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Capitalisation, motivational effectiveness, and regulatory mode: a daily
diary study of romantic partners
Bar Rehani and Eran Bar-Kalifa

The Department of Psychology, Ben-Gurion University, Beer-Sheva, Israel

ABSTRACT
Positive events play an essential role in people’s wellbeing. Capitalisation – disclosing
such events to others – bolsters such salutary effects. To understand capitalisation-
related motivational processes in romantic partners’ daily lives, we adopted
Higgins’ motivational perspective; namely, that people’s primary motivation is to
feel effective with respect to Value (achieving the desired outcome), Truth
(understanding what is true), and Control (managing what happens). We were
particularly interested in clarifying how these aspects of effectiveness are reflected
in people’s daily positive experiences, their partners’ responses to their disclosure,
and the matching between the two. The role of subject’s motivational regulatory
mode (assessment vs. locomotion) in these processes was also examined. The
results of a diary study of 83 couples showed that assessors (those with motivation
to engage in critical evaluation) characterised their positive experiences as high on
truth effectiveness but reported greater benefits from partner’s responses focusing
on control effectiveness. Locomotors (those with motivation to initiate action) were
more likely to characterise their positive experiences as high on control
effectiveness, but reported greater benefit from partner’s responses focusing on
value effectiveness. Finally, response mismatching, in particular an “under-focused”
response (partner’s response effectiveness focus < recipient’s event-related
motivational effectiveness focus) was rated as less beneficial.
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Most people report that positive events occur more
frequently than negative ones in their daily lives (Fre-
drickson & Losada, 2005; Gable & Reis, 2010). These
events clearly impact people’s mental health and well-
being. For instance, positive events were found to
buffer depressive symptoms (e.g. Dixon & Reid,
2000), and were positively associated with self-
esteem (e.g. Nezlek & Gable, 2001). According to Fre-
drickson’s Broaden and Build theory, positive events
tend to generate positive emotions, which in turn
can broaden thought-action repertoires (i.e. openness
in cognition, affect, and action) and build personal
and social resources (Fredrickson 2001, 2004).

As social creatures, individuals tend to share their
positive events. For example, in a daily diary study,
the participants disclosed their positive events on

roughly 80% of the diary days (Gable et al., 2004).
Most positive events are disclosed to significant
others, and mainly to friends, romantic partners, and
family members. Derlega et al. (2011) found, for
example, that participants shared over 70% of their
positive events with their romantic partners. Impor-
tantly, accumulating evidence suggests that disclos-
ing positive events, which is referred to as
capitalization, may boost the benefits of positive
events and facilitate personal and relational well-
being, above and beyond the positive effect of the
positive event itself (Gable et al., 2004; Peters et al.,
2018; Reis et al., 2010).

The disclosure of positive events can lead to posi-
tive outcomes through re-experiencing the positive
feelings, increasing the salience of the memory,
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fostering positive social interactions, and allowing
people to feel that others are happy with them and
for them (Gable et al., 2006; Reis et al., 2010).
However, these benefits are dependent to a great
extent on the nature of the partner’s response. One
consistent finding is that active (vs. passive) and con-
structive (vs. destructive) reactions are associated with
better outcomes (Gable et al., 2006). Arguably, this is
because these responses convey responsiveness by
demonstrating that the partner understands the
meaning of the event for the person, validates his or
her positive feeling, and cares for his or her happiness
(Peters et al., 2018).

The current study aimed to further explore the
motivational processes involved in experiences of
positive daily events and their disclosures with roman-
tic partners. Specifically, based on recent work in the
field (Cavallo et al., 2016), a motivational perspective
was implemented to better determine what constitu-
tes a positive event and a constructive response by a
partner in people’s daily lives.

The motivation to be effective

The motivational perspective posits that people act
according to motivations; i.e. preferences directing
behavioural choices (Higgins, 2012). Classic motiva-
tional theory draws on the hedonic principle; i.e. the
motivation to seek pleasure and avoid pain (Atkinson,
1964; Freud, 1920/1952). However, in his motivational
account, Higgins (2012) diverged from this dominant
account and suggested that the desire to feel effective
drives people to act in the world and directs their
behaviour. Higgins argued that there are three main
ways in which people aspire to feel effective: (a)
Value – the motivation to achieve a desired
outcome (e.g. to get an A on an assignment); (b)
Truth – the motivation to establish what is real and
right (e.g. knowing whether I understand the
material); and (c) Control – the motivation to
manage what happens (e.g. doing the assignment
on my own). A person can feel effective (in the case
of success) or ineffective (in the case of failure;
Cavallo et al., 2016; Higgins, 2012) on any of these
motivations. In other words, from a motivational per-
spective, positive events are experienced as such
because they satisfy people’s motivation to feel
effective in Value, Truth, or Control. These three
motivations often function in harmony (e.g. knowing
the truth about X gives the person a feeling of
greater control). At times, however, these three

dimensions can have different levels of salience or
can even be at odds (e.g. challenging tasks in which
doing things on my own [control] will lead to a less
optimal outcome [value]).

Partners’ responses to the disclosure of positive
events can also be directed to each of these event-
related types of motivational effectiveness; i.e. they
can focus on the achievement (value-focused response),
the understanding (truth-focused response), or the
competence (control-focused response; Cavallo et al.,
2016). Beyond the response type itself, the match
between the partner’s response and the experience
of the person who discloses the event is also crucial
(Bar-Kalifa & Rafaeli, 2013; Cavallo et al., 2016;
Cutrona et al., 2007; Zee & Bolger, 2019).

