arguably) job-related positive affect.

Regarding predictive validity, results show that the overall 
composite demonstrated incremental validity over social 
connectedness in predicting job satisfaction and positive 
job-related affective well-being, but not in predicting negative 
job-related affective well-being and happiness. Our measure 

4 We also controlled for participant age and gender and found that the same 
pattern of results held.
5 Due to space limitations, we  could not include the results in the manuscript. 
Please contact the corresponding author for the full results.TA
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may not have improved the prediction of happiness because 
happiness is a broader construct, whereas our measure is more 
narrowly focused on interactions and resultant emotional 
experiences. Indeed, previous scholars have underscored the 
importance of matching the specificity of predictors and criterion 
(e.g., Van Iddekinge and Ployhart, 2008), and it seems that 
the specificity of the newly developed measure may have reduced 
its ability to predict general levels of happiness.

Limitations and Future Directions
Our results provide initial evidence for the two-factor structure 
of a newly developed measure of informal workplace social 
interactions. It is important to validate these results with 
additional samples; in particular, organizational samples. 
Moreover, the survey data were self-reported; therefore, it 
would be  prudent to also evaluate data from secondary 
sources. Future research could also examine additional variables 
potentially impacted by workplace social interactions, as 
we  included a limited range of predictors and outcomes to 
assess the predictive validity of our new measure. Finally, 
researchers may consider using other ways of assessing the 
occurrences of social interactions using more advanced 
technology (e.g., counting interactions, wearable sensors) to 
supplement or validate survey methods.

In conclusion, this study developed a measure of informal 
workplace social interactions consisting of two distinct behavioral 
and affective dimensions. We hope that this measure will serve 
as a psychometrically valid measure for future research on 
the relationships between workplace social interactions and 
individual and organizational outcomes.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data used in this study are available upon request to the 
corresponding author.

ETHICS STATEMENT

The study was carried out in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Institutional Review Board of George 
Mason University which approved the study. All subjects 
gave informed consent in accordance with the Declaration 
of Helsinki. 

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

All authors identified the need for this measure. CW analyzed 
the data and drafted most of the manuscript. IS collected and 
analyzed the data, and revised/edited the manuscript. AA 
revised/edited the manuscript. SK oversaw the project and the 
data collection/analysis. SM revised/edited the paper.

FUNDING

The open access publishing fees for this article have been 
covered by the Texas A&M University Open Access to Knowledge 
Fund (OAKFund), supported by the University Libraries and 
the Office of the Vice President for Research.

 

REFERENCES

Appau, S., Churchill, S. A., and Farrell, L. (2019). Social integration and subjective 
wellbeing. Appl. Econ. 51, 1748–1761. doi: 10.1080/00036846.2018.1528340

Basford, T. E., and Offermann, L. R. (2012). Beyond leadership: the impact 
of coworker relationships on employee motivation and intent to stay.  
J. Manag. Organ. 18, 807–817. doi: 10.1017/S1833367200000456

Baumeister, R. F., and Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: desire for 
interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychol. Bull. 
117, 497–529.

Brayfield, A. H., and Rothe, H. F. (1951). An index of job satisfaction. J. Appl. 
Psychol. 35, 307–311. doi: 10.1037/h0055617

Caspar, R. A., Lessler, J. T., and Willis, G. B. (1999). Reducing survey error through 
research on cognitive and decision processes in surveys. Short course presented 
at the annual meeting of the American Statistical Association, Newark, DE.

Chiaburu, D. S., and Harrison, D. A. (2008). Do peers make the place? Conceptual 
synthesis and meta-analysis of coworker effects on perceptions, attitudes, OCBs, 
and performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 93, 1082–1103. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1082

Cohen, S. (2004). Social relationships and health. Am. Psychol. 59, 676–686.
Cohen, J., and Cohen, P. (1983). Applied multiple regression/correlation analysis 

for the behavioral sciences. 2nd Edn. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Cooper, C. D., and Kurland, N. B. (2002). Telecommuting, professional isolation, 

and employee development in public and private organizations. J. Organ. 
Behav. 23, 511–532.

Cronbach, L. J., and Meehl, P. E. (1955). Construct validity in psychological 
tests. Psychol. Bull. 52, 281–302.

Fleischer, A., Mead, A. D., and Huang, J. (2015). Inattentive responding in 
MTurk and other online samples. Ind. Organ. Psychol. Pers. Sci. Prac. 8, 
196–202. doi: 10.1017/iop.2015.25

Fornell, C., and Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models 
with unobservable variables and measurement error. J. Mark. Res. 18, 
39–50.

Goldberg, L. R. (1999). “A broad-bandwidth, public domain, personality inventory 
measuring the lower-level facets of several five-factor models” in Personality 
psychology in Europe. Vol. 7, eds. I. Mervielde, I. Deary, F. De Fruyt, and 
F. Ostendorf (Tilburg, the Netherlands: Tilburg University Press), 7–28.

Haynes, C. E., Wall, T. D., Bolden, R. I., Stride, C., and Rick, J. E. (1999). 
Measures of perceived work characteristics for health services research: test 
of a measurement model and normative data. Br. J. Health Psychol. 4, 257–275.

Hinkin, T. R. (1998). A brief tutorial on the development of measures for use 
in survey questionnaires. Organ. Res. Methods 1, 104–121.

Hu, L. T., and Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indices in covariance 
structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ. 
Model. 6, 1–55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118

Hunsley, J., and Meyer, G. J. (2003). The incremental validity of psychological 
testing and assessment: conceptual, methodological, and statistical issues. 
Psychol. Assess. 15, 446–455.

