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This study examines the daily relations among workplace anger, coping strategies, work outcomes, and employee dispositions using a conceptual framework based on affective events theory and cognitive perspectives on emotions. A sample of 214 full-time employees took part in a two-week study, contributing 1,611 daily observations through an experience sampling approach. Contrary to the assumption that workplace anger always detrimentally relates to work outcomes, the results showed a nonsignificant relation between workplace anger and workplace resource depletion, as well as a positive link between workplace anger and goal achievement. These relations were dependent on the coping strategies used by employees in response to anger-inducing situations, as well as their attitudes toward workplace affiliation. These findings suggest the need to expand affective events theory to include coping strategies as a mediator between affective responses and work outcomes. They also highlight the importance of integrating employee-level factors into organizational research models.
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Introduction

Facilitators of workplace resource depletion, defined as a psychosomatic state characterized by diminished working memory and self-regulation abilities at the workplace (Baumeister et al., 1998), as well as threats to workplace goal attainment, defined as the daily progress toward or achievement of employees’ work-related goals (Sheldon and Elliot, 1999), pose risks to the sustainable functioning of organizations and the societal system (Mohr, 1973; Sekaran and Snodgrass, 1989). Therefore, it is essential for organizations to address factors that could either contribute to or impede these work outcomes (Godkin and Allcorn, 2008; Morrison and Milliken, 2000). One such factor could be workplace anger. Workplace anger refers to an arousing negative emotion experienced when someone has wronged either oneself or those close to oneself (Kant et al., 2013; Lazarus, 1991; Schwarzmüller et al., 2016). It has often been perceived as the opposite of rationality in organizations (Ashkanasy and Dorris, 2017; see also Pham, 2007) and is adversely associated with various work outcomes (Booth et al., 2017; Callister et al., 2017; Gibson et al., 2009). However, it is worth questioning whether the assumption that workplace anger and work outcomes are always adversely related.

Historically, workplace anger has been adversely associated with work outcomes (see Jäger et al., 2017; Wong et al., 2017; but see also Schmitt et al., 2019), a concept that is supported by organizational behavior theories. Affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996), for instance, suggests that negative emotions, such as anger, can facilitate disadvantageous and impede advantageous work outcomes. This theoretical perspective is further supported by empirical research, which consistently shows an adverse relation between negative emotions and work outcomes (Wong et al., 2017). Nevertheless, it is important to consider potential limitations in theoretical frameworks and empirical studies, which may warrant further exploration.

In exploring the limitations of current conceptual models in understanding the relation between workplace anger and work outcomes, it is evident that a significant gap exists in the lack of consideration of anger’s coping strategies, such as ruminative (excessive internal pondering about an anger-inducing situation; Li et al., 2019) and confrontative coping (openly and antagonistically addressing an anger-inducing situation; Folkman et al., 1986). While affective events theory and empirical research have laid valuable foundations for the organizational sciences, they seem to often miss to address the role of these and other coping strategies in managing emotions in the workplace (e.g., Carlson et al., 2011; Glasø et al., 2010; Wegge et al., 2006). This oversight becomes particularly striking when compared to alternative frameworks, such as cognitivist accounts of emotion (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013), which highlight the importance of coping mechanisms in daily working life. It would thus seem reasonable to assume that how individuals cope with anger at work could intersect the relation between their anger and their work outcomes. However, further research is needed to validate this assumption and determine if coping strategies indeed play a substantial role in the connection between workplace anger and work outcomes. Furthermore, while existing research has focused on the influence of organization-and supervisor-level factors on the relation between emotions and work outcomes, there is a noticeable gap in the empirical literature when it comes to examining employee-level constructs, such as dispositions (cf. Glasø et al., 2010; Wegge et al., 2006), within the framework of affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996). This lack of research is significant because alternative theoretical models rooted in cognitivist accounts of emotions also highlight the importance of individual differences in understanding emotions in the workplace. As such, a key question arises regarding whether the relation between workplace anger and work outcomes is consistent for all employees or indeed varies based on their unique dispositions. For instance, an individual’s workplace affiliation disposition, which pertains to their inherent desire to be part of a team or group at work (Yagil and Medler-Liraz, 2017), could play a critical role in how they cope with workplace anger and, subsequently, relate to their work outcomes. In light of this, it is crucial to delve deeper into such employee-level factors within appraisal theory to gain a comprehensive understanding of how it impacts the relations between workplace anger and work outcomes.

As such, our primary objective in this manuscript is to examine the intricate relations between workplace anger and work outcomes, taking into account the potential role of coping strategies and individual differences. To achieve this objective, we have devised a conceptual model based on affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996) and enhancements from cognitivist accounts of emotion (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013). Our conceptual model assumes that workplace anger can be disadvantageously associated with work outcomes, but also considers the possibility that this relation may be advantageous under certain circumstances. These circumstances include the coping strategies employed to address workplace anger and the individual differences that may exist among employees. To test our conceptual model, we will gather data from a sample of full-time employees across various industries over a two-week period. Data will be collected each workday using a time-lagged experience-sampling methodology.

Through our current work, we aim to make a significant contribution to the existing literature in three key areas. Firstly, we seek to investigate the assumption of affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996) and cognitivist accounts of emotion (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013) regarding the relation between workplace anger and work outcomes, such as work-related resource depletion. While both theories suggest a negative link between workplace anger and resource depletion, empirical evidence supporting this claim is still lacking. By delving into affective events theory and cognitivist accounts of emotions, we aim to clarify the true nature of this relation in work environments. Therefore, our objective is to test the validity of these theories in explaining the connections between workplace anger and resource depletion.

Moreover, we aim to make a theoretical contribution by examining the differing assumptions about the relation between workplace anger and goal attainment in affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996) and cognitivist accounts of emotions (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013). We suggest that the discrepancy in these assumptions may stem from the lack of emphasis on coping strategies in affective events theory compared to cognitivist accounts of emotions, which prioritize coping strategies. Our hypothesis is that coping strategies associated with workplace anger can significantly influence the relation between workplace anger and goal attainment. By incorporating coping strategies such as ruminative coping (excessive internal pondering about an anger-inducing situation; Li et al., 2019) and confrontative coping (openly and antagonistically addressing an anger-inducing situation; Folkman et al., 1986) into our conceptual model, we aim to explore how these strategies may impact the relation between workplace anger and goal attainment.

Finally, our study aims to examine the impact of individual differences on the relation between workplace anger and work outcomes. Previous research has overlooked employee-level factors within the context of affective events theory. To address this gap, we include the core human disposition of workplace affiliation in our conceptual model (Ryan and Vansteenkiste, 2023). This disposition is in line with the interaction-oriented theoretical frameworks of affective events theory and cognitivist accounts, suggesting that it may influence the interconnectedness of workplace anger, coping strategies, and work outcomes. By investigating employee-level factors through the lens of affective events theory, we strive to gain a better understanding of the importance of individual differences within this theoretical framework.



Theoretical background and hypotheses development


Affective events theory

Affective events theory is an affect-centered theory from the organizational sciences that focuses on the relation between emotions arising from workplace situations and the work outcomes that are expected to result from these emotions (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996). According to the theory, emotions and work outcomes typically have similar valences. Positive emotions are likely to lead to positive work outcomes, while negative emotions are likely to lead to negative work outcomes. The theory also suggests that employee-level factors, such as dispositions, are important in understanding this relation. However, the specific impact of dispositional factors on the relation between emotions and work outcomes has not been extensively researched and remains a theoretical assumption at this time. It is worth noting that affective events theory does not expressively address the role of coping mechanisms within its theoretical framework.


Cognitivist accounts of emotions and intertheoretical discourse

Cognitivist accounts of emotions challenge the notion of affective events theory that emotions and work outcomes always align in terms of valence. Cognitivist accounts propose that an employee’s coping strategies mediate the valence of an emotion onto the valence of a workplace outcome (Frijda, 1987; Lazarus, 1991; Moors et al., 2013). Two main coping strategies typically available to employees in such situations are emotion-focused coping and problem-focused coping (Lazarus, 1991).

