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A B S T R A C T   

Guided by cognitive appraisal theory, we argue that wish-making is a conceptually distinct type 
of coping strategy and that wish-making during the COVID-19 pandemic has functional cogni-
tive–affective consequences. Specifically, it facilitates positive appraisals of the pandemic, which 
then facilitate job satisfaction. Enhanced job satisfaction in turn reduces counterproductive work 
behavior during the pandemic. These arguments were tested via two empirical studies involving 
546 Hong Kong employees surveyed on two consecutive working days during the pandemic. The 
individuals who made wishes during the pandemic reported more positive appraisals of the 
pandemic, which in turn promoted their job satisfaction and lowered their counterproductive 
work behavior. Crucially, wish-making had significant effects on positive appraisals above and 
beyond other coping strategies. Thus, we contribute to the employee coping literature by high-
lighting one relatively easy way for employees to combat the psychological effects of the 
pandemic (and other challenges in life) and regulate their affective well-being and behaviors at 
work. Namely, making wishes that envision a better future can enhance employees' job satis-
faction, which in turn lowers counterproductive work behavior.   

People make wishes all of the time. On birthdays and New Year's Eve, people wish for the things they desire in life. In the workplace, 
employees may wish to avoid the next round of layoffs. They may wish for their bosses to be in a good mood, for their customers to sign 
big sales contracts, or for their organization to give them a private office. During the pandemic, many people might have frequently 
made wishes; this includes wishing that the pandemic be over soon, that vaccines become swiftly available, and that those they care 
about stay healthy. 

Despite the prevalence of wish-making, research on coping strategies (Bjorck & Cohen, 1993; Bolger, 1990; Folkman & Lazarus, 
1980; McCrae, 1984) has seldom considered its benefits in combating stress. Most taxonomies of coping strategies do not include 
future-oriented wish-making (Skinner et al., 2003; Skinner & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2007; Tobin et al., 1989), perhaps because very little 
is known about its nature and effects. Another reason is the assumption that wish-making operates in the same way as other coping 
strategies. However, wish-making is unique in that it can both alleviate the emotional consequences of a stressor (by directing in-
dividuals' attention to a positive future that they wish for) and help motivate the use of problem-focused tactics (by making salient 
individuals' goals in life). Most coping strategies are either emotion-focused or problem-focused in nature, but not both. At the same 

* Corresponding author. 
E-mail addresses: tng@business.hku.hk (T.W.H. Ng), dennishsu@business.hku.hk (D.Y. Hsu), fredyim@hkbu.edu.hk (F.H.K. Yim), zouyn@ 

connect.hku.hk (Y. Zou), volun@connect.hku.hk (H. Chen).  

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect 

Journal of Vocational Behavior 

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/jvb 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103619 
Received 3 February 2021; Received in revised form 17 August 2021; Accepted 19 August 2021   

mailto:tng@business.hku.hk
mailto:dennishsu@business.hku.hk
mailto:fredyim@hkbu.edu.hk
mailto:zouyn@connect.hku.hk
mailto:zouyn@connect.hku.hk
mailto:volun@connect.hku.hk
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00018791
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/jvb
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103619
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103619
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103619&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103619


Journal of Vocational Behavior 130 (2021) 103619

2

time, wish-making is not the same as coping through optimism (Segerstrom et al., 1998) and constructive thinking (Epstein & Meier, 
1989). Whereas thinking optimistically or constructively about the future generally helps a person cope with stress, wish-making 
especially helps because it directly creates a mental image of a better future and makes salient specific life goals, both of which can 
potentially sustain the person's coping motivation and efforts in the long run. Wish-making also differs from coping through goal- 
setting (Körner et al., 2015) in that it can have immediate healing power by making vivid people's ideals and dreams, whereas 
goal-setting may not yield satisfaction until some progress has been made on those goals. 

The omission of wish-making from coping research potentially hinders theory development because it means that the scholarly 
understanding of the different methods that individuals adopt to combat stress is incomplete. A person may frequently engage in wish- 
making to handle stress, but researchers may enquire about other coping strategies that are not used by that person. Thus, examining 
wish-making as a coping strategy has the potential to advance coping research by expanding its theoretical scope to include an 
overlooked tactic, complementing existing coping frameworks, and stimulating the further identification of other coping strategies. 
Echoing this call for more theoretical inquiries into wish-making as a coping strategy, Schonbachler, Stojkovic, and Boothe (2016, p. 
163) note that “there is a lack of interdisciplinary work regarding the mental processes of wishing” and that “wishing is an effective 
method of coping with stress when there is no better solution available or when a person needs to be able to wait for a while, until the 
reality can be changed in a way” (p. 166). It is therefore crucial to theorize the effects of wish-making above and beyond other coping 
strategies and to introduce this tactic to the behavioral repertoires that individuals use to help them deal with life's challenges (Carver, 
1997; Endler & Parker, 1990). 

Advancing our knowledge about the effects of wish-making also carries important clinical or mental health benefits. From a 
practical standpoint, wish-making is convenient and efficient, can be done on a day-to-day basis, and is also often motivated by 
hardship (Wolman et al., 2001). Wish-making is therefore highly relevant to the context of the pandemic, which has caused many 
people daily anxiety (Hu et al., 2020; Trougakos et al., 2020; Wanberg et al., 2020). If wish-making can in any way alleviate the 
negative consequences of the pandemic, people should engage in it more frequently, especially given the ease of doing so. As such, 
understanding the benefits of wish-making would equip people to better deal with the pandemic. For example, wish-making can create 
a vision of a better future, which would in turn help people sustain their mental health; this is highly important because the threat of 
the pandemic (or other global crises) may continue for years to come. 

Guided by cognitive appraisal theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), which suggests that how individuals interpret a situation de-
termines their affective well-being, we posit that wish-making can trigger a cognitive–affective internal process that benefits wish- 
makers by leading them to positively interpret an ongoing situation. Positive appraisals entail attending to the positive aspects of a 
situation and attaching positive meanings to it (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004). Such positive appraisals, in turn, create a mental frame 
in which individuals attend to positive, rather than negative, aspects of their work, contributing to their heightened job satisfaction. 
Job satisfaction has been frequently used as a robust indicator of affective well-being in the workplace (Crede et al., 2007; Harrison 
et al., 2006; Judge et al., 1997; Thoresen et al., 2003). 