Following this line of thought, Cavallo et al. (2016)
introduced the idea that in the context of the disclos-
ure of negative events, the partner’s response is the
most beneficial when it is tailored to the recipient’s
motivational concerns; namely the motivation dimen-
sion where recipients feel ineffective. For example, in
these studies, when individuals felt they had been
ineffective in achieving a particular value, partners
who helped to achieve this outcome were considered
the most helpful. When individuals felt ineffective in
achieving truth, partners who helped understand
the situation were viewed as the most helpful. Note
that Cavallo et al. (2016) examined the matching of
responses to the recipients’ motivation in the
context of stressful events (i.e. when recipients dis-
closed a problem in their lives). This is in line with
research on event disclosures which tend to
examine negative events, in which people feel moti-
vationally ineffective (Zee & Bolger, 2019). By contrast,
the current study examined whether the type of
response and its matching are meaningful in capitali-
sation; i.e. in contexts in which people feel motiva-
tionally effective. We posited that the most
beneficial response to a disclosure of a positive
event should be one that focuses on the dimension
in which the recipient feels the most motivationally
effective (i.e. value, truth, or control). In other words,
responses directed towards what made the partner
feel efficacious and turned his or her experience into
a positive one are most likely to be beneficial.

Regulatory mode

For support to be helpful, the characteristics of the
recipient need to be taken into account (Gleason &
Iida, 2015). One individual difference that may be
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key in this regard is people’s regulatory mode (Kru-
glanski et al., 2000). Regulatory mode theory differen-
tiates between two independent regulatory modes
termed assessment and locomotion. People who are
high on assessment tend to be motivated to critically
evaluate and compare the possible alternatives so as
to do “the right thing”. In other words, “assessors”
are more concerned with establishing what is right,
correct, and real (see Higgins, 2012). For example,
when people high on assessment need to make a pur-
chase they are likely to visit several stores to evaluate
and compare the alternatives before deciding. In con-
trast, people who are high on locomotion tend to be
motivated to initiate action and move smoothly from
one state to another. In other words, “locomotors” are
more concerned with making things happen (Higgins,
2012). Thus, when people high on locomotion need to
make a purchase, they are likely to buy one from one
of the first few stores they visit, and move quickly to
the next activity (Cavallo et al., 2016; Kruglanski
et al., 2000, 2007; Zee et al., 2018).

The current study examined whether people’s regu-
latory mode would be associated with their experience
of event-related motivational effectiveness in the
context of positive events. We predicted that individuals
who are high on assessment would emphasise truth
effectiveness; i.e. achieving a better understanding of
what is right. In contrast, people who are high on loco-
motion would emphasise control effectiveness; i.e. their
ability to initiate goal-related movement and effect
change (Pierro et al., 2018). Relatedly, we predicted
that once the event was disclosed to their partners,
assessors would be more likely to consider responses
that focus on truth effectiveness to be most beneficial.
In contrast, locomotors would find responses that
focus on control effectiveness to be the most beneficial.

We also examined whether regulatory mode
would moderate the effect of matching. Since asses-
sors tend to evaluate the situation at hand and are
more likely to be concerned about whether their
partner’s received response matches their needs,
we expected that the salubrious effects of
matched capitalisation responses (i.e. responses tai-
lored to recipients’ value, truth, or control effective-
ness) would be the most pronounced among
assessors. In contrast, we expected that the match-
ing effect would not be as crucial to locomotors
since they are more likely to focus on moving
forward without paying much attention to their
partners’ response matching. Some support for this
assumption can be found in Cavallo et al.’s study

(2016), which focused on the association between
regulatory mode and support provision behaviours.
Specifically, in this study, the assessors were more
likely to match their support provision to the recipi-
ents’ motivational concerns. In contrast, locomotors
found it more challenging to differentiate between
matched and un-matched types of support and
thus provided both to their partners.

The present study

The present study implemented a motivational fra-
mework to better understand the effects of positive
events and capitalisation processes in romantic
couples’ daily lives. Higgins’s motivational framework
was applied to determine which effectiveness
dimension (i.e. value, truth, control) best character-
ises people’s daily positive events (Research Ques-
tion 1). We predicted that regulatory mode would
be associated with event-related motivational effec-
tiveness. Specifically, we hypothesised that for asses-
sors, daily positive events would be characterised as
higher on truth effectiveness; by contrast, for loco-
motors, we expected that daily positive events
would be characterised as high on control effective-
ness (Hypothesis 1).

We further predicted that all three dimensions of
event-related motivational effectiveness would be
positively associated with event significance; i.e. the
more the participants experienced event-related
motivational effectiveness, the more the event
would be perceived as significant (Hypothesis 2.1).
However, we also expected that assessors would per-
ceive events related to truth effectiveness as more sig-
nificant, whereas locomotors would perceive events
related to control effectiveness as more significant
(Hypothesis 2.2). In terms of the partners’ response,
we predicted that assessors would find truth-
focused responses to be more beneficial, whereas
locomotors would find control-focused responses to
be more beneficial (Hypothesis 3).

The two last hypotheses involved the match
between event-related motivational effectiveness and
the focus of the partners’ response. Specifically, we pre-
dicted that tailored responses; in other words, those
that matched the dimension of the positive event
that made recipients feel motivationally effective,
would be perceived as more beneficial (Hypothesis
4.1). However, we also hypothesised that for those
high on assessment, this match would be more critical
to the evaluation of the response (Hypothesis 4.2).

