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The role of reward and punishment sensitivity in strengths use
and deficit correction in the workplace

Abstract: Within positive organizational psychology, there has been consensus on the role of strengths use in the
workplace in predicting work-related outcomes. However, less is known about the importance of individual differences
in the expression of strengths use behaviors and contrasting with them deficit correction behaviors in organizations.
Based on the Strengths Use and Deficit COrrection (SUDCO) model and the reinforcement sensitivity theory (RST) of
personality, this research extends the theoretical framework of strengths use, deficit correction, perceived organizational
support (POS) for strengths use, and perceived organizational support (POS) for deficit correction by linking them with
reward and punishment sensitivity. Reward sensitivity negatively predicted all aspects of the SUDCO model, whereas
punishment sensitivity emerged as a positive predictor of strengths use and POS for strengths use. The interaction effects
of reward and punishment sensitivity on the three SUDCO elements were found, as increased reward sensitivity
predicted elevated strengths use, deficit correction, and POS for strengths use, but only when punishment sensitivity was
also increased. The results demonstrated the differences in temperamental correlates between strengths use and deficit
correction, broadening the nomological network of both constructs and bringing some potential implications for

organizational theory and practice.
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INTRODUCTION

The concept of strengths use in organizations
emerged in the field of positive health psychology under
the umbrella of the strengths-based approach. It highlights
the use of employee strengths to promote occupational
health and indicates the importance of character strengths
in work engagement and flourishing in the workplace
(Bakker & van Woerkom, 2018). According to this
theoretical perspective, recognizing and developing one's
character strengths, understood as highly appreciated,
malleable positive psychological characteristics or trait-
like constructs, is the foundation of positive psychology
interventions directed to enhance an individual's well-
being and performance (Meyers et al., 2013). Despite some
conceptual differences regarding how individual strengths
should be defined, there is a joint agreement in positive

psychology on their utility in organizations (Biswas-
Diener et al., 2016), both at the individual and team levels
(van Woerkom et al., 2022). In general, strengths are
regarded by organizational practitioners as instruments that
can be used to enhance the work performance and well-
being of employees. Identifying, using, and developing
strengths, recognized as capacities to excel in the working
environment, is considered as a basis of the ongoing
growth and mastery in the organizations, as those who use
their strengths might be more productive and satisfied at
work (Biswas-Diener et al., 2016). Indeed, research
demonstrated that strengths use in the workplace was
associated with different beneficial work outcomes,
including productivity (Lavy & Littman-Ovadia, 2017),
overall job performance, job satisfaction, work engage-
ment, well-being (Miglianico et al., 2020), and thriving at
work (Ding & Chu, 2020). Meta-analytic findings showed
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that strengths use was also positively correlated with task
performance, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB),
positive work affect, work engagement, and self-efficacy
(Luan et al., 2023). In addition, given that interventions
aimed at promoting and increasing utilizing strengths in
organizations over time result in favorable work outcomes
(Bratty & Dennis, 2024), strengths use is suggested as
a potential instrument in human resource management
practice and individual career development (Luan et al.,
2023).

Given these widely studied positive, socially desir-
able work-related outcomes of strengths use, most works
in positive organizational scholarship focus on strengths
and their application in the workplace, following the
salutogenic perspective in positive psychology, which
emphasizes the positive aspects of human functioning
(Bakker & van Woerkom, 2018). The alternative approach
implies that focusing both on personal strengths and
weaknesses in organizations is as important as managing
only strengths due to the possibility of capturing the whole
individual experience at work (Biswas-Diener et al., 2016;
Lorenz et al., 2021). In line with this perspective,
Marianne van Woerkom and colleagues (2016) proposed
the integrative framework linking these contrasting human
characteristics — the Strengths Use and Deficits COrrection
(SUDCO) model. Besides strengths, defined as positive
characteristics enabling people to perform at their best, the
model also incorporates deficits, represented by the ways
of feeling, thinking, and behaving, which are not natural to
the individual but might be trained to achieve competent
functioning. In addition, it also distinguishes two types of
perceived organizational support for an employee, corre-
sponding with the described favorable organizational
behaviors and reflecting the individual evaluation of
workplace environment as supporting — organizational
support for strengths use and organizational support for
deficit correction.

Thanks to its comprehensiveness, the proposed model
might be utilized in different areas of organizational
research. However, studies on strengths use in organiza-
tions dominate, whereas deficit correction, organizational
support for strengths use, and organizational support for
deficit correction have been studied less (Bakker & van
Woerkom, 2018). Moreover, although the positive in-
dividual and organizational consequences of strengths use
in organizations have been widely investigated (Luan
et al., 2023), relatively little is known about the
personality, temperamental, and motivational factors
predicting strengths use, deficit correction, and perceived
organizational support for such behaviors. Therefore, to
widen the research perspective on strengths use and deficit
correction in organizations, the current research focuses on
examining the dispositional traits of reward and punish-
ment sensitivity and their interaction as plausible pre-
dictors of the SUDCO model elements. In general, reward
and punishment sensitivity, distinguished within the
reinforcement sensitivity theory (RST) of personality
(Grey & McNaughton, 1982), encompasses two separate
motivational systems, reflecting the individual differences

in responses to signals of rewards and punishments in the
environment (Corr, 2004).

Given that strength use and deficit correction at work
might result in potential benefits and penalties from the
managers and coworkers, individual sensitivity to rewards
and punishments seems to contribute to the willingness to
undertake such behaviors. Hence, this study could shed
some additional light on the mechanisms of making the
decision to engage in using strengths and correcting
weaknesses at work by testing their potential tempera-
mental foundations. The obtained findings might be
applied in organizational practice, helping to develop
more effective strengths- and deficit-based interventions,
taking into account the role of individual differences in
sensitivity to reward and punishment among employees.

The Strengths Use and Deficits COrrection (SUDCO)
model

The SUDCO framework developed by van Woerkom
et al. (2016) combines and synthesizes the strengths- and
deficit-based perspectives in organizational science to
more holistically analyze and describe positive and
negative aspects of human functioning at work. The model
singles out four constructs, referring to how employees
self-develop, enhance their competencies, and improve the
incompetencies in the workplace and to what extent the
organization supports them in these actions.

Firstly, the SUDCO concept distinguishes two types
of proactive and complementary agentic behavior in the
workplace: strengths use and deficit correction. Strengths
use behavior (SUB) encompasses an employee's initiative
to apply his or her strengths at work. In contrast, deficit
correction behavior (DCB) refers to the individual
initiative to diminish, improve, or eliminate one's weak-
nesses at work. Both forms of organizational behavior
differentiated within this combined approach are regarded
as equivalent and beneficial for the employees, enabling
optimal functioning in the workplace (Els et al., 2016).
Moreover, simultaneously investing in people's strengths
and managing their weaknesses might also positively
affect organizations, mainly thanks to increased people's
job performance (Els et al., 2016; Miglianico et al., 2020).
Prior research demonstrated that both strengths use and
deficit correction at work were positively related to
different positive attitudinal and behavioral work-related
outcomes, including the two dimensions of thriving at
work (vitality and learning), task performance, contextual
performance (Rothmann & Mahomed, 2019), work en-
gagement (van Woerkom et al., 2016), job satisfaction,
meaning at work, personal initiative, lower exhaustion and
cynicism (Lorenz at el., 2021).