To show that enhanced job satisfaction (as a result of wish-making and positive appraisals) matters, we further relate job satis-
faction to counterproductive work behavior, or employee behavior that hurts organizational interests (Bennett & Robinson, 2003). We 

Fig. 1. The Proposed Model and Parameter Estimates.  
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include counterproductive work behavior (e.g., tardiness, early departure, decreased work effort, and aggressive behavior) as an 
extended outcome of job satisfaction because the pandemic is currently a prominent stressor in most people's lives, creating both 
incentives and disincentives for deviance. Counterproductive work behavior may increase due to pandemic-triggered negative 
emotions (Hu et al., 2020; Trougakos et al., 2020; Wanberg et al., 2020; Yuan et al., 2021). However, it may decrease due to the 
mounting threat of job insecurity and layoffs during the pandemic (Ganson et al., 2021; Lin et al., 2021). Thus, it is theoretically 
worthwhile to explore the different routes by which the pandemic gives rise to, or discourages, counterproductive work behavior. By 
examining the (negative) indirect effects of wish-making on counterproductive work behavior, we show that wish-making during the 
pandemic can ultimately decrease one's deviant acts in the workplace, thus uncovering at least one possible way of how coping with 
the pandemic (through wish-making) can eventually reduce such behaviors. In fact, examining counterproductive work behavior from 
the perspective of cognitive appraisal theory, the theoretical framework we use here, has been recommended by other researchers 
(Martinko & Zellars, 1998). Counterproductive work behavior is driven by how people interpret events around them and by their 
resulting affective reactions (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Extending our investigation of the cognitive–affective internal process 
instigated by wish-making to examine counterproductive work behavior as a behavioral outcome therefore aligns with our use of 
cognitive appraisal theory as a theoretical backbone in this research. The proposed theoretical model is summarized in Fig. 1. 

1. Theoretical background 

1.1. Wish-making as a unique coping strategy 

When facing stressors, individuals' coping strategies are arguably the most important factor in determining their mental health 
outcomes (Rohde et al., 1990; Shin et al., 2014). Coping is the thought or action that people engage in when they are under stress 
(Carver et al., 1989). As Lazarus and Folkman (1984, p. 141) note, coping represents “the cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage 
specific external and/or internal demands that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the resources of the person.” Many coping stra-
tegies have been identified in the literature (Endler & Parker, 1990; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Tobin et al., 1989). We discuss some of 
the most commonly used strategies from the COPE framework (Carver et al., 1989), which is one of the most frequently adopted 
taxonomies (Kato, 2015). 

Problem-focused coping strategies involve fighting the source of stress (Amirkhan, 1990). For instance, active coping entails taking 
active steps to try to remove a stressor or to reduce its effects. Planning involves laying out a scheme for how to cope with a stressor. 
Seeking informational support is obtaining advice or relevant information from others to deal with a stressor. Emotion-focused coping 
strategies involve managing or reducing the emotional consequences of a stressor (Endler & Parker, 1990). Seeking emotional support 
entails gaining sympathy and understanding from others. Venting entails expressing one's distress outwards. Behavioral disengagement 
entails reducing one's effort to deal with a stressor. Self-distraction entails mentally disengaging oneself from thinking about a stressor. 
Denial entails convincing oneself that a stressor does not exist. Acceptance entails accepting the reality of a stressful situation and 
learning to live with it. Substance use entails resorting to drugs or alcohol to numb one's feelings. Humor entails making fun or light of a 
stressor. Taken together, these coping tactics help individuals either deal with the problem that causes their distress or regulate their 
emotions and feelings as a result of experiencing that problem (Folkman et al., 1986). 

Wish-making is conceptually distinct from the abovementioned coping strategies. Wish-making is unique because it can be 
considered an amalgam of both emotion-focused and problem-focused coping strategies. First, wish-making helps direct individuals' 
attention to a positive state in the future. It takes individuals to a future dreamland where the stressor does not exist. It is important to 
note that wish-making is not merely wishful thinking (Halstead et al., 1993); wishful thinking entails fantasizing about alternative 
outcomes that are often impossible to attain in reality (e.g., changing the past; Babad et al., 1992; Krizan & Windschitl, 2009). Wish- 
making can draw individuals' attention to the authentic possibility of a better future, alleviating the distress created by the stressor. 
Some of the emotion-focused coping tactics (e.g., self-distraction, denial, substance use, and behavioral disengagement) are helpful in 
blocking the distress that would otherwise be caused by the current negative reality. However, none of them compels individuals to 
think about the possibility of a positive reality. 

Wish-making can also facilitate the use of problem-focused coping strategies. Wish-making is not just thinking of anything positive. 
It entails people thinking about the possibility of a better future that they want to attain. Thus, unlike other coping strategies that only 
deal with the emotional consequences of a stressor but do not remove or reduce the problem (Bolger, 1990; Carver et al., 1993; Stanton 
& Snider, 1993), wish-making can potentially become the inner engine that fuels people to adapt to the situation and to work toward 
the better future or other life goals that are made salient through wish-making. Wish-making therefore aids individuals to find the 
motivation to remove the source of the stress, allowing other problem-focused tactics to be set in motion. For instance, through 
envisioning a better future in which the pandemic is gone, individuals may find the motivation to take vaccines and adopt other 
preventative health measures more rigorously. Thus, wish-making not only instills the positivity needed to deal with the emotional 
consequences of a stressor but also motivates more proactive actions to tackle or remove the stressor by clarifying, and making salient, 
what individuals want. 

Wish-making is also different from seeking emotional and informational support from others in that it does not require help from 
others. Individuals can make wishes by themselves; they do not require assistance from others in doing so. In some sense, wish-making 
is a more resource-efficient coping tactic than seeking emotional and informational support. Wish-making is also distinct from venting, 
acceptance, and humor. These coping strategies involve thoughts and actions that help individuals accept or tolerate the stressor. Wish- 
making does not necessarily entail acceptance or tolerance. Individuals can still make wishes even if they refuse to live with the stressor 
or continue to express negative feelings about and mock it. Finally, wish-making is also distinct from active coping and planning. 
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Active coping and planning certainly carry positive implications in that individuals attempt to directly address the causes of the 
problems. Wish-making also carries positive implications because individuals are making wishes for a positive future. However, wish- 
making is different from these coping strategies in that it does not necessarily entail the future-oriented actions captured by active 
coping and planning. Individuals can still make wishes and experience the positive consequences of wish-making even if there are no 
concrete and/or proactive actions involved. The power of wish-making is that the action of making wishes itself can produce positive 
and functional influences even when individuals do not immediately engage in any follow-up actions on their wishes, although it is 
likely that wish-making will make some of the goals and wants salient, as argued above. 

