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ABSTRACT
Peer relationships can provide multiple personal and professional benefits. However, little is
known about the types of peer-to-peer relationships in the workplace and the communication that
occurs in these relationships. By assessing speech events of informational, collegial, and special
peers at the workplace, this exploratory study brought a better understanding of how
communication constitutes peer-coworker relationships. Forty-eight retail employees who
communicate with their peers completed a survey. Goldsmith and Baxter’s research on speech
events used in everyday conversations formed the basis to measure the frequency of speech
events used by co-workers of varying closeness at the workplace. My findings suggest that
co-workers consider their peers as friends and feel close to them. Findings on the speech events
co-workers engage in with different peers showed that workplace peers communicate using
superficial and informal talk. My study helped to deconstruct the relationship between how
co-workers feel about each other, and how these intrinsic perceptions were conveyed through

their everyday communication.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
Distinguishing Workplace Peers through Speech Events

Individuals spend a significant amount of time with their co-workers (Multi-Year
American Time Use Survey, 2019). Time spent together leads to interactions at work which
include various oral communication activities such as presenting, conversing, and listening
(Brink & Costigan, 2015). With technology playing an important role at work, communication
can occur over various channels such as email, face-to-face, videoconferencing, and print media
(Handel & Herbsleb, 2002; Lee, 2022; Mason & Carr, 2022). Interactions allow people to
communicate to accomplish their work tasks, negotiate their availability to gather, coordinate,
collaborate, and even have opportunities for humorous exchanges. These are aspects of work and
communication that occur in most workplaces (Handel & Herbsleb, 2002).

Communication scholars such as Goldsmith and Baxter argued for and provided evidence
that our relationships were built upon the communication practiced in everyday interactions
(Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996). Presently, research on workplace communication analyzes various
aspects of hierarchical communication, such as between managers and subordinates and leaders
and followers (Jia et al., 2016). However, there needs to be more research on communication in
peer relationships—particularly among work peers at the same employment level-—such as
intimate, platonic work-initiated relationships that are known as workplace friendships (Wright,
1978). According to Wheatley (2001), scholars should focus on how a workplace organizes its
relationships, including the patterns of relationships and the capacities of the environment
available to form them.

Understanding how the communication of co-workers constitutes workplace friendships

would be valuable to workplaces. Strong social connections are vital to the workplace (Sias,


https://docs.google.com/document/d/1rE3sIP4we09GUdDNS6ljGShxwba-nwgrqD3FUKL5DUI/edit#heading=h.pv7n7fsbfil0

2008; Dickie, 2009). Friendships were found to buffer relationships from potential negative
effects of workplace asymmetry, increase workplace creativity, and improve service and
productivity in the workplace (Dickie, 2009; Sias et al., 2020). They were also found to be
positively associated with job satisfaction (Sherony & Green, 2002) and provision of resources
such as support, advice, or information (Omilion-Hodges & Baker, 2013) and negatively
associated with burnout (Fernet et al., 2010). However, Morrison and Cooper-Thomas (2016)
noted that there can be risks and challenges involved with workplace friendships. For example,
dialectical tensions, rules at the workplace, and work-related responsibilities need to be
considered when understanding the value of these relationships. On the whole, though, the
research evidence indicated that workplace friendships provided significant benefits to
employees as those friendships boosted happiness, self-esteem, and support at the workplace
(Morrison & Cooper-Thomas, 2016).

The question remains, however, of how types of relationships in the workplace are
differentiated from each other. Attempts to define the variety of relationships remain unclear as
they often contain overlapping descriptions and a lack of emphasis on the primary forms of
interaction embodied in a particular type of friendship. Additionally, as the spatial and temporal
nature of the workplace continues to evolve, workplace relationships are likely to reflect these
changes and transform accordingly. As such, describing the nature of workplace relationships,
such as friendships, is a valuable contribution to social science research.

In this paper, I first examined the literature available on workplace and communication.

Then, I reviewed friendship and communication research, leading to my proposed study.



Workplace and Communication

In this section, I first define the workplace. Next, I distinguish the various types of
workplace communication. Then, I describe the types of relationships that have been studied in
the workplace and explain the development of workplace relationships.

Defining the Workplace

According to Kelly (1990), the workplace is denoted as a unit or sub-unit of production.
Kelly (1990) explained that individuals' actions and behaviors within a workplace depend on the
technological, organizational, and social processes within a defined area of work. According to
Ayoub (1991), as an environment, the workplace involved elements of careful design to provide
both comfort and efficiency for its employees.

According to Mi¢i¢, Khamooshi, Rakovic, and Matkovi¢ (2022), traditionally, the
workplace was considered a physically limited space for conducting correlated tasks. A
workplace could be a workbench, office, or building, for example (Spinuzzi, 2023). With the
transformation into digital workplaces, strategic and technical changes led to increased flexibility
in place and time of work (Mici¢ et al., 2022). No longer confined to a specific location, work
can be done from home, on the go, or from a cafe in a remote location. Additionally, work no
longer needed to be confined to fixed office hours. The flexibility of work tasks allowed people
to work early in the morning, late at night or interspersed throughout the day. As a result, work
has transformed into a concept where work activities can be done anywhere and anytime
(Spinuzzi, 2023).