As the organization might give opportunities for
strengths use and deficit correction behaviors, the two
additional organizational factors are distinguished within
the SUDCO framework, namely perceived organizational
support (POS) for strengths use and perceived organiza-
tional support (POS) for deficit correction. The first one
reflects the employees” subjective opinion on whether and
to what extent the organization supports their applying
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strengths at work. In contrast, POS for deficit correction
pertains to the employees™ beliefs about the encouragement
for correcting their deficits within the organization (van
Woerkom et al., 2016). Concerning the Job Demands-
Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007),
both aspects of POS are defined in terms of “job resources
that are functional in achieving work-related goals,
reducing job demands, and stimulating personal growth
and development” (van Woerkom et al., 2016, p. 961).
Therefore, organizational support helps employees be more
competent at work by capitalizing on their strengths and
improving their weaknesses, i.e., enabling them to do what
they are good at and work on what they are bad at (Kong
& Ho, 2016). Previous studies showed that both forms of
POS were correlated with advantageous organizational
outcomes and employee individual characteristics, includ-
ing general strengths use, personal initiative, meaning of
work (Lorenz et al., 2021), work engagement, learning
(representing the dimension of thriving at work), job
satisfaction, and diminished turnover intentions (Els et al.,
2016). In addition, better-researched POS for strengths use
predicted favorable job attitudes and organizational beha-
viors, such as lower job burnout and higher work
engagement (Keenan & Mosert, 2013), job performance,
employee well-being, and contextual performance (Meyers
et al., 2020). POS for strengths use also reduced the level of
employee absenteeism in the presence of job demands,
such as high workload and high emotional demands (van
Woerkom, Bakker, & Nishii, 2016), and fostered employee
thriving at work through job crafting and meaningfulness
(Guan & Frenkel, 2020). Furthermore, organizational
interventions combining strengths use and deficit correc-
tion with job crafting positively affected employees’ life
satisfaction and seeking challenging job demands immedi-
ately after the intervention (Barzin et al., 2021).

Thus, the SUDCO model promotes a balanced view
of individual strengths and deficits in the workplace,
assuming their equivalence in reducing job demands and
promoting professional growth (Els et al., 2018; van
Woerkom et al., 2016). However, most researchers in the
field of positive organizational psychology support
a strengths-based approach rather than a deficit-based
one, stressing the role of strength use and organizational
support for it in mastering own job by the employee,
achieving higher performance and optimal functioning at
work (Gradito Dubord & Forest, 2023; Bakker & van
Woerkom, 2018). In line with this domineering view,
single research suggested that strengths-based organiza-
tional interventions might bring better performance and
more psychological benefits for the organization and the
employee (Biswas-Diener et al., 2016). Similarly, focusing
on one's strengths rather than compensating for deficien-
cies was proposed to be generally more critical for
personal growth, as prior results showed that strengths
interventions were more effective in enhancing students’
hope and personal growth initiative than deficits interven-
tions (Meyers et al., 2015). These results suggest the
differences in the attitudinal and behavioral manifestations
of strengths use and deficit correction in the organizational

context. Accordingly, prior empirical evidence indicates
that both proactive organizational behaviors and accom-
panying forms of organizational support could differ
concerning their correlation patterns not only with the
work-related outcomes but also with their potential
antecedents (Lorenz et al., 2021). These results suggest
the existence of separate nomological networks for the
strengths-based and deficit-based dimensions distin-
guished within the SUDCO framework.

However, although the research on the attitudinal and
behavioral work-related outcomes of the constructs in-
cluded in the SUDCO model is pretty often conducted due
to their decisive role in establishing the managerial practices
and developmental plans in the organizations, the research
on the individual predictors of strengths use and deficit
correction behaviors as well as POS for strengths use, and
POS for deficit correction are still scarce (Gradito Dubord
& Forest, 2023). To date, single studies demonstrated that
strengths knowledge and some personality traits (such as
extraversion, neuroticism, core self-evaluations, and proac-
tive personality) or trait-like variables (i.e., psychological
capital) predicted strengths use behaviors (Bakker & van
Woerkom, 2018; Lorenz et al., 2021; Luan et al., 2023).
However, little is known about the dispositional foundations
of the other components of the SUDCO model. In addition,
there is lacking research examining the importance of
temperamental differences in predicting strengths use and
deficit correction, even though these factors might con-
tribute to the employees’ behavioral responses to organiza-
tional cues, encouraging the development of their compe-
tence or improving incompetence at work. Thus, the present
study aimed to fill this research gap by focusing on the
concept of reward and punishment sensitivity, reflecting the
basic temperamental traits, and linking it with the elements
of the SUDCO framework.

Reward and punishment sensitivity

The reward and punishment sensitivity constructs
stem from Jeffrey Grey's (Grey & McNaughton, 1982)
reinforcement sensitivity theory (RST) of personality. The
neurobiological approach to personality distinguishes three
main systems of emotion that underlie motivated beha-
viors: the Behavioral Inhibition System (BIS), the
Behavioral Activation System (alternatively, the Behavior-
al Approach System, BAS), and the Fight-Flight-Freeze
System (FFFS) (Corr, 2002; Smillie et al., 2006). Two of
them — BIS and BAS — were proposed in the original
version of Grey's theory (Grey & McNaughton, 1982) as
central for regulating human behavior by transforming
emotional and motivational reactions to the environmental
clues of reward and punishments into actions (Wytykows-
ka et al., 2017). In the “classic” RST theory, BIS was
initially considered as representing a punishment system
mediating the response to conditioned signals of punish-
ment or frustrated non-reward, leading respectively to
passive-avoidance or termination of a response, and is
regarded as the basis of anxiety. BAS embodies a reward
system, mediating the response to unconditioned appetitive
stimuli in the form of signals of reward or relieving non-
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punishment, leading to approach behavior or active
avoidance, and is regarded as the basis of impulsivity. In
turn, FFFS reflects the reaction to perceived fear by
mediating responses to unconditioned aversive (or threat)
stimuli, resulting in escape or avoidance (flight), defensive
aggression (fight), or being immobile (freeze) (Corr
& Perkins, 2006; Smillie et al., 2011).