1.2. Cognitive appraisal theory 

The effects of wish-making on employees' job satisfaction and counterproductive work behavior can be explained by cognitive 
appraisal theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). This theory asserts that a person's affective well-being depends on that person's appraisal 
of the environment. When an individual interacts with the environment, an external event that the individual encounters may provoke 
cognitive appraisals, which consist of two connected stages (Smith & Lazarus, 1993). Primary appraisals involve a determination of 
whether the event is relevant to a person's goals; it is the process of perceiving a threat to oneself. Once this is determined, secondary 
appraisals involve a determination of whether one can cope with the event. Thus, secondary appraisal is the process of determining a 
potential response to the threat, including a consideration of coping strategies (Carver et al., 1989). Individuals begin to feel stress 
when they judge that they do not have sufficient resources to handle the situation, which in turn calls for the use of a coping strategy 
(Folkman & Lazarus, 1988). Thus, the choice of coping strategies often occurs during the secondary appraisal. As Folkman, Lazarus, 
Gruen, and DeLongis (1986, p. 572) note, “[i]n secondary appraisal the person evaluates what, if anything, can be done to overcome or 
prevent harm or to improve the prospects for benefit. Various coping options are evaluated, such as changing the situation, accepting 
it, seeking more information, or holding back from acting impulsively.” Ultimately, coping allows one to better manage the demands of 
a particular person-environment transaction that has relevance to the person's well-being (Folkman et al., 1986). However, coping is 
not the end of a person-environment transaction (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). The coping process may become the input to feed 
subsequent episodes of primary and secondary appraisals, determining individuals' long-term affective well-being (e.g., satisfaction 
and stress). As Folkman and Lazarus (1988, p. 467) note, one's coping process could alter the person-environment relationship and “[t] 
he altered person-environment relationship is reappraised, and the reappraisal leads to a change in emotion quality and intensity.” 

The abovementioned coping-appraisal-emotion sequence is at the core of this study. We argue that wish-making, a coping strategy, 
can spark the onset of a cognitive–affective sequence that affects employees in the long run. When employees encounter the pandemic, 
their cognitive appraisals are likely to lead them to consider adopting different coping strategies, including wish-making. Crucially, 
wish-making helps because it spurs individuals to appraise the pandemic in a more positive light, which should enhance their positive 
affective well-being. As a result, they are likely to also approach work with a more positive mindset and experience more positive affect 
at work, as manifested in greater job satisfaction that lowers their counterproductive work behavior. These assertions are explained in 
greater detail below. 

1.3. Wish-making and positive appraisals 

Wishes are aims that reflect the desired future (King & Broyles, 1997). “Wish-making” refers to the generation of mental statements, 
often expressed to oneself internally, that describe one's preferred life (Akhtar, 1999). Wishes can be very specific (e.g., wishing to be 
held close by someone; Stein & Sanfilipo, 1985) or broad in scope (e.g., wishing for world peace; Leshem, 2017). Whereas future- 
oriented wishes do not have the potency or urgency to become immediate wants (Heckhausen & Kuhl, 1985), they still represent a 
desired state of life or reality that underlies people's long-term goals; this captures the notion that individuals often hold the hope, even 
if it is merely a slim hope, that their wishes will someday come true (Chaves et al., 2016; King & Broyles, 1997; Wittenberg et al., 2017). 
Wish-making, therefore, is a functional cognitive process that draws people's attention to their dreams, visions, and ideals. 

The attention-shifting power of wish-making leads us to propose that when people face hardships and obstacles in their lives, wish- 
making can facilitate positive appraisals that direct them to focus on the possibility of a better future. The notion of positive appraisals 
refers to a cognitive process in which positive meanings are attached to a situation; for example, a situation can be viewed as an 
opportunity to attain personal growth through handling the situation (Carver et al., 1989). Positive appraisals often entail using a 
perspective that conceives of a situation as positive rather than negative (Kraft et al., 1985; Masters, 1992). We focus on positive 
appraisals of the pandemic, which is currently a salient experience in most people's lives. Despite our focus on the pandemic, our 
proposed theory about the effects of wish-making on individuals should apply to other life challenges as well. 

When they make wishes during the pandemic, individuals think about the things that they desire (Shoshani et al., 2016). This 
makes their preferred future more vivid to them than is the case for those who do not make such wishes. A focus on dreams, visions, and 
ideals is an important self-regulation mechanism because when individuals see the possibility of a better future, they may use a more 
positive mental frame to process information about the pandemic. Certainly, the pandemic is a negative experience for most people. 
However, positive appraisals drive individuals to use a less negative mental frame to interpret the experience. Wish-making prevents 
the mind from thinking solely about the negative aspects of the pandemic and propels individuals to search for positive meanings as 
well; such positive meaning could include a renewed appreciation of the value of life, increased health-consciousness, the acquisition 
of new medical knowledge, and the strengthening of bonds with close friends and family. This, in essence, frames the pandemic in a 
positive way. By making wishes, people clarify to themselves what they value in their lives, and these values comprise their dreams, 
visions, and ideals. Thus, wish-makers believe that a better future—for example, living happily after the pandemic—is in sight. 
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Schonbachler et al. (2016) similarly emphasize that wish-making can create optimistic thoughts, help individuals find pleasure, and 
activate the reward-seeking cognitive system. King and Broyles (1997, p. 56) also emphasize that “wishing involves desired future 
states and to some extent wishing is itself an act of optimism.” The attention-shifting power of wish-making directs people to consider 
the positive aspects of the pandemic and facilitates a positive interpretation of the pandemic. As we note above, wish-making is distinct 
from other coping strategies. Its effects on positive appraisals should therefore be evident even after other coping strategies are 
controlled for. 

Hypothesis 1. Wish-making is positively related to positive appraisals, even after controlling for the effects of other coping 
strategies. 

1.4. Positive appraisals and job satisfaction 

A major premise of cognitive appraisal theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) is that individuals' affective well-being depends on how 
they interpret the external environment. As Lazarus (1982, p. 1019) notes, a person's affective reaction is invoked “by a complex 
cognitive appraisal of the significance of events for one's well-being.” When individuals appraise the external environment in a more 
positive light, they are more likely to experience positive affective well-being internally (Cheshire et al., 2010; Kraft et al., 1985; Moore 
et al., 2010; Samios & Baran, 2018; Stoeber & Janssen, 2011). Neurocognitive evidence indicates that during positive appraisals, the 
part of the brain that is responsible for negative emotions is deactivated and the part responsible for positive emotions is activated (Van 
Reekum et al., 2009). Based on the cognitive–affective mechanism advocated by cognitive appraisal theory, we argue that individuals 
who engage in more positive appraisals of the pandemic should experience greater job satisfaction, which is the pleasurable emotional 
state resulting from a positive appraisal of one's job (Locke, 1969). 

