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SOM: THE SELF-PROMOTION BOOST

[bookmark: _Toc137549109]Main Text Study 4: Supplemental Analyses
	The following analyses examine the effects of self-promoter rank and respect for colleague on observers’ high-activation positive and negative affect, statistically controlling for colleagues’ gender, age, and race, the length of the relationship between the participant and the colleague, how common it is for people to share news of accomplishments at participants’ workplaces, and the number of other individuals they know who have achieved an accomplishment similar to their chosen colleague. All results replicate the findings presented in the main text. 
High-Activation Positive Affect 
	We conducted a 2 (rank) x 2 (respect) ANOVA on observer-reported high-activation positive affect. We observed no significant main effect of self-promoter rank, F(1,355) = 2.32, p = .129, p2 = .01, but did find a significant main effect of respect, F(1,355) = 164.70, p < .001, p2 = .31. These effects, however, were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,355) = 4.41, p = .037, p2 = .01. Participants in the superior-high respect (M = 3.47, SE = .10; n = 88), versus peer-high respect (M = 3.14, SE = .09; n = 94), condition reported greater high-activation positive affect, t(355) = -2.51, p = .025. No difference in high-activation positive affect was reported between those in the superior-low respect (M = 2.14, SE = .09; n = 86) and peer-low respect (M = 2.18, SE = .09; n = 97) conditions, t(355) = .32, p = .752. In addition, we noted that those in the superior-high respect, versus superior-low respect, condition reported greater high-activation positive affect, t(355) = -10.37, p < .001, and similarly, greater high-activation positive affect was reported by those in the peer-high respect, versus peer-low respect, condition, t(355) = -7.92, p < .001.	
High-Activation Negative Affect 
	We conducted a similar 2 (rank) x 2 (respect) ANOVA on observer-reported high-activation negative affect. We observed no significant main effect of self-promoter rank, F(1,355) = 1.29, p = .257, p2 = .00, but did find a significant main effect of respect, F(1,355) = 32.77, p < .001, p2 = .08. Observers of colleagues for whom little respect (M = 2.02, SE = .06; n = 183), versus great respect (M = 1.54, SE = .06; n = 182), was given reported greater high-activation negative affect. No significant interaction effect between rank and respect was observed, F(1,355) = .04, p = .848, p2 = .00.

[bookmark: _Toc137549111]Supplemental Study 1a 
	Supplemental Study 1a was designed to test the effect of self-promoter rank on observer affect using a controlled stimulus. We used this experimental study to gather additional support for hypothesis 1, such that observers of superior (versus peer) self-promoters would report greater high-activation positive affect. In this study we also chose to utilize a no-self-promotion condition to determine whether self-promotion conducted by a superior could have benefits on observers above and beyond those gleaned from an everyday conversation. 
Supplemental Study 1a was not included in the main text because the no-self-promotion condition for this study introduces confounds into our experimental design. Specifically, the interaction participants are asked to imagine in the no-self-promotion condition differs in regard to its context (performance versus logistical), valence (positive versus neutral), and topic (self-promoter versus building). Thus, we include this study as part of the SOM because it replicates the analyses presented in the main text but has limitations hindering its internal validity.  
Method
	We conducted an a priori power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007; 2009) to determine our sample size. This analysis suggested that, to achieve 80% power given a small to medium sized (Cohen’s d = .45) effect, at a significance level of  = .05, a minimum total sample size of N = 158 was necessary. We sought to recruit more than double this number of participants to account for interaction effects.
Participants 
	We recruited a total of 400 UK working adults from Prolific Academic. All participants passed the study’s English fluency check. We excluded from analyses participants who failed the survey’s attention check leaving a final sample of 394 participants (60.2% female) with an average age of 35.4 (SD = 9.76) years. The majority of participants identified as White/Caucasian (93.4%), with 1.8% identifying as Black, 1.5% as Asian, .3% as Middle Eastern, 1.0% as multiracial, and the remaining 2.0% not indicating a race or ethnicity. Most participants (64.0%) reported having at least an undergraduate degree.
Design and Procedure 
	Participants were randomly assigned to conditions in a 2 (self-promoter rank: peer versus superior) x 2 (conversation: self-promotion versus no-self-promotion) between-subjects design. We asked participants to imagine themselves as a senior sales associate at a fictional luxury leather goods company. Participants were told they had been working at the company for the past five years, saw good opportunity to move up in the company, and were planning to stay at the company for the foreseeable future. We included these details to enrich the social context such that participants would feel invested in the future opportunities available in this organization, similar to how employees would like to feel in their jobs in the real world. 
	Participants were then told they ran into a colleague one morning walking into work. Those in the peer condition were described to engage in a conversation with a colleague who was also a senior sales associate and who had a similar level of experience in the company. Conversely, those in the superior condition were described to engage in a conversation with the head of the sales department, who was described as their direct boss and who had been promoted from a senior associate position two years prior. Following the rank manipulation, all participants read a conversation that supposedly occurred between themselves and the colleague. Those in the self-promotion condition read a conversation wherein their colleague talked about being appointed to lead the company’s new marketing campaign. Alternatively, those in the no-self-promotion condition read a conversation wherein their colleague shared information about the building’s windows being scheduled to be washed the following week. All participants then completed the following dependent measures. 
Measures 
	As a measure of high-activation positive and negative affect, participants completed the revised 22-item PANAS described in the main text. Items were rated on scales ranging from 1 (very slightly or not at all), to 5 (extremely) (positive subscale:  = .94; negative subscale:  = .93). Participants then reported their gender, age, race/ethnicity, and highest level of education and answered two instructional manipulation checks. 