The revised RST (Grey & McNaughton, 2000),
among others, stresses the differences between fear and
anxiety and recognizes BIS as being in charge of the
resolution of the conflicts between the three systems (Corr
& Perkins, 2006). In its original version, the RST is widely
used as the theoretical framework in the research on the
relationships between distinct constellations of BIS/BAS
sensitivity and different types of psychopathology (Bijt-
tebier et al., 2009). Regarding the organizational context,
Corr et al. (2017) postulate to base the neuroscience
research on human motivation in the workplace on the
RST. It is recommended as a holistic, dispositional
research framework, which could be successfully applied
in organizational studies, particularly those on attaining
goals at work, organizational behaviors, job attitudes, and
job performance. Prior research demonstrated the utility of
the RST in investigating different work-related outcomes
(e.g., Schreurs et al., 2014; Tremblay et al., 2013; van der
Linden et al., 2007). However, more studies are needed to
determine the predictive role of reward and punishment
sensitivity with regard to different organizational vari-
ables, describing how the individual functions at work and
how he or she evaluates the organizational context. In
particular, there is still lacking research embedded in the
positive psychology framework concerning the role of
RST subsystems in the occurrence of distinct forms of
proactive organizational behaviors, such as strengths use
and deficit correction. In addition, no studies were
conducted on the temperamental predictors in the form
of reward and punishment sensitivity and the employee's
perception of the organizational support for his or her self-
development. Thus, following the recommendations of
Corr et al. (2017), the present study was designed to widen
the knowledge about the predictive role of the RST
subsystems with regard to positive and negative manifes-
tations of proactive organizational behaviors and the
perceived organizational support for them, which are
represented within the SUDCO model.

Reward and punishment sensitivity in relation
to the SUDCO model elements

Concerning the SUDCO model, as the BIS/BAS
systems represent distinct types of goal orientation in the
organizations (Corr et al., 2017), they might translate
differently into behavioral reactions in the form of strengths
use or deficit correction in the workplace as well as POS for
strengths use and POS for deficit correction. In prior
research on BIS/BAS-goal orientation relations, BAS
(corresponding to approach or reward sensitivity) was
reported to be related to performance approach and mastery
goals (i.e., gaining competence and task mastery), which
might reflect the general tendency to attain rewards at work

among those high in approach sensitivity. In turn, BIS
(encompassing punishment sensitivity) was associated with
both avoidance goals (i.e., avoiding incompetence) and
approach goals (i.e., gaining competence). These results
suggest that individuals high in punishment sensitivity
could not only try to prevent being incompetent but also
strive for competence, probably due to the possibility of
negative feedback when these goals are not achieved (Corr
et al., 2017; Elliot & Trash, 2002). Thus, reward sensitivity
would be positively related to strengths use in organiza-
tions, which might represent the individual's behavioral
tendency to attain competence and mastery at work. Those
high in reward sensitivity might also be more sensitive to
signals of organizational support for strengths use, indicat-
ing potential help to attain goals in the workplace settings
successfully. However, reward sensitivity could be un-
related to deficit correction, as this form of proactive work
behavior might be considered less rewarding than strengths
use by highly reward-sensitive employees in the organiza-
tional context. Similarly, no relationship was expected
between reward sensitivity and POS for deficit correction,
given that those high in reward sensitivity might be less
oriented and sensitive to the potential signals in the working
environment, indicating support for reducing their defi-
ciencies.

In contrast, punishment sensitivity would be posi-
tively related both to strength use and deficit correction at
work. As employees with strong punishment sensitivity
tend to focus on avoiding negative feedback and failure
(Corr et al., 2017), they could be more motivated to
develop their competencies and improve the areas of
incompetence to reduce the risk of possible penalties or
lack of rewards in the workplace. Accordingly, individuals
high in punishment sensitivity could also be more alert to
cues in the organizational context, indicating POS both for
strengths use and deficit correction, which facilitates them
in diminishing the probability of punishment or non-
reward in the workplace.

Besides examining the direct relationships between
the RST systems and the SUDCO components, more
complex interactive effects of reward and punishment
sensitivity were tested on strengths use, deficit correction,
and POS for strengths use and deficit correction.
Following the joint subsystems hypothesis (Corr, 2004),
it is stated that under some conditions, both systems might
not be separate, as the classic RST postulates, but
interdependent, leading to the joint effects. In line with
this concept, reward sensitivity (BAS) generally facilitates
the individual's response to appetitive stimuli and antag-
onizes responses to aversive stimuli. Punishment sensitiv-
ity (BIS) plays the opposite role, facilitating response to
aversive stimuli and antagonizing the response to the
appetitive stimuli. The joint effects of both systems occur
when the activation of reward sensitivity by appetitive
stimuli is inhibited by punishment sensitivity or the
activation of punishment sensitivity by aversive stimuli
is inhibited by reward sensitivity. This situation is favored
when a weak appetitive or aversive stimulus is used when
people with low punishment and reward sensitivities are
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examined, the environment contains mixed appetitive or
aversive stimuli, and when fast changes in behaviors or
attention in response to reinforcement stimuli are needed.
Single prior research confirmed the positive role of the
BIS/BAS interaction on different aspects of human
functioning, including the risk of suicidal attempts, brain
activity, impulsive behavior, and emotional labor at work,
suggesting that, in particular, competing motives might
take part in the activation of multiple systems in the form
of BIS and BAS (Bryan et al., 2022; Mortensen et al.,
2015; Schreurs et al., 2014).

Concerning the SUDCO model, the joint systems
notion might help better understand when the behavioral
reaction of strengths use, or deficit correction at work
occurs. In particular, as strengths use and deficit correction
in the workplace might bring different financial and non-
financial benefits (including rewards and lack of punish-
ment), it could be motivated by both reward and punish-
ment sensitivities. For strengths use, these contrasting
motives might occur when employees experience the same
time anxiety of being punished for displaying an insuffi-
cient level of competence at work and desire to receive
a reward for gaining the required level of competence. For
deficit correction, both reward and punishment sensitiv-
ities might be activated when the anxiety of being
punished for disclosing incompetence and willingness to
be rewarded for reducing incompetence are present
together in one person. Likewise, the interactive effects
of reward and punishment sensitivities can arise with
regard to POS for strengths use and POS for deficit
correction. Given that the two constructs constitute the
environmental factor signaling the organizational encour-
agement for organizational behaviors, potentially bringing
rewards and enabling the avoidance of non-rewards or
punishments, both RST motivational systems might
simultaneously contribute to them. Thus, the interactive
effects of reward and punishment sensitivity on all
elements of the SUDCO model were hypothesized.

THE PRESENT STUDY

The current study aimed at examining the predictive
role of reward and punishment sensitivity and their
interaction with regard to the strengths and deficit-related
constructs distinguished within the SUDCO (Strengths
Use and Deficit Correction) framework, including
strengths use behavior, deficit correction behavior, per-
ceived organizational support (POS) for strengths use, and
perceived organizational support (POS) for deficit correc-
tion. All positive psychology-derived concepts represent-
ing the SUDCO model apply in the workplace and broaden
the research perspective on individual strengths and
weaknesses (van Woerkom et al., 2016). Given the
previous results on motivational predictors of strengths
use and deficit correction in the workplace (Gradito
Dubord & Forest, 2023; Kong & Ho, 2016), reward
sensitivity was expected to predict strengths use positively.
More specifically, prior research on motivational corre-
lates of the SUDCO model showed that autonomous

motivation (i.e., the volitional engagement in a given
activity), rooted in reward sensitivity, was positively
associated with strengths use and POS for strengths use
(Gradito Dubord & Forest, 2023). These findings suggest
that approach orientation or reward sensitivity might
promote strengths use and the evaluation of the working
environment as helpful in using strengths through enhan-
cing intrinsic motivation (Ding & Lin, 2020). In contrast,
given the predictive role of punishment sensitivity in
attaining goals related to developing competence and
avoiding incompetence (Corr et al., 2017), it was also
assumed that punishment sensitivity might be a positive
predictor of strengths use and deficit correction.

