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This research investigated the interactive effects of employees’ locomotion and assessment regulatory modes (Higgins, Kruglanski, & Pierro, 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000) on their work performance
in organizational contexts. Three field surveys were conducted in different work organizations, using
different research designs (cross-sectional and longitudinal) and different work performance measures
(self-report and managers’ ratings). As predicted, the studies found positive interactive effects of the
two regulatory mode orientations on work performance.
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INTRODUCTION
All work organizations engage to some degree in finding solutions to organizational
problems relating to productive or counterproductive employee behaviors. Productive behavior is
defined as employee “behavior that contributes positively to the goals and objectives of the organization,” and counterproductive behavior as “behavior that explicitly runs counter to the goals
of an organization” (Britt & Jex, 2008, p. 168). Job performance represents behaviors employees
engage in during work which are related to organizational goals (Britt & Jex, 2008).
Occupational productivity constitutes a topic of great interest to organizational researchers and practitioners (Austin & Villanova, 1992; Wallace & Chen, 2006). Productive behaviors,
as well as counterproductive behaviors, have their determinants in both situational factors (e.g.,
organizational climate, leadership styles) and personal characteristics (e.g., personality traits,
self-regulatory mechanisms) (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Wallace & Chen, 2006). In particular, in
order to further the science of personnel selection and recruitment, scholars have called for the
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development of models of work behavior that posit linkages among individual difference constructs and components of work performance (Campbell, 1990; Schmidt & Hunter, 1992;
Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000). Responsive to this call, the present research aimed to verify how
work performance is affected by individual differences in the tendency toward locomotion and
assessment, two self-regulatory concerns outlined by the regulatory mode theory (Higgins,
Kruglanski, & Pierro, 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000). In what follows, we introduced the regulatory mode theory and discussed its implications for work performance.

Regulatory Mode Theory: Locomotion and Assessment as Independent Functions
In self-regulating toward their goals, people generally focus on two types of activities.
They (1) critically evaluate what they actually wish to do and how best their goals can be
achieved; (2) they actually go ahead, that is, invest efforts in realizing their intentions and channeling them into concrete undertakings.
Psychologists have paid considerable attention to the determinants and consequences of
self-regulation, especially to the control aspects of attaining goals or meeting standards (see
Carver & Scheier, 1990; Gollwitzer, 1990; Higgins, 1989; Kuhl, 1985, 1986; Mischel, 1974,
1981). According to the classic theory of control (see Carver & Scheier, 1990; Kuhl, 1985), the
purpose of self-regulation is to move a current state in the direction of a desired end-state, in order to minimize any discrepancy between them. As a means of doing so, the current state is compared to the desired end-state to assess whether any discrepancy between them remains (e.g.,
Miller, Galanter, & Pribram, 1960; see also Carver & Scheier, 1990; Kuhl, 1985). Thus, in classic
terms, self-regulation involves an assessment comparative function that provides feedback for
carrying out the locomotion movement function.
Kruglanski, Higgins, and Pierro (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000) introduced
a regulatory mode theory of self-regulation that considers the locomotion and assessment functions to be both more general and more independent than described in classic control theories.
Although locomotion and assessment may be thought as interdependent components of the larger
self-regulatory system, each may receive differential emphasis by different people and in different situations. As a consequence, some situations may induce individuals to pay particular attention to, and invest particular resources in, locomotion whereas other situations may do so in regard to assessment. Moreover, some individuals may stably emphasize locomotion whereas others
may emphasize assessment. According to regulatory mode theory, chronic individual differences in
emphasizing either locomotion or assessment are a product of both socialization processes and
temperament. From an individual difference perspective, the independence of the two regulatory
modes would be reflected in the fact that not only are there individuals who are high in locomotion and low in assessment and individuals who are high in assessment and low in locomotion,
but there are also individuals who are relatively high or relatively low in both dimensions.
In accordance with this conceptualization, Kruglanski et al. (2000) developed and validated
two scales (12 items each) that measure the orientation toward locomotion and toward assessment.
Results obtained in several sub-samples, both in the United States and in Italy, showed the internal
consistency and temporal stability of the two scales. Validation studies showed that the two constructs are independent, and have good convergent and divergent validity, as well as strong predic-
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tive validity. As mentioned earlier, stable individual differences in locomotion and assessment are
especially important for work performance. Before presenting our specific hypotheses in this regard, we will discuss the locomotion and assessment functions in greater detail.