Emotion-focused coping involves managing one’s emotions through internal thought regulation processes, while problem-focused coping entails actively addressing the situation itself (Lazarus, 1991). Cognitivist accounts of emotions suggest that regardless of the initial emotion triggered by the situation, emotion-focused coping tends to have a negative mediating effect on the relation between emotions and work outcomes (Folkman et al., 1986; Lazarus, 1991; Roseman, 2013). In contrast, problem-focused coping is believed to have a positive mediating effect on this relation. Empirical evidence seems to support these assumptions regarding the mediating role of coping strategies in the relation between emotions and work outcomes (Baker and Berenbaum, 2007; Boyd et al., 2009; Carver, 2006).

Cognitivist accounts of emotion align with affective events theory in recognizing the significance of individual differences (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013), such as dispositions, in the link between emotions and work outcomes. However, there is a difference in perspective between the two theories. While affective events theory suggests that dispositions directly impact the relation between emotions and work outcomes (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996), cognitivist accounts propose that dispositions impact this relation indirectly (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013).

According to cognitivist accounts of emotion, dispositions affect the mediation path between emotions and coping strategies of employees, as well as the mediation path between coping strategies and work outcomes (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013). In contrast, affective events theory suggests that individual differences impact the direct relation between emotions and work outcomes (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996). This means that in cognitivist accounts, the connections between emotions and coping strategies, as well as coping strategies and work outcomes, are moderated by dispositions. On the other hand, affective events theory maintains that only the direct link between emotions and work outcomes is moderated by dispositions (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996).

In summary, affective events theory and cognitivist accounts of emotion offer different theoretical assumptions when it comes to the relation between emotions and work outcomes. Affective events theory suggests a same-valenced and direct link between emotions and work outcomes, with employee dispositions playing a significant role in shaping this direct relation (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996). On the other hand, cognitivist accounts of emotion propose that coping strategies play a mediator role in concluding the relation between emotions and work outcomes, with employee dispositions presumably also impacting this relation (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013). We will now delve deeper into these discrepancies and their possible resolutions, following the procedural structure of our conceptual model depicted in Figure 1.
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FIGURE 1
 Conceptual model.




A case for workplace anger

In light of the conflicting perspectives presented by different theoretical frameworks, it is crucial to establish which framework better aligns with evidence regarding their assumptions. One emotion that holds significance in workplace settings and may provide insight in this regard is anger. Anger (an arousing negative emotion that is experienced when someone has wronged either oneself or those close to oneself; Lazarus, 1991) seems to be a particularly fitting emotion for our investigation because it is commonly viewed as a negative emotion (Lazarus, 1991; Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996), suggesting, according to affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996), that it should have a detrimental impact on work outcomes. However, from a cognitivist perspective (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013), anger is also seen as an adaptive emotion due to its coping strategies, implying a potentially positive relation with work outcomes. Therefore, in this manuscript, our focus will be on exploring the relation between anger in the workplace (referred to as workplace anger) and work outcomes.



The cases for workplace resource depletion and workplace goal attainment

Building on the argument above, it is important to identify specific work outcomes that we can use to test our two theoretical frameworks. Workplace resource depletion, a psychosomatic state characterized by diminished working memory and self-regulation abilities at the workplace (Baumeister et al., 1998), and workplace goal attainment, the progress toward or achievement of work-related goals (Sheldon and Elliot, 1999), seem to stand out as suitable work outcomes for our analysis. Not only are they crucially important for organizations (Kiresuk et al., 2014; Mohr, 1973; Sekaran and Snodgrass, 1989), but they also highlight a significant discrepancy between our two theoretical perspectives in terms of their relation to workplace anger.

According to affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996), workplace resource depletion, as a negative work outcome, should be positively related to anger, which is considered a negative emotion. Cognitivist perspectives of emotion seem to support this view, as all emotions and coping strategies must, by their nature, be related to higher resource depletion (Lazarus, 1991; Vohs and Baumeister, 2011; Vohs and Heatherton, 2000).

However, this intertheoretical alignment disappears when we consider workplace goal attainment. This positive work outcome should be inversely related to anger according to affective events theory (Baumeister et al., 1998; Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996). In contrast, cognitivist perspectives on emotion (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013) suggest that the relation between workplace anger and goal attainment could be either negative or positive, depending on the employee’s coping strategies.

Given these intertheoretical alignments and discrepancies, our study will focus on exploring the connections between workplace anger and workplace resource depletion and goal attainment, due to its theoretical and practical relevance. With this focus in mind, we will now delve into the reasons why such intertheoretical discrepancies might exist and propose our hypotheses accordingly.



The relations between workplace anger and coping strategies

We have established that the anticipated results may differ when viewed through competing theoretical frameworks. Specifically, we argue that the variation in these results can be attributed to the differing emphasis placed on coping strategies in affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996) compared to cognitivist theories of emotions (Frijda, 1987; Lazarus, 1991; Moors et al., 2013). While cognitivist theories highlight coping strategies as crucial elements, affective events theory tends to downplay their importance (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996). Therefore, our assumption suggests that coping strategies associated with workplace anger may significantly impact the direction of the relation between workplace anger and workplace resource depletion, as well as goal attainment. In essence, coping strategies could determine whether this connection is positive or negative. To further explore this hypothesis, we will examine the potential role of coping strategies in shaping the link between workplace anger and workplace resource depletion, as well as goal attainment.

According to cognitivist theories, employees can employ either emotion-focused coping or problem-focused coping strategies to handle situations that trigger emotions in the workplace (Lazarus, 1991). Emotion-focused coping involves internally regulating emotions, while problem-focused coping involves taking action to address the situation that caused the emotion. Emotion-focused coping strategies related to anger often involve excessive internal rumination about the anger-inducing situation, known as ruminative coping (Folkman et al., 1986; Folkman and Lazarus, 1985; Lazarus, 1991). On the other hand, problem-focused coping strategies associated with anger typically involve directly confronting the anger-inducing situation, referred to as confrontative coping. Based on this, we propose the following two hypotheses to be tested:


Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relation between workplace anger and (a) ruminative coping as well as (b) confrontative coping.
 



The relations between coping strategies and work outcomes

The relation between coping strategies, specifically ruminative and confrontative coping, and workplace resource depletion is well-established, as there is consensus across various theories that any type of regulation, whether directed toward others or oneself, depletes internal resources (Baumeister et al., 1998; Lazarus, 1991; Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996). Therefore, we hypothesize that both primary anger coping strategies, ruminative and confrontative coping, are positively related with workplace resource depletion. Though initially grounded in theory, empirical evidence supports the idea that these relations are as expected (see Keltikangas-Järvinen et al., 1996; Vohs and Heatherton, 2000). Therefore, we suggest testing the following hypotheses:


Hypothesis 2: There is a (a) positive relation between ruminative coping and workplace resource depletion as well as a (b) positive relation between confrontative coping and workplace resource depletion.
 

However, as mentioned previously, this theoretical alignment breaks down when examining the relation between coping strategies and workplace goal achievement. Specifically, cognitivist views suggest that, in general, using emotion-focused coping may impede goal achievement, while utilizing a problem-focused coping strategy can be advantageous to achieve goals (see Folkman et al., 1986; Lazarus, 1991; Roseman, 2013). This notion is supported by empirical evidence (Baker and Berenbaum, 2007; Boyd et al., 2009; Carver, 2006).

In our assertion, we propose that the relation between coping strategies and workplace goal attainment should follow a similar pattern. Therefore, it is crucial to explore the coping strategies associated with anger in the workplace. With this understanding, it is reasonable to hypothesize that ruminative coping may negatively relate to workplace goal attainment, while confrontative coping may have a positive relation.

The dichotomy between emotion-focused coping and confrontative coping lies in their abilities to change the anger-inducing situation (Lazarus, 1991; Lazarus and Folkman, 1984). Emotion-focused coping may change how an employee subjectively interprets a situation, but it does not objectively change the situation itself. In contrast, confrontative coping has the potential to directly change the anger-inducing situation. Unresolved anger-inducing situations can lead to employees expending cognitive resources on managing their emotions rather than focusing on workplace goals (see also Baumeister and Vohs, 2004; Vohs and Heatherton, 2000). Problem-focused coping that addresses or resolves the anger-inducing situation can free up cognitive resources for employees to focus on their goals.