Job satisfaction is often a post-cognitive response to the mental processing of positive information (James & Tetrick, 1986). Those 
who engage in positive appraisals of the pandemic may experience greater job satisfaction because they also use a positive mental 
frame to process work information. That is, individuals' positive mindsets (as a result of positive appraisals of the pandemic) may direct 
their attention to the positive aspects of their work environment. In fact, positive appraisals may involve cognitive restructuring that 
gives precedence to positive rather than negative information in other situations (Neeleman, 1992). This “positivity carryover” 
argument is consistent with the observation that a positive mental frame, once adopted, can stick in the mind and continue to exert 
influence in other contexts (Ledgerwood & Boydstun, 2014). As Sparks and Legerwood (2017, p. 1086) note, “[p]eople do not always 
just respond based on the current frame in the current context, … their judgments are also influenced by the frames they have seen 
before.” Similarly, positive appraisals of the pandemic may fix individuals' focus on positive information, and this self-regulated 
attentiveness to positive information can be carried over to the work domain. Consequently, they may experience greater job satis-
faction due to their mental focus on the positive aspects of the workplace (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). For instance, they may 
downplay negative work information, selectively attend to positive work information, process that information more strongly, 
remember that information longer, and retrieve that information more easily. This may then cause them to experience stronger job 
satisfaction than people who do not engage in positive appraisals of the pandemic. 

Hypothesis 2. Positive appraisals are positively related to job satisfaction. 

1.5. Job satisfaction and counterproductive work behavior 

Job satisfaction and counterproductive work behavior are closely and negatively related; those with greater job satisfaction are less 
likely to engage in counterproductive work behavior. One of the most immediate antecedents of counterproductive work behavior is a 
person's feelings about their job (Lee & Allen, 2002). Job satisfaction succinctly captures these affective feelings (Locke, 1969). Judge 
et al. (2006) argue that if counterproductive work behavior is a form of adaptation and adjustment, then dissatisfied employees engage 
in counterproductive work behavior to regulate their negative feelings about their job. Similarly, Mount et al. (2006) contend that as a 
summary evaluation of an employee's reaction to work, job satisfaction should closely determine whether the employee will be 
counterproductive. In a meta-analysis, Dalal (2005) also observes that job satisfaction is one of the strongest antecedents of coun-
terproductive work behavior. Thus, positive appraisals (as a result of wish-making) do not merely relate to affective feelings like job 
satisfaction but also relate, at least indirectly through those affective feelings, to counterproductive work behavior. 

Hypothesis 3. Job satisfaction is negatively related to counterproductive work behavior. 

1.6. Mediating effects 

The preceding argument suggests that positive appraisals and job satisfaction sequentially mediate the link between wish-making 
and counterproductive work behavior. This sequential mediating effect is grounded in cognitive appraisal theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 
1984); the appraisal of a situation determines one's affective well-being. When wish-making propels individuals to engage in positive 
appraisals of the pandemic, they are unlikely to apply a solely negative mental frame to the work domain. Instead, they apply a positive 
mental frame to the work domain. This mental focus on the positive aspects of work results in positive affective well-being at work (i.e., 
job satisfaction), which in turn decreases counterproductive work behavior. 

Hypothesis 4. Positive appraisals and job satisfaction sequentially mediate the relationship between wish-making and counter-
productive work behavior. 
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Table 1 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among variables in study 1 (the field survey).   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1. Wish-making (0.89)                
2. Positive appraisals 0.24** (0.89)               
3 Job satisfaction 0.10 0.27** (0.88)              
4. Counterproductive work behavior 0.04 -0.01 -0.22** –             
5. Religiousness 0.26** 0.28** 0.19** 0.05 (0.89)            
6. Self-distraction 0.21** 0.29** 0.10 -0.01 -0.07 (0.63)           
7. Substance use 0.17* -0.02 -0.03 0.20** 0.02 0.12 (0.90)          
8. Behavioral disengagement 0.16* -0.10 -0.02 0.18* 0.01 0.22** 0.31** (0.71)         
9. Denial 0.34** 0.09 -0.02 0.06 0.10 0.26** 0.40** 0.54** (0.75)        
10. Venting 0.25** 0.12 -0.03 0.18** 0.09 0.39** 0.20** 0.30** 0.35** (0.31)       
11. Acceptance 0.14* 0.21** 0.02 0.04 -0.07 0.27** -0.18** -0.21** -0.28** 0.15* (0.69)      
12. Humor 0.08 0.16* 0.11 0.22** 0.13 0.10 0.13 -0.04 -0.01 0.17* 0.15* (0.81)     
13. Emotional support 0.21** 0.11 0.02 0.12 0.02 0.31** 0.01 0.27** 0.21** 0.44** 0.08 0.07 (0.62)    
14. Informational support 0.27** 0.07 -0.07 0.14 0.07 0.28** 0.03 0.22** 0.28** 0.50** 0.11 0.03 0.70** (0.71)   
15. Active coping 0.04 0.24** 0.21** 0.08 0.12 0.43** -0.04 0.05 0.06 0.23** 0.34** 0.03 0.35** 0.35** (0.51)  
16. Planning 0.01 0.28** 0.05 0.12 0.14* 0.38* 0.00 0.01 0.16* 0.26** 0.32** 0.05 0.28** 0.32** 0.52** (0.49) 

Mean 2.86 3.50 3.06 2.88 2.23 3.31 1.65 2.51 2.24 3.12 3.79 2.89 3.20 3.28 3.55 3.38 
SD 0.82 0.58 0.72 2.68 0.98 0.74 0.91 0.77 0.80 0.70 0.63 0.85 0.77 0.79 0.58 0.64 

Note. N = 208. 
** p < .01. 
* p < .05. 
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2. Study 1: the field study 

2.1. Samples and procedures 

Various forms of convenience sampling have been adopted in field studies, such as using student contacts with employed in-
dividuals (Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006; Priesemuth et al., 2014; Tepper, 1995), asking working stu-
dents to participate directly or to refer other working adults to join (Grant & Mayer, 2009; Piccolo et al., 2010), using the authors' social 
contacts to create a sample (Butts et al., 2015; Panaccio & Vandenberghe, 2012), or a combination of the above tactics (Hulsheger, 
2016; McGrath et al., 2017; Wang & Groth, 2014). 

Our sampling approach aligned with the aforementioned techniques. We sent invitations to our personal and professional contacts 
in Hong Kong and offered a small monetary incentive (approximately US$10) in exchange for their participation. Although not as 
serious as in the United States, the pandemic situation in Hong Kong remains alarming, with waves of confirmed cases continuing to hit 
the city. Hong Kong was thus a suitable site for this study. Interested individuals were also encouraged to recommend their employed 
contacts to participate. A total of 238 individuals agreed to participate, and 208 subsequently responded to both daily surveys. The 
mean age of the respondents was 31 years old, 62% were female, 37% were married, 98% had a college education, and 50% had 
worked for their current employer for 1–5 years. We sent the day 1 survey to the participants on the morning of a working day. On the 
morning of the next working day, we sent the participants the day 2 survey. 