Locomotion Orientation
The locomotion orientation is defined as a propensity toward action. According to
Kruglanski et al. (2000), it is “the aspect of self-regulation concerned with movement from state to
state and with committing the psychological resources that will initiate and maintain goal-related
movement in a straightforward and direct manner, without undue distractions or delays” (p. 794).
More generally, according to field theory (Lewin, 1951), locomotion concerns any change of position occurring in any region within the life space. In this definition, the essential motivation of people high on the locomotion dimension is simply to “move” in an experiential or psychological
sense. In a sense, the goal of the activity (i.e., the positive or negative end-state) is considered to be
the consequence rather than the cause of the locomotion motivation. According to regulatory mode
theory, individuals with a high locomotion tendency treat goals as “excuses” to engage in psychological movement: it fosters a sense of “flow” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1975) wherein the individual with
a high locomotion tendency is thoroughly absorbed in the activity and is committed in various
goals. In the locomotion mode, individuals emphasize “doing” (doing anything just to stop doing
nothing) “getting on with it,” “making something happen” (see Higgins et al., 2003) rather than
critical evaluation. Indeed, individuals strong in locomotion mode might refrain from critical evaluation if such “stopping to reflect” halted steady movement from state to state.
Several studies (see Higgins, Pierro, & Kruglanski, 2008; Kruglanski et al., 2000; Pierro,
Kruglanski, & Higgins, 2006a) have shown that the locomotion tendency is positively related to
various measures of task orientation, achievement orientation, intrinsic motivation, self-esteem, and
to the Big Five personality traits (cfr. Costa & McCrae, 1992) of extroversion and conscientiousness. This last personality trait turns out to be consistently associated with performance in several
work settings (for a meta-analytic review, see Barrick & Mount, 1991). Furthermore, and especially
germane to the present research, locomotion has been found to be positively related to job involvement and effort investment in work activities (Pierro, Kruglanski, & Higgins, 2006b), which are
motivational factors consistently associated with work performance (Blau, 1993; Brown & Leight,
1996, Pierro et al., 2006b). Even more relevant for the present research is the fact that locomotion
has been found to be positively related to college students’ grade point averages (GPA; controlling
for Scholastic Aptitude Test scores; Kruglanski et al., 2000, Study 7) and successful completion of
elite military training (Kruglanski et al., 2000, Study 8).

Assessment Orientation
Assessment constitutes “the comparative aspect of self-regulation concerned with critically evaluating entities or states, such as goals or means, in relation to alternatives in order to
judge relative quality” (Kruglanski et al., 2000, p. 794). The assessment function, therefore, generally refers to a determination of the rate, amount, size, value, or importance of something.
Thus, the value or importance of both the current state and the end state can be independently as-
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sessed, and so can the value or utility of the means used to move toward or away from that end
state. “What are my options?” “Are there any other possibilities worth considering?” “Which alternative is the best?” “What should I do in the future?” “How did I do in the past?” Individuals
strong in assessment mode are preoccupied with these kinds of critical evaluations (see Higgins
et al., 2003), and can be described, generally, as “critical” and “perfectionist.”
Several studies (Kruglanski et al., 2000; Pierro et al., 2006a) have shown that the assessment orientation is positively related to fear of invalidity, discomfort with ambiguity, need for
social comparison, and fear of failure. Because of their pervasive concern with appraisal and
evaluation, individuals high (vs. low) in assessment concerns are more extrinsically motivated
toward tasks. They are less likely to be “immersed” in the activity per se, in light of their perennial preoccupation with calculating discrepancies, comparing alternatives, etc..