Moreover, individual factors, including motivational,
personality, or temperamental traits, might be significant
for the perception of the POS for strengths use and POS
for deficit correction (Ding, You & Li, 2020; van
Woerkom et al., 2016). Therefore, reward and punishment
sensitivity were tested as predictors of these organizational
context variables. Given the results mentioned above of
studies on motivational correlates of BIS/BAS systems
(c.f., Corr at al., 2017; Elliot & Trash, 2002; Gradito
Dubord & Forest, 2023), reward sensitivity was expected
as a positive predictor of POS for strengths use, whereas
punishment sensitivity as a positive predictor of POS for
strengths use and POS for deficit correction. Finally,
following the joint subsystems hypothesis (Corr, 2004),
assuming the interplay of the RST motivational systems on
the human reactions, the interaction of reward and
punishment sensitivity on the components of the SUDCO
model was examined. In line with the theoretical back-
ground of the joint subsystem hypothesis (Corr, 2004) and
prior research (Bryan et al., 2022), it has been hypothe-
sized that the interaction effects of RST systems might be
more pronounced among those high in reward sensitivity
and high in punishment sensitivity. Accordingly, it would
be expected that high reward sensitivity would be related
to greater strengths use and POS for strengths use among
those high in punishment sensitivity.

To sum up, the following hypotheses were posited:
H1: Reward sensitivity is positively related to strengths
use and POS for strengths use.
H2: Punishment sensitivity is positively related to
strengths use, deficit correction, POS for strengths use,
and POS for deficit correction.
H3: Punishment sensitivity moderates the relations of
reward sensitivity with strengths use and POS for strengths
use in such a way that high reward sensitivity is related to
greater strengths use and POS for strengths use among
those high in punishment sensitivity.

Participants and procedure

The current study was conducted on a sample of
Polish working adults from the general population. The
study was anonymous and voluntary and conducted as an
online survey as a part of the larger research project. All
respondents provided active, written informed consent
before the beginning of the study. Then, they delivered
basic socio-demographic data and completed self-report
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measures. It took about 15-20 minutes. The present
research project received the acceptance of the Ethics
Committee of XXX (KEUS.69/01.2021).

The research sample was gathered through the nation-
wide online research platform run by the Biostat company.
Only working adults registered on this research panel were
invited to take part in the study via e-mail or message in the
mobile application. The research was conducted in April
2021 as a part of a more comprehensive research project on
strengths use and deficit correction in the workplace,
including also other personality and work-related variables
(XXX). Respondents were awarded extra points on their
accounts in the research panel, for which, after achieving
the predetermined number of points, they could receive
a small financial reward. The sample included 446
participants after removing from the initial database of
500 persons one case with incorrect data (lack of
differentiation of answers through the entire study) and
the additional three outliners based on the calculated Cook's
and Mahalanobis distance measures and centered leverage
indexes. The research sample was representative of the
population of working adults in Poland in terms of age and
gender (Myge = 40.24; SD,p = .60; 43.7% women). The
mean number of working hours per week was 38.67
(8D = .43), and the average organizational tenure amounted
to 9.10 years (SD = .40), ranging from a few months to 48
years. In the present sample, permanent employment
contract dominated, with 72.2 % of participants working
under it, followed by 13.9% of respondents working under
a fixed-time employment contract, 9.2% employed based
on a civil law contract, and 4.7 % upon other forms of
work. With regard to the current way of working among
respondents, 57.18% of them were working onsite (i.e.,
only from work), 28.7% hybrid (i.e., both from work and
home), and 10.54% remotely (i.e., only from home). As the
data were collected during the COVID-19 pandemic from
March to April 2021, 0.90% of employees reported being
sent on unpaid leave, and the remaining 2.61% did not
apply to the variants mentioned above.

To test whether the sample size was sufficient to
detect the interactive effects, a post hoc power analysis
was calculated for moderation with multiple hierarchical
regression models in the G*Power software (version
3.1.9.4.). The results of the post hoc power analysis for
the linear multiple regression model with three predictors,
small effect size (f2 = 0.02), a level at 0.05, and total
sample size of 446 participants demonstrated that the
power of the effects found in the study was 0.846, which
exceeds the typical value of 0.80 required for the statistical
power (Funder et al., 2014). Thus, the sample size of 446
employees was sufficient to detect the interaction effects
using the linear multiple regression analysis with a statis-
tical power of 0.846.

METHODS

Sensitivity to punishment and reward. Sensitivity
to punishment and reward was measured using the 24-item
Sensitivity to Punishment and Sensitivity to Reward

Questionnaire-Short Form (SPSRQ-SF; Cooper, & Gomez,
2008; Polish adaptation: Wytykowska, Biataszek, & Os-
taszewski, 2014). The Polish adaptation of the measure had
good internal consistency as well as convergent and
discriminant validity (Wytykowska et al., 2014). Partici-
pants rate diagnostic statements grouped into two sub-
scales, such as sensitivity to punishment (14 items) and
sensitivity to reward (10 items), by responding 1 (“yes”) or
2 (“no”) to each statement. Sample items are "Are you
often afraid of new and unexpected situations?" for
sensitivity to punishment and “Does the good prospect of
obtaining money motivate you strongly to do some
things?” for sensitivity to reward.

Strengths use and deficit correction in organiza-
tions. The Strengths Use and Deficit COrrection (SUDCO)
questionnaire (van Woerkom et al., 2016) was used to
measure the phenomena related to individual strengths and
weaknesses in the workplace. The 24-item measure with
a 7-point response rate (from 0 — “almost never” to 6 —
“almost always”) includes four dimensions: strengths use
behavior (6 items, e.g., “In my job, I make the most of my
strong points”), deficit correction behavior (6 items, e.g.,
“I engage in activities to develop my weak points at
work™), perceived organizational support (POS) for
strengths use (7 items, e.g.,), and perceived organizational
support (POS) for deficit correction (5 items; e.g., “This
organization focuses on what I am good at”). The
SUDCO had good psychometric properties in the valida-
tion studies (van Woerkom et al., 2016). In the present
study, the questionnaire was back-translated into Polish
with the agreement of the authors. All items from the
original English version of the measure were indepen-
dently translated into Polish by four work and organiza-
tional psychologists fluent in English. The commonly
agreed Polish version of the SUDCO was then translated
into English by a professional translator. The English
translation that was obtained was congruent with the
original version of the SUDCO. Thus, the translation of the
scale into Polish was used in the present study without any
further modifications. The Polish translation of the scale is
included in the Supplementary material.