2.2. Measures 

Table 1 shows the correlations among the study variables. We used 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) as the item response 
anchors. Wish-making was measured in the day 1 survey. We first described the context for the respondents as follows: “In fighting the 
on-going COVID-19 pandemic, how often do you make wishes? For instance, some people have expressed the following wishes: ‘I wish 
the pandemic will go away soon,’ ‘I wish the vaccines will be available next month,’ and ‘I wish my family will have good health 
forever.’ What about you? Do you make wishes during the pandemic?” Next, we asked the respondents to rate the degree to which they 
had been making future-oriented wishes to deal with the pandemic, using the following five items, which we specifically created for 
the current study (α = 0.89): (1) “I make wishes to deal with the challenge,” (2) “I cope with the hardship through making wishes,” (3) 
“I develop the habit of making wishes to handle the stress,” (4) “I keep making wishes to overcome the distress,” and (5) “I make wishes 
to manage the situation.” 

The level of positive appraisals was also measured in the day 1 survey. It was measured using nine items (α = 0.89) adapted from 
existing scales (Aalto et al., 2002; Carver, 1997; Evers et al., 2001; Garnefski & Spinhoven, 2001; Stein et al., 2016). An example item 
is, “I believe that I can learn something meaningful from the pandemic.” 

Job satisfaction and counterproductive work behaviors were measured in the day 2 survey. Job satisfaction was measured using six 
items (α = 0.88) used by Iverson et al. (1998). An example item is, “Yesterday I found real enjoyment in my job.” To measure 
counterproductive work behavior during the previous working day, we used a 23-item checklist (no or yes) adapted from Belmi et al. 
(2015) and Raelin (1994). Examples of counterproductive work behavior include damaging company property, wasting materials, 
blaming others, ignoring those who needed help, and badmouthing the firm. The use of a self-rated counterproductive work behavior 
measure is not uncommon (Berry et al., 2007; Judge et al., 2006; Mount et al., 2006; Yam et al., 2018), in part because such ratings 
have less observability bias than non-self-report measures (Carpenter et al., 2017). The checklist format also decreased the perceptual 
biases in the self-reports, as the participants only needed to indicate whether or not they had displayed each of the described behaviors. 

The effects of wish-making may depend on one's religiousness, as highly religious people may experience stronger positive effects of 
wish-making or often make their wishes through prayers. Coping research has also shown that some people may cope through religion 
(Ano & Vasconcelles, 2005). We thus controlled for religiousness, measured by three items adapted from Laird et al. (2011). An example 
is, “Religion is very important in my life” (α = 0.89). 

Finally, to show that wish-making has predictive power above and beyond other coping strategies, we used Carver's (1997) short- 
form inventory (each coping strategy is captured by two items) to measure the 11 coping strategies in the COPE framework (Carver 
et al., 1989) that we discuss above. The participants were asked whether they had used these strategies to combat the pandemic. These 
coping strategies were self-distraction (e.g., “I have been turning to work or other activities to take my mind off things”; α = 0.63), 
substance use (e.g., “I have been using alcohol or other drugs to help me get through it”; α = 0.90), behavioral disengagement (e.g., “I have 
been giving up trying to deal with it”; α = 0.71), denial (e.g., “I have been refusing to believe that it has happened”; α = 0.75), venting (e. 
g., “I have been saying things to let my unpleasant feelings escape”; α = 0.31), acceptance (e.g., “I have been learning to live with it”; α 
= 0.69), humor (e.g., “I have been making jokes about it”; α = 0.81), seeking emotional support (e.g., “I have been getting emotional 
support from others”; α = 0.62), seeking informational support (e.g., “I have been getting help and advice from other people”; α = 0.71), 
active coping (e.g., “I have been taking action to try to make the situation better”; α = 0.51), and planning (e.g., “I have been trying to 
come up with a strategy about what to do”; α = 0.49). The overall α across the 22 items was 0.81. It is important to point out that the 
low reliability estimates for some of the coping scales were not surprising given that the scales only had two items each (Eisinga et al., 
2013). In fact, Carver (1997) also observed reliability estimates of less than 0.70 among a majority of his two-item coping scales. 
Moreover, McCrae (1984) similarly observed reliability estimates in the 0.30 to 0.60 range among many of the short scales on coping. 
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2.3. Results 

We first examined whether wish-making is distinct from other coping strategies by conducting confirmatory factor analyses. The 
model fit was evaluated by the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA), and standardized root-mean-squared residual (SRMR) following Hu and Bentler (1998). When we specified the items to load 
on their respective latent constructs, the fit of the 12-factor model (wish-making and 11 coping strategies) was acceptable (χ2 =

437.66, df = 258, p < .01, TLI = 0.92, CFI = 0.89, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.06). The factor loadings were all statistically significant 
and positive (ps < .01) on their respective factors, suggesting that our scales had acceptable psychometric properties. Crucially, we 
examined whether wish-making was distinctive by combining wish-making and each of the other 11 coping strategies in turn to see 
whether the model fit deteriorated (Edwards, 2001; James et al., 1982). The factor correlations estimated in the confirmatory factor 
analyses and the change in the chi-square values after combining two constructs are presented in Table 2. We found that combining 
wish-making with each of the 11 coping strategies yielded poorer fits to the data than our original measurement model. Thus, wish- 
making and the other coping strategies were empirically distinctive. 

Table 3 and Fig. 1 show the standardized estimates of the structural paths. Wish-making predicted positive appraisals (β = 0.18, p <
.01) beyond religiousness and other coping strategies, supporting Hypothesis 1. Positive appraisals predicted job satisfaction (β = 0.26, 
p < .01), supporting Hypothesis 2. Job satisfaction predicted counterproductive work behavior (β = -0.24, p < .01), supporting Hy-
pothesis 3. Table 4 shows the mediation effects. Positive appraisals mediated the effects of wish-making on job satisfaction (indirect 
effect = 0.046, 95% CI = 0.004, 0.110). Job satisfaction mediated the effects of positive appraisals on counterproductive work 
behavior (indirect effect = -0.062, 95% CI = -0.132, -0.015). Crucially, positive appraisals and job satisfaction sequentially mediated 
the effects of wish-making on counterproductive work behavior (indirect effect = -0.011, 95% CI = -0.031, -0.001), supporting Hy-
pothesis 4. 

To understand the nature of the observed indirect effects, we also examined whether wish-making had direct effects on job 
satisfaction and on counterproductive work behavior. Having or removing these direct effects did not significantly alter the fit of the 
model (p > .05). Consistent with this observation, we did not find any significant direct effects of wish-making on outcome variables, 
suggesting that the influence of wish-making is largely indirect. Similarly, having or removing the direct effect of positive reappraisals 
on counterproductive work behavior did not alter model fit (p > .05). In addition, we observed that this path was not significant. 