Locomotion and Assessment Working Together
Both high assessors and high locomotors possess certain strengths, as well as particular
weaknesses, in the self-regulatory aspects of goal pursuit. For instance, high locomotors and high
assessors exemplify a trade-off between speed and accuracy in goal-relevant tasks, where locomotors are more concerned with speed and assessors more concerned with accuracy (Kruglanski et
al., 2000). Similarly, although high locomotors are particularly decisive, task-oriented, and prone
to faster-paced goal pursuit activities, high assessors are skilled at prioritizing among multiple
goals, generating a variety of means that could be used in goal pursuit, and carefully evaluating
the various goal pursuit paths before choosing one on which to embark (Higgins et al., 2003).
Research has generally supported the notion that locomotion and assessment are largely
orthogonal regulatory modes (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000). The independence of
the two modes allows for a possible predominance of one mode over the other. Generally, assessment should lead to greater consideration of possible routes to goal pursuit, guiding the self
in specified directions. However, a person operating predominately in the assessment mode may
engage in excessive musing, always looking but never leaping. Generally, locomotion should improve the performance of many tasks through its emphasis on doing something, increasing attainment. However, a person operating predominately in the locomotion mode may engage in
many activities without any particular end in mind, essentially “running around like a chicken
with its head cut off” or “leaping” without first “looking.” Optimal self-regulation should usually
utilize both modes of the self-regulation in order to constrain each other’s downsides, in order to
“go” (locomotion) “in the right direction” (assessment) rather than going just anywhere (insufficient assessment) or reflecting forever and going nowhere (insufficient locomotion). “Going in
the right direction” requires that locomotion and assessment work together (Higgins, 2012).
Blind locomotion can result in various mistakes, potentially avoidable if a modicum of
assessment was in place. Similarly, the assessment of the best goal and the most appropriate
means of attaining it is not beneficial unless the individual ultimately engages in locomotion toward the goal. Given the distinctive strengths and weaknesses of each regulatory mode alone,
both locomotion and assessment are necessary for optimally effective goal pursuit. This idea is
known as the complementarity hypothesis (Kruglanski, Pierro, Mannetti, & Higgins, in press).
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A small but growing body of research supports the complementarity hypothesis and
demonstrates the critical roles of both locomotion and assessment for self-regulation and similar
goal-relevant activities. First, Kruglanski et al. (2000) showed that individuals who are high on
both regulatory modes tend to perform better in goal pursuit and achievement. One study found
that a main effect of locomotion on college GPA was qualified by an interaction with assessment
(Study 7). The effect of locomotion was observed only among those high in assessment; this effect disappeared for those low in assessment. The same pattern held for individuals in rigorous
and challenging Army Ranger training; locomotion scores predicted success rates only for those
high in assessment (Study 8). A similar pattern of results was found in Pierro et al. (2006a, Study
4). These findings demonstrate that locomotion and assessment can act as complementary selfregulatory orientations within individuals, thus enhancing the goal-relevant performance of those
who are high on both regulatory modes.

AIMS OF THE PRESENT RESEARCH
Consistent with regulatory mode theory, a first aim of the present research was to investigate, within different organizations in the Italian context, the relation between the two selfregulatory modes and work performance. In particular, we hypothesized a positive relation between
locomotion concerns and work performance and, more importantly, a positive interaction effect of
locomotion and assessment concerns on work performance, predicting better performance for people high in both dimensions. These hypotheses have been explored by three studies using different
research designs (a cross-sectional design in Study 1 and longitudinal designs in Studies 2 and 3)
and different work performance measures (self-report measures in Studies 1 and 2 and manager ratings in Study 3). A second purpose of the present research was to investigate the mediating role of
goal commitment in the relation between locomotion concerns and work performance (Study 3).