Empirical evidence suggests that ruminative self-focus, which could be regarded as a characteristic of ruminative coping (see Frijda, 1987), is negatively related to goal attainment (Moberly and Watkins, 2009), while approach behavior, a component of confrontative coping (Lazarus, 1991), is positively associated with goal attainment (Brodscholl et al., 2007). As such, along with our theoretical rationale, we propose the following hypotheses:


Hypothesis 3: There is a (a) negative relation between ruminative coping and workplace goal attainment as well as a (b) positive relation between confrontative coping and workplace goal attainment.
 



The indirect relations between workplace anger and work outcomes

So far, we have examined the assumed direct relations between our theoretical constructs. However, it is important to note that both affective events theory and cognitive accounts of emotions suggest a procedural nature of these relations and constructs. As our main focus in this paper is to determine if the relation between workplace anger and work outcomes is consistently positive when taking coping strategies into account, it is important to investigate this in a more detailed manner. Therefore, we plan to explore the indirect effects between workplace anger and work outcomes through the use of coping strategies. Building upon the hypotheses we have developed regarding their direct effects, we propose four mediation hypotheses to be tested in our research:


Hypothesis 4: There is a (a) positive relation between workplace anger and workplace resource depletion via ruminative coping as well as a (b) positive relation between workplace anger and workplace resource depletion via confrontative coping.

Hypothesis 5: There is a (a) negative relation between workplace anger and workplace goal attainment via ruminative coping as well as a (b) positive relation between workplace anger and workplace goal attainment via confrontative coping.
 



A case for workplace affiliation dispositions

As we compare the core assumptions of different theoretical frameworks and their alignment with empirical evidence, it is important to also consider the validity of their auxiliary assumptions. One key aspect to consider is the moderating impact of employee dispositions on the assumed relations. This is especially crucial as it illuminates another significant theoretical discrepancy between affective events theory and cognitivist accounts of emotion (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013). Essentially, in cognitivist accounts, the relations between emotions and coping strategies, and between coping strategies and work outcomes, are moderated by employee dispositions. In contrast, affective events theory argues that only the direct link between emotions and work outcomes is moderated by employee dispositions (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996).

To assert the incremental validity of the two theoretical frameworks, we may want to consider examining a distinct disposition to test our theoretical assumptions with. Workplace affiliation (an inherent desire to be part of a team or group at work; Yagil and Medler-Liraz, 2017) seems to be a promising choice for this analysis as it seems to be regarded as a disposition in both frameworks (Lazarus, 1991; Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996), has a strong association with anger due to anger’s contrary affiliative nature (Lazarus, 1991; Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996; see also Oatley, 2009), and is a distinct and measurable (Yagil and Medler-Liraz, 2017) construct. Thus, our research will concentrate on investigating the role of workplace affiliation in moderating the connections between workplace anger, coping strategies, and workplace resource depletion as well as goal attainment. This leads us to formulate and subsequently investigate the following research question:


Research question: How does an employee’s workplace affiliation disposition impact the relations between workplace anger, coping strategies, and workplace resource depletion as well as goal attainment?
 




Methodological congruence

In order to address the challenges of methodological incongruence in the organizational sciences (Thurston et al., 2008), our research aims to align our methodology closely with the nature of our theoretical constructs to minimize any potential misfit that may arise. One key consideration in this alignment is the temporal volatility of our constructs. Constructs such as workplace anger, workplace resource depletion and goal attainment, and coping strategies like ruminative and confrontative coping are likely to fluctuate daily (Lazarus, 1991; Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996), while a workplace affiliation disposition tends to change less rapidly. Furthermore, considering our theoretical frameworks that suggest a procedural relation between workplace anger, coping strategies, and workplace resource depletion as well as goal attainment (Lazarus, 1991; Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996), it is also vital to select a methodological approach that can capture this sequential nature.

We identified a daily time-lagged experience-sampling approach as a suitable option, as it can accommodate the differing volatilities of our constructs and the procedural relations we assume (Gabriel et al., 2019; Ohly et al., 2010; Trull and Ebner-Priemer, 2009). While this approach offers the advantage of increased external validity (Findley et al., 2021), concerns about internal validity and causality may arise. However, given the partly exploratory nature of our research, we consider that using an experience-sampling approach would provide the most significant theoretical and practical insights.




Method


Transparency and openness

We preregistered our hypotheses, study, and analysis plan on the Open Science Framework, accessible at https://osf.io/3tdwv/?view_only=30658bc72bc743e28775dd6876cce1d5. The data summary and analysis code will also be available in the same directory upon publication. Informed consent was acquired from every participant prior to data collection.



Selection and procedure

The research conducted in this study was ethically approved by the committee at authors’ university. Our goal was to obtain a diverse sample of employed adults who worked a minimum of 30 h per week, with the exclusion of employees under 18 or over 67 years old. By recruiting participants through student networks, we utilized a comparable and conventionally robust approach to Burmeister et al. (2020) and Fasbender et al. (2021), thereby gaining a wide variety of participants from different networks. To capture changes in participants’ experiences, we utilized an experience sampling format over 10 consecutive workdays (Gabriel et al., 2019). As an incentive for participation, participants received gift vouchers. Surveys were sent to participants at three specific times daily: 9:30 a.m. (morning survey; at work), 12:30 p.m. (noon survey; at work), and 3:30 p.m. (evening survey; at work). Data collection occurred between May and December 2022. Our study’s attrition rate was consistent with previous research (Ohly et al., 2010; Xia et al., 2021), with a 9% dropout rate and a 68% compliance rate for daily surveys. We observed no significant effects of gender or age on attrition rates.



Sample characteristics

A total of 1,611 observations were collected on the employee-day experiences of 214 participants. The average number of observations per employee was 7.53. This sample size exceeds the standard experience sampling standards outlined by Gabriel et al. (2019). Of the participants, 60% were female, with an average age of 34.83 years (SD = 13.08) and a weekly work schedule of 39.26 h (SD = 4.80). Their average general work experience was 15.08 years (SD = 12.95), and they had been with their organization for an average of 9.23 years (SD = 9.87). Of the participants, 26% held leadership positions, while 74% performed office duties. Additionally, 26% performed non-office tasks, and 66% worked in an office environment. Furthermore, 13% worked from home, 11% at customers’, and 10% in public locations. Regarding company size, 58% worked in large companies, 16% in medium-sized firms, 15% in small businesses, and 11% in micro-companies. Lastly, 17% worked in banking, finance, and insurance, 16% in production/manufacturing, 10% in public administration, 9% in healthcare, 7% in IT and communications, 6% in craft trades, 6% in education and training, 5% in retail/wholesale trade, 3% in energy and water supply, 2% in catering/hospitality, 2% in transportation, less than 1% in agriculture and forestry, less than 1% in science, and 16% in other industries.



Measures

The translation of the measurement scales from English to German was conducted using the back-translation method described by Brislin (1970). Unless otherwise stated, a 5-point Likert scale was utilized, with response options ranging from 1 (indicating strong disagreement) to 5 (indicating strong agreement). Our selection of items was determined by considering factor loading matrices and theoretical congruence while prioritizing the minimization of participant burden by keeping the number of items low (Gabriel et al., 2019). We adapted the scale to the workplace and the study context by adding “Today at work, …” to each item.


Workplace anger (morning survey)

To assess workplace anger, we utilized four items from Spielberger et al.’s (1983) scale, whereby participants were asked to indicate their present experience of anger. An example statement was, “Right now, I feel angry.” The internal consistency of this scale was high, with a McDonald’s Omega (ω; McDonald, 1999; see also Geldhof et al., 2014) value of 0.95.



Ruminative coping (noon survey)

Ruminative coping was evaluated using the 3-item scale developed by Li et al. (2019). An example of a sample item was, “Throughout my workday today, I could not stop thinking about an event that made me angry.” The scale exhibited a high level of reliability (ω = 0.95).



Confrontative coping (noon survey)

We evaluated confrontative coping utilizing a scale developed by Folkman et al. (1986). A sample item is, “Today at work, since the beginning of my workday, I stood my ground and fought for what I wanted” (ω = 0.76).



Workplace resource depletion (evening survey)

We employed a set of three items derived from Lanaj et al.’s (2014) scale to monitor workplace resource depletion. One of the sample questions included in this set was, “Today at work, since filling out the last questionnaire, my mind has felt unfocused” (ω = 0.87).



Workplace goal attainment (evening survey)

To guarantee the precision of measuring workplace goal attainment, we have integrated the two items from Judge et al.’s (2005) goal attainment scale and added one item (“Today at work, since filling out the last questionnaire, I achieved my goals at work”), ensuring a minimum of three items. The scale had an omega value of ω = 0.91.