3. Study 2: the field experiment 

Study 1 used a field survey methodology, showing that naturally occurring wish-making predicted positive appraisals, which in 
turn predicted job satisfaction and counterproductive work behavior. One main limitation of a field survey is the lack of strong causal 
evidence; although the measurement was separated into two days, all of the observed effects represented only snapshots of the re-
lationships among the variables, limiting causal inferences (e.g., employees who engaged in positive appraisals might make more 
future-oriented wishes). To provide stronger causal evidence of the effects of wish-making on employees, we conducted a field 
experiment (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014; Spencer et al., 2005) in which we experimentally manipulated wish-making by the respondents 
at the start of their workdays. In so doing, we followed the recommended full-cycle research paradigm (Chatman & Flynn, 2005) and 
triangulated findings in different settings (Nosek et al., 2015; Scandura & Williams, 2000). 

3.1. Samples and procedures 

As in Study 1, the participants were recruited through a convenience sampling strategy that utilized our contacts and their referrals. 
Initially, we recruited 382 employees to participate; none of these participants had participated in Study 1. The experimental pro-
cedure was as follows. We sent the day 1 survey to the participants at around 9 a.m. on a working day and asked whether the par-
ticipants were about to go to work, were on their way to work, or had just started work. Those who answered “yes” to any of these 

Table 2 
Empirical distinctiveness of wish-making from other coping strategies in study 1 (the field survey).   

Factor correlation with wish-making Change in χ2 after the two scales were combined to represent one construct 

1. Self-distraction 0.28** 124.93** 
2. Substance use 0.17* 266.64** 
3. Behavioral disengagement 0.19* 164.75** 
4. Denial 0.34** 186.91** 
5. Venting 0.46** 103.58** 
6. Acceptance -0.16* 150.10** 
7. Humor 0.03 163.39** 
8. Emotional support 0.28** 195.76** 
9. Informational support 0.31** 219.88** 
10. Active coping -0.01 127.93** 
11. Planning -0.01 120.80** 

Note. N = 208. 
** p < .01. 
* p < .05. 
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questions were retained, whereas those who answered “no” to all of them were thanked but excluded from the experiment. The 
retained subjects were then randomly assigned to one of the two conditions. In the treatment condition, the subjects were asked to 
make three future-oriented wishes that were relevant to the pandemic. To further reinforce this treatment effect, we asked the subjects 
to describe their picture of the future collectively created by the three wishes. In the control condition, the subjects were asked to name 
three items they had eaten for dinner the night before. This task was clearly irrelevant to wish-making. We checked the subjects' 
compliance in their responses to the manipulation and found that all of the subjects had complied completely: all of the subjects in the 
experimental condition had written down three wishes and all of the subjects in the control condition had written down things they ate 
the night before. Both groups of subjects were then asked to fill out survey questions about the manipulation check and positive 
appraisals. On the morning of the next working day (at around 9 a.m.), we sent the day 2 survey and asked the subjects to report their 
level of job satisfaction and counterproductive work behavior on the previous day. A total of 172 matched responses were received for 
the treatment (i.e., wish-making) condition, and 166 matched responses were received for the control (i.e., dinner-item-naming) 
condition, comprising 338 matched responses. The mean age of the sample was 31 years old, 61% were female, 35% were married, 
96% had a college education, and 56% had an organizational tenure of 1–5 years. 

3.2. Measures 

Table 5 shows the correlations among the study variables. The level of positive appraisals and the manipulation check were 
measured immediately after the experimental manipulation in the day 1 survey. The level of positive appraisals was measured by the 
nine items used in Study 1 (α = 0.86). Manipulation check was measured by three items (α = 0.89) created specifically for this study (e. 

Table 3 
Standardized Structural Path Estimates in Studies 1 and 2.   

Criterion variables: 

Positive appraisals Job satisfaction Counterproductive work behavior 

Control variables:    
Religiousness 0.23**/0.10*   
Self-distraction 0.21**/0.01   
Substance use -0.05/-0.07   
Behavioral disengagement -0.17*/-0.05   
Denial 0.13/0.15*   
Venting -0.05/-0.09   
Acceptance 0.14/0.13*   
Humor 0.07/0.02   
Emotional support 0.09/0.02   
Informational support -0.15/0.04   
Active coping 0.04/0.19**   
Planning 0.12/0.11   
Predictor variables:    
Wish-making 0.18**/0.18** 0.03/-0.01 0.05/-0.03 
Positive appraisals  0.26**/0.19** 0.04/0.00 
Job satisfaction   -0.24**/-0.18** 
Total R2 0.26/0.16 0.07/0.04 0.05/0.03 

Note. N = 208 and 338 for Studies 1 and 2, respectively. In each cell, the two estimates (separated by “/”) are obtained from Studies 1 and 2, 
respectively. 

** p < .01. 
* p < .05. 

Table 4 
Mediation relationships in studies 1 and 2.  

Mediation relationship Indirect effect** 95% CI 

Study 1 (the field survey; N = 208) 
Wish-making ➔ positive appraisals ➔ job satisfaction 0.046a [0.004, 0.110] 
Positive appraisals ➔ job satisfaction ➔ counterproductive work behavior -0.062a [-0.132, -0.015] 
Wish-making ➔ positive appraisals ➔ job satisfaction ➔ counterproductive work behavior -0.011a [-0.031, -0.001]  

Study 2 (the field experiment; N = 338) 
Wish-making ➔ positive appraisals ➔ job satisfaction 0.034a [0.011, 0.064] 
Positive appraisals ➔ job satisfaction ➔ counterproductive work behavior -0.034a [-0.062, -0.011] 
Wish-making ➔ positive appraisals ➔ job satisfaction ➔ counterproductive work behavior -0.006a [-0.013, -0.001] 

Note. All effect sizes represent standardized estimates. Direct effects, religiousness, and other coping tactics were controlled for in the estimates of 
indirect effects. CI = confidence intervals for the indirect effect. 