STUDY 1
The aim of Study 1 was twofold: a) to test, in a different organizational and cultural context than the United States, the positive relationship between the locomotion mode orientation
and work performance found in previous studies (e.g.,. Kruglanski et al., 2000); b) to test, consistent with the results obtained by Kruglanski et al. (2000), the positive interaction effect on
work performance of the locomotion and assessment modes. In this study we used a crosssectional design and self-report measures of work performance.

METHOD
Participants
One hundred and sixty-four promoters (37 females and 127 males; mean age = 35 years,
SD = 8.15) of a financial society, from different Italian cities, participated in the study on a voluntary basis.
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Procedure and Instruments
All participants filled out the Locomotion and Assessment scales (Kruglanski et al., 2000)
followed by a number of filler questionnaires. They then completed two items designed to assess
their level of work performance.
Locomotion and assessment orientations. The Italian versions of the Locomotion and Assessment Scales (Kruglanski et al., 2000) constitute two separate 12-item self-report measures designed to tap individual differences in these tendencies. Specifically, respondents rate the extent
to which they agree with self-descriptive statements reflecting locomotion (e.g., “By the time I
accomplish a task, I already have the next one in mind”) or assessment (e.g., “I spend a great deal
of time taking inventory of my positive and negative characteristics”). Ratings are made on a sixpoint Likert-type scale with the response alternatives anchored at the ends with 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). We computed two composite scores (one for locomotion and one for
assessment) by averaging responses across to each item. Cronbach’s alpha for the locomotion
scale was .79 and for the assessment scale was .70. Mean locomotion score was 4.89 (SD = 0.70)
and mean assessment score 3.48 (SD = 0.67). In this sample, the two scales were not significantly
correlated (r = .04, ns), consistent with previous studies attesting the independence of the two
scales (Kruglanski et al., 2000).
Self-rated performance. Participants responded to two items: “In percentage terms, to
what extent were your work objectives reached during the last year?,” with responses on a 10point scale ranging from 1 (10%) to 10 (100%); and, “How do you evaluate your performance in
the last year?,” with responses on a 10-point scale ranging from 1 (extremely negative) to 10 (extremely positive). A composite (mean) score was computed across these two items. Cronbach’s
alpha for the performance measure was .86 and the mean score was 5.14 (SD = 2.27).

Results
Predictions regarding the effect on self-rated performance of the interaction between locomotion and assessment orientations were tested by means of a moderated multiple regression
analysis (adopting the product variable approach suggested by Baron & Kenny, 1986). In this
analysis, we entered the main effects of locomotion and assessment and the interaction between
them. Following Aiken and West’s (1991) recommendation, regulatory mode orientations were
centered, and the interaction term was based on the centered scores.
As expected, work performance was significantly and positively related to locomotion (β
= .22, p < .01): participants high in locomotion had a higher level of self-reported work performance. On the other hand, work performance was not related to assessment (β = –.05, ns). More
important for the present research, the interaction between the two regulatory mode orientations
was positive and significant (β = .16, p < .05), suggesting that the positive relationship between
locomotion and work performance was enhanced for individuals high (vs. low) in assessment orientation. These findings are illustrated via the predicted mean values showed in Figure 1. Following the suggestion by Aiken and West (1991), these were one standard deviation above and one
standard deviation below the means of relevant variables.
To further illustrate the nature of this interaction, simple slopes analyses were performed,
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following Aiken and West’s (1991) suggestion. These analyses revealed that the relationship between locomotion and performance was strong and significant for participants high (1 SD above
the mean) in assessment (β = .39, p < .001), but was not significant for participants low (1 SD below the mean) in assessment (β = .05, ns).

Performance

6

5

Low Assessment
High Assessment

4
Low Locomotion

High Locomotion

FIGURE 1
Performance as a function of locomotion and assessment orientations (Study 1).