COGNITION AND EMOTION 3



Method

Participants

As a part of a research seminar, BA students recruited
couples to take part in a diary study. One hundred
adults (age > 18) composed of cohabiting romantic
couples who had been in a relationship for at least 6
months were recruited and completed an initial back-
ground questionnaire. Sixteen couples dropped out
before (N = 2) or during (N = 14) the diary period.
One couple was excluded from the analysis since
neither partner reported a positive event during the
entire diary period. Of the final sample of 83
couples, the mean age for women was 30.12 years
(SD = 9.84, range = 22–64), and the mean age for
men was 30.26 years (SD = 9.19, range = 22–65).
Three of the couples self-identified as lesbians
(same-gender relationship), whereas all others were
heterosexuals. The average relationship duration
was 7.48 years (SD = 8.57 years, range = 10 months–
39 years). Of the 83 couples, 26 (31.33%) were
married, and 14 (16.87%) had at least one child.

Procedure

A research assistant introduced the couples to the
study’s goal of examining daily processes in intimate
relationships. After providing informed consent, the
participants completed a background questionnaire.
Then, for 21 days, every evening both partners were
sent a unique email link to a diary questionnaire on
an online data collection platform (www.qualtrics.
com). Participants were asked to complete the diaries
within an hour before going to sleep and to avoid dis-
cussing their responses with their partners. The link
only stayed active until the next morning. On
average, participants completed 18.3 (SD = 2.93) of
the diary days (87.14% compliance). A day after com-
pleting the diary phase, a link to a set of follow-up
questionnaires was sent to the participants’ personal
email. Couples received no monetary compensation
for participation but were entered into a raffle for
two vacation vouchers (worth approximately $180).

Measures

The full list of questionnaires completed by partici-
pants can be found at https://doi.org/10.15139/S3/
98JFPW. The following measures were used in the
current analysis.

Regulatory Mode Questionnaire (RMQ;
Kruglanski et al., 2000)
The background questionnaire included a Hebrew
version of the RMQ. The RMQ is composed of 12
items measuring assessment orientation (e.g. “I often
critique work done by myself or others”; Cronbach’s α
= 0.83), and 12 items measuring locomotion orien-
tation (e.g. “When I decide to do something, I can’t
wait to get started”; Cronbach’s α = 0.75). Each item
is rated on a 1 (“Strongly disagree”) to 6 (“Strongly
agree”) Likert-scale.

Daily positive events and perceived partners’
response
Every day, the participants were asked to describe one
personal (not involving their partner) positive event.
On average, participants identified such an event on
50.17% of the days. On these days, they were asked to
characterise this event using three statements, rated
on a 1 (“Not at all”) to 7 (“Very true”) Likert-scale. Each
of these statements indexed one aspect ofmotivational
effectiveness: (a) Value (“I achieved something Iwanted”);
(b) Truth (“I understood something about myself/the
world/the event”), and (c) Control (“I felt that I had the
ability and control over things”). These items were
adapted fromCavallo et al. (2016), andadjusted for posi-
tive (vs. the original negative) events. Participants were
also asked to rate the extent towhich the eventwas sig-
nificant to them, using a slider ranging from 0 (“Not at
all”) to 100 (“To a large extent”).

In addition, the participants were asked whether
they had shared these events with their partners. Par-
ticipants reported disclosing the events in 37.34% of
the cases. On these days, they were asked to charac-
terise their partner’s response using three statements,
on a 1 (“Not at all”) to 7 (“Very true”) Likert-scale. Each
of these statements targeted one of the three dimen-
sions of motivational effectiveness: (a) Value (“My
partner was happy for what I achieved"1); (b) Truth
(“My partner helped me understand something about
myself/the world/the event”); and (c) Control (“My
partner praised my abilities”). We worded these items
to reflect the partner’s response focus. For example,
the control item indicated that the partner’s response
was focused on and validated the dyadic partner’s
capacity to manage the situation at hand.

Finally, participants were asked to rate the quality
of the response they received on two items: “To
what extent did his/her response fit your needs in the
situation” and “To what extent did his/her response
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make you feel good?". Both items were rated on a 1
(“Not at all”) to 7 (“Absolutely” or “Very much”,
respectively) Likert-scale, and the mean was used as
a perceived response quality measure (Within-
person reliability Rc = 0.73; Cranford et al., 2006).

Data analysis

Because the data were hierarchically nested (i.e. daily
diaries were nested within persons) and the non-inde-
pendence of dyadic data (i.e. reports provided by both
partners) we used the dyadic Multi-Level Modeling fra-
mework (MLM; Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013) to test the
hypotheses. Specifically, these models used a two-
level structure (days nested within person) and
accounted for the non-independence of partners
within couples by estimating the covariation between
partners’ level-2 and level-1 error terms. All level-1 pre-
dictors were person-mean centred. In addition, the
random effects of all level-1 predictors were estimated
to account for between-subject variability in the effect
of these predictors. All level-2 predictors were grand-
mean centred. When the model did not converge, we
noted this in the appropriate table and estimated a sim-
plified model, including only the intercept as a random
effect. When the outcome was continuous, multi-level
modelswere implementedwith the R lme function (Pin-
heiro et al., 2013). Standardised effect sizes in these
models were calculated by standardising the raw vari-
ables and rerunning the models and may thus be
regarded as an approximation of standardised betas
(see Baldwin et al., 2014). Standardisation is at the
between-person level (across all entries in the sample).
When the outcome was binary, generalised multi-level
models were implemented with the R glmer function
(Bates et al., 2015). The specific equations used to esti-
mate each hypothesis can be found in the online sup-
plementary material (OSM). The data that support the
findings of this study are openly available at OSM.