Results and Discussion
Instructional Manipulation Checks
	Significantly more participants in the peer (97.4%) (versus superior, 8.0%) condition recalled the colleague to be their peer, 2(1) = 311.92, p < .001, whereas significantly more participants in the superior (89.4%) (versus peer, 1.0%) condition recalled the colleague to be their superior, 2(1) = 306.77, p < .001. Additionally, significantly more participants in the self-promotion (99.5%) (versus no-self-promotion, 1.0%) condition recalled the colleague to speak about the new leadership role, 2(1) = 378.17, p < .001, whereas significantly more participants in the no-self-promotion (99.0%) (versus self-promotion, 0.0%) condition recalled the colleague to speak about the window-washing schedule, 2(1) = 382.13, p < .001. Thus, both manipulations were successful. 
Effect of Self-Promoter Rank and Conversation Type on Observer-Reported Affect 
	High-Activation Positive Affect. We conducted a 2 (rank) x 2 (conversation) ANOVA to determine whether self-promotion by superiors (versus peers) indeed elicited greater high-activation positive affect in observers. We found significant main effects of self-promoter rank, F(1,390) = 5.22, p = .023, p2 = .01, and conversation, F(1,390) = 117.18, p < .001, p2 = .23, which were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,390) = 5.99, p = .015, p2 = .02. Supporting hypothesis 1, participants in the superior (M = 3.22, SD = .78; n = 99) (versus peer, M = 2.83, SD = .77; n = 98) self-promotion condition reported greater high-activation positive affect, t(390) = -3.35, p = .002, d = -.50. No difference in high-activation positive affect was reported between those in the superior (M = 2.13, SD = .91; n = 100) and peer (M = 2.14, SD = .80; n = 97) no-self-promotion conditions, t(390) = .12, p = .909, d = .01. In addition, we noted that those in the superior self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) condition reported greater high-activation positive affect, t(390) = -9.43, p < .001, d = -1.29.
	High-Activation Negative Affect. We similarly conducted a 2 (rank) x 2 (conversation) ANOVA on observer-reported high-activation negative affect. We found significant main effects of self-promoter rank, F(1,390) = 67.09, p < .001, p2 = .15, and conversation, F(1,390) = 88.56, p < .001, p2 = .18, which were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,390) = 38.89, p < .001, p2 = .09. Participants in the peer (M = 2.12, SD = .81; n = 98) (versus superior, M = 1.33, SD = .46; n = 99) self-promotion condition reported greater high-activation negative affect, t(390) = 10.20, p < .001, d = 1.20. No difference in high-activation negative affect was reported between those in the peer (M = 1.27, SD = .41; n = 97) and superior (M = 1.16, SD = .36; n = 100) no-self-promotion conditions, t(390) = 1.38, p = .335, d = .29. In addition, we noted that those in the peer self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) condition reported greater high-activation negative affect, t(390) = -11.01, p < .001, d = -1.32.
	Results support hypotheses 1 and 2 which predict that superior (peer) self-promoters will elicit greater high-activation positive (negative) affect in observers. We observe these positive responses above and beyond those elicited from an interaction with one’s superior devoid of self-promotion.

[bookmark: _Toc137549112]Supplemental Study 1b

	Supplemental Study 1b was designed to further explore the effect of self-promoter rank on observer affect using a controlled stimulus. We used this experimental study to gather support for hypotheses 1 and 2, such that observers of superior (versus peer) self-promoters would report greater high-activation positive and lesser high-activation negative affect. In this study we also chose to utilize a no-self-promotion condition to determine whether self-promotion conducted by a superior could give benefits to observers above and beyond those gleaned from an everyday conversation. Lastly, to better understand the specific affective consequences of peer and superior self-promoters we chose to additionally measure observers' low-activation positive and negative affect post-interaction with a superior or peer. 
Supplemental Study 1b was similarly not included in the main text because the no-self-promotion condition for this study also introduces confounds into our experimental design. Specifically, the interaction participants are asked to imagine in the no-self-promotion condition differs in regard to its context (performance versus logistical) and valence (positive versus neutral). Thus, we include this study as part of the SOM because it replicates the analyses presented in the main text but has limitations hindering its internal validity.  
Method
	We conducted an a priori power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al., 2007; 2009) to determine our sample size using the size of the effect of self-promoter rank on observer high-activation positive affect for respected self-promoters from Study 4 in the main text. This analysis suggested that, to achieve 80% power given this effect (Cohen’s d = .38), at a significance level of  = .05, a minimum total sample size of N = 220 was necessary. We sought to recruit close to double this number of participants to account for interaction effects. 
Participants 
We recruited a total of 402 UK working adults from Prolific Academic. We excluded one participant who failed the survey’s English fluency check and two participants who failed the survey’s attention check leaving a final sample of 399 participants (61.2% female) with an average age of 35.4 (SD = 10.2) years. Most participants identified as White/Caucasian (87.2%), with 2.5% identifying as Black, 4.0% as Asian, .5% as Middle Eastern, 1.0% as multiracial, and the remaining 4.8% not indicating a race or ethnicity. Most participants (67.7%) reported having at least an undergraduate degree. 
Design and Procedure
Participants were randomly assigned to conditions in a 2 (target rank: peer versus superior) x 2 (conversation: self-promotion versus no-self-promotion) between-subjects design. We asked participants to imagine themselves as a senior sales associate at a fictional luxury leather goods company. Participants were told they had been working at the company for the past five years, saw good opportunity to move up in the company, and were planning to stay at the company for the foreseeable future. We included these details to enrich the social context such that participants would feel invested in the future opportunities available in this organization, similar to how employees would like to feel in their jobs in the real world. 
	Participants were then told they ran into a colleague one morning walking into work. Those in the peer condition were described to engage in a conversation with a colleague who was also a senior sales associate and who had a similar level of experience in the company. Conversely, those in the superior condition were described to engage in a conversation with the head of the sales department, whom they were told was their direct boss and had been promoted from a senior associate position two years prior. Following the rank manipulation, all participants read a conversation that supposedly occurred between themselves and the colleague. Those in the self-promotion condition read a conversation wherein their colleague talked about being appointed to lead the company’s new marketing campaign. Alternatively, those in the no-self-promotion condition read a conversation wherein their colleague shared information about a change in his work schedule for the next few months. We describe next a pretest of our stimuli. 