Discussion
Consistent with previous studies (Kruglanski et al., 2000; Pierro et al., 2006a), findings
of the present research confirm, in a different organizational and cultural context, both the main
effect of locomotion orientation and, more importantly, the interactive effect between the two
regulatory modes on work performance. Though these results are encouraging and compatible
with previous findings and the theoretical framework underlying regulatory mode theory, Study 1
has some obvious limitations: the data come from a cross-sectional survey and self-report
measures. Among other potential drawbacks, these data derive from the same source, and thus
could be subject to common method/source biases. It should be noted, nonetheless, that while
common method/source biases may inflate the relation between two variables, they typically result in an underestimation of interaction effects (Evans, 1985; McClelland & Judd, 1993). Thus,
the interaction effect that is central to the present research cannot be readily attributed to methodological common source biases.
Since findings of this study could be addressed by alternative explanations (e.g., stronger
past work performance could strengthen a locomotion orientation), they do not allow any clear
causal direction inference. In order to address this point, Study 2 aims to examine the causal direction between variables by using a longitudinal research design.

STUDY 2
Study 2 aims to replicate, in a different organizational context and with a different research design, the results obtained in Study 1. As mentioned earlier, even though we used the
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same method of data collection of Study 1 (i.e., self-report measures), in this study we adopted a
two-wave longitudinal design, with the second phase taking place three months after the first.

METHOD
Participants
One hundred and twelve employees (40 females and 72 males; mean age = 36 years old,
SD = 9.80) from a public company participated in the study on a voluntary basis.

Procedure and Instruments
In the first phase of the research all participants filled out the same locomotion and assessment scales used in Study 1, followed by a number of filler questionnaires. In the present
sample, Cronbach’s alpha for locomotion was .72 and the alpha for assessment was .69. Mean
locomotion score was 4.58 (SD = 0.53) and mean assessment score was 3.21 (SD = 0.69). Consistent with previous studies confirming the independence between the two dimensions, in this
sample the two scales were not significantly correlated (r = .03, ns).
In the second phase of the study, participants were asked to evaluate their work performance over the last three months using the same two items applied in Study 1. Cronbach’s alpha
for the two items in this sample was .61, and the mean score was 7.12 (SD = 1.69).

Results
As in Study 1, the hypothesized interaction between the two regulatory mode orientations
on work performance was tested by means of a moderated multiple regression analysis in which
we entered the main effects of locomotion and assessment and their interaction. As in Study 1,
the interaction term was based on centered scores.
Again, results yielded a significant and positive main effect of locomotion (β = .20, p <
.05), indicating better performance for employees higher in locomotion orientation. Again, in replication of Study 1 results, the main effect of assessment on performance was nonsignificant (β =
–.11, ns).
Of special relevance is the finding that the hypothesized 2-way interaction between locomotion and assessment was positive and significant (β = .30, p < .001), indicating that work
performance was enhanced for participants high on both locomotion and assessment orientations
(see Figure 2). Subsequent simple slope analyses revealed that the relationship between locomotion and work performance was strong and significant for participants relatively high (1 SD above
the mean) in assessment (β = .46, p < .001), but was nonsignificant for participants relatively low
(1 SD below the mean) in assessment (β = –.07, ns).
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Low Locomotion

High Locomotion

FIGURE 2
Performance as a function of locomotion and assessment orientations (Study 2).

Discussion
Consistent with findings of Study 1, results of Study 2 confirm, in a different organizational context and with a different research design, both the main effect of locomotion and the interaction effect between locomotion and assessment on work performance.
These Study 2 findings increase the support for our hypotheses because of the longitudinal nature of the design. However, as for Study 1, Study 2 findings have the limitation of being
based on self-report measures. For this reason, we conducted Study 3, using a longitudinal design
and the managers’ ratings of followers’ performance.

STUDY 3
The aims of Study 3 were: 1) to replicate the results of the previous two studies, in yet
another organizational context, using a two-wave longitudinal design (three months apart) and
managers’ ratings of subordinates’ work performance as the dependent variable; 2) to test the extent to which locomotion is associated with goal commitment, and the extent to which the main
effect of locomotion on work performance is mediated by goal commitment, thereby supporting
findings from earlier studies (Pierro et al., 2006a).