Results

Descriptive results

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics. First, we
explored whether the regulatory mode was associ-
ated with participants’ reports of (a) experiencing
positive events, and (b) disclosing these events to
their partners. We ran a set of models in which the
two predictors were participants’ assessment and
locomotion scores. Locomotion was associated with
a higher frequency of reported positive events (Est. Ta
bl
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= 0.64, SE = 0.21, p = .003) but no such association was
found for assessment (Est. =−0.03, SE = 0.15, p = .843).
In addition, neither regulatory mode was associated
with the percentage of positive events disclosed to
the partner (assessment: Est. =−0.10, SE = 0.12, p
= .386, locomotion: Est. =−0.11, SE = 0.16, p = .493).
Finally, participants’ regulatory mode did not interact
with event-related motivational effectiveness in pre-
dicting event disclosure (no significant interaction of
assessment with value [Est. =−0.03, SE = 0.07, p
= .671], truth [Est. = 0.07, SE = 0.07, p = .292], or
control [Est. = 0.04, SE = 0.07, p = .56]; no significant
interaction of locomotion with value [Est. =−0.05,
SE = 0.09, p = .595], truth [Est. = 0.10, SE = 0.08, p
= .185], or control [Est. =−0.08, SE = 0.09, p = .411]).

Research question 1 – Event-related
motivational effectiveness and positive events

To examine the extent to which each of the three
event-related motivational effectiveness dimensions
characterised participants’ positive events, we ran an
additional multilevel model in which participants’
motivational effectiveness reports were the
outcome, and the type of motivational effectiveness
was entered as a factor predictor. This analysis
yielded a significant effect (F[2, 4,036] = 207.043, p
< .001). Post-hoc comparisons in which the factor-
levels (i.e. effectiveness types) were dummy-coded
indicated that value effectiveness was rated higher
than truth (Est. = 0.84, SE = 0.04, p < .001) and
control effectiveness (Est. = 0.21, SE = 0.04, p < .001).
In addition, control effectiveness was rated higher
than truth effectiveness (Est. = 0.63, SE = 0.04, p
< .001).

Hypothesis 1 – regulatory mode and event-
related motivational effectiveness

To test whether regulatory mode was associated with
event-related motivational effectiveness, we ran a
series of three 2-level MLMs. In each of these
models, one type of event-related motivational effec-
tiveness was the outcome, and participants’ assess-
ment and locomotion scores were the level-2
predictors. Given the positive covariation between
the three types of event-related motivational effec-
tiveness (see Table 1), we entered the two other
types of event-related motivational effectiveness as
level-1 covariates (e.g. control and truth were
entered as covariates in the model predicting value

effectiveness). The fixed effect estimates of these
models are presented in Table 2 (Note that the
random effects of the multi-level models are reported
in the OSM OSM). Consistent with predictions, assess-
ment was positively associated with truth event-
related motivational effectiveness, and locomotion
was positively associated with control event-related
motivational effectiveness.

Hypothesis 2 – regulatory mode, event-related
motivational effectiveness, and event
significance

To test whether event-related motivational effective-
ness was associated with participants’ ratings of
event significance (Hypothesis 2.1), and whether this
association was moderated by participants’ regulatory
mode (Hypothesis 2.2), we ran an additional MLM. In
this model, event significance was the outcome, the
three types of event-related motivational effective-
ness were the level-1 predictors, and assessment
and locomotion scores were the level-2 moderators
(i.e. a cross-level moderation analysis).

The results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.
Partially confirming Hypothesis 2.1, value and truth
effectiveness were positively associated with event
significance; however, control effectiveness was mar-
ginally associated with lower event significance
ratings. In addition, in contrast to Hypothesis 2.2.,
neither locomotion nor assessment interacted with
event-related motivational effectiveness in predicting
event significance.

Hypothesis 3 – regulatory mode and partner’s
response type

To test whether regulatory mode interacted with the
partner’s response type (i.e. a response focusing on
value, truth, or control effectiveness) in predicting
perceived response quality, we ran another MLM. In
this model, perceived response quality was the
outcome, the three types of partner responses (one
for each type of motivational effectiveness) were the
level-1 predictors, and assessment and locomotion
ratings were the level-2 moderators.

The results of this analysis are presented in Table 4.
In contrast to the hypothesis, there was no significant
interaction between participants’ assessment and
partners’ truth-focused response. Furthermore, the
interaction between participants’ locomotion and
partners’ control-focused response was significant
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but opposite to the predicted direction. Specifically, a
simple slope analysis indicated that the association
between control-focused response and perceived
response quality was weaker for participants high
(+1SD; Est. = 0.11, SE = 0.03, Stand. Est. = .13, p
< .001) vs. low (−1SD; Est. = 0.19, SE = 0.03, Stand.
Est. = .24, p <.001) on the locomotion regulatory
mode.

Interestingly, two unpredicted interactions
emerged. First, a significant interaction was found
between participants’ locomotion and partners’
value-focused response. A simple slope analysis indi-
cated that the association between the value-
focused response and the perceived response
quality was stronger for participants high (+1SD;
Est. = 0.33, SE = 0.03, Stand. Est. = .33, p < .001) vs.
low (−1SD; Est. = 0.22, SE = 0.03, Stand. Est. = .22, p
< .001) on the locomotion regulatory mode. Finally,
a significant interaction was found between partici-
pants’ assessment and partners’ control-focused
response. A simple slope analysis indicated that the

association between the control-focused response
and the perceived response quality was stronger for
participants high (+1SD; Est. = 0.22, SE = 0.03, Stand.
Est. = .27, p < .001) vs. low (−1SD; Est. = 0.08, SE =
0.03, Stand. Est. = .10, p = 005) on assessment regulat-
ory mode.