Conversation Type Pretest 
Sample and Procedure 
A separate sample of 102 UK working adult Prolific participants (65.7% female, Mage = 33.0 years, SD = 8.13) took part in a pretest to test the effectiveness of the self-promotion versus no-self-promotion manipulation. Most participants identified as White/Caucasian (86.3%), with 5.9% identifying as Black, 4.9% as Asian, 1.0% as multiracial, and the remaining 2.0% not indicating a race or ethnicity. Most participants (71.6%) reported having obtained an undergraduate degree. The purpose of this pretest was twofold. First, we wanted to ensure the self-promotion manipulation elicited greater perceptions of self-promotion than the no-self-promotion manipulation. Second, we wanted to test whether, regardless of any difference between the two conditions, the self-promotion condition was considered a sufficient example of self-promotion. To do so, we compared the score of the self-promotion manipulation against the midpoint of the scale of the focal dependent variable (i.e., perception of self-promotion).  
	Participants were given the same introduction described above and were randomly assigned to one of two (self-promotion versus no-self-promotion) conditions that matched those used in the main study. Participants were then asked to rate the extent to which the colleague in the scenario was self-promoting during his interaction with them (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree), answered an instructional manipulation check asking about the content of the conversation between participant and target, and provided basic demographic information.  
Results
Instructional Manipulation Check. Significantly more participants in the self-promotion (100%) (versus no-self-promotion, 1.9%) condition recalled the colleague to speak about the new leadership role, 2(1) = 94.19, p < .001, whereas significantly more participants in the no-self-promotion (96.2%) (versus self-promotion, 0.0%) condition recalled the colleague to speak about his new schedule, 2(1) = 90.50, p < .001. 
	Main Analysis. Participants in the self-promotion condition (M = 5.10, SD = 1.30; n = 50) rated the colleague to self-promote significantly more than those in the no-self-promotion condition (M = 2.52, SD = 1.46; n = 52), t(100) = -9.42, p < .001, d = -1.87. In addition, those in the self-promotion condition rated the colleague to self-promote to an extent significantly higher than the midpoint of the scale, t(49) = 5.99, p < .001, d = .85, and those in the no-self-promotion condition rated the colleague to self-promote to an extent significantly lower than the midpoint of the scale, t(51) = -7.30, p < .001, d = 1.01. Thus, we find a significant difference between the self-promotion and no-self-promotion conditions, as well as find that the self-promotion condition falls significantly above, and the no-self-promotion condition significantly below, the midpoint of the scale.    
Measures 
	As a measure of high-activation positive and negative affect, participants again completed the 22-item revised PANAS described in the main text. Items were rated on scales ranging from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely) (positive subscale:  =.92; negative subscale:  = .92). 
	To exclude the possibility that high-activation positive and negative affect, versus general positive and negative affect, are affected by self-promotion behavior, we additionally included measures of low-activation positive (comfortable, calm, confident, relaxed; Turner et al., 1992) and negative (miserable, sad, gloomy, depressed, bored, droopy, tired; Russell, 1980) affect. These items were similarly measured on 5-point scales from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely) (low-activation positive:  =.90; low-activation negative:  = .90). Participants then reported their gender, age, race/ethnicity, and highest level of education and answered two instructional manipulation checks. 
Results and Discussion
Instructional Manipulation Checks
Significantly more participants in the peer (98.0%) (versus superior, 10.9%) condition recalled the colleague to be their peer, 2(1) = 300.81, p < .001, whereas significantly more participants in the superior (87.1%) (versus peer, 0.0%) condition recalled the colleague to be their superior, 2(1) = 303.54, p < .001. Additionally, significantly more participants in the self-promotion (99.0%) (versus no-self-promotion, 1.0%) condition recalled the colleague to speak about the new leadership role, 2(1) = 379.25, p < .001, whereas significantly more participants in the no-self-promotion (98.5%) (versus self-promotion, 0.0%) condition recalled the colleague to speak about his new schedule, 2(1) = 383.25, p < .001. Thus, both manipulations were successful. 
Effect of Target Rank and Conversation Type on Observer-Reported Affect
High-Activation Positive Affect. We conducted a 2 (rank) x 2 (conversation) ANOVA to determine whether self-promotion by superiors (versus peers) indeed elicited greater high-activation positive affect in observers. We found significant main effects of self-promoter rank, F(1,395) = 22.66, p < .001, p2 = .05, and conversation, F(1,395) = 8.96, p = .003, p2 = .02, which were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,395) = 18.22, p < .001, p2 = .04. Supporting hypothesis 1, participants in the superior (M = 3.27, SD = .83; n = 100) (versus peer, M = 2.54, SD = .79; n = 100) self-promotion condition reported greater high-activation positive affect, t(395) = -6.39, p < .001, d = -.89. No difference in high-activation positive affect was reported between those in the superior (M = 2.69, SD = .78; n = 101) and peer (M = 2.65, SD = .79; n = 98) no-self-promotion conditions, t(395) = -.35, p = .738, d = -.05. In addition, we noted that those in the superior self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) condition reported greater high-activation positive affect, t(395) = -5.15, p < .001, d = -.72, whereas no difference was observed between the peer self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) conditions, t(395) = .90, p = .738, d = .13. 
	High-Activation Negative Affect. We followed a similar procedure to assess the effects of rank and conversation on observer high-activation negative affect. We expected the greatest reports of this affective index to be elicited by peer self-promoters. We found significant main effects of self-promoter rank, F(1,395) = 54.13, p < .001, p2 = .12, and conversation, F(1,395) = 45.83, p < .001, p2 = .10, which were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,395) = 23.36, p < .001, p2 = .06. Supporting hypothesis 2, participants in the peer (M = 2.12, SD = .81; n = 100) (versus superior, M = 1.41, SD = .42; n = 100) self-promotion condition reported greater high-activation negative affect, t(395) = 8.63, p < .001, d = 1.10. No difference in high-activation negative affect was reported between those in the peer (M = 1.44, SD = .59; n = 98) and superior (M = 1.29, SD = .43; n = 101) no-self-promotion conditions, t(395) = 1.78, p = .226, d = .29. In addition, we noted that those in the peer self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) condition reported greater high-activation negative affect, t(395) = -8.17, p < .001, d = -.96, whereas no difference was observed between the superior self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) conditions, t(395) = -1.38, p = .340, d = -.27. 