Workplace affiliation disposition (baseline survey)

In the baseline survey, we utilized the 4-item scale developed by Van Yperen et al. (2014) to measure the participant’s workplace affiliation disposition. An example item from the scale reads, “I am a person who feels the need to feel like they are part of a team or group at work.” (ω = 0.86).



Controls

Drawing on our theoretical framework, we posit that the experience of negative affect in the morning, such as sadness or anxiety, may impact how employees employ coping strategies later in the day (Lazarus, 1991; Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996). To gauge these morning affects, we utilized a scale deployed by Sonnentag et al. (2008, see also Watson et al., 1988) that assessed negative affect, achieving a solid internal consistency with a McDonald’s omega of 0.92. We determined that our results remained consistent regardless of whether we included or excluded controls, with one exception. The moderation effect of workplace affiliation dispositions on the relation between confrontative coping and goal attainment was found to be borderline non-significant (E(moderation effect) = 0.15, 95% CI [−0.001, 0.330], p = 0.05). In this connection, we will be reporting the results of our controlled effects moving forward.




Analytical strategy and data diagnostics

In our study, we conducted data preparation using R version 4.2.2 (R Core Team, 2022) and data analysis using Mplus version 8.4 (Muthén and Muthén, 2017). The dataset consisted of multiple observations for each employee (Hayes, 2006), prompting us to utilize 2-level multilevel modeling with random intercepts and slopes (Hamaker and Muthén, 2020). Due to the presence of non-normality, model complexity, and outliers, we employed Bayesian inference in our analysis, which has conventionally been robust to these issues (Asparouhov and Muthén, 2021; Depaoli, 2021).

We utilized the Gibbs sampler algorithm with a 1.02 Gelman-Rubin potential scale reduction factor (Gelman et al., 2013) and ran two Markov chains for 50,700 iterations. To ensure convergence, we visually inspected trace and autocorrelation plots. Our model estimates were presented using the median as a point estimate, with diffuse priors1 used for parameter interpretation similar to traditional maximum likelihood estimation (cf. Depaoli, 2021). Missing data were included in our model estimation (Finch and Bolin, 2017).

Group-mean centering of the predictor variable was automatically applied through confirmatory factor analysis (see Muthén and Muthén, 2017). Outliers were retained in our analysis (Grubbs, 1950; see also Asparouhov and Muthén, 2021; Finch and Bolin, 2017). For level-1 observations, only participants who worked during specific sampling time intervals, as measured in each questionnaire, were included. We included the direct effect of workplace anger on workplace resource depletion and goal attainment, which adhered to the guidelines provided by Kline (2015).

Data diagnostics revealed no abnormalities in data quality (Cullen and Frey, 1999; Delignette-Muller and Dutang, 2015; Gabriel et al., 2019). The mean percentage of missing responses across variables was 23.68%, with specific rates of 16.60% for workplace anger, 25.60% for ruminative and confrontative coping, and 26.90% for workplace goal attainment and resource depletion.




Results


Preliminary analyses

The descriptive statistics for the focal variables are presented in Table 1. Results indicate that the participants exhibited low levels of workplace anger, ruminative coping, confrontative coping, and workplace resource depletion while presenting moderate levels of workplace goal attainment. Notably, all variables displayed significant variance on both levels, with a near-equal spread.



TABLE 1 Means, standard deviations, interclass correlation coefficients, reliabilities, and correlations among the focal factors.
[image: Table1]

We assessed the factor structure through confirmatory factor analyses (see Table 2). We employed both maximum likelihood and Bayesian estimators to verify the results. The hypothesized factor structure demonstrated a satisfactory level of fit. To confirm the discriminant validity of this structure, we also conducted CFAs for alternative models. The outcomes revealed that the alternative models exhibited a significantly poorer fit to the data than the hypothesized model.



TABLE 2 Confirmatory factor analyses models’ fit indices.
[image: Table2]



Hypotheses testing

We present the results of our Bayesian structural equation modeling analyses for the direct and indirect effects in Tables 3, 4, respectively. Support was found for Hypothesis 1a, as workplace anger was positively associated with ruminative coping (E(γ) = 0.392, p < 0.001). Similarly, support was found for Hypothesis 1b, with workplace anger positively related to confrontative coping (E(γ) = 0.191, p < 0.001).



TABLE 3 Unstandardized coefficient estimates and posterior standard deviations of direct effects.
[image: Table3]



TABLE 4 Unstandardized coefficient estimates and posterior standard deviations of indirect effects.
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In line with Hypothesis 2a, ruminative coping was found to be positively related to workplace resource depletion (E(γ) = 0.108, p = 0.004). However, contrary to Hypothesis 2b, confrontative coping showed no positive association with workplace resource depletion (E(γ) = 0.032, p = 0.674).

Support for Hypothesis 3a was found, indicating a negative relation between ruminative coping and workplace goal attainment (E(γ) = −0.070, p = 0.046). Hypothesis 3b was not supported, as confrontative coping did not show a positive relation with workplace goal attainment (E(γ) = 0.075, p = 0.288).

Support was found for Hypothesis 4a, revealing a positive relation between workplace anger and workplace resource depletion via ruminative coping (E(indirect) = 0.041, p = 0.004). Hypothesis 4b was not supported, as workplace anger was not positively related to workplace resource depletion via confrontative coping (E(indirect) = 0.006, p = 0.674).

Hypothesis 5a was supported, showing a negative relation between workplace anger and workplace goal attainment via ruminative coping (E(indirect) = −0.026, p = 0.046). Hypothesis 5b was not supported, as workplace anger was not positively related to workplace goal attainment via confrontative coping (E(indirect) = 0.014, p = 0.288).



Exploratory analyses

Table 4 presents the results of our analyses on the conditional effects. Our study found that the relation between ruminative coping and workplace resource depletion was moderated by an employee’s workplace affiliation disposition (moderation effect = −0.136, p < 0.001). Our results indicate that the relation between ruminative coping and workplace resource depletion was significant for low (−1 standard deviation; simple slope = 0.245, p < 0.001) and but not high (+1 standard deviation; simple slope = −0.029, p = 0.590) expressions of an employee’s workplace affiliation disposition. The difference between the slopes was significant (difference = −0.273, p < 0.001). Similarly, the relation between workplace anger and workplace resource depletion via ruminative coping was significant for low (−1 standard deviation; conditional effect = 0.093, p < 0.001) but not high (+1 standard deviation; conditional effect = −0.011, p = 0.590) expressions of an employee’s workplace affiliation disposition. The difference between the slopes was significant (difference = −0.104, p < 0.001). The corresponding region of significance plots, presented in Figures 2, 3, show that the relation between ruminative coping and workplace resource depletion as well as the relation between workplace anger and workplace resource depletion via ruminative coping did become non-significant with values of a workplace affiliation disposition of equal to or greater than 0.240 standard deviations above the sample mean, while becoming negative and significant with values of a workplace affiliation disposition of equal to or greater than 2.080 standard deviations above the sample mean (Table 5).
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FIGURE 2
 Region of significance for cross-level interaction effect of workplace affiliation disposition on the relation between ruminative coping and workplace resource depletion.
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FIGURE 3
 Region of significance for cross-level interaction effect of workplace affiliation disposition on the relation workplace anger and workplace resource depletion via ruminative coping.




TABLE 5 Unstandardized coefficient estimates and credibility intervals of conditional effects.
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Our results also showed that the relation between confrontative coping and workplace goal attainment was moderated by an employee’s workplace affiliation disposition (moderation effect = 0.154, p = 0.042). Our results indicate that the relation between confrontative coping and workplace goal attainment was still insignificant for low (−1 standard deviation; simple slope = −0.077, p = 0.452) but not high (+1 standard deviation; simple slope = 0.229, p = 0.032) expressions of an employee’s workplace affiliation disposition. The difference between the slopes was significant (difference = 0.308, p = 0.042). Similarly, the relation between workplace anger and workplace goal attainment via confrontative coping was also still insignificant for low (−1 standard deviation; conditional effect = −0.014, p = 0.452) but not high (+1 standard deviation; conditional effect = 0.043, p = 0.032) expressions of an employee’s workplace affiliation disposition. The difference between the slopes was significant (difference = 0.058, p = 0.042). The corresponding region of significance plots, presented in Figures 4, 5, show that the relation between confrontative coping and workplace goal attainment as well as the relation between workplace anger and workplace goal attainment via confrontative coping did not become negative and significant, while becoming positive and significant with values of a workplace affiliation disposition of equal to or greater than 0.640 standard deviations above the sample mean.
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FIGURE 4
 Region of significance for cross-level interaction effect of workplace affiliation disposition on the relation between confrontative coping and workplace goal attainment.
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FIGURE 5
 Region of significance for cross-level interaction effect of workplace affiliation disposition on the relation workplace anger and workplace goal attainment via confrontative coping.