Defining Workplace Communication
Researchers conceptualize the types, forms, and functions of workplace communication

in various ways. Guo and Sanchez (2005) divided the types of communication at the workplace



into verbal and nonverbal communication channels. According to them, verbal communication
relies on spoken or written words that individuals intend to share information with others. They
also viewed nonverbal communication as the sharing of information without the use of words to
encode messages.

Keyton, Caputo, Ford, Fu, Leibowitz, Liu, Polasik, Ghosh, and Wu’s (2013) defined
verbal communication as a functional, goal-directed communication behavior that is interactive,
learnable, and observable. They found that communication at the workplace served four main
functions: information sharing, relational maintenance, expressing negative emotion, and
organizing. By conducting two studies to examine communication behavior, the researchers
found thirty six verbal communication behaviors that occur most frequently in a workplace
environment including listening, asking questions, and discussing. These behaviors met the four
purposes of workplace communication.

According to Bonaccio, O’Reilly, O’Sullivan, and Chiocchio (2016), nonverbal
communication, a ubiquitous element of communication at the workplace, is used for various
functions such as displaying emotions, fostering high-quality relationships, exercising
dominance, establishing hierarchy, and displaying one’s personal attributes. They grouped
nonverbal behavior into categories, including body codes, sensory and contact codes, and
spatiotemporal codes. Bonaccio and colleagues categorized a person’s body codes through their
kinesics and appearance. This means that a person’s body movements or appearance can aid in
communication. They described sensory and contact codes to be conveyed through a person’s
haptics (touch), vocalics (voice qualities), or olfactics (smell). Finally, spatiotemporal codes were
categorized to consist of proxemics, chronemics, and environment and artifacts. This was

defined as communication through physical space, time, and objects (Bonaccio et al., 2016).



Coffelt, Grauman, and Smith (2019) categorized workplace communication as written,
oral, visual, and electronic (digital) communication. In their conceptualization, written
communication referred to any document, a way of writing, and a mode of communication.
According to Coffelt and colleagues (2019), written communication also included handwritten or
typewritten notes and reports, lesson plans, invoices, narrative blueprints, patient summaries,
magazine articles, newsletters, service requisitions, and tax forms. For Coffelt, Grauman, and
Smith (2019), oral communication was a style of interacting, presenting, and conducting
meetings that included listening, asking questions, and having discussions. Finally, they
conceptualized visual communication as data visualization and some aspects of nonverbal
communication. Although they did not define nonverbal communication, Coffelt, Grauman, and
Smith (2019) considered data visualization to include using slide decks, charts, graphs, videos, or
pictures. They defined electronic communication primarily as emails.

Types of Workplace Relationships

In addition to communication modes, scholars have also examined the types of
relationships that emerge within a workplace setting. The presence of people within any
organization leads to the formation of relationships. Supervisor-subordinate relationships (Sias,
2009), romantic workplace relationships (Pierce et al., 1996), mentor-mentee relationships
(Kram & Isabella, 1985), peer relationships, and work-spouse relationships (McBride & Bergen,
2015) are types of relationships that have been studied in the workplace setting.

Supervisor-subordinate relationships occur when one person (the supervisor) holds direct,
formal authority over the other (the subordinate). Sias (2008) found that the
supervisor-subordinate relationship was a consequential relationship in the workplace. Sias

(2008) also claimed that the supervisor-subordinate relationship was one of the most frequently



researched in organizational studies. According to Sias (2008), supervisors were a vital source of
quality information in the workplace. Access to this information helped subordinates make
decisions and perform tasks effectively, which are crucial for organizational functioning (Sharda
et al., 1999; Sias, 2005; Wheatley, 2001).

Romantic relationships at the workplace refer to relationships between two members of
the same organization characterized by mutual attraction (Dillard & Witteman, 1985; Mainiero,
1986; Pierce et al., 1996; Powell & Foley, 1998; Quinn, 1977). The relationship involves sexual
attraction, affection, and a recognition by the couple that their relationship is more than
professional or platonic (Horan & Chory, 2011). Scholars studied the development of romantic
workplace relationships as early as 1977. With the number of women joining the workforce
increased in the 1970s, interpersonal attraction (Pierce et al., 1996), proximity (Dillard & Miller,
1988; Mainiero, 1989; Quinn, 1977), similarity in attitudes (Byrne & Neuman, 1992; Graves &
Powell, 1995; Pierce et al., 1996) and the prevailing culture of an organization (Mainiero, 1989;
Schneider, 1987) were thought to be reasons for the occurrences of workplace romances (Quinn,
1977).

Mentor-mentee is a complementary workplace relationship (Levinson, 1986). Often, the
mentor is several years older than the mentee. According to Levinson (1986), a mentor is a
person of more expansive experience and seniority, who has the potential to be of practical help
to their mentee. Kram and Isabella (1985) added that a mentor provides career-enhancing support
through sponsorship and coaching, facilitates exposure and visibility, and offers challenging
work or protection for their mentee.