Statistical analyses

In the first step, descriptive statistics and bivariate
correlations were calculated for the RST and SUDCO
components. In the next step, four separate two-step
hierarchical multiple linear regression models were con-
structed to examine the direct relationships and moderation
effects of reward and punishment sensitivity to strengths
use, deficit correction, POS for strengths use, and POS for
deficit correction. In all models, reward and punishment
sensitivity were entered as predictors in the first step,
where the interaction term between reward sensitivity and
punishment sensitivity was added in the second step. The
four elements of the SUDCO model served as the outcome
variables in particular models. In addition, the collinearity
diagnostic statistics were calculated for the four regression
models. Given that the variance inflation factor (VIF) did
not fall within the range from 5 to 10 and tolerance values
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were not lower than 1 to 2 (Kim, 2019), there is no basis
for stating multicollinearity in the present study. Data were
analyzed using the IBM SPSS Statistics software, version
29.0. In addition, to minimize the I Type error resulting
from calculating the four regression models separately, the
path analysis was calculated beside the four regression
models. In the path model, reward sensitivity, punishment
sensitivity, and their interaction were included as exogen-
ous variables, whereas the four SUDCO elements were
entered as endogenous variables. The path analysis was
computed in the Stata 18 software.

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics and correlations among the study
variables

Means, standard deviations, Pearson correlation
coefficients, and Cronbach's alpha for the study variables
are displayed in Table 1. All aspects of the SUDCO model
were positively correlated, with the magnitude of correla-
tion being moderate to high. Reward sensitivity was

weakly negatively correlated with the four subdimensions
of the SUDCO framework. In turn, punishment sensitivity
was weakly positively correlated with strengths use and
POS for strengths use and did not display statistically
significant correlations with deficit correction and POS for
deficit correction.

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses

Next, the direct relationships of reward and punish-
ment sensitivity with the SUDCO components and the
moderating role of reward and punishment sensitivity on
the SUDCO elements were examined. Table 2 shows the
results of the four hierarchical multiple regression analyses
predicting the SUDCO components with reward and
punishment sensitivity incorporated in the first step and
the interaction term of reward and punishment sensitivity
in the second step.

For strengths use as an outcome variable, the first
model was significant (F(2, 443) = 10.22, p < .001) and
explained 4% of the variance in strengths use. Reward
sensitivity served as a negative predictor of strengths use
(B =-.11, p = .02), whereas punishment sensitivity emerged

Table 1. Means, standard deviations and Pearson correlation coefficients for the study variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. RS 14.77 2.42 .71
2. PS 21.76 4.26 .07 .88
3. SUB 26.39 7.09 —.10* 18xx* .94
4. DCB 23.71 7.03 —.14%* .08 TR .89
5. POSSU 28.73 9.07 —12%* 16%F* 83FA* .64xH* .95
6. POSDC 16.81 6.57 —. 19F** -.02 AoFH* LO5F** 53k .85

Note. N = 446. RS = reward sensitivity; PS = punishment sensitivity; SUB = strengths use behavior; DCB = deficit correction behavior;
POSSU = perceived organizational support for strengths use; POSDC = perceived organizational support for deficit correction. Cronbach's alpha

coefficients are shown in italics on the diagonal.
*ikp < 001; **p < .01; *p < .05.

Table 2. Hierarchical regression analyses of reward and punishment sensitivity predicting the SUDCO components

Outcome variable: SUB

Predictors B SE B p 95%LL 95%UL Model statistics

1. RS -32 14 —11 019 -59 -05 F(2,443) = 10,22, p < 0.001

PS 31 .08 19 <.001 16 46 Rugi” = .04, AR® = .044, p < .001

2. RS -35 14 —12 011 -61 -.08

PS 31 .08 19 <.001 16 46 F(3, 442) = 8.45, p < .001

RS x PS -67 31 -10 030 -1.27 -.06 Rag” = 048, AR’ = .01, p < .05
Outcome variable: DCB

Predictors B SE B p 95%LL 95%UL Model statistics

1. RS —42 14 -15 002 —.69 -.16 F(2,443) = 6.15, p < 0.01

PS 14 .08 .09 .07 -01 30 Rag® = .023, AR’ = .027, p < .01

2. RS —45 14 -15 .001 -1 —18

PS 14 .08 .09 067 -01 29 F(3, 442) = 5.46, p < .01

RS x PS -62 31 —-.09 046 -1.22 -01 Ragi” = 029, AR® = 009, p < .05
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Table 2 cont.
Outcome variable: POSSU
Predictors B SE B )4 95%LL 95%UL Model statistics
1. RS -51 17 —14 .004 -85 -17 F(2,443) = 10.41, p < 0.001
PS 37 .10 17 <.001 17 .56 Rai” = .041, AR’ = 045, p < .001
2.RS —54 17 ~14 .002 —.88 -20
PS 37 10 17 <.001 17 56 F(3,442) = 8.28, p < .001
RS x PS -77 39 -.09 050 -1.55 ~001  Rag® = .047, AR’ = 008, p = .05
Outcome variable: POSDC
Predictors B SE B p 95%LL 95%UL Model statistics
1.RS -50 13 -19 <.001 -5 -25 F(2,443) = 791, p < 0.001
PS -.003 07 -.002 96 -15 14 Ragi” = .03, AR® = .034, p < .001
2.RS -50 13 —19 <.001 -75 -25
PS -.003 .07 -.002 186 -15 14 F(3,442) = 5.26, p < .01
RS x PS ~.008 29 —.001 977 _57 56 Rug” = .28, AR’ =000, p > .05

Note. N = 446. RS = reward sensitivity; PS = punishment sensitivity; SUB = strengths use behavior; DCB = deficit correction behavior;
POSSU = perceived organizational support for strengths use; POSDC = perceived organizational support for deficit correction.

as a positive predictor (B = .19, p < .001). Adding the
interactive term to the model increased the proportion of the
explained variance in strengths use by 1% (AR’ = .01,
p <.05). Reward sensitivity (f =—.12, p < .05), punishment
sensitivity (B = .19, p <.001) and their interaction (f =—-.10,
p < .05) were statistically significant predictors of strengths
use. The final model was also significant (F(3, 442) = 8.45,
p <.001) and, in general, explained 4.8% of the variance in
strengths use. To establish how the interaction between
reward and punishment sensitivity is shaped, two separate
simple linear models with reward sensitivity as a predictor
and strengths use as the outcome variable were calculated in
subgroups, separately for those high and low in punishment
sensitivity. For low punishment sensitivity, the regression
model was statistically nonsignificant (F(1, 227) = .13;
p > .05), and reward sensitivity was unrelated to strengths
use (B = —.02, p > .05). In contrast, for high punishment
sensitivity, reward sensitivity was negatively related to
strengths use (B = —20, p < .01), and the model was
statistically significant (F(1, 215) = 9.08; p < .01) and
explained of variance 3.6% in strengths use. Figure 1 shows
the interaction of reward and punishment sensitivity on
strengths use.

When predicting deficit correction, the model con-
structed in the first step was significant (F(2, 443) = 6.15,
p < .01) and explained 2.3% of the variance in deficit
correction. Reward sensitivity served as a negative pre-
dictor (B = —.15, p < .01). In contrast, punishment
sensitivity was unrelated to deficit correction (f = .08,
p > .05). In the second step, the model was significant
(F(3, 442) = 546, p < .01) and explained 2.9% of the
variance in deficit correction. Including the interactive
term marginally increased the explained variance in deficit
correction by 0.9% (AR’ = .009, p < .05). Reward
sensitivity (B = —.15, p < .0l1) and interactive term

40 Punishmnt
sensitivity
=~ Low
“~. High

20

SUB

Reward sensitivity

Figure 1. The interactive effects of reward and punishment
sensitivity on strengths use behavior

Note. SUB = strengths use behavior.