Discussion

In this manuscript, our primary focus was on examining the intricate relation between workplace anger, workplace resource depletion, and goal attainment while taking into account the impact of coping strategies and individual differences. Our main objective was to challenge the common belief that workplace anger always impedes work outcomes. To achieve this goal, we developed a theoretical model based on affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996) and insights from cognitive theories of emotions (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013). Our conceptual model suggests that workplace anger may be positively related to workplace resource depletion and may have negative associations with workplace goal attainment in certain situations, but could also have a positive relation with workplace goal attainment under other circumstances. Factors such as coping strategies for managing anger and individual differences among employees were taken into consideration in this model. In order to test our theoretical framework, we gathered data from a group of full-time employees across various industries using a daily time-lagged experience-sampling method over a two-week period. Contrary to previous research, our results indicated a lack of significant association between workplace anger and workplace resource depletion, as well as a positive connection between workplace anger and goal attainment, depending on the coping mechanisms employed by employees when faced with anger-triggering situations, as well as their workplace affiliations.


Theoretical implications

Our results have significant theoretical implications. Firstly, our findings suggest that the assumptions of affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996) and cognitivist accounts of emotion, which propose an adverse relation between workplace anger and resource depletion, appear to be supported by empirical evidence, although only to a limited extent. The effect size of the relation between workplace anger and resource depletion is below the threshold for a small effect (E(β) = 0.041, r = 0.091; Cohen, 1988; Gignac and Szodorai, 2016), leading us to question the practical validity of these assumptions. Additionally, as this relation was only significant when mediated by coping strategies, it is important to consider that the interplay between affective responses and work outcomes is contingent upon the intersection of these coping strategies. Therefore, it may be beneficial to integrate coping strategies into affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996) to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the relation between emotions and work outcomes.

The importance of integrating coping strategies into affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996) is further clarified when considering the various intersecting effects of coping strategies in the relation between workplace anger and work outcomes. Our research supports the concept of cognitivist accounts of emotions (Frijda, 1987; Lazarus, 1991; Moors et al., 2013) by demonstrating how various coping strategies intersect and direct the valence of the relation between workplace anger and work outcomes in different ways. Specifically, we found that the connection between workplace anger and goal attainment is significantly adverse when ruminative coping is considered but becomes negligible when confrontative coping is taken into account. This same pattern is also evident in the link between workplace anger and resource depletion. Notably, the indirect effects of workplace anger on work outcomes through confrontative coping, as well as the direct effects between confrontative coping and work outcomes, are close to zero. This suggests that the lack of significant results may not be due to a lack of statistical power, but rather indicate a practical buffering effect of confrontative coping between workplace anger and work outcomes. This highlights the interplay between coping strategies and these constructs, emphasizing the crucial role of coping strategies in the relation between workplace anger and work outcomes. Therefore, incorporating coping strategies into affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996) could improve our understanding of how workplace anger relates to work outcomes.

However, we also noted that the relations between workplace anger and work outcomes depended on how an employee expressed their disposition toward workplace affiliation. Prior research has not thoroughly explored individual employee-level factors within the context of affective events theory, making these findings especially significant. This disposition appears to play a crucial role in shaping the relations between workplace anger, coping strategies, and work outcomes. It is important to note that the relation between workplace anger and resource depletion through ruminative coping became insignificant when considering the interaction between a high disposition toward workplace affiliation and these coping strategies. Conversely, the relation between workplace anger and goal attainment through confrontative coping became positive and significant in the same context, aligning with principles of cognitivist theories of emotions (Lazarus, 1991). This highlights the potential value of integrating this interaction into affective events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996), in conjunction with other theoretical propositions of constructivist accounts of emotions (Lazarus, 1991; Frijda, 1987; Moors et al., 2013), to enhance our comprehension of how affective responses are linked to work outcomes.



Practical implications

Our study suggests that leaders may benefit from adopting a dual approach when dealing with elevated levels of anger among their employees. The first aspect of this strategy involves encouraging confrontational behavior among employees without imposing penalties. This can be achieved through providing assertiveness training to help employees confront others at work (see Abdelaziz et al., 2020; Omura et al., 2017; Speed et al., 2018).

Simultaneously, it is crucial to implement interventions that enhance workplace affiliation. Improving the quality of relations among employees by fostering workplace friendships (Methot et al., 2016; van Dick et al., 2004) or creating mutually dependent work teams (Dietz and Fasbender, 2021) should help increase the desire of employees to affiliate with one another, at least in the short term.

Our research findings suggest that the positive relation between anger and goal attainment is dependent on the interplay of assertiveness and affiliation factors. Thus, solely focusing on one type of intervention may not be as effective. Instead, implementing both assertiveness and affiliation strategies concurrently can lead to higher employee goal attainment rates, ultimately improving organizational performance on a daily basis.



Limitations

In interpreting the results of our study, it is imperative to consider its limitations. First, self-report measures may have introduced common method bias (Doty and Glick, 1998), which could compromise the validity of our findings. Therefore, it is advisable for forthcoming research efforts to integrate other-report study design components, such as those that evaluate employee dyads. This approach can help mitigate the potential bias through inter-method reliability.

Second, our time-based sampling strategy may have impacted our estimates by missing event-based variance due to fixed sampling intervals (Trull and Ebner-Priemer, 2009). We attempted to address this limitation by setting narrow sampling intervals. Nonetheless, future research could consider incorporating random survey prompts to reduce this potential bias further.

Our study did not examine the precise sources and targets of workplace anger (organizational, non-organizational, metaphysical) or the employee’s situational control related to such workplace anger (Lazarus, 1991; Lazarus and Folkman, 1984; Potegal et al., 2010). This complexity was beyond the scope of our study design. Although our theoretical framework and results should still hold under these distinctions, we recommend that future researchers incorporate the sources and targets of workplace anger as well as situational control into their study designs to enhance understanding further about the mechanisms underlying our conceptual model (see also Schwarzmüller et al., 2018, for a good starting point for this direction).

Overall, it is important to note that these limitations may somewhat restrict the generalizability and viability of our interpretations and results. Therefore, future research is encouraged to address these challenges through replication and conceptual expansion.



Future research directions

One potential direction for future research is to experimentally replicate the relations that were proposed and tested in the current paper. Our approach lacks internal validity, indicating that conducting experimental studies could help address this limitation. Vignette studies could be used by future researchers to test our assumptions and bring both internal and external validity to the assumed relations (Aguinis and Bradley, 2014).

Additionally, it may be beneficial for future research to investigate the reasons behind the impact of a workplace affiliation disposition on the relation between ruminative coping and workplace resource depletion as well as the relation between confrontative coping and workplace goal attainment. Qualitative research, such as in-depth interviews, could be utilized to uncover the underlying reasons for these associations (see Fitness, 2000). Following this, conceptual research could identify commonalities from the interviews (Locke, 2007), which could then be tested in experience-sampling studies and replicated across various business settings (Gabriel et al., 2019).

Future research should further explore the lack of a significant effect of confrontative coping on resource depletion. It is worth investigating whether organizational and leadership practices that incorporate confrontative approaches toward anger-inducing employees could provide a viable framework for sustaining productivity while ensuring both short-and long-term employee well-being. Additionally, future studies could examine whether these effects—particularly those related to different expressions of workplace affiliation—remain consistent across various workplace cultures and organizational roles.