	Low-Activation Positive Affect. We again used a two-way ANOVA to assess the effects of rank and conversation type on low-activation positive affect. We found significant main effects of self-promoter rank, F(1,395) = 23.63, p < .001, p2 = .06, and conversation, F(1,395) = 38.11, p < .001, p2 = .09, which were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,395) = 14.01, p < .001, p2 = .03. Participants in the superior (M = 3.07, SD = .81; n = 100) (versus peer, M = 2.28, SD = 1.07; n = 100) self-promotion condition reported greater low-activation positive affect, t(395) = -6.09, p < .001, d = -.84. No difference in low-activation positive affect was reported between those in the superior (M = 3.29, SD = .75; n = 101) and peer (M = 3.19, SD = 1.03; n = 98) no-self-promotion conditions, t(395) = -.79, p = .711, d = -.11. Unlike with the high-activation positive affect, however, we noted no difference in the low-activation positive affect reported between those in the superior self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) condition, t(395) = 1.73, p = .256, d = .29. We do, however, find a difference in this affective index between the peer self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) conditions, t(395) = 6.99, p < .001, d = .87. 
	Low-Activation Negative Affect. Lastly, we analyzed the effects of rank and conversation on observer low-activation negative affect. We found significant main effects of self-promoter rank, F(1,395) = 39.69, p < .001, p2 = .09, and conversation, F(1,395) = 35.00, p < .001, p2 = .08, which were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,395) = 21.08, p < .001, p2 = .05. Participants in the peer (M = 1.97, SD = .82; n = 100) (versus superior, M = 1.33, SD = .49; n = 100) self-promotion condition reported greater low-activation negative affect, t(395) = 7.71, p < .001, d = .95. No difference in low-activation negative affect was reported between those in the peer (M = 1.35, SD = .53; n = 98) and superior (M = 1.25, SD = .43; n = 101) no-self-promotion conditions, t(395) = 1.21, p = .685, d = .21. In addition, we noted that those in the peer self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) condition reported greater low-activation negative affect, t(395) = -7.40, p < .001, d = -.89, whereas no difference was observed between the superior self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) conditions, t(395) = -.94, p = .695, d = -.17. 
	Overall, results support hypothesis 1 which predicts that superior (versus peer) self-promoters will elicit greater high-activation positive affect in observers. Importantly, we observe these high-activation positive affective responses above and beyond those elicited from an interaction with one’s superior which is devoid of self-promotion. Although superior (versus peer) self-promoters also elicit greater low-activation positive affect in observers, no difference in this affective index was observed between the superior-self-promotion and the superior-no-self-promotion conditions. Thus, this provides support for our theory that social comparison exclusively with superior self-promoters leads to observer experiences of inspiration and excitement. Supporting hypothesis 2, we observe peer self-promoters to elicit greater high-activation negative affect, as well as lesser low-activation positive affect, and greater low-activation negative affect, suggesting that the negative affective effects of peer self-promoters are more generalized than the positive affective effects of superior self-promoters. 

[bookmark: _Toc137549113]Supplemental Study 1c
	Supplemental Study 1c was similarly designed to test the effect of self-promoter rank and conversation type on observer affect. We again tested hypotheses 1 and 2, such that observers of superior (versus peer) self-promoters would report greater high-activation positive and lesser high-activation negative affect, as well as explored observers’ low-activation positive and negative affective responses. In this study we used an alternate no-self-promotion condition, having no-self-promotion targets in the study share information about the organization instead of themselves. 
We chose to exclude Supplemental Study 1c from the main text because the no-self-promotion condition for this study also introduces a confound into our experimental design. Specifically, the interaction participants are asked to imagine in the no-self-promotion condition differs in regard to its valence (positive versus neutral) compared to the self-promotion condition. Thus, we include this study as part of the SOM because it replicates the analyses presented in the main text but has limitations hindering its internal validity.  
Method
	The same power analysis described for Supplemental Study 1b was used to determine the sample size for Supplemental Study 1c. 
Participants
We recruited a total of 401 UK working adults from Prolific Academic. We excluded two participants who failed the survey’s English fluency check and one participant who failed the survey’s attention check leaving a final sample of 398 participants (57.8% female) with an average age of 35.7 (SD = 9.75) years. Most participants identified as White/Caucasian (93.2%), with 1.8% identifying as Black, 2.5% as Asian, .3% as multiracial, and the remaining 2.3% not indicating a race or ethnicity. Most participants (67.8%) reported having at least an undergraduate degree.
Design and Procedure
The procedure was identical to that used in Supplemental Study 1b with one exception. Participants in the no-self-promotion condition read a conversation wherein their colleague shared information about the choice of graphic designer for the company’s new marketing campaign. We chose to employ an alternative no-self-promotion condition in this study to test whether general information about progress made in the organization from a superior could similarly elicit the Self-Promotion Boost. 
Conversation Type Pretest		
Sample and Procedure
Similar to Supplemental Study 1b, a separate sample of 103 UK working adult Prolific participants (64.1% female, Mage = 34.8 years, SD = 9.87) took part in a pretest to test the effectiveness of the self-promotion versus no-self-promotion manipulation. Most participants identified as White/Caucasian (89.3%), with 1.9% identifying as Black, 3.9% as Asian, and the remaining 4.9% not indicating a race or ethnicity. Most participants (65.0%) reported having at least an undergraduate degree. Participants were again given the same introduction described above and were randomly assigned to one of two (self-promotion versus no-self-promotion) conditions that matched those used in the main study. Participants answered the same extent of self-promotion item as in the Supplemental Study 1b pretest, answered an instructional manipulation check regarding the topic of conversation, and provided basic demographic information.  