(B =-.09, p <.05) were statistically significant predictors.
Punishment sensitivity remained unrelated to deficit
correction (B = .09, p > .05). To explain the moderation
effects, the additional analyses of the relationships
between reward sensitivity and deficit correction among
highly and lowly punishment-sensitive employees were
conducted using the simple linear regression models (see
Figure 2). At low punishment sensitivity, the regression
model (F(1, 227) = 1.37, p > .05) and the relationship
between reward sensitivity and deficit correction was
insignificant (B = —.08, p > .05). At high punishment
sensitivity, reward sensitivity negatively predicted deficit
correction (B = —.21, p < .01), and the regression model
displayed the statistical significance (F(1, 215) = 9.84,
p <.01), accounting for 3.9% of the explained variance in
deficit correction.

For POS for strengths use as a criterion variable, the
first step was significant (F(2,443) = 10.41, p < .001),



The role of reward and punishment sensitivity in strengths use and deficit correction in the workplace 174
40| Punishment 50 Punishment
senisitivity sensitivity
=~ Low = ~Low
~~High 401 ~~~High

30

DCB

Reward sensitivity

Figure 2. The interactive effects of reward and punishment
sensitivity on deficit correction behavior

Note. DCB = deficit correction behavior.

explaining 4.1% of the variance in POS for strengths use.
Reward sensitivity served as a negative predictor (f =—-.14,
p < .01) and punishment sensitivity as a positive predictor
(B=.17, p <.001). In the second step, the full model was
significant (F(3,442) = 8.28, p <.001) and explained 4.7%
variance in POS for strengths use. Reward sensitivity
remained the negative predictor (B = —.14, p < .01),
punishment sensitivity was the positive predictor (f = .17,
p < .001), and the interaction term predicted POS for
strengths use at the border of the statistical significance
B = -09, p = .05). Including the interaction term
marginally increased the percentage of the explained
variance in POS for strengths use (AR’ = .008, p = .05).
Next, to determine the moderation effects, two simple
regression models were built with reward sensitivity as
predictor, POS for strengths use as an outcome variable,
and punishment sensitivity as moderator. For low punish-
ment sensitivity, reward sensitivity was unrelated to POS
for strengths use (B = —.08, p > .05), and the regression
model was not significant (F(1,227) = 1.32, p > .05, Adj.
R’ = .001). For high punishment sensitivity, reward
sensitivity was negatively related to POS for strengths
use (f = —20, p < .01). The model was statistically
significant (F#(1,215) = 9.06, p < .01) and explained 3.6%
of the variance in POS for strengths use. The interaction of
reward and punishment sensitivity on POS for strength use
is shown in Figure 3.

When predicting POS for deficit correction, the first
model was significant (£(2,443) = 7.91, p <.001), and the
explained variance in POS for deficit correction amounted
to 3%. Reward sensitivity served as a negative predictor
B = —-19, p < .001) and punishment sensitivity was
unrelated to POS for deficit correction (B =—.002, p > .05).
Including the interaction term did not significantly
increase the percentage of the explained variance
(AR? = .000, p > .05). The final model was significant
(F(3,442) = 5.26, p < .01) and explained 2.8% variance in
POS for deficit correction. Reward sensitivity remained
the only significant negative predictor (B =—.19, p <.001),
whereas punishment sensitivity (f =—.002, p >.05) and the
interaction term (f =—.001, p > .05) were unrelated to POS
for deficit correction.

POSSU

Reward sensitivity

Figure 3. The interactive effects of reward and punishment
sensitivity on perceived organizational support for strengths use

Note. POSSU = perceived organizational support for strengths use.

Structural model

In the next step, the path model was constructed to
test the relationships of reward sensitivity, punishment
sensitivity, and their interaction with the four elements of
the SUDCO model. The results from the path analysis are
reported in Table 3 in Appendix 1. Including all
components of the SUDCO framework within the
structural model showed that the significance pattern from
the previously calculated multiple regression analyses
remained. All direct and moderating effects in the path
model were analogous to those obtained for the four
separate above-mentioned hierarchical regression models,
with the path coefficients having the same values as the
standardized regression coefficients from the separate
regression models. Thus, the path analysis demonstrated
that, similarly to the hierarchical regression analyses,
reward sensitivity emerged as a negative predictor of all
SUDCO elements, punishment sensitivity positively pre-
dicted strengths use and POS form strengths use, and the
interaction of reward sensitivity and punishment sensitiv-
ity was significant when predicting strengths use, deficit
correction, and POS for strengths use.

DISCUSSION

The present study combines the two theoretical
models derived from different research traditions, namely
the RST theory emerging from personality psychology and
the SUDCO model rooted in positive organizational
psychology. Accordingly, it aimed at investigating the
relationships of reward and punishment sensitivity,
reflecting BIS/BAS systems, among employees with the
elements of the SUDCO conceptual framework, such as
strengths use and deficit correction behaviors, and POS for
strengths use and POS for deficit correction. Thus, this
study fits into and extends prior research on dispositional
predictors of strengths use and deficit correction in the
workplace.

Contrary to the expectations, the regression and path
analyses demonstrated that reward sensitivity negatively
predicted all aspects of the SUDCO model, indicating that
employees with higher reward sensitivity less frequently
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use their strong points and improving deficits at work and
perceive their organizations as less supportive of such
organizational behaviors. These findings reflect the basic
assumptions of the RST theory. At the theoretical level,
reward sensitivity (BAS) was initially postulated to
originate from the personality trait of impulsivity (Corr,
2004), which within the biopsychosocial approach is
defined as “a predisposition toward rapid, unplanned
reactions to internal or external stimuli without regard to
the negative consequences of these reactions to the
impulsive individual or to others” (Moeller et al., 2001,
p. 1784). In addition, BAS is linked to low conscientious-
ness, which is recognized as the opposite of high
impulsivity (Furnham & Jackson, 2008), and to high
extraversion, which appears to correspond even better than
impulsivity with reward-driven, dispositional motivation
(Smillie et al., 2006). Accordingly, reward sensitivity
could manifest at the behavioral level in a more disin-
hibited behavior (Corr, 2004) and higher carelessness,
impatience, and distractibility, translating into lower
performance at work (Furnham & Jackson, 2008). There-
fore, in the organizational context, those high in reward
sensitivity might devote less time and energy at work to
successively develop their strengths and correct deficien-
cies due to the dispositional tendency to suddenly switch
from one activity to another, which might seem to them
more attractive. Thus, they may not be able to focus on
gradually gaining competence and improving incompe-
tence at work, which requires some level of insensitivity to
appetitive stimuli suddenly appearing in the workplace. In
addition, they might be less sensitive to the cues indicating
organizational support for using their strong points and
eliminating deficiencies, as they react based on urgent
needs rather than planned decisions, organizational
routine, and steadfast competency development. In line
with this notion, prior research demonstrated the positive
relationship between BAS sensitivity and interpersonal
and organizational workplace deviance, suggesting that
chronic understimulation and novelty seeking among
individuals high in reward sensitivity push them to
undertake socially undesirable, risky organizational beha-
viors, bringing arousal at work (Diefendorff & Mehta,
2007). Similarly, reward-oriented employees might seek
stimulation by suddenly changing the direction of devel-
oping their competencies or even avoiding engagement in
behaviors valued at work, such as strengths use and deficit
correction. However, further studies are needed to test
these assumptions.