Hypothesis 4 – response matching and its
interaction with regulatory mode

The last two hypotheses focused on the match
between event-related motivational effectiveness
and the partner’s response type in predicting per-
ceived response quality (Hypothesis 4.1), and
whether this effect would be moderated by partici-
pants’ regulatory mode (Hypothesis 4.2). To this end,
we first computed the difference between each
event-related motivational effectiveness and its
related response and summed these differences to
obtain a composite difference score (Cavallo et al.,
2016).

Table 2. MLM Model – Regulatory Mode Predicting Event-Related Motivational Effectiveness.

Value Truth Control

Est (SE) Stand. Est. P Est (SE) Stand. Est. p Est (SE) Stand. Est. p

Intercept 4.7 (0.08) <.001 3.89 (0.09) <.001 4.54 (0.07) <.001
Assessment 0.17 (0.11) .08 .094 0.40 (0.05) .17 <.001 0.13 (0.09) .06 .169
Locomotion 0.23 (0.14) .08 .113 0.05 (0.15) .02 .768 0.32 (0.12) .12 .009
Value Effectiveness — — — 0.22 (0.03) .18 <.001 0.40 (0.03) .35 <.001
Truth Effectiveness 0.20 (0.03) .16 <.001 — — — 0.23 (0.03) .19 <.001
Control Effectiveness 0.45 (0.04) .35 <.001 0.26 (0.03) .20 <.001 — — —

Table 3. MLM Model – Regulatory Mode and Event-Related
Motivational Effectiveness Predicting Event Significance.

Predictor Variables Est (SE) Stand. Est. p

Intercept 64.41 (1.36) <.001
Level 1 Predictors:
Value 2.52 (0.35) .15 <.001
Truth 3.88 (0.34) .23 <.001
Control −0.69 (0.38) −.04 .068
Level 2 Predictors:
Assessment −0.76 (1.53) −.02 .620
Locomotion 2.92 (2.14) .07 .173
Cross-Level Interactions:
Assessment X
Value 0.45 (0.48) .01 .351
Truth 0.42 (0.48) .02 .378
Control 0.25 (0.54) .01 .643
Locomotion X
Value −0.18 (0.61) −.004 .773
Truth 0.45 (0.56) .02 .427
Control −0.61 (0.66) −.02 .358

Note: The model including random effects for level-1 predictors did
not converge. Therefore, a simplified model, only including the
random intercept, was estimated.

Table 4.MLMModel – Regulatory Mode and Partner’s Response Type
Predicting Perceived Response Quality

Predictor Variables Est (SE) Stand. Est. p

Intercept 5.56 (0.07) >.001
Level 1 Predictors:
Value 0.27 (0.23) .27 >.001
Truth 0.08 (0.02) .09 >.001
Control 0.15 (0.02) .18 >.001
Level 2 Predictors:
Assessment −0.003 (0.07) −.002 .971
Locomotion −0.14 (0.1) −.07 .163
Cross-Level Interactions
Assessment X
Value −0.03 (0.03) −.02 .384
Truth 0.01 (0.03) .01 .786
Control 0.1 (0.03) .09 >.001
Locomotion X
Value 0.09 (0.04) .05 .022
Truth 0.03 (0.03) .02 .367
Control −0.07 (0.04) −.05 .043

Note: The model including random effects for level-1 predictors did
not converge. Therefore, a simplified model, only including the
random intercept, was estimated.
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To differentiate between an under-focused
response (where the provider’s response focused on
motivational effectiveness to a lesser extent than
the recipient’s experience) and an over-focused
response (where the provider’s response focused on
the motivational effectiveness to a greater extent
than the recipient’s experience), we used this compo-
site score to construct two variables (a) over-focused
response which was set to equal the composite differ-
ence score when the provider’s response focus was
larger than the recipient’s event-related motivational
effectiveness focus, and to zero otherwise; and (b)
under-focused response which was set to equal the
composite difference score when the provider’s
response focus was smaller than recipient’s event-
related motivational effectiveness focus, and to zero
otherwise. Note that the under-focused response
score was multiplied by −1, so that higher scores rep-
resented higher levels of under-focused responses.

Then, we ran an additional dyadic MLM. In this
model, perceived response quality was the outcome,
the matching variables (i.e. under-focused and over-
focused responses) were the level-1 predictors, and
assessment and locomotion scores were the level-2
moderators. To ascertain whether the matching
effects were above and beyond the effects of the vari-
ables used to construct the matching variables, we
also included the mean of the event-related motiva-
tional effectiveness and the partner’s response
ratings as a level-1 covariate (Kenny et al., 2006).

The results of this analysis are presented in Table 5.
In line with the prediction, an under-focused response
was significantly associated with lower perceived
response quality. However, in contrast to our predic-
tion, an over-focused response was significantly
associated with higher perceived response quality.
In addition, consistent with Hypothesis 4.2, an
under-focused response interacted with assessment,
such that an under-focused response was more
strongly associated with lower perceived response
quality for those high on assessment (+1SD: Est. =
−0.47, SE = 0.07, Stand. Est. = -.27, p < .001) than for
those low on assessment (−1SD: Est. =−0.23, SE =
0.08, Stand. Est. = -.14, p = .003). However, in contrast
to our prediction, an over-focused response did not
interact with assessment in predicting perceived
response quality.