Conclusion

The primary objective of organizations is to be resourceful and achieve their goals (Mohr, 1973; Sekaran and Snodgrass, 1989). While anger has traditionally been viewed as a barrier to these objectives (see Jäger et al., 2017; Wong et al., 2017; but see also Schmitt et al., 2019), our study challenges this notion. We have found evidence suggesting that anger is not linked to resource depletion, and in fact, it can be advantageous for employees in reaching their work-related goals, especially when the individual experiencing anger is integrated within the organizational framework and well-established within it.
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Footnotes

1   ν, λ, β, α ~ N(0, ∞); θ ~ IG(−1, 0); ψ ~ IW(0, −p-1) (see Muthén and Muthén, 2017, p. 775, for notation).



References

 Abdelaziz, E. M., Diab, I. A., Ouda, M. M. A., Elsharkawy, N. B., and Abdelkader, F. A. (2020). The effectiveness of assertiveness training program on psychological wellbeing and work engagement among novice psychiatric nurses. Nurs. Forum 55, 309–319. doi: 10.1111/NUF.12430 

 Aguinis, H., and Bradley, K. J. (2014). Best practice recommendations for designing and implementing experimental vignette methodology studies. Organ. Res. Methods 17, 351–371. doi: 10.1177/1094428114547952

 Ashkanasy, N. M., and Dorris, A. D. (2017). Emotions in the workplace. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psych. Organ. Behav. 4, 67–90. doi: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113231

 Asparouhov, T., and Muthén, B. (2021). Bayesian estimation of single and multilevel models with latent variable interactions. Struct. Equ. Model. 28, 314–328. doi: 10.1080/10705511.2020.1761808

 Baker, J. P., and Berenbaum, H. (2007). Emotional approach and problem-focused coping: a comparison of potentially adaptive strategies. Cognit. Emot. 21, 95–118. doi: 10.1080/02699930600562276

 Baumeister, R. F., Bratslavsky, E., Muraven, M., and Tice, D. M. (1998). Ego depletion: is the active self a limited resource? J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 74, 1252–1265. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.74.5.1252 

 Baumeister, R., and Vohs, K. (2004). “Handbook of self-regulation: research, theory, and applications” in Handbook of self-regulation: research, theory, and applications. eds. R. F. Baumeister and K. D. Vohs (New York: The Guilford Press).

 Booth, J., Ireland, J. L., Mann, S., Eslea, M., and Holyoak, L. (2017). Anger expression and suppression at work: causes, characteristics and predictors. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 28, 368–382. doi: 10.1108/IJCMA-06-2016-0044

 Boyd, N. G., Lewin, J. E., and Sager, J. K. (2009). A model of stress and coping and their influence on individual and organizational outcomes. J. Vocat. Behav. 75, 197–211. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2009.03.010

 Brislin, R. W. (1970). Back-translation for cross-cultural research. J. Cross-Cult. Psychol. 1, 185–216. doi: 10.1177/135910457000100301

 Brodscholl, J. C., Kober, H., and Higgins, E. T. (2007). Strategies of self-regulation in goal attainment versus goal maintenance. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 37, 628–648. doi: 10.1002/EJSP.380

 Burmeister, A., Wang, M., and Hirschi, A. (2020). Understanding the motivational benefits of knowledge transfer for older and younger workers in age-diverse coworker dyads: an actor-partner interdependence model. J. Appl. Psychol. 105, 748–759. doi: 10.1037/APL0000466 

 Callister, R. R., Geddes, D., and Gibson, D. F. (2017). When is anger helpful or hurtful? Status and role impact on anger expression and outcomes. Negot. Confl. Manag. Res. 10, 69–87. doi: 10.1111/ncmr.12090

 Carlson, D., Kacmar, K. M., Zivnuska, S., Ferguson, M., and Whitten, D. (2011). Work-family enrichment and job performance: a constructive replication of affective events theory. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 16, 297–312. doi: 10.1037/a0022880 

 Carver, C. S. (2006). Approach, avoidance, and the self-regulation of affect and action. Motiv. Emot. 30, 105–110. doi: 10.1007/s11031-006-9044-7

 Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences (2nd ed.). Routledge. doi: 10.4324/9780203771587

 Cullen, A., and Frey, H. (1999). Probabilistic techniques in exposure assessment. 1st Edn. New York: Plenum Publishing Co.

 Delignette-Muller, M. L., and Dutang, C. (2015). Fitdistrplus: an R package for fitting distributions. J. Stat. Softw. 64, 1–34. doi: 10.18637/jss.v064.i04

 Depaoli, S. (2021). Bayesian structural equation modeling. New York: Guilford Press.

 Dietz, L., and Fasbender, U. (2021). Age-diverse workplace friendship: a systematic literature review and recommendations for future research. Work Aging Retire. 8, 163–197. doi: 10.1093/WORKAR/WAAB028 

 Doty, D. H., and Glick, W. H. (1998). Common methods bias: does common methods variance really bias results? Organ. Res. Methods 1, 374–406. doi: 10.1177/109442819814002

 Fasbender, U., Gerpott, F. H., and Unger, D. (2021). Give and take? Knowledge exchange between older and younger employees as a function of generativity and development striving. J. Knowl. Manag. 25, 2420–2443. doi: 10.1108/JKM-11-2020-0856

 Finch, W. H., and Bolin, J. E. (2017). Multilevel modeling using Mplus. London: Taylor & Francis.

 Findley, M. G., Kikuta, K., and Denly, M. (2021). External validity. Annu. Rev. Polit. Sci. 24, 365–393. doi: 10.1146/ANNUREV-POLISCI-041719-102556

 Fitness, J. (2000). Anger in the workplace: an emotion script approach to anger episodes between workers and their superiors, co-workers and subordinates. J. Organ. Behav. 21, 147–162. doi: 10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(200003)21:2<147::AID-JOB35>3.0.CO;2-T

 Folkman, S., and Lazarus, R. S. (1985). If it changes it must be a process: study of emotion and coping during three stages of a college examination. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 48, 150–170. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.48.1.150

 Folkman, S., Lazarus, R. S., Dunkel-Schetter, C., DeLongis, A., and Gruen, R. J. (1986). Dynamics of a stressful encounter. Cognitive appraisal, coping, and encounter outcomes. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 50, 992–1003. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.50.5.992 

 Frijda, N. H. (1987). The emotions. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Gabriel, A. S., Podsakoff, N. P., Beal, D. J., Scott, B. A., Sonnentag, S., Trougakos, J. P., et al. (2019). Experience sampling methods: a discussion of critical trends and considerations for scholarly advancement. Organ. Res. Methods 22, 969–1006. doi: 10.1177/1094428118802626

 Geldhof, G. J., Preacher, K. J., and Zyphur, M. J. (2014). Reliability estimation in a multilevel confirmatory factor analysis framework. Psychol. Methods 19, 72–91. doi: 10.1037/A0032138 

 Gelman, A., Carlin, J. B., Stern, H. S., Dunson, D. B., Vehtari, A., and Rubin, D. B. (2013). Bayesian data analysis. 3rd Edn. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francs.

 Gibson, D. E., Schweitzer, M. E., Callister, R. R., and Gray, B. (2009). The influence of anger expressions on outcomes in organizations. Negot. Confl. Manag. Res. 2, 236–262. doi: 10.1111/j.1750-4716.2009.00039.x

 Gignac, G. E., and Szodorai, E. T. (2016). Effect size guidelines for individual differences researchers. Pers. Individ. Dif. 102, 74–78. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2016.06.069 

 Glasø, L., Vie, T. L., Holmdal, G. R., and Einarsen, S. (2010). An application of affective events theory to workplace bullying. Eur. Psychol. 16, 198–208. doi: 10.1027/1016-9040/a000026 

 Godkin, L., and Allcorn, S. (2008). Overcoming organizational inertia: a tripartite model for achieving strategic organizational change. J. Appl. Bus. Econ. 8:82.