METHOD
Participants
Seventy-eight employees from an insurance company in Rome (41 females and 37 males;
Mage = 34 years, SD = 8.04) participated in the study on a voluntary basis.
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Procedure and Instruments
In the first phase of the study all participants filled out the same Locomotion and Assessment scales used in the previous two studies followed by a number of filler questionnaire. In the
present sample Cronbach’s alpha for the locomotion scale was .73 and alpha for the assessment
scale was .70. Mean locomotion score was 4.60 (SD = 0.52) and mean assessment score was 3.23
(SD = 0.73). In this sample also the two scales were not significantly correlated (r = .09, ns), confirming the independence between the two dimensions. Then, participants responded, on a sixpoint scale (1 = completely agree; 6 = completely disagree), to the following three items designed
to assess their work goal commitment: “I feel completely identified with the work goals”; “Even
though it will require extra efforts, I’ll do anything necessary in order to reach the established
goals”; “Whatever happens, I will not give up in reaching the work goals.” Cronbach’s alpha for
this measure was .71 and the mean was 4.22 (SD = 0.92).
In the second phase of the research, which occurred three months later, participants’ supervisors were asked to evaluate the level of work performance of their followers in the last three
months using the same two items used in Studies 1 and 2. In this sample, Cronbach’s alpha for
the performance measure was .86, and the mean score was 6.03 (SD = 1.36).

Results
A summary of correlations between variables is presented in Table 1. As can be seen,
employees’ work performance (rated, this time, by their supervisors) was positively and significantly related to locomotion orientation (r = .29, p < .01) and work goal commitment (r = .33, p <
.01). In addition, locomotion was also positively and significantly related to goal commitment (r
= .55, p < .001), supporting previous findings by Pierro et al. (2006a) regarding the greater job
involvement and work efforts among locomotors. Assessment was not significantly correlated
with either work performance (r = .01, ns) or goal commitment (r = .04, ns).
TABLE 1
Correlations between variables (Study 3)

1
1. Locomotion
2. Assessment
3. Work performance
4. Goal commitment

2

–
.09
.29**
.55***

3

4

–
.01
.04

–
.33**

–

**p < .01. ***p < .001.

The hypothesized interaction effect between the two regulatory modes on work performance and the hypothesized mediating role of goal commitment in the relationship between locomotion and performance, were tested by means of hierarchical regression. In the first step of
this analysis, we entered in the regression equation the main effects of the two regulatory modes
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and their interaction. In the second step, we entered the previous effects plus the main effect of
goal commitment. Results are summarized in Table 2: in the first step of this analysis the main
effect of locomotion on work performance was positive and significant (β = .26, p < .05), confirming findings of Study 1 and Study 2. Again, like in Studies 1 and 2, the main effect of assessment on performance was nonsignificant (β = –.03, ns). Of greater interest is the finding that
the hypothesized 2-way interaction between locomotion and assessment was significant and positive (β = .21, p < .05), indicating that work performance was enhanced for participants high on
both locomotion and assessment orientations (see Figure 3). Subsequent simple slope analyses
revealed that the relationship between locomotion and work performance was strong and significant for participants relatively high (1 SD above the mean) in assessment (β = .45, p < .01), but it
was not significant for participants relatively low (1 SD below the mean) in assessment (β = .07,
ns).
TABLE 2
Work performance as a function of locomotion, assessment, and goal commitment:
Results of hierarchical regression (Study 3)

Beta
Step 1
Locomotion
Assessment
Locomotion × Assessment
R2

.26*
–.03
.21*
.13

Step 2
.11
–.03
.23*
.26*
.18

Locomotion
Assessment
Locomotion × Assessment
Goal commitment
R2
*p < .05.

Performance

7

6

Low Assessm ent
High Assessm ent

5

Low Locomotion

High Locomotion

FIGURE 3
Performance as a function of locomotion and assessment orientations (Study 3).

257

Pierro, A., Pica, G., Mauro, R.,
Kruglanski, A. W., & Higgins, E. T.