In contrast, punishment sensitivity positively pre-
dicted strengths use and POS for strengths use, indicating
that employees high in punishment sensitivity demonstrate
an increased tendency to use their assets at work and are
more apt to react to the signals from the working
environment, encouraging them to develop their compe-
tence. However, punishment sensitivity was unrelated to
deficit correction and POS for deficit correction. Although
these results contradict the initial expectations, they might
reflect the theoretical underpinnings of the construct of
punishment sensitivity. Given that anxiety underlies the

BIS subsystem of the RST, punishment sensitivity is
linked with inhibited behavior, neuroticism, and learning
from aversive cues (Corr, 2004). In the workplace,
punishment-sensitive individuals are more responsive to
potential penalties or threats of penalties, which managers
communicate, encouraging the employees to achieve
higher job performance (Diefendorff & Mehta, 2007). As
organizational encouragement to strengths use provide
signals indicating that these behaviors increase job
performance and are highly appreciated at work, those
high in punishment sensitivity might undertake them to
avoid future punishment at work. Highly punishment-
sensitive employees also seem more attentive to cues of
organizational support for strengths use, as it could help
them better defend themselves against potential negative
consequences of lack of competence at work. In addition,
avoidance motivation, a characteristic of high punishment
sensitivity, is related to increased arousal, a general view
of the word as threatening and experiencing more negative
emotions. Therefore, employees with high avoidance
motivation tend to be less likely to engage in behaviors
deviating from organizational norms to cope more
effectively with negative emotions and reduce arousal
(Diefendorff & Mehta, 2007).

Similarly, those high in punishment sensitivity might
follow organizational norms by engaging in strength use to
avoid generating additional arousal and negative emotions.
In turn, the nonsignificant relationship of punishment
sensitivity with deficit correction and POS for deficit
correction seems to reflect anxiety, neuroticism, and
introversion linkages with punishment sensitivity (Corr,
2004). Punishment-sensitive individuals might experience
more negative emotions concerning their actual or
perceived weak points and be more afraid of revealing
them at work because of possible punishment. Thus, they
do not tend to expose themselves to others by undertaking
deficit correction behaviors. Accordingly, employees high
in punishment sensitivity might ignore organizational
signals of support for such behaviors.

Apart from these, in line with the joint subsystems
hypothesis (Corr, 2004), the interactive effects of reward
and punishment sensitivity on strengths use, deficit
correction, and POS for strengths use were found. More
specifically, reward sensitivity was negatively related to
the above-mentioned aspects of the SUDCO model, albeit
only among those high in punishment sensitivity. Such
findings are consistent with prior research, indicating that
both RST subsystems function interdependently and might
be activated simultaneously (Bryan et al., 2022; Keough
& O'Connor, 2015) and suggest that the elevated response
to rewards (represented by high reward sensitivity) is
related to lower levels of the three SUDCO elements for
employees exposed for punishment or threat of it
(represented by high punishment sensitivity). Conse-
quently, those high both in reward and punishment
sensitivity seem to be particularly at risk of withdrawing
from activities directed to develop their competencies and
minimize incompetence due to being exposed to the
conflicting motives underlying these behaviors. In other
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words, when experiencing both incentives to engage in
strengths use and deficit correction, such employees might
cope with the anxiety of being punished at work by not
taking development-oriented, proactive behaviors. Such
individuals might resign from using strengths and correct-
ing deficiencies at work, as the concern about the possible
negative organizational consequences of disclosing their
areas of development might be perceived as threatening to
them. The tendency to undertake actions motivated by
punishment rather than rewards seems to dominate when
they feel endangered by potential penalties at work in the
situation of revealing to managers and coworkers insuffi-
cient levels of competence compared to the organizational
requirements. Another explanation of such results is that
highly reward and punishment-sensitive individuals are
characterized by high anxiety and high impulsivity at the
personality level (Corr, 2004), so their behaviors at work
might be more disinhibited. Therefore, they could quickly
lose interest in self-development, treating strengths use and
deficit correction as less rewarding and attractive than
other, newly emerging alternative activities at work. These
possibilities shed additional light on the conditions under
which strengths- and deficit-based interventions in orga-
nizations might be more or less effective and also bring
some potential managerial implications. In particular,
when projecting and shaping the employee evaluation
systems and creating development plans, managers should
be aware that those simultaneously high in reward
sensitivity and high in punishment sensitivity might be
less prone to engage in strengths use and deficit correction
behaviors. That is also why, during the employee
evaluation, managers should rely both on rewards and
punishments related to developing subordinate's compe-
tencies, stressing the importance of using the employee's
full potential in the organization. In addition, it is worth
implementing organizational strengths-based practices
using a diverse range of methods and tools to make them
more attractive to employees who are sensitive both to
rewards and punishments.

While the current study helps to clarify the linkages
between the SUDCO components and personality factors,
it is not free from limitations. Firstly, its correlational
character makes it impossible to establish causality.
Secondly, as it was based on the self-report data gathered
from actually working people who could want to present
themselves in a more favorable light, it could be prone to
social desirability bias. Thus, it would be worth conducting
experimental or longitudinal research on motivational
predictors of strengths use and deficit correction in the
workplace in the future to eliminate these potential
shortcomings. Alternatively, implementing strengths-
based interventions based on the RST framework in the
working environment would help better understand how
BIS/BAS systems shape individuals' motivation to con-
centrate on their strengths and assets at work. Another
limitation of this study stems from examining the limited
range of personal factors as predictors of the SUDCO
elements, narrowed to BIS/BAS sensitivities. In the
subsequent research, other personality, temperamental,

motivational, and organizational factors ought to be
included as plausible correlates of strengths use and deficit
correction at work to broaden our knowledge about the
nomological network of these two types of organizational
behaviors. Similarly, the present study was based on the
original version of the RST theory (Grey & McNaughton,
1982), taking into account only punishment sensitivity
(reflecting BIS) and reward sensitivity (corresponding to
BAS). Although such a research approach, due to its
popularity, could help compare research results, it might
omit some aspects of the RST theory addressed in its
revised version, in particular those related to the FFFS
(c.f., Grey & McNaughton, 2000). Therefore, further
studies should involve the major modifications of the RST
included in its revision (Wytykowska et al., 2017).
Additional shortcomings of this study might be attributable
to the SUDCO model itself. In positive health psychology,
in line with the salutogenic perspective, concentrating not
only on strengths but also on deficiencies is contested
(Bakker & van Woerkom, 2018), as the strengths-based
approach is reported to be more important for improving
employee functioning at work than the deficit-based
approach (Gradito Dubord & Forest, 2023). However,
regardless of these doubts referring to the theoretical
underpinnings of the SUDCO concept, this relatively new
model offers a holistic, balanced framework in the studies
on positive and negative aspects of an individual's
functioning in the workplace (Van Woerkom et al., 2016).