Results
Instructional Manipulation Check. Significantly more participants in the self-promotion (96.2%) (versus no-self-promotion, 3.9%) condition recalled the colleague to speak about the new leadership role, 2(1) = 83.97, p < .001, whereas significantly more participants in the no-self-promotion (96.1%) (versus self-promotion, 1.9%) condition recalled the colleague to speak about his new schedule, 2(1) = 87.65, p < .001. 
	Main Analysis. Participants in the self-promotion condition (M = 5.42, SD = 1.19; n = 52) rated the colleague to self-promote significantly more than those in the no-self-promotion condition (M = 2.55, SD = 1.47; n = 51), t(101) = -10.88, p < .001, d = -2.15. In addition, those in the self-promotion condition rated the colleague to self-promote to an extent significantly higher than the midpoint of the scale, t(51) = 8.60, p < .001, d = 1.19, and those in the no-self-promotion condition rated the colleague to self-promote to an extent significantly lower than the midpoint of the scale, t(50) = -7.03, p < .001, d = .98. Thus, we find a significant difference between the self-promotion and no-self-promotion conditions, as well as find that the self-promotion condition falls significantly above, and the no-self-promotion condition significantly below, the midpoint of the scale.    
Measures 
	Participants first responded to the same 22-item revised PANAS scale used in the main text (positive subscale:  =.92; negative subscale:  = .92). We also included the measures of low-activation positive and negative affect used in Supplemental Study 1b (low-activation positive:  =.91; low-activation negative:  = .90). As before, participants then reported their gender, age, race/ethnicity, and highest level of education, and answered two instructional manipulation checks.
Results and Discussion
Instructional Manipulation Checks	
Significantly more participants in the peer (95.5%) (versus superior, 9.6%) condition recalled the colleague to be their peer, 2(1) = 291.13, p < .001, whereas significantly more participants in the superior (87.8%) (versus peer, 1.0%) condition recalled the colleague to be their superior, 2(1) = 300.90, p < .001. Additionally, significantly more participants in the self-promotion (95.5%) (versus no-self-promotion, 3.0%) condition recalled the colleague to speak about the new leadership role, 2(1) = 336.65, p < .001, whereas significantly more participants in the no-self-promotion (97.0%) (versus self-promotion, 2.5%) condition recalled the colleague to speak about the new graphic designer, 2(1) = 351.46, p < .001. Thus, both manipulations were successful. 
Effect of Target Rank and Conversation Type on Observer-Reported Affect 
High-Activation Positive Affect. We conducted a 2 (rank) x 2 (conversation) ANOVA to determine whether self-promotion by superiors (versus peers) indeed elicited greater high-activation positive affect in observers. We found a significant main effect of self-promoter rank, F(1,394) = 9.21, p = .003, p2 = .02, and a marginally significant effect of conversation, F(1,394) = 3.86, p = .050, p2 = .01, which were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,394) = 12.46, p < .001, p2 = .03. Supporting hypothesis 1, participants in the superior (M = 3.16, SD = .79; n = 99) (versus peer, M = 2.62, SD = .84; n = 100) self-promotion condition reported greater high-activation positive affect, t(394) = -4.64, p < .001, d = -.67. No difference in high-activation positive affect was reported between those in the superior (M = 2.71, SD = .81; n = 98) and peer (M = 2.75, SD = .87; n = 101) no-self-promotion conditions, t(394) = .35, p = .902, d = .05. In addition, we noted that those in the superior self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) condition reported greater high-activation positive affect, t(394) = -3.87, p < .001, d = -.57, whereas no difference was observed between the peer self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) conditions, t(394) = 1.11, p = .800, d = 15. 
	High-Activation Negative Affect. We followed a similar procedure to assess the effects of rank and conversation on observer high-activation negative affect. We expected the greatest reports of this affective index to be elicited by peer self-promoters. We found significant main effects of self-promoter rank, F(1,394) = 16.52, p < .001, p2 = .04, and conversation, F(1,394) = 4.32, p = .038, p2 = .01, which were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,394) = 17.59, p < .001, p2 = .04. Supporting hypothesis 2, participants in the peer (M = 2.11, SD = .78; n = 100) (versus superior, M = 1.53, SD = .60; n = 99) self-promotion condition reported greater high-activation negative affect, t(394) = 5.84, p < .001, d = .84. No difference in high-activation negative affect was reported between those in the peer (M = 1.67, SD = .70; n = 101) and superior (M = 1.68, SD = .73; n = 98) no-self-promotion conditions, t(394) = -.09, p = .927, d = -.01. In addition, we noted that those in the peer self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) condition reported greater high-activation negative affect, t(394) = -4.46, p < .001, d = -.60, whereas no difference was observed between the superior self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) conditions, t(394) = 1.49, p = .412, d = .22.
	Low-Activation Positive Affect. We again used a two-way ANOVA to assess the effects of rank and conversation type on low-activation positive affect. We found a significant main effect of self-promoter rank, F(1,394) = 18.93, p < .001, p2 = .05. However, the main effect of conversation type failed to reach the conventional level of significance, F(1,394) = 2.41, p = .121, p2 = .01. These effects, however, were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,394) = 12.53, p < .001, p2 = .03. Participants in the superior (M = 3.09, SD = .81; n = 99) (versus peer, M = 2.33, SD = 1.06; n = 100) self-promotion condition reported greater low-activation positive affect, t(394) = -5.58, p < .001, d = -.81. No difference in low-activation positive affect was reported between those in the superior (M = 2.90, SD = .98; n = 98) and peer (M = 2.82, SD = 1.01; n = 101) no-self-promotion conditions, t(394) = -.57, p = .567, d = -.08. Unlike with the high-activation positive affect, however, we noted no difference in the low-activation positive affect reported between those in the superior self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) condition, t(394) = -1.40, p = .326, d = -.22. We do, however, find a difference in this affective index between the peer self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) conditions, t(394) = 3.62, p = .001, d = .48.