In contrast to our prediction that for locomotors,
response matching would not be as important, an
under-focused response interacted with locomotion.
Specifically, an under-focused response was more

strongly associated with lower perceived response
quality for those high on locomotion (+1SD: Est. =
−0.47, SE = 0.07, Stand. Est. = -.27, p < .001) than for
those low on locomotion (−1SD: Est. =−0.22, SE =
0.08, Stand. Est. = -.14, p = .004). A summary of these
results can be found in Table 6.

Discussion

Experiences of positive events and their disclosures to
close others are associated with greater wellbeing
(Fredrickson 2001, 2004; Gable & Reis, 2010). The
current study adopted a motivational perspective to
better understand what characterises such events in
people’s daily lives and what constitutes a high-
quality reaction by one’s partner to disclosures of
such positive experiences. Adopting Higgins’s notion
that people’s primary motivation is to feel effective
(Higgins, 2012), we first explored (Research question
1) the extent to which daily events were perceived
to be positive because they reflected motivational
effectiveness in achieving something the discloser
wanted (value effectiveness), in understanding some-
thing about the world/themselves (truth effective-
ness), and in managing what happened in their life
(control effectiveness). The results indicated that par-
ticipants tended to characterise their daily positive
events as higher on value and control effectiveness
than on truth effectiveness.

One possible interpretation for this finding is that
events that advance truth effectiveness are less fre-
quent in people’s daily lives. It is important to note
in this regard that our sample was composed of

Table 5. MLM Model – Response Matching and Regulatory Mode
Predicting Perceived Response Quality

Predictor Variables Est (SE) Stand. Est. p

Intercept 5.62 (0.09) .001
Level 1 predictors:
Average 0.44 (0.03) .35 >.001
Over-focused 0.25 (0.05) .14 >.001
Under-focused −0.34 (0.06) −.20 >.001
Level 2 predictors:
Assessment 0.09 (0.09) −.01 .339
Locomotion 0.01 (0.06)- −.09 .961
Cross-Level interactions
Assessment X
Average 0.04 (0.04) .02 .364
Over-focused −0.01 (0.06) −.004 .867
Under-focused −0.16 (0.06) .07− .014
Locomotion X
Average −0.001 (0.05) −.00 .989
Over-focused −0.09 (0.08) −.03 .298
Under-focused −0.21 (0.09) −.07 .016
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individuals experiencing ordinary life circumstances.
In other cases, such as starting a new job or moving
to a different country, there may more opportunities
for individuals to understand new things about them-
selves and the world, so that truth effectiveness could
become more salient in their daily experiences.

Another possible explanation is that achieving truth
effectiveness is not inherently a positive experience
or that it may take more time for such effectiveness
to lead to a positive outcome. For example, under-
standing why something is bothering an individual
in a relationship with a close friend may engender
an experience of truth effectiveness but is not likely
to be labelled a positive experience, at least in the
short term. Therefore, future studies should examine
the long-term effects of truth-effectiveness, since
the current study focused only on short-term, daily
effects.

We also examined whether participants’ regulatory
mode (Kruglanski et al., 2000; Pierro et al., 2018) was
associated with the type of motivational effectiveness
characterising people’s positive events. In line with
Hypothesis 1, the assessment regulatory mode; i.e.
the tendency to critically evaluate alternatives to
make the right decision, was positively associated
with truth effectiveness. This finding may reflect the
idea that people who are high on assessment are
more concerned with establishing what is real and
right (i.e. truth effectiveness) to make the best
decision (Pierro et al., 2018). In addition, consistent
with the hypothesis, locomotion; i.e. the tendency to
be concerned with moving forward from one state
to another to initiate goal-related progress, was posi-
tively associated with control effectiveness. This
finding may suggest people who are high on loco-
motion are concerned with establishing mastery
over a situation (i.e. control effectiveness) to initiate
change and swiftly arrive at their desired goal
(Pierro et al., 2018).

We also predicted that the event-related motiva-
tional effectiveness would be associated with
greater event significance (Hypothesis 2.1). The
findings confirmed that value and truth effectiveness
were positively associated with the significance of the
positive event. In contrast to expectations, however,
the experience of control effectiveness was marginally
associated with lower levels of event significance. It is
possible that in situations in which people experience
control effectiveness, their own mastery comes to the
fore, whereas the event itself fades into the back-
ground and is thus perceived as less significant. To
test this, future studies could examine whether
control effectiveness leads to greater focus on the
subject’s positive attributes (e.g. higher self-esteem),
whereas value and truth effectiveness lead to
greater focus on the object’s positive attributes (e.g.
greater appreciation of the event).

Table 6. Summary of Results.

Hypothesis/Research Question Results

Research Question 1: Which
effectiveness dimension (i.e.
value, truth, control)
characterises the participants’
daily positive events?

Value and control effectiveness
were rated as more
characteristic of participants’
positive events than truth
effectiveness.

Hypothesis 1 – Regulatory
Mode and Event-Related
Motivational Effectiveness:
For assessors, daily positive
events should be characterised
as higher on truth effectiveness;
for locomotors, daily positive
events should be characterised
as higher on control
effectiveness

Supported.

Hypothesis 2.1 –Event-Related
Motivational Effectiveness,
and Event Significance:
All three dimensions of event-
related motivational
effectiveness should be
positively associated with event
significance.

Partially supported:
value and truth (but not
control) effectiveness were
positively associated with
event significance.

Hypothesis 2.2 – Regulatory
Mode, Event-Related
Motivational Effectiveness,
and Event Significance:
Assessors should perceive
events related to truth
effectiveness as more
significant; Locomotors should
perceive events related to
control effectiveness as more
significant.

Not supported.

Hypothesis 3 – Regulatory
Mode and Partner’s
Response Type:
Assessors should find truth-
focused responses to be more
beneficial; Locomotors should
find control-focused responses
to be more beneficial.