 Grubbs, F. E. (1950). Sample criteria for testing outlying observations. Ann. Math. Stat. 21, 27–58. doi: 10.1214/AOMS/1177729885

 Hamaker, E. L., and Muthén, B. (2020). The fixed versus random effects debate and how it relates to centering in multilevel modeling. Psychol. Methods 25, 365–379. doi: 10.1037/met0000239 

 Hayes, A. F. (2006). A primer on multilevel modeling. Hum. Commun. Res. 32, 385–410. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2958.2006.00281.x

 Jäger, A., Loschelder, D. D., and Friese, M. (2017). Using self-regulation to overcome the detrimental effects of anger in negotiations. J. Econ. Psychol. 58, 31–43. doi: 10.1016/j.joep.2016.09.003

 Judge, T. A., Erez, A., Bono, J. E., and Locke, E. A. (2005). Core self-evaluations and job and life satisfaction: the role of self-concordance and goal attainment. J. Appl. Psychol. 90, 257–268. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.90.2.257 

 Kant, L., Skogstad, A., Torsheim, T., and Einarsen, S. (2013). Beware the angry leader: trait anger and trait anxiety as predictors of petty tyranny. Leadersh. Quart. 24, 106–124. doi: 10.1016/J.LEAQUA.2012.08.005

 Keltikangas-Järvinen, L., Räikkönen, K., Hautanen, A., and Adlercreutz, H. (1996). Vital exhaustion, anger expression, and pituitary and adrenocortical hormones: implications for the insulin resistance syndrome. Arterioscler. Thromb. Vasc. Biol. 16, 275–280. doi: 10.1161/01.ATV.16.2.275 

 Kiresuk, T. J., Smith, A., and Cardillo, J. E. (2014). Goal attainment scaling: applications, theory, and measurement. New York: Psychology Press.

 Kline, R. B. (2015). The mediation myth. Basic Appl. Soc. Psychol. 37, 202–213. doi: 10.1080/01973533.2015.1049349

 Lanaj, K., Johnson, R. E., and Barnes, C. M. (2014). Beginning the workday yet already depleted? Consequences of late-night smartphone use and sleep. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 124, 11–23. doi: 10.1016/J.OBHDP.2014.01.001

 Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Emotion and adaptation. Oxford: Oxford Univerity Press.

 Lazarus, R. S., and Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping. New York: Springer.

 Li, J. B., Dou, K., Situ, Q. M., Salcuni, S., Wang, Y. J., and Friese, M. (2019). Anger rumination partly accounts for the association between trait self-control and aggression. J. Res. Pers. 81, 207–223. doi: 10.1016/J.JRP.2019.06.011

 Locke, E. A. (2007). The case for inductive theory building. J. Manag. 33, 867–890. doi: 10.1177/0149206307307636

 McDonald, R. P. (1999). Test theory: a unified treatment. New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum.

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

 Moberly, N. J., and Watkins, E. R. (2009). Negative affect and ruminative self-focus during everyday goal pursuit. Cognit. Emot. 24, 729–739. doi: 10.1080/02699930802696849 

 Mohr, L. B. (1973). The concept of organizational goal. Am. Polit. Sci. Rev. 67, 470–481. doi: 10.2307/1958777

 Moors, A., Ellsworth, P. C., Scherer, K. R., and Frijda, N. H. (2013). Appraisal theories of emotion: state of the art and future development. Emot. Rev. 5, 119–124. doi: 10.1177/1754073912468165

 Morrison, E. W., and Milliken, F. J. (2000). Organizational silence: a barrier to change and development in a pluralistic world. Acad. Manag. Rev. 25, 706–725. doi: 10.5465/amr.2000.3707697

 Muthén, L. K., and Muthén, B. O. (2017). Mplus user’s guide. Log Angeles: Muthén & Muthén.

 Oatley, K. (2009). Communications to self and others: emotional experience and its skills. Emot. Rev. 1, 206–213. doi: 10.1177/1754073909103588

 Ohly, S., Sonnentag, S., Niessen, C., and Zapf, D. (2010). Diary studies in organizational research. J. Pers. Psychol. 9, 79–93. doi: 10.1027/1866-5888/A000009

 Omura, M., Maguire, J., Levett-Jones, T., and Stone, T. E. (2017). The effectiveness of assertiveness communication training programs for healthcare professionals and students: a systematic review. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 76, 120–128. doi: 10.1016/J.IJNURSTU.2017.09.001

 Pham, M. T. (2007). Emotion and rationality: a critical review and interpretation of empirical evidence. Rev. Gen. Psychol. 11, 155–178. doi: 10.1037/1089-2680.11.2.155

 Potegal, M., Stemmler, G., and Spielberger, C. (2010). International handbook of anger: constituent and concomitant biological, psychological, and social processes. New Jersey: Springer.

 R Core Team. (2022). R: a language and environment for statistical computing. Available online at: https://www.r-project.org/ (Accessed May 27, 2024).

 Roseman, I. J. (2013). Appraisal in the emotion system: coherence in strategies for coping. Emot. Rev. 5, 141–149. doi: 10.1177/1754073912469591

 Ryan, R. M., and Vansteenkiste, M. (2023). “Self-determination theory: metatheory, methods, and meaning” in The Oxford handbook of self-determination theory. ed. R. M. Ryan. (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 3–30.

 Schmitt, A., Gielnik, M. M., and Seibel, S. (2019). When and how does anger during goal pursuit relate to goal achievement? The roles of persistence and action planning. Motiv. Emot. 43, 205–217. doi: 10.1007/s11031-018-9720-4

 Schwarzmüller, T., Brosi, P., and Welpe, I. (2016). Sparking anger and anxiety: how leader anger displays enhance (Dys)functional follower behaviors. Acad. Manag. Proc. 2016:10679. doi: 10.5465/AMBPP.2016.10679abstract

 Schwarzmüller, T., Brosi, P., and Welpe, I. M. (2018). Sparking anger and anxiety: why intense leader anger displays trigger both more deviance and higher work effort in followers. J. Bus. Psychol. 33, 761–777. doi: 10.1007/s10869-017-9523-8

 Sekaran, U., and Snodgrass, C. R. (1989) in Organizational effectiveness and its attainment BT-organizational science abroad: constraints and perspectives. ed. C. A. B. Osigweh. (Boston, MA: Springer US), 269–292.

 Sheldon, K. M., and Elliot, A. J. (1999). Goal striving, need satisfaction, and longitudinal well-being: the self-concordance model. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 76, 482–497. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.76.3.482 

 Sonnentag, S., Binnewies, C., and Mojza, E. J. (2008). “Did you have a nice evening?” A day-level study on recovery experiences, sleep, and affect. J. Appl. Psychol. 93, 674–684. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.674

 Speed, B. C., Goldstein, B. L., and Goldfried, M. R. (2018). Assertiveness training: a forgotten evidence-based treatment. Clin. Psychol. Sci. Pract. 25:e12216. doi: 10.1111/CPSP.12216

 Spielberger, C. D., Jacobs, G., Russell, S., and Crane, R. S. (1983). “Assessment of anger: the state-trait anger scale” in Advances in personality assessment. eds. J. N. Butcher and C. D. Spielberger, vol. 2 (New York: Routledge), 161–189.

 Thurston, W. E., Cove, L., and Meadows, L. M. (2008). Methodological congruence in complex and collaborative mixed method studies. Int. J. Multiple Res. Approach. 2, 2–14. doi: 10.5172/mra.455.2.1.2

 Trull, T. J., and Ebner-Priemer, U. W. (2009). Using experience sampling methods/ecological momentary assessment (ESM/EMA) in clinical assessment and clinical research: introduction to the special section. Psychol. Assess. 21, 457–462. doi: 10.1037/A0017653 

 van Dick, R., Wagner, U., Pettigrew, T. F., Christ, O., Wolf, C., Petzel, T., et al. (2004). Role of perceived importance in intergroup contact. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 87, 211–227. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.87.2.211

 Van Yperen, N. W., Rietzschel, E. F., and De Jonge, K. M. M. (2014). Blended working: for whom it may (not) work. PLoS One 9:e102921. doi: 10.1371/JOURNAL.PONE.0102921 

 Vohs, K. D., and Baumeister, R. F. (2011) in Handbook of self-regulation: research, theory, and applications. eds. K. D. Vohs and R. F. Baumeister. 2nd ed. (New York: The Guilford Press).

 Vohs, K. D., and Heatherton, T. F. (2000). Self-regulatory failure: a resource-depletion approach. Psychol. Sci. 11, 249–254. doi: 10.1111/1467-9280.00250

 Watson, D., Clark, L. A., and Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures of positive and negative affect: the PANAS scales. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 54, 1063–1070. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063 

 Wegge, J., van Dick, R., Fisher, G. K., West, M. A., and Dawson, J. F. (2006). A test of basic assumptions of affective events theory (AET) in call centre work. Br. J. Manag. 17, 237–254. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8551.2006.00489.x

 Weiss, H. M., and Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective events theory. Res. Organ. Behav. 18, 1–74.