** p < .01. 
a Significant based on 95% CI. 

T.W.H. Ng et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                       



JournalofVocationalBehavior130(2021)103619

10

Table 5 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among variables in study 2 (the field experiment).   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1. Wish-making (-1 = control, 1 = treatment) –                
2. Positive appraisals 0.20** (0.86)               
3 Job satisfaction 0.03 0.19** (0.91)              
4. Counterproductive work behavior -0.03 -0.04 -0.18** –             
5. Religiousness 0.00 0.10 0.14* -0.01 (0.90)            
6. Self-distraction 0.01 0.14** 0.03 0.12* 0.03 (0.41)           
7. Substance use 0.01 -0.05 0.04 0.08 0.19** 0.07 (0.89)          
8. Behavioral disengagement 0.00 -0.02 -0.05 0.15** 0.14** 0.23** 0.40** (0.57)         
9. Denial -0.01 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.16** 0.16** 0.52** 0.53** (0.79)        
10. Venting 0.08 0.07 -0.11* 0.19** 0.03 0.30** 0.17** 0.26** 0.24** (0.38)       
11. Acceptance 0.05 0.16** 0.01 0.05 -0.08 0.23** -0.27** -0.19** -0.36** 0.16** (0.52)      
12. Humor -0.01 0.04 -0.04 0.12* -0.01 0.18** 0.19** 0.19** 0.12* 0.20** 0.07 (0.83)     
13. Emotional support 0.03 0.14* 0.03 0.09 0.10 0.23** 0.10 0.18** 0.13* 0.48** 0.11* 0.10 (0.61)    
14. Informational support 0.03 0.18** -0.04 0.09 0.07 0.22** 0.06 0.13* 0.17** 0.48** 0.08 0.09 0.61** (0.76)   
15. Active coping 0.05 0.30** 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.40** -0.08 -0.05 -0.03 0.21** 0.26** 0.11* 0.36** 0.43** (0.56)  
16. Planning 0.09 0.25** -0.02 0.04 -0.01 0.23** 0.06 0.04 0.18** 0.32** 0.12* 0.13* 0.35** 0.50** 0.45** (0.49) 

Mean 0.02 3.60 3.14 3.15 2.29 3.30 1.64 2.50 2.19 3.12 3.81 2.85 3.26 3.37 3.54 3.36 
SD 1.00 0.52 0.78 2.91 0.98 0.68 0.87 0.77 0.85 0.69 0.58 0.95 0.75 0.81 0.57 0.64 

Note. N = 338. 
** p < .01. 
* p < .05. 
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g., “In the task, I made some wishes about the future”). Job satisfaction and counterproductive work behavior were measured in the 
day 2 survey. Job satisfaction on the previous working day was assessed by Study 1's six items (α = 0.91). Counterproductive work 
behavior during the previous working day was measured by 14 items adapted from Stewart et al. (2009). The respondents were asked to 
report (no or yes) whether they had engaged in each of the listed counterproductive work behaviors during the previous working day. 
These behaviors included working more slowly than usual, taking longer breaks than usual, and ignoring instructions. As in Study 1, 
we controlled for religiousness using the same three items (α = 0.90). We also controlled for the same 11 coping strategies as in Study 1, 
again using Carver's (1997) short-form inventory: self-distraction (α = 0.41), substance use (α = 0.89), behavioral disengagement (α =
0.57), denial (α = 0.79), venting (α = 0.38), acceptance (α = 0.52), humor (α = 0.83), seeking emotional support (α = 0.61), seeking 
informational support (α = 0.76), active coping (α = 0.56), and planning (α = 0.49). The overall α across the 22 items was 0.80. 

3.3. Results 

The experimental manipulation was successful. The employees in the treatment condition reported a higher level of wish-making 
(M = 4.54, SD = 0.51) than those in the control condition (M = 3.45, SD = 0.72). The mean difference was significant (F(1, 336) =

258.51, p < .01). 
The structural path estimates are again presented in Table 3 and Fig. 1. The experimental manipulation (-1 = control, 1 = treat-

ment) predicted positive appraisals (β = 0.18, p < .01) beyond religiousness and other coping strategies, supporting Hypothesis 1. 
Positive appraisals predicted job satisfaction (β = 0.19, p < .01), supporting Hypothesis 2. Job satisfaction, in turn, predicted coun-
terproductive work behavior (β = -0.18, p < .01), supporting Hypothesis 3. Table 4 shows that positive appraisals mediated the effects 
of the experimental manipulation on job satisfaction (indirect effect = 0.034, 95% CI = 0.011, 0.064). Job satisfaction, in turn, 
mediated the effects of positive appraisals on counterproductive work behavior (indirect effect = -0.034, 95% CI = -0.062, -0.011). 
Importantly, positive appraisals and job satisfaction sequentially mediated the effects of the experimental manipulation on counter-
productive work behavior (indirect effect = -0.006, 95% CI = -0.013, -0.001), supporting Hypothesis 4. 

In the final analysis, we coded the wishes of those respondents in the treatment condition (N = 172) based on whether the three 
wishes they made were lowly future-oriented (e.g., “I wish I can travel soon.”) or highly future-oriented (e.g., “I wish my family and 
friends will be healthy forever”). We then averaged the scores of the three wishes' future orientation. We found that the future 
orientation of wishes did not have significant correlations with the wish-makers' positive appraisals, job satisfaction, and counter-
productive work behavior (ps > .05). We used a similar approach to code whether the wishes made by the experimental subjects were 
unrealistic (e.g., “I wish the whole world can have good health”) or realistic (e.g., “I wish the vaccines will be available soon”). We 
again found that this attribute of a wish was not significantly related to any of our study variables (ps > .05). These results perhaps 
suggest that it is the action of making future-oriented wishes, rather than the content of those wishes, that generated beneficial effects. 

As in Study 1, we did not observe any significant direct effects of wish-making on job satisfaction and counterproductive work 
behavior, and we did not observe any significant direct effects of positive appraisals on counterproductive work behavior. In summary, 
the results of the field experiment supported all of the study hypotheses. These results not only converged with those of Study 1's field 
survey but also provided causal evidence to suggest that whether or not employees engaged in wish-making at the beginning of their 
working day made a significant difference to their cognitive appraisals, job satisfaction, and counterproductive work behavior. 

4. Discussion 

4.1. Implications for theory development 

We advance theory development in coping research by uncovering how wish-making can facilitate a cognitive–affective internal 
process, as described by cognitive appraisal theory, that allows employees to cope better with the pandemic, at least psychologically. 
This cognitive–affective internal process demonstrates why wish-making matters to employees. Wish-making facilitates positive ap-
praisals of the pandemic, which create a positive mental frame. When individuals carry this positive mental frame into the work 
domain, they are likely to focus on the positive aspects of the workplace, thereby experiencing greater job satisfaction. Job satisfaction 
can lower counterproductive work behavior, illustrating that wish-making can have important implications beyond influencing an 
internal cognitive–affective process; it can also affect a crucial form of employee behavior, thereby influencing organizational pro-
ductivity. Wish-making has direct effects only on positive appraisals but not on job satisfaction and counterproductive work behavior. 
Thus, this coping strategy most immediately draws cognitive outcomes and draws affective and behavioral outcomes indirectly. 