	Low-Activation Negative Affect. Lastly, we analyzed the effects of rank and conversation on observer low-activation negative affect. We found significant main effects of self-promoter rank, F(1,394) = 11.93, p < .001, p2 = .03, and conversation, F(1,394) = 5.18, p = .023, p2 = .01, which were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,394) = 19.55, p < .001, p2 = .05. Participants in the peer (M = 1.90, SD = .79; n = 100) (versus superior, M = 1.37, SD = .55; n = 99) self-promotion condition reported greater low-activation negative affect, t(394) = 5.57, p < .001, d = .78. No difference in low-activation negative affect was reported between those in the peer (M = 1.45, SD = .58; n = 101) and superior (M = 1.51, SD = .73; n = 98) no-self-promotion conditions, t(394) = -.68, p = .808, d = -.10. In addition, we noted that those in the peer self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) condition reported greater low-activation negative affect, t(394) = -4.76, p < .001, d = -.65, whereas no difference was observed between the superior self-promotion (versus no-self-promotion) conditions, t(394) = 1.51, p = .396, d = .22.
	Overall, results replicate the findings of Supplemental Study 1b. We again find support for hypothesis 1 which predicts that superior (versus peer) self-promoters will elicit greater high-activation positive affect in observers, and no difference was observed between the superior-self-promotion and the superior-no-self-promotion conditions. In addition, we observe peer self-promoters to elicit greater high-activation negative affect, supporting hypothesis 2. We also observe lesser low-activation positive affect and greater low-activation negative affect elicited by peer self-promoters than superior self-promoters, or peers or superiors in the no-self-promotion condition. With these results, we again confirm the specific role of high-activation positive affect in eliciting the Self-Promotion Boost and illustrate the general negative affective consequences of peer self-promoters for observers.   


[bookmark: _Toc137549114]Supplemental Study 2
	Supplemental Study 2 was designed to test a contextual moderator of the Self-Promotion Boost, the relevance of the self-promoter’s success. Our conceptual model relies on observers finding the achievement-related information self-promoters share to be relevant to them and their future opportunities. Therefore, self-promoters that publicize accomplishments that are relevant to observers’ own goals are likely to elicit a stronger Self-Promotion Boost compared to self-promoters who boast about topics in which the observer has no vested interest. In addition, in this study we sought to replicate the indirect effect of self-promoter rank on observer-reported motivation via observer-reported high-activation positive affect. 
We excluded Supplemental Study 2 from the main text because the stimuli for this study included a hypothetical conversation between the self-promoter and participant that may have been perceived as the participant validating the self-promoter’s behavior. Thus, we include this study as part of the SOM because it replicates the analyses presented in the main text but has limitations hindering its internal validity.  
Method
 	We calculated a minimum total sample size of N = 158 to achieve 80% power given a small to medium sized (Cohen’s d = .45) effect and a significance level of  = .05. 
Participants 
	We recruited a total of 400 UK working adults from Prolific Academic. We excluded from our analyses two participants who failed the survey’s English language fluency check and 24 participants who failed one or more of the survey’s attention checks, added due to the increased length of the survey, leaving a final sample of 374 participants (57.8% female) with an average age of 36.6 (SD  = 10.7) years. The majority of participants identified as White/Caucasian (92.2%), with 2.1% identifying as Black, 3.2% as Asian, .3% as Middle Eastern, .3% as multiracial, and the remaining 1.9% not indicating a race or ethnicity. Most participants (70.3%) reported having at least an undergraduate degree.
Design and Procedure 
	Participants were randomly assigned to conditions according to a 2 (self-promoter rank: superior versus peer) x 2 (success relevance: low versus high) between-subjects design. Participants were told they were a senior sales associate at a luxury company who had been at the company for the past five years and believed good future opportunities to be available to them there. Participants were randomized to either a superior or peer self-promoter condition and were introduced to a colleague who was described to be either their direct boss who had been promoted from a senior associate position two years prior (superior condition) or a fellow senior associate who had started at the company around the same time and held similar goals as the participant (peer condition). Participants in the high relevance condition were then exposed to an imagined colleague’s social media post highlighting the colleague’s appointment as leader of a new watch campaign along with an image of the watches to be marketed by the campaign. After, participants read about a conversation they had in which the colleague talked about the appointment. Those in the low relevance condition were exposed to a post in which the colleague showcased a new watch purchase coupled with an image of six luxury watches the colleague now owned. These participants then read about a similar conversation between themselves and the colleague in which the colleague talked about his watch collection. 
Measures 
	As measures of high-activation positive and negative affect, participants completed the 20-item PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) to which we added the item “hopeful” (positive subscale:  = .92; negative subscale:  = .90). Because some research conceptualizes threat not as an affective state but rather a mediating appraisal (Lazarus, 1991), in this study, we omitted the item “threatened” from the PANAS and instead included in our survey a four-item measure of cognitive threat adapted from Turner and colleagues (1992) (e.g., [my colleague’s] post and comment make me feel comfortable in my position as sales associate) (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree;  = .93). All items were reverse coded so higher scores reflect greater observer feelings of threat.
After, participants responded to the same motivation ( = .93) and task engagement ( = .96) measures described in the main text, which were again highly correlated (r(372) = .75, p < .001), and thus combined to form a single measure of motivation ( = .96). Participants reported their gender, age, race/ethnicity, and highest level of education and answered two instructional manipulation checks. 
Results and Discussion
Instructional Manipulation Checks 
	Significantly more participants in the superior (94.6%) (versus peer, 0.0%) condition recalled the colleague to be their superior, 2(1) = 332.20, p < .001, whereas significantly more participants in the peer (100.0%) (versus superior, 4.9%) condition recalled the colleague to be their peer, 2(1) = 335.81, p < .001. In addition, significantly more participants in the high (97.3%) (versus low, 0.0%) relevance condition indicated reading a post about their colleague being chosen to lead the company’s new marketing campaign, 2(1) = 350.64, p < .001, whereas significantly more participants in the low (100.0%) (versus high, 2.1%) relevance condition indicated reading a post about their colleague’s new watch purchase, 2(1) = 354.43, p < .001. Thus, both manipulations were successful. 