Not supported. Assessors found
a control-focused response to
be more beneficial, whereas
locomotors found a value-
focused response to be more
beneficial.

Hypothesis 4.1 – Response
Matching:
Matched responses should be
perceived as more beneficial.

Partially supported. Under-
focused responses were
perceived as less beneficial;
however, over-focused
responses were perceived as
more beneficial.

Hypothesis 4.2 – Response
Matching and its Interaction
with Regulatory Mode:
For assessors, matching should
be more critical to the
evaluation of the response

Partially supported. For
assessors, under-focused
responses were rated as less
beneficial.
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The prediction that events characterised by high
truth effectiveness would be more significant for
assessors and events characterised by high control
effectiveness would be more significant for loco-
motors was not supported (Hypothesis 2.2). Thus,
even though the regulatory mode predicted the ten-
dency to characterise positive events as high in a
certain type of event-related motivational effective-
ness, it did not predict whether events that were
high on this motivational effectiveness dimension
would be rated as more significant.

Note that even though we examined daily events,
the participants’ regulatory mode was measured at
the trait level. However, studies have indicated that
individuals’ regulatory mode may also be situation-
dependent. For example, assessment tendencies
may be heightened by a critical observer’s presence,
whereas locomotion tendencies may be heightened
under time constraints (Kruglanski et al., 2010). By
monitoring the state- or daily- level regulatory
mode, future studies could test, for example,
whether for events in which the assessment mode is
activated, truth effectiveness leads to greater event
significance, whereas for events in which the loco-
motion mode is activated, control effectiveness
leads to greater event significance.

The third hypothesis was based on the reasoning
that people would prefer responses that are compati-
ble and reinforce their preferred modes of self-regu-
lation (i.e. assessors would prefer a truth-focused
response, whereas locomotors would prefer a
control-focused response). However, in contrast to
our hypothesis, participants high on assessment did
not rate their partners’ truth-focused responses
more favourably. Instead, they favoured their part-
ners’ control-focused responses. Moreover, partici-
pants high on locomotion rated their partners’
control-focused response less (vs. more) favourably.
Interestingly, those high on locomotion favoured
value-focused responses. These results can be inter-
preted as reflecting a pattern of complementarity
than compatibility (Bohns & Higgins, 2011),
suggesting that people may prefer their partners to
respond in ways that are strategically complementary
to their more chronic regulatory mode. For example,
assessors tend to critically evaluate themselves (Kru-
glanski et al., 2010); therefore, a control-focused
response that highlights their capabilities may be
experienced as desired feedback on their compe-
tence. In fact, there is some evidence to suggest
that in groups, this type of regulatory mode

complementarity is advantageous. For example, in
performing a group task, mixed groups composed
of both locomotors and assessors were as fast as
groups of locomotors and as accurate as groups of
assessors (e.g. Mauro et al., 2009). Future studies
should test whether this complementarity is also ben-
eficial for “groups” of dyads.

The results pertaining to the matching hypothesis
(Hypothesis 4.1) provided a more complex picture
than predicted. On the one hand, consistent with
the hypothesis, an under-focused response (one
type of mismatching) was associated with lower per-
ceived response quality. By contrast, an over-
focused response (the reciprocal type of response
mismatching) was associated with higher perceived
response quality. The negative effect of an under-
focused response to the disclosure of a positive
experience echoes those found in previous studies
in the context of negative events (Bar-Kalifa et al.,
2016; Bar-Kalifa & Rafaeli, 2013; Brock & Lawrence,
2009). However, the positive effects of an over-
focused response are somewhat misaligned with
findings in the context of negative events, where
over-provided support was reported to often yield a
mixture of both negative and positive outcomes
(see, for example, Bar-Kalifa & Rafaeli, 2013).

This difference in the pattern of results may be
related to differences in the psychological mechanisms
underlying sharing negative and positive events.
Specifically, when disclosing a negative event, people
may feel motivationally ineffective (Zee & Bolger,
2019). Therefore, when dealing with a stressful or nega-
tive event, receiving more than the desired support
while still communicating care also runs the risk of
further undermining the recipient’s sense of efficacy
in dealing with the stressful event (Bolger et al.,
2000). In other words, an over- provided response
may draw attention to the negative event in a way
that can be devastating to recipients and challenge
their sense of efficacy. In contrast, when disclosing
positive events, people are more likely to already feel
motivationally effective. In this context, an over-
focused response may be empowering, by further
emphasising the discloser’s sense of effectiveness
(Gable et al., 2006, 2012). To the best of our knowledge,
this study is the first to test matching in the context of
positive events; therefore, future studies should
attempt to replicate and extend the results and
provide a more explicit comparison of the different
psychological mechanisms related to the matching
effects in the context of negative vs. positive events.
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Moreover, it should be mentioned that over- and
under-focused responses in the context of positive
events are not exactly analogous to over- and
under- provision of support as typically operationa-
lised in the support literature (i.e. in the context of
negative events). Whereas the latter refer to the differ-
ence between the person’s desired response and the
actual response they receive, over- and under-
focused responses refer to the difference between
the way the individual characterises the positive
event and the way the person characterises the part-
ner’s response to the event’s disclosure.

The final hypothesis focused on the interplay
between responsematching and recipients’ regulatory
mode. In contrast to the prediction that assessors
would be more sensitive to response mismatching
(i.e.would rate such responses less favourably; Hypoth-
esis 4.2), both assessors and locomotorswere sensitive.
Specifically, participants high (vs. low) on assessment
and locomotion rated under-focused responses as
less favourable. In other words, for those with high
levels of regulatory motivation (i.e. people who tend
to care and to put energy into regulating their activity;
Kruglanski et al., 2000), getting a response that did not
correspond to their motivational effectiveness may
have been perceived as invalidating and unresponsive.