We do not intend to suggest that wish-making is in itself an adequate way for individuals to cope with the pandemic. Other coping 
strategies remain important as a response to a health threat (Rippetoe & Rogers, 1987). In both Studies 1 and 2, we measured 11 
common coping strategies (Carver, 1997) and observed that self-distraction, denial, acceptance, and active coping could also promote 
positive appraisals. One's religiousness also exerted a positive influence. Hence, individuals often need multiple coping strategies. 
However, wish-making remained a significant predictor of positive appraisals even after we controlled for all of the other coping tactics 
and religiousness. Wish-making and positive appraisals thus appear to have a robust relationship, indicating the former's importance to 
coping research. Wish-making is not only conceptually different from other coping tactics but also unique in that it both alleviates the 
emotional consequences of a stressor (by directing individuals to the vision of a positive future) and potentially promotes goal-oriented 
behaviors (by making salient what one's life goals are). 

Taken together, we extend coping research by identifying a new and influential coping tactic that has been largely overlooked in 
coping studies. Although many coping tactics have been identified (Skinner et al., 2003), wish-making has not been formally examined 
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before. This is unfortunate because wish-making is likely to occur quite frequently due to its ease of use, and yet there have been no 
focused theoretical inquiries into the cognitive, affective, and behavioral effects of wish-making. In their review of the coping liter-
ature, Folkman and Moskowitz (2004) specifically highlight the importance of advancing scholarly knowledge about coping strategies 
that are future-oriented (e.g., coping with an anticipated stressor). Wish-making can be considered an additional type of future- 
oriented coping tactic because people look into the future when they make wishes. We are the first to gather supporting evidence 
from both field surveys and experiments that shows that wish-making can spark the onset of a functional cognitive–affective sequence 
that determines employees' job satisfaction and counterproductive work behavior, even after controlling for the influences of other 
common coping strategies. In future theory development on employee coping, researchers must consider whether employees may have 
adopted wish-making as a way to cope with the stress in their life. More broadly, to avoid omission error, researchers should include 
wish-making as one of the possible coping tactics, especially when they intend to investigate a spectrum of such tactics. 

4.2. Study limitations 

Interpretations of this study's findings should take the following limitations into account. First, as shown in Tables 1 and 5, the 
correlational effects observed in this study were not strong, which is not surprising given that wish-making is one of the many coping 
tactics available. Importantly, we showed that wish-making is distinct from existing coping strategies and has predictive power above 
and beyond them. Second, although cognitive appraisals were the main reason for the effect of wish-making on job satisfaction, other 
cognitive or affective mechanisms may also explain this relationship. Third, the design of the experiment and field survey can be 
further strengthened in future research to address issues such as how long the effects of the manipulation last, whether there are other 
cognitive and affective mediators that explain the effects of wish-making on positive appraisals, and the conditional effects of wish- 
making. Fourth, we focused on counterproductive work behavior as the behavioral outcome of interest, although it is possible that 
job satisfaction affected other behaviors. The pandemic might have created both incentives (e.g., less monitoring) and disincentives (e. 
g., greater job insecurity) for employees to engage in counterproductive work behavior, making this behavioral outcome especially 
relevant to this study. Fifth, we used a 2-day design to reduce common method variance. An even stronger design would involve 
separating the four core variables in the proposed model and measuring them on four separate occasions. As the pandemic has created 
substantial uncertainty potentially leading to higher attrition rates, among other challenges, we decided to limit the data collection 
effort to just 2 days. Fortunately, we used both experimental and survey methods in two locations to triangulate our findings, and the 
results generally supported our hypotheses. Sixth, we used self-rated counterproductive work behavior as the only source of ratings. As 
noted previously, self-ratings have an important benefit; they suffer from relatively little observability bias as individuals themselves 
should have the most accurate knowledge on whether they have engaged in an act of counterproductive work behavior. 

Another limitation was the inability to differentiate a subset of counterproductive work behavior relevant to those who were 
working from home during the pandemic. For these individuals, some acts of counterproductive work behavior, such as damaging 
company property, may be less relevant; other acts of counterproductive work behavior, such as taking longer breaks, may be more 
relevant for such employees. In our samples, we asked the respondents to report in the day 1 survey whether they were working from 
home that day. In Study 1, 31% reported that they were working from home and 30% reported that they were working from home in 
Study 2. In Study 2 (but not in Study 1), working from home (1 = no, 2 = yes) was positively related to counterproductive work 
behavior (r = 0.17, p < .01); those who worked from home reported more instances of counterproductive work behavior. Fortunately, 
in Study 2, job satisfaction still negatively predicted counterproductive work behavior (p < .01) even after we controlled for work- 
from-home arrangements, suggesting that our findings remained robust. 

A final limitation is the exclusion of variables of individual differences (except for religiousness) from the study. For instance, some 
personality traits may determine the choice and effectiveness of coping strategies (Bolger, 1990; Connor-Smith & Flachsbart, 2007; 
Hock et al., 1996). Individuals' coping abilities may also make a difference in coping effectiveness (Epstein & Katz, 1992). It is also 
possible that individuals with certain traits (e.g., positive affectivity, core self-evaluations) are likely to report greater job satisfaction 
than those without such traits (Judge et al., 1998). Future research should consider individual differences and examine how the effects 
of wish-making may vary across individuals. 

4.3. Implications for coping with the pandemic and other challenges 

The pandemic is a challenge beyond anyone's direct control; it is thus highly threatening (Hu et al., 2020; Wanberg et al., 2020) 
because maintaining control is a fundamental human need (Heckhausen & Schulz, 1995). We suggest that at least internally, there is 
one thing people can do; people can make wishes that entail developing a vision of an improved state of affairs. This focus on finding 
the positive aspects of the pandemic, or avoidance of only thinking about the negative aspects of the pandemic, helps people build and 
use a more positive mental frame from which to view it. This can have important benefits for managing their daily lives, especially in 
terms of managing their work. Namely, wish-makers may adopt a more positive mindset at work, which in turn may promote their job 
satisfaction. As job satisfaction is related to a wide range of work outcomes (including counterproductive work behavior), this cog-
nitive–affective consequence of wish-making is an important discovery. Wish-making is also relevant to managing other life chal-
lenges, such as career setbacks, family problems, financial strains, and medical conditions. We emphasize that the wishes people make 
must be future-oriented. If they are merely wishful thinking or maladaptive daydreaming, such as wishing to alter the past, then 
individuals may actually feel worse due to regret and depression (Somer et al., 2020). We also emphasize that it is the act of making 
future-oriented wishes that creates a positive appraisal of the situation, regardless of the specific content of the future-oriented wishes 
(although such content might determine the intensity of the subsequent goal-setting in life). When wish-makers can summon a positive 
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and optimistic state of mind through their wishes, they are more likely to be able to psychologically combat the challenges and ob-
stacles they encounter in their lives. 
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