 Wong, E., Tschan, F., and Semmer, N. K. (2017). Effort in emotion work and well-being: the role of goal attainment. Emotion 17, 67–77. doi: 10.1037/emo0000196 

 Xia, Q., Yan, S., Zhao, H., and Cheng, K. (2021). Request politeness and knowledge hiding: a daily diary study through an affective events perspective. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psy. 31, 496–509. doi: 10.1080/1359432X.2021.2004126 

 Yagil, D., and Medler-Liraz, H. (2017). Personally committed to emotional labor: surface acting, emotional exhaustion and performance among service employees with a strong need to belong. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 22, 481–491. doi: 10.1037/ocp0000049


Copyright
 © 2025 Umbra and Fasbender. 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.

OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		The daily relations between workplace anger, coping strategies, work outcomes, and workplace affiliation



		Introduction



		Theoretical background and hypotheses development



		Affective events theory



		Cognitivist accounts of emotions and intertheoretical discourse



		A case for workplace anger



		The cases for workplace resource depletion and workplace goal attainment



		The relations between workplace anger and coping strategies



		The relations between coping strategies and work outcomes



		The indirect relations between workplace anger and work outcomes



		A case for workplace affiliation dispositions









		Methodological congruence









		Method



		Transparency and openness



		Selection and procedure



		Sample characteristics



		Measures



		Workplace anger (morning survey)



		Ruminative coping (noon survey)



		Confrontative coping (noon survey)



		Workplace resource depletion (evening survey)



		Workplace goal attainment (evening survey)



		Workplace affiliation disposition (baseline survey)



		Controls









		Analytical strategy and data diagnostics









		Results



		Preliminary analyses



		Hypotheses testing



		Exploratory analyses









		Discussion



		Theoretical implications



		Practical implications



		Limitations



		Future research directions









		Conclusion



		Author’s note



		Data availability statement



		Ethics statement



		Author contributions



		Funding



		Conflict of interest



		Generative AI statement



		Publisher’s note



		Footnotes



		References



















OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1538914-t005.jpg
Effects Test of conditional effects

Estimate EIHL

Ruminative coping — Workplace resource depletion

Unconditional direct effect 0.108* 0033 0.185
Conditional direct effect upon low (1 SDs) workplace affiliation 0.245% 0.138 0359
disposition

Conditional direct effect upon high (+1 SDs) workplace affiliation -0029 ~0.138 0.079
disposition

Difference of high and low workplace affliation disposition ~0273% ~0.437 -0.123

Workplace anger — Ruminative coping — Workplace resource depletion

Unconditional indirect effect 0.041% 0.012 0.079

Conditional indirect effect upon low (—1 SDs) workplace affiliation 0.093% 0.043 0.159

disposition

Conditional indirect effect upon high (+1 SDs) workplace affilation ~oo1 ~0057 0031

disposition

Difference of high and low workplace afflition disposition ~0.104 -0.192 ~0.040

Confrontative coping — Workplace goal attainment

Unconditional direct effect 0075 ~0.069 0227
Conditional direct effect upon low (1 SDs) workplace affiliation -0077 —0.293 0129
disposition
Conditional direct effect upon high (+1 SDs) workplace affiliation 0229% 0022 0458
disposition
Difference of high and low workplace affliation disposition 0308% 0010 0,631

Workplace anger — Confrontative coping — Workplace goal attainment

Unconditional indirect effect 0014 ~0016 0045
Conditional indirect effect upon low (~1 SDs) workplace affliation ~0014 ~0056 0,025
disposition
Conditional indirect effect upon high (+1 SDs) workplace affliation 0043 0004 0091
disposition
Difference of high and low workplace affiliation disposition 0.058* 0.002 0.125

Nicwi2 = 214, and Ny, = 1611, Estimate = unstandardized parameter estimate of indirect effect. C1 LL = lower imit of 95% credibility inerval. C1 UL = upper limit of 95% credibility
interval. SDs = standard deviations. *p < 0.05.






OPS/images/cover.jpg
’ frontiers | Frontiers in Psychology

The daily relations between
workplace anger, coping
strategies, work outcomes, and
workplace affiliation












OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|






OPS/images/logo.jpg
, frontiers Frontiers in Psychology






OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1538914-g005.jpg
Ety) Workplace anger — Controntatve coping - Workpiace goal ausmment






OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1538914-t001.jpg
\ELELIES

1. Workplace angerr, 142 056 063 047 095) 0.80% 077+ 057 ~0.39* 001

2 Ruminative copingr. 157 0.65 072 047 043¢ (095) 081 0.60% ~034% ~004

3. Confrontative coping;. 199 030 039 043 022 0.39% ©76) 052 ~031% -002

4. Workplace resource 0.00
213 0.60 058 051 007 013+ 0.08* (0:87) -0.61

depletion;,

5. Workplace goal -002
364 059 058 050 ~008%  -0.10% -001 ~0.33% (0.91)

attainmenty,

6. Workplace affiliation (0.86)
329 090

dispositiony,

Nicwts = 214, N = 1611, M = composite mean of factor indicators. ICC = Intraclass correlation coefficient. We calculated the ICC as SD)cut/(SDicrs + SDicvs). Omega relibilities are in
parentheses on the diagonal. Level-2 correlations are above the diagonal. Level-1 correlations are below the diagonal. “p < 0.05.





OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1538914-g003.jpg
o Wortpace it deposton





OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1538914-g004.jpg
Ely) Controntatve cosing — Workplace goat tammert.






OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1538914-t004.jpg
Indirect effects Test of conditional effects

Estimate @iy
Workplace anger — Ruminative coping — Workplace resource depletion 0041% 0012 0079
Workplace anger — Confrontative coping — Workplace resource depletion 0.006 ~0.024 0039
Workplace anger ~ Ruminative coping — Workplace goal attainment ~0026% ~0.060 ~0.001
Workplace anger — Confrontative coping — Workplace goal attainment 0014 ~0016 0045

Nicwas = 214, and Ny = 1,611, Estimate = unstandardized parameter estimate of indirect effect. CI LL = lower limit of 95% credibility interval. CI UL = upper limit of 95% credibility
interval. *p < 0.05.






OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1538914-t002.jpg
CFA models TLI SRMRiever1  SRMRiever-2

AIC

Hypothesized model 560712 | 249 p<0001 | 0979 0974 0028 0031 0064
Alternative model 1* 8,487.574 277 P <0001 0453 0.388 0.136 0.198 0.204
Alternative model 2 1,232438 258 p<0.001 0935 0922 0.048 0.061 0.069
Alternative model 3¢ 4308056 271 p<000l | 0731 0692 00% 0153 0253

611, The statistical significance of the model comparison between alternative and hypothesized models is assessed by A7*(Ad).
“All indicators load on same factor.

‘Indicators of confrontation and rumination load on same factor.

Indicators of workplace anger, ruminative coping, and confrontative coping load on same factor.

44790518
52,661.380
45444244

48,493,862

45420518
53,140610
46,025.782

49,005.400





OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1538914-t003.jpg
Confrontative
copingr;

Variables

Ruminative copingr,

Workplace resource
depletions

Workplace goal
attainmenty;

Estimate

Level-2
Workplace affliation
dispositiony,
Level-1
Workplace angerr,
Ruminative coping;;
Confrontative coping.
Workplace affliation
dispositiony,
x Workplace angery,
x Ruminative copingr,
x Confrontative coping;,

Nicwts =214, and Ny, = 1611 p < 0.05,

0045

0.392*

-0013

SD Estimate SD

0046 ~0.006 0.024 0.008
0.080 0.191% 0.036 0.038
0.108*
0.032
0089 0.003 0.034
~0.136%
0.135

Estimate

SD

0048

0046
0039

0079

0040

0082

Estimate

0017

0074
~0.070*

0075

-0.021

0154

SD

0048

0042

0.035

0075

0.036

0078





OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1538914-g001.jpg
Workplace affiliation
dispositiony

Level-2: employee

Level-1: workday

Workplace
resource depletiony

Ruminative copingry

Workplace angery;

Workplace
goal attainmentys

Confrontative copings





OPS/images/fpsyg-16-1538914-g002.jpg
0} Workpsce abtaaon dsposion