One possible explanation for these results may be
related to people’s motivation to establish shared
reality (i.e. truth-related motivation) within their
romantic relationships (Rossignac-Milon & Higgins,
2018). A recent study found that daily capitalisation
fosters a sense of shared reality between romantic
partners (Bar-Shachar & Bar-Kalifa, 2021). Thus, an
under-focused response might signal to participants
that their partners did not validate their inner state
or establish it as “real” regardless of their chronic regu-
latory preference. This seemed to be less of a problem
when the partners’ response was over-focused on
their effectiveness.

Limitations and future directions

Several limitations of the current study are worth men-
tioning. First, power analysis is complex in the context
of multi-level-modelling, and the sample size chosen
for this study was based on previous works in which
the effect of daily matching among romantic couples
was examined (Bar-Kalifa et al., 2016; Bar-Kalifa &
Rafaeli, 2013, though these studies focused on match-
ing in the context of negative events and did not
examine the role of motivation effectiveness). Even

though the sample size in the current study was
larger than the ones used in these works, we cannot
rule out the possibility that the null effects in this
study were due to insufficient power. However, the
current data can provide researchers with data to esti-
mate power in future studies focusing on dyadic
matching in the context of capitalisation.

Second, the results were based on participants’
daily self-reports. Even though the daily diary
method provides ecologically valid data, it is still sus-
ceptible to a myriad of self-report-related biases (e.g.
memory bias, social desirability, relationship-
enhancement bias) that can compromise its internal
validity. Furthermore, the participants reported on
the nature of the event (e.g. its significance and moti-
vational effectiveness) often after their partners’
response had already been received. Therefore, the
quality of their partners’ response could shape and
reconstruct their memory of the event (Reis et al.,
2010). To deal with these concerns, future studies
could integrate experimental and observational
methods, which have greater internal validity. These
methods would make it possible to obtain partici-
pants’ ratings of event significance and the event-
related motivational effectiveness, before they
receive their partners’ response. These methods
could also enable the manipulation (e.g. Lambert
et al., 2013), or the coding of partners’ behaviours
(e.g. Gable & Reis, 2010), to obtain a more objective
assessment of partners’ response quality.

This study focused on perceived response quality as
the main outcome of partners’ effectiveness-related
responses. Zee et al. (2020) recently suggested that
regulatory-focused support (i.e. supportive acts that
address the participants’ truth and control needs) is
more predictive of self-regulation outcomes (e.g.
mood, increased motivation). In contrast, relational-
focused support (i.e. supportive acts that emphasise
relational responsiveness) is more predictive of rela-
tional outcomes (e.g. closeness). In a set of 8 studies,
the authors demonstrated this differential effect in
the context of support to stressful events. Our
outcome measure of response quality emphasised
both relational and regulatory aspects. Building on
Zee et al.’s findings, future studies could examine the
differential effect of motivationally-focused responses
in the context of positive events on relational- vs. regu-
latory-focused outcomes.

Finally, in this study, we focused solely on romantic
relationships. Although romantic partners are often
the recipients of disclosures of positive events
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(Gable et al., 2004), many such events are shared with
family members and friends (Derlega et al., 2011). Fur-
thermore, the motivation that prompts people to dis-
close their positive events varies as a function of the
type of relationship (e.g. building closeness with a
romantic partner vs. seeking support from a friend;
Derlega et al., 2011). Thus, people may have
different reasons to disclose events characterised by
particular motivational effectiveness dimensions
across different types of relationships.

Summary

The current study employed amotivational perspective
to better understand capitalisation processes in roman-
tic couples’ daily lives. The results indicated that the
participants’ regulatory mode was associated with
the ways in which the participants characterised their
positive events and which type of response from
their partner was perceived as the most beneficial.
The results suggest that a motivational account can
shed light on what constitutes an optimal partner’s
response to a positive event disclosure. Specifically,
an under-focused response; i.e. when the partner’s
response does not match and falls short of the disclo-
ser’s experienced event-related motivational effective-
ness, was associated with lower satisfaction with the
response, especially for participants who scored as
highly motivated (high on assessment and locomotion
regulatory mode). An over-focused response; i.e. when
the partner’s response overemphasised event-related
motivational effectiveness, was generally found to be
associated with higher satisfaction with the response.

These results are still preliminary but may have
implications for the ways in which the beneficial
effects of capitalisation can be bolstered. For instance,
understanding one’s partner’s regulatory mode can
help providers better tailor their responses to their
partner’s disclosures of positive events, both in
terms of the response motivational focus (i.e. value,
truth, control) and in terms of its amount. This motiv-
ation-based understanding can also be integrated
into interventions to enhance capitalisation processes
in close relationships (Woods et al., 2015), providing
possible avenues to strengthen the salutary effects
of capitalisation to improve couples’ wellbeing.

Note

1. As one reviewer suggested, this item could be inter-
preted as though the participants’ positive event had

value effectiveness for the partner (made him/her
happy). We ran a cross-sectional survey (N = 187) to
test the association between this item and another
item that explicitly referred to the participants’ feelings
(i.e., “My partner’s response helped me feel good for
the thing I have achieved”) and found it to be highly
associated with the original item (r = .70; My partner
was happy for the thing I have achieved). Note that
since this validation survey was cross-sectional, we
cannot make the assumption that the daily within-
person association would be equally high.
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