Despite these limitations, the present study shed
additional light on the temperamental factors predicting
the SUDCO components. In addition, it implements the
RST theory into the field of positive organizational
psychology by combining it with the strengths-based
approach and a more traditional deficit-based approach.
Thus, this study offers a broader, theory-driven perspective
on the issue of possible correlates of strengths use and
deficit correction in the workplace by reference to Grey's
neurobiological theory of personality. Thanks to this
comprehensiveness of the research background, it seems
also to have some practical implications. More specifically,
the research findings might help organizational practi-
tioners and managers design strengths-based interventions
and practices in the organizational context, considering the
temperamental differences in employees. Moreover, the
results obtained could also be applied in employee
development by facilitating the selection of methods that
are aligned with individual BIS/BAS sensitivity. From the
managerial point of view, they might contribute to how to
project and shape workplace conditions, assign job
responsibilities, build teams, and use rewards and penalties
in the organizational policy to ensure that these elements in
the workplace help bring the best from employees with
different temperamental sensitivities.

CONCLUSIONS

The present study combines two theoretical ap-
proaches derived from the RST theory and the SUDCO
model to test the predictive role of reward and punishment
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sensitivity and their interaction with regard to strengths
use, deficit correction, POS for strengths use, and POS for
deficit correction at work. The research findings showed
that reward sensitivity was negatively related to all
dimensions of the SUDCO framework, suggesting its
key role as a dispositional factor contributing to reduced
employee engagement in such proactive organizational
behaviors and the formation of less favorable beliefs about
organizational support for them. Punishment sensitivity
was identified as a temperamental trait that enhances
strengths use and POS for strengths use at work. Such
results highlighted the differences in the correlation
patterns between both motivational subsystems and the
SUDCO components, advancing the understanding of the
nomological network of strengths use and deficit correc-
tion in organizations. In addition, the interaction effects of
reward and punishment sensitivity on the three constitu-
ents of the SUDCO model were found. These findings
suggest that heightened reward sensitivity is related to
greater strengths use, deficit correction, and POS for
strengths use among those high in punishment sensitivity.
The implications of such results for organizational theory
and practice were discussed.
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Appendix 1

Table 3. Results of the path analysis with reward sensitivity, punishment sensitivity, and their interaction predicting
components of the SUDCO model

SUB B SE t P p
RS -0.35 0.14 -2.54 0.0113 —-0.12
PS 0.31 0.08 4.01 0.0001 0.19
RS x PS -0.67 0.31 -2.17 0.0302 —-0.10
constans 24.82 2.55 9.73 0.0000 -

R? = 0.0542, sqrt(1 — R?) = 0.9725

DCB B SE t )4 B
RS —0.45 0.14 -3.2 0.0012 —-0.15
PS 0.14 0.08 1.84 0.0669 0.09
RS x PS —0.62 0.31 —2.00 0.0462 —0.09
constans 27.25 2.55 10.68 0.0000 -

R? =0.0357, sqrt(1 — R?) = 0.9820

POSSU B SE t P B
RS -0.54 0.17 -3.08 0.0022 —-0.14
PS 0.37 0.10 3.70 0.0002 0.17
RS x PS —0.77 0.39 -1.97 0.0497 —0.09
constans 28.77 3.26 8.82 0.0000 -

R? = 0.0532, sqrt(1 — R?) = 0.9730

POSDC B SE t p B
RS —0.50 0.13 -3.95 0.0001 —-0.19
PS —0.00 0.07 —-0.05 0.9636 -0.00
RS x PS —0.01 0.29 —0.03 0.9774 —0.00
constans 24.32 2.39 10.19 0.0000 -

R? =0.0542, sqrt(1 — R?) = 0.9725

Note. N = 446. RS = reward sensitivity; PS = punishment sensitivity; SUB = strengths use behavior; DCB = deficit correction behavior;
POSSU = perceived organizational support for strengths use; POSDC = perceived organizational support for deficit correction.
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Supplementary material

Kwestionariusz Wykorzystania Mocnych Stron i Korygowania Deficytow
(van Woerkom et al., 2016)

Ocen, w jakim stopniu dane stwierdzenie odnosi si¢ do Ciebie i organizacji, w ktorej aktualnie pracujesz na skali:
0 = prawie nigdy, 1= rzadko,; 2 = sporadycznie; 3 = czasami;, 4 = czesto, 5 = zazwyczaj; 6 = prawie zawsze

Postrzegane wsparcie organizacyjne dla wykorzystania mocnych stron

NN AE LD -

Moja organizacja umozliwia mi robienie tego, w czym jestem dobry/dobra.

Moja organizacja umozliwia mi wykorzystanie moich zdolnosci.

Moja organizacja dba o to, aby moje mocne strony odpowiadaly zadaniom wykonywanym przeze mnie w pracy.
Moja organizacja w petni wykorzystuje moje zdolnosci.

Moja organizacja skupia si¢ na tym, w czym jestem dobry/dobra.

Moja organizacja korzysta z moich mocnych stron.

Moja organizacja pozwala mi na wykonywanie mojej pracy w sposob, ktoéry najlepiej odpowiada moim mocnym
stronom.

Postrzegane wsparcie organizacyjne dla korygowania deficytéw

8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Moja organizacja zapewnia mi szkolenia majace na celu poprawg moich stabych punktow.
Moja organizacja wymaga ode mnie pracy nad wlasnymi niedociggnigciami.

MJj plan rozwoju w organizacji ma na celu niwelowanie moich stabosci.

W mojej organizacji oceny okresowe odnoszg si¢ do moich obszaréw rozwoju.

Moja organizacja oczekuje ode mnie, ze poprawi¢ to, w czym nie jestem dobry/dobra.

Wykorzystanie mocnych stron

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

W mojej pracy w petlni wykorzystuje moje mocne strony.

Organizuj¢ swoja prace tak, aby dopasowac¢ ja do moich mocnych stron.

Bazuje¢ na moich mocnych stronach w pracy.

Szukam mozliwo$ci wykonywania mojej pracy w sposob, ktory najbardziej odpowiada moim mocnym stronom.
W mojej pracy staram si¢ wykorzystywaé swoje zdolnosci w jak najwigkszym stopniu.

Wykorzystuj¢ moje mocne strony w pracy.

Korygowanie deficytow

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Angazuje si¢ w dziatania majgce na celu ograniczanie moich stabych stron w pracy.
W mojej pracy staram si¢ przezwycieza¢ wlasne ograniczenia.

W mojej pracy pracuje nad wlasnymi niedociggnigciami.

W pracy szukam mozliwo$ci szkolenia, aby pokonywaé moje stabosci.

W pracy poszukuje¢ informacji zwrotnych dotyczacych moich obszarow rozwoju.
Zastanawiam si¢, jak mog¢ w pracy poprawic to, w czym nie jestem dobry/dobra.
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