Jahoda, M. (1982). Employment and unemployment: a social-psychological analysis. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Larsen, R. J., and Ketelaar, T. (1991). Personality and susceptibility to positive 
and negative emotional states. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 61, 132–140. doi: 
10.1037/0022-3514.61.1.132

Lee, R. M., and Robbins, S. B. (1995). Measuring belongingness: the social 
connectedness and the social assurance scales. J. Couns. Psychol. 42, 232–241. 
doi: 10.1037/0022-0167.42.2.232

Letzring, T. D., and Adamcik, L. A. (2015). Personality traits and affective 
states: relationships with and without affect induction. Personal. Individ. 
Differ. 75, 114–120.

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2018.1528340
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1833367200000456
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0055617
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1082
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.25
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.1.132
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.42.2.232


Winslow et al. Workplace Social Interactions

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 8 September 2019 | Volume 10 | Article 2043

Lin, I. Y., and Kwantes, C. T. (2015). Potential job facilitation benefits of “water 
cooler” conversations: the importance of social interactions in the workplace. 
J. Psychol. 149, 239–262.

Lucas, R. E. (2001). Pleasant affect and sociability: towards a comprehensive 
model of extraverted feelings and behaviors. Diss. Abstr. Int. 61, 5610. (UMI 
No. AAI9990068).

Lyubomirsky, S., and Lepper, H. (1999). A measure of subjective happiness: 
preliminary reliability and construct validation. Soc. Indic. Res. 46, 137–155. 
doi: 10.1023/A:1006824100041

Marshall, G. W., Michaels, C. E., and Mulki, J. P. (2007). Workplace isolation: 
exploring the construct and its measurements. Psychol. Mark. 24, 195–223. 
doi: 10.1002/mar.20158

Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theory of human motivation. Psychol. Rev. 50, 370–396. 
doi: 10.1037/h0054346

McIntyre, C. W., Watson, D., Clark, L. A., and Cross, S. A. (1991). The effect 
of induced social interaction on positive and negative affect. Bull. Psychon. 
Soc. 29, 67–70. doi: 10.3758/BF03334773

Methot, J. R., Lepine, J. A., Podsakoff, N. P., and Christian, J. S. (2016). Are 
workplace friendships a mixed blessing? Exploring tradeoffs of multiplex 
relationships and their associations with job performance. Pers. Psychol. 69, 
311–355. doi: 10.1111/peps.12109

Nielsen, I. K., Jex, S. M., and Adams, G. A. (2000). Development and validation 
of scores on a two-dimensional workplace friendship scale. Educ. Psychol. 
Meas. 60, 628–643. doi: 10.1177/00131640021970655

Okun, M. A., Stock, W. A., Haring, M. J., and Witter, R. A. (1984). Health 
and subjective well-being: a meta-analysis. Int. J. Aging Hum. Dev. 19, 
111–132.

Park, E. S., and Hinsz, V. B. (2015). Group interaction sustains positive moods 
and diminishes negative moods. Group Dyn. Theory Res. Pract. 19, 290–298. 
doi: 10.1037/gdn0000034

Sandstrom, G. M., and Dunn, E. W. (2014). Is efficiency overrated? Minimal 
social interactions lead to belonging and positive affect. Soc. Psychol. Personal. 
Sci. 5, 437–442.

Schmitt, N. W., and Klimoski, R. J. (1991). Research methods in human resources 
management. Cincinnati, OH: South-Western.

Sheldon, K. M., and Gunz, A. (2009). Psychological needs as basic motives, 
not just experiential requirements. J. Pers. 77, 1467–1492.

Van Iddekinge, C. H., and Ployhart, R. E. (2008). Developments in the 
criterion-related validation of selection procedures: a critical review and 
recommendations for practice. Pers. Psychol. 61, 871–925. doi: 10.1111/j.
1744-6570.2008.00133.x

Van Katwyk, P. T., Fox, S., Spector, P. E., and Kelloway, E. K. (2000). Using 
the job-related affective well-being scale (JAWS) to investigate affective 
responses to work stressors. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 5, 219–230. doi: 
10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.219

Weiss, H. M., and Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective events theory: a theoretical 
discussion of the structure, causes and consequences of affective experiences 
at work. Res. Organ. Behav. 18, 1–74.

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted 
in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed 
as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Winslow, Sabat, Anderson, Kaplan and Miller. This is an open-
access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 
License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, 
provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that 
the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic 
practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply 
with these  terms.

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006824100041
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20158
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054346
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03334773
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12109
https://doi.org/10.1177/00131640021970655
https://doi.org/10.1037/gdn0000034
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2008.00133.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2008.00133.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.219
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Development of a Measure of Informal Workplace Social Interactions
	Conceptualizing Informal Workplace Social Interactions
	Comparison to Existing Measures
	Method
	Item Development
	Participants and Procedures
	Measures
	Convergent and Discriminant Validity
	Social Connectedness
	Workplace Friendship
	Workplace Social Support
	Workplace Isolation
	Extraversion
	Predictive Validity
	Control Variables

	Results
	Descriptive Statistics and Item Reduction
	Exploratory Factor Analyses
	Convergent and Discriminant Validity
	Confirmatory Factor Analyses
	Predictive Validity

	Discussion
	Limitations and Future Directions

	Data Availability
	Ethics Statement
	Author Contributions
	funding


	References