TPM Vol. 19, No. 4, December 2012
247-262 – Special Issue

Regulatory mode and performance

© 2012 Cises

As can be seen in Table 2, in the second step where we entered in the equation the goal
commitment scores (β = .26, p < .05), the main effect of locomotion on work performance notably decreased, if compared with the first step, and became nonsignificant (β = .11, ns). Sobel test
(Preacher & Hayes, 2004a, 2004b) confirmed that the reduction in effect size attributable to goal
commitment is marginally significant (z = 1.94; p < .05), consistent with our hypothesis that goal
commitment mediates the relationship between locomotion and work performance. Notably, the
interaction effect between locomotion and assessment on work performance was not mediated by
goal commitment.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
Taken together, our set of studies demonstrates that locomotion and assessment orientations, as conceptualized by regulatory mode theory (Higgins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000),
have considerable relevance for predicting work performance in organizational contexts. Locomotion orientation refers to the tendency toward psychological movement. Performing tasks, in
general, offers an opportunity for this movement which, in turn, needs energy investment. Thus,
individuals characterized by high levels of locomotion orientation consider the tasks and objectives they are asked to perform to be attractive and worthy of engagement and, as a consequence,
are willing to invest considerable efforts toward goal pursuit (goal commitment). Higher goal
commitment also predicts better work performance (i.e., it mediates the relation between locomotion orientation and work performance).
In accordance with findings obtained by Kruglanski et al. (2000, Study 7 and Study 8)
about the academic success of students and the successful fulfillment of military training programs, our results from three studies with different Italian organizational contexts also support
the conclusion that individuals with higher locomotion concerns, who also have relatively high
assessment concerns (i.e., locomotion and assessment working together), perform better at work.
Importantly, these studies not only used different organizational contexts but also were conducted
using different research designs (cross-sectional, Study 1; and longitudinal, Studies 2 and 3) and
different measures of work performance (self-report, Studies 1 and 2, and supervisors’ ratings,
Study 3).
Assessment orientation refers, in general, to the tendency to make comparisons, evaluations about quantity and quality, to critically estimate the importance of things. Consistent with
previous studies, the present research did not find a main effect of assessment on work performance. It is possible that measures of work performance may tend to emphasize the quantitative
aspect of goal pursuit over a certain period of time, which might be more linked with the locomotion function. Future studies should also consider more qualitative aspects of work performance,
such as those involving “intellectual” efforts, which could be more closely related to the assessment function. Nonetheless, the important role of assessment when working together with locomotion needs to be highlighted. In all three studies, the positive relation between higher locomotion and work performance only occurred when assessment was also relatively high. Locomotion
needs the guidance and control of assessment to “go in the right direction” (see Higgins, 2012).
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To examine further the effects of the interaction between locomotion and assessment on
work performance, we first conducted a meta-analysis across all three studies using the META
program developed by Kenny (2003), which involves (a) computing an effect size for each study,
(b) pooling these effect sizes, and (c) testing them for homogeneity. As a basic measure of effect
size in the meta-analysis, we used the beta coefficients. For the locomotion and assessment interactive effect, results of meta-analysis showed an average effect size of .22 (SD = 0.07), t(2) =
5.51, p < .05; Chi square (2, N = 354) = 1.43, p = .49. This result indicate that the interactive effect of locomotion and assessment on work performance was homogeneous and robust across the
three present studies. Next, we conducted a second meta-analysis including the results of the
three studies plus those of the studies described in Kruglanski et al. (2000, Study 7) and Pierro et
al. (2006a, Study 4). Results for the locomotion and assessment interactive effect showed an average effect size of .17 (SD = 0.05), t(4) = 8.42, p < .001; Chi square (4, N = 1079) = 7.77, p =
.10. These results confirm the homogeneity and robustness of the interactive effect of locomotion
and assessment on work performance across different studies conducted in several different organizations and cultural contexts. It is fair to conclude that the two regulatory mode orientations
operate in a synchronic and interdependent way during organizational goal pursuit (work performance).
Taking seriously calls in the literature to study the relation between individual differences