Effect of Self-Promoter Rank and Success Relevance on Observer-Reported Affect 
	High-Activation Positive Affect. We conducted a 2 (rank) x 2 (success relevance) ANOVA to determine whether self-promotion by superiors (versus peers) was more successful in eliciting high-activation positive affect when sharing about high (versus low) relevance achievements. We observed significant main effects of self-promoter rank, F(1,370) = 12.16, p < .001, p2 = .03, and relevance, F(1,370) = 14.79, p < .001, p2 = .04, which were qualified by a marginally significant interaction effect, F(1,370) = 3.78, p = .053, p2 = .01. Participants in the superior (M = 3.04, SD = .85; n = 93) (versus peer, M = 2.57, SD = .84; n = 95) high relevance condition reported greater high-activation positive affect, t(370) = -3.85, p < .001, d = -.56. No difference in high-activation positive affect was reported between those in the superior (M = 2.54, SD = .91; n = 91) and peer (M = 2.40, SD = .73; n = 95) low relevance conditions, t(370) = -1.09, p = .554, d = -.17. In addition, superior self-promoters in the high relevance condition elicited significantly greater high-activation positive affect than superiors in the low relevance condition, t(370) = -4.06, p < .001, d = -.57. However, we observed no significant difference in the high-activation positive affect elicited by peer self-promoters in the high versus low relevance conditions, t(370) = -1.36, p = .527, d = .22.
High-Activation Negative Affect. We conducted a 2 (rank) x 2 (relevance) ANOVA on observer-reported high-activation negative affect. We observed significant main effects of self-promoter rank, F(1,370) = 34.16, p < .001, p2 = .09, and relevance, F(1,370) = 7.15, p = .008, p2 = .02, which were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,370) = 10.80, p = .001, p2 = .03. Participants in the peer (M = 2.08, SD = .76; n = 95) (versus superior, M = 1.47, SD = .52; n = 93) high relevance condition reported greater high-activation negative affect, t(370) = 6.48, p < .001, d = .94. No difference in high-activation negative affect was reported between those in the peer (M = 1.68, SD = .73; n = 95) and superior (M = 1.51, SD = .54; n = 91) low relevance conditions, t(370) = 1.80, p = .144, d = .26. In addition, peer self-promoters elicited significantly greater high-activation negative affect in the high (versus low) relevance condition, t(370) = -4.25, p < .001, d = .54. No difference was observed in response to superior self-promoters in the high (versus low) relevance condition, t(370) = .43, p = .668, d = .08.
Effect of Self-Promoter Rank and Success Relevance on Observer-Reported Cognitive Threat
	We additionally conducted a 2 (rank) x 2 (relevance) ANOVA on observer-reported cognitive threat. We similarly observed significant main effects of self-promoter rank, F(1,370) = 42.69, p < .001, p2 = .10, and relevance, F(1,370) = 9.80, p = .002, p2 = .03, which were qualified by a significant interaction effect, F(1,370) = 10.79, p = .001, p2 = .03. Participants in the peer (M = 5.39, SD = 1.09; n = 95) (versus superior, M = 4.06, SD = 1.40; n = 93) high relevance condition reported greater threat, t(370) = 6.96, p < .001, d = 1.06. Similarly, those in the peer (M = 4.52, SD = 1.39; n = 95) versus superior (M = 4.09, SD = 1.32; n = 91) low relevance condition reported greater threat, t(370) = 2.29, p = .049, d = .32. In addition, peer self-promoters elicited significantly greater threat in the high (versus low) relevance condition, t(370) = -4.57, p < .001, d = -.70. No difference was observed in response to superior self-promoters in the high (versus low) relevance condition, t(370) = .11, p = .915, d = .02.
Indirect Effect of Self-Promoter Rank and Success Relevance on Observer-Reported Motivation via Observer-Reported Affect
	To test for an indirect effect of rank and relevance on motivation via high-activation positive and negative affect, we conducted a moderated mediation analysis with 5,000 samples designating self-promoter rank as the independent variable, high-activation positive and negative affect as parallel mediating variables, observer-reported motivation as the dependent variable, and success relevance as the moderator. We observed a trending moderated mediation via high-activation positive affect, index of moderated mediation = .27, SE = .15, 95% CI [-.01, .57], and a significant moderated mediation via high-activation negative affect, index of moderated mediation = .16, SE = .06, 95% CI [.06, .29]. Self-promoter rank indirectly increased observer-reported motivation via high-activation positive affect in the high, indirect effect = .38, SE = .11, 95% CI [.18, .59], but not low, indirect effect = .11, SE = .10, 95% CI [-.09, .31], relevance condition. Similarly, self-promoter rank indirectly decreased observer-reported motivation via high-activation negative affect in the high, indirect effect = .22, SE = .06, 95% CI [.11, .35], but not low, indirect effect = .06, SE = .04, 95% CI [-.004, .147], relevance condition. We do not observe direct effects of rank on observer motivation in either the high, b = .12, SE = .16, 95% CI [-.20, .43], p = .465, or low, b = .12, SE = .15, 95% CI [-.18, .41], p = .438, success relevance conditions. 
Indirect Effect of Self-Promoter Rank and Success Relevance on Observer-Reported Motivation via Observer-Reported Cognitive Threat
To test for an indirect effect of rank and relevance on motivation via cognitive threat, we conducted a similar moderated mediation analysis with 5,000 samples designating self-promoter rank as the independent variable, cognitive threat as the mediator, observer-reported motivation as the dependent variable, and success relevance as the moderator. We observed a significant moderated mediation, index of moderated mediation = .43, SE = .14, 95% CI [.17, .72]. Self-promoter rank indirectly decreased observer-reported motivation via increased observer threat in both the high, indirect effect = .64, SE = .11, 95% CI [.44, .87], and low, indirect effect = .21, SE = .10, 95% CI [.02, .41], relevance conditions. However, the effect was stronger in the high relevance condition, as hypothesized. We do not observe direct effects of rank on observer motivation in either the high, b = .08, SE = .17 95% CI [-.26, .41], p = .652, or low, b = .08, SE = .16, 95% CI [-.24, .39], p = .643, success relevance conditions.
 	We find some evidence here for the notion that observers of superior self-promoters who share information regarding highly relevant achievements are able to induce high-activation positive affect more reliably in observers. We also again provide evidence that self-promotion can consistently indirectly affect observer-reported motivation. 

[bookmark: _Toc137549115]Supplemental Study 3
	Supplemental Study 3 was conducted to examine the effect of a second contextual moderator, self-promotion frequency, on the Self-Promotion Boost. Given that constructs related to self-promotion (i.e., narcissism, self-enhancement motives) are found to have less positive consequences when experienced in greater quantities (Grijalva et al., 2015; Paulhus, 1998), we expected self-promotion at a higher frequency to similarly reduce the high-activation positive affective and motivation consequences for observers of this behavior. 
We excluded Supplemental Study 3 from the main text because the use of frequency as a moderator variable does not contribute to our understanding of the process underlying the Self-Promotion Boost. We therefore relegate this study to the SOM as it is interesting but does not provide a strong theoretical contribution to the main text.     
Method
 	We calculated a minimum total sample size of N = 158 to achieve 80% power given a medium sized (Cohen’s d = .45) effect and a significance level of  = .05. 
Participants 
	We recruited a total of 198 UK working adults from Prolific Academic. We excluded from our analyses one participant who failed the survey’s English fluency check and eight participants who failed one or more of the survey’s attention checks, leaving a final sample of 189 participants (52.4% female) with an average age of 36.7 (SD  = 12.3) years. The majority of participants identified as White/Caucasian (84.1%), with 5.8% identifying as Black, 3.7% as Asian, 1.6% as Middle Eastern, 1.6% as multiracial, and the remaining 3.2% not indicating a race or ethnicity. About half of the participants (50.3%) reported having at least an undergraduate degree.
Design and Procedure
	Participants were randomly assigned to one of two (low versus high) self-promotion frequency conditions. We asked participants to imagine themselves as a senior broker at a real estate company and noted that the participant had been at the firm for the past five years and that their salary at the company was determined by commission, suggesting that there was good opportunity to succeed at the company in the future. We used this context to ensure the proposed theory generalized outside of the realm of professional appointment achievements and into more personal professional accomplishments. Participants were introduced to their superior, the managing broker of the firm, and read about six interactions with their superior that occurred during the week. In the low frequency condition, two interactions involved the superior self-promoting about two recent sales. The remaining interactions involved other work-related conversations (e.g., a conversation regarding a new marketing software). In the high frequency condition, the superior self-promoted in all six interactions about the two unique real estate sales, ensuring the information participants received via self-promotion was kept consistent across conditions. 
Measures 
	To measure high-activation positive and negative affect, participants then completed the 22-item revised PANAS described in the main text (positive subscale:  = .92; negative subscale:  = .90). Additionally, participants responded to the same motivation ( = .94) and task engagement ( = .96) measures described in the main text, which were again highly correlated (r(187) = .81, p < .001) and thus combined to form a single measure of motivation ( = .96). Participants then reported their gender, age, race/ethnicity, and highest level of education and responded to an instructional manipulation check. 
Results and Discussion
Instructional Manipulation Check 
	Participants in the low (76.0%) (versus high, 21.5%) frequency condition were more likely to note observing two self-promotion episodes, 2(1) = 54.05, p < .001. In addition, participants in the high (74.2%) (versus low, 19.8%) frequency condition were significantly more likely to indicate observing six self-promotion episodes, 2(1) = 54.02, p < .001. Thus, the manipulation was successful.
Effect of Self-Promotion Frequency on Observer-Reported Affect
	High-Activation Positive Affect. We conducted a one-way ANOVA to determine whether self-promotion by superiors was more successful in eliciting high-activation positive affect when conducted at lower frequencies. We observed a significant main effect of self-promotion frequency, F(1,187) = 8.71, p = .004, p2 = .04. Those in the low- (M = 3.32, SD = .83; n = 96) versus high- (M = 2.95, SD = .88; n = 93) frequency condition reported greater high-activation positive affect.
	High-Activation Negative Affect. We conducted a similar one-way ANOVA on observer-reported high-activation negative affect. We observed no difference in observer-reported high-activation negative affect between observers of superior self-promoters in the low- (M = 1.82, SD = .71; n = 96) versus high- (M = 1.66, SD = .61; n = 93) frequency conditions, F(1,187) = 3.02, p = .084, p2 = .02.
Indirect Effect of Self-Promotion Frequency on Observer-Reported Motivation via Observer-Reported Affect
	To test for indirect effects of self-promotion frequency on observer motivation via high activation positive and negative affect, we conducted a mediation analysis with 5,000 samples designating self-promotion frequency as the independent variable, high-activation positive and negative affect as parallel mediating variables, and observer-reported motivation as the dependent variable. We observed self-promotion frequency to indirectly affect observer-reported motivation via high-activation positive, indirect effect = -.42, SE = .14, 95% CI [-.71, -.15], but not negative, indirect effect = .05, SE = .03, 95% CI [-.01, .12], affect. Specifically, high self-promotion frequency led to decreased motivation via decreased high activation positive affect. Analyses revealed no direct effect of self-promotion frequency on observer motivation, b = .12, SE = .13, 95% CI [-.14, .38], p = .359. 
	The results of Supplemental Study 3 reveal that excessive self-promotion, even when conducted by a superior about a professional achievement, can lead to decreased high-activation positive affect and motivation as reported by observers. These findings suggest that a key component to the Self-Promotion Boost is the ability for superiors to convey novel information to observers via self-promotion. When the information that is shared is no longer new, observers fail to benefit from this type of behavior. 
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