and work performance (see Campbell, 1990; Schmidt & Hunter, 1992; Viswesvaran & Ones,
2000), we should also note that the present research has practical implications. Locomotion and
assessment orientations are indeed motivational constructs that could be used for personnel selection; for example, candidates high in locomotion could be selected for job positions that require
dynamism, commitment, physical effort, that fit the locomotion orientation, while job positions
requiring critical evaluation, accuracy, perfectionism, quality, etcetera, that fit the assessment orientation, should be assigned to assessors. Likewise, individuals high in both orientations should
be chosen for job positions requiring particular features that fit both regulatory mode.
Appreciating the distinct functions of the two regulatory mode orientations can be especially useful in composing working groups. The idea that is captured in the complementarity hypothesis (Kruglanski et al., in press), regarding how locomotion and assessment can work together effectively, has been found to be valid within individuals, across individuals within the same
team, or across multiple levels of analysis (e.g., leaders and subordinates). While much of the research and theory on regulatory mode, including the present research, has considered the withinindividual complementarities in locomotion and assessment strength, recent work has shown that
complementarity can also occur between individuals (Kruglanski et al., in press). For instance,
researchers have theorized that group-level complementarities in locomotion and assessment
strength could impact various goal-relevant outcomes, including group-level performance. In one
study, for instance, groups composed of either all assessors or all locomotors were at a disadvantage with regard to speed or accuracy, respectively (Mauro, Pierro, Mannetti, Higgins, &
Kruglanski, 2009), whereas groups comprised of equal parts of locomotors and assessors performed just as quickly as groups with all locomotors and just as accurately as groups with all assessors.
Both the within-individual and within-group complementarity effects outlined above are
characterized by one common feature: the independent and dependent variables operate within
the same level of analysis. That is, within-individual complementarity impacts individual-level
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performance, and within-group complementarity impacts group-level performance. What these
studies did not address is whether cross-level complementarity effects occur, so that group-level
complementarity in regulatory mode may impact individual-level performance. These cross-level
effects should manifest as statistical interactions of group-level locomotion or assessment and individual-level assessment or locomotion, respectively.
Recently, results of a study by Pierro, Presaghi, Higgins, Klein, & Kruglanski (2012) supported the cross-level complementarity hypothesis for regulatory modes. In particular, results of
this study provide clear support for the important role of team-level regulatory mode complementarity in individual-level performance ratings, specifically for individuals whose self-regulatory
orientation was complemented by that of the other members of their team. Workers who possessed a complementary regulatory mode orientation (locomotion or assessment) from that of the
other members of the team were the best individual performers: in teams in which other members
were high on locomotion, individuals high on assessment were the best performers, whereas in
teams in which other members were high on assessment, individuals high on locomotion were the
best performers. These findings demonstrate intriguing multilevel complementarity effects on
goal-relevant performance.
Findings of complementarity effects across different levels of analysis are important for
several reasons. First, people are often rewarded for their work in a variety of settings at the individual, rather than team, level. The creation of an entire field dedicated to organizational justice
(Greenberg, 1990) is, therefore, necessary. In the workplace, individuals receive bonuses, promotions, and other perks that reward them for their team’s efforts, or for their individual contributions to the team. Cross-level complementarity effects for regulatory mode demonstrate that the
motivational orientation of the group can impact important outcomes for individuals who comprise the group (Johns, 2006).
In addition, cross-level complementarity effects illustrate the advantages of having a specific type of deep-level diversity in teams (Harrison, Price, & Bell, 1998), namely, diversity of
regulatory mode. Organizations may wish to screen individuals for regulatory mode in order to
determine their fit to a pre-existing team (Tett & Burnett, 2003). These organizations would need
to consider the current composition of the team in terms of regulatory mode and then assess
which motivational strength(s) are still needed to maximize the efficacy of the team as a whole
and of its individual members.
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