Peer-coworker relationships often refer to relationships between employees at the same

hierarchical level who have no formal authority over one another and are seen as relative equals



in the workplace (McBride & Bergen, 2015; Sias, 2008). Chiaburu and Harrison (2008) found
that peer relationships were linked to important employee outcomes such as better workplace
performance and lower turnover. Compared to the complementary nature of mentor-mentee and
supervisor-subordinate relationships, Kram and Isabella (1985) refer to peer-coworker
relationships as having a more mutual nature.

Kram and Isabella (1985) were among the earliest researchers to study peer relationships
in the workplace. Their seminal work used a biographical interviewing method with 25 pairs of
coworkers aged 25 to 65 working in a manufacturing company. The purpose of their study was to
understand the nature of peer relationships among professionals in an organizational setting.
They asserted that peer relationships serve similar critical functions as mentoring relationships,
last longer than mentoring relationships, and are more likely to be available to individuals as
individuals are more likely to have more peers than bosses or mentors at the workplace. Without
a hierarchical dimension to the relationship, Kram and Isabella reasoned that communication,
mutual support, and collaboration were more easily available in peer relationships.

Kram and Isabella organized peer-coworker relationships into three categories:
informational peers, collegial peers, and special peers (Kram & Isabella, 1985; Sias, 2005). They
differentiated each of the three peer-coworker relationships in terms of (a) their level of
commitment, (b) the depth and intimacy of the relationship, (c) the issues they encompass in the
relationship, and (d) the needs they satisfy in the peer coworker relationship.

According to Kram and Isabella (1985), informational peers serve a primary function of
information sharing at the workplace. They found that these relationships required relatively low
levels of commitment as they demanded few resources from an individual but offered many

benefits to both parties from the exchange of information about work and the organization. Kram



and Isabella described informational peers as being social but limited in their sharing of personal
experiences. They claimed that their primary function revolves around information-sharing.
Kram and Isabella found that individuals maintained large numbers of informational peer
relationships at the workplace, making peer relationships a common one in organizations.

Kram and Isabella (1985) characterized collegial peers as having a moderate level of
commitment to their relationship. According to them, the primary functions of collegial peers
included offering career strategizing, job-related feedback, and friendship in the workplace. They
found that having a moderate level of trust in a relationship encouraged self-disclosure through
information sharing. Kram and Isabella found that collegial peers self-disclosed more than
informational peers. As a consequence, collegial peers provided emotional support, feedback,
and confirmation in their peer-coworker relationships. Kram and Isabella also found that
collegial peers discussed more intimate issues pertaining to personal (e.g., family matters) and
workplace concerns. Through this relationship, they found that collegial peers gained direct and
honest feedback. Participants reported having a limited number of collegial peers at the
workplace (i.e., participants had two to four collegial peers). These relationships were reported to
be with someone in their department or with someone where ongoing work contact led to the
formation of a relationship.

Finally, peer coworkers could be special peers. Kram and Isabella (1985) described
special peers as the most intimate form of peer relationships. They found that special peers
engaged in high levels of self-disclosure and self-expression. Researchers found that these
relationships provided a broad range of support in realms of work and family matters (Kram &
Isabella, 1985; McBride & Bergen, 2015). Kram and Isabella (1985) found that special peers

were rare (i.e., participants only had one to three special peers) in the workplace; they may take



years to develop and often endure various periods of change and transition. According to Kram
and Isabella, special peers at the workplace had a strong sense of bonding with one another.
Kram and Isabella (1985) found that special peer relationships offer security, comfort, and
belonging in the workplace. In general, Kram and Isabella found that special peers provided
reliable and candid personal feedback, emotional support, and career strategizing and offered
ongoing confirmation of one’s competence and potential.

The work-spouse relationship was a more recently explored and less researched
workplace relationship phenomenon. According to McBride and Bergen (2015), work spouses
were an exclusive, intimate, nonsexual shared bond with a work colleague or a close friendship.
These researchers characterized work-spouse relationships by mutual social support in
work-related and nonwork-related concerns.

The literature on workplace communication offers some academic insights
contextualizing the workplace, the communication between workers, and the types of
relationships they form in the workplace. However, these relationships studied were rarely
conducted at the peer level. Instead, most literature explored workplace communication between
employers and employees, mentors and mentees, and developed communication literature
pertaining to varying hierarchical levels at the workplace. Another limitation of this body of
work is the overlapping and vague nature of workplace relationships, which makes it difficult to
create a distinct conceptual understanding of these relationships. For instance, peer and mentor
relationships were characterized as providing similar career-enhancing functions and
psychosocial functions. This makes it challenging to differentiate if a relationship type has a

superfluous or meaningful distinction from another relationship type.
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Friendship and Communication

Research on friendships offers a contextual framework to understand how friendships
evolve in their nature, connection, and commonality as one grows from childhood to their senior
years (Sherman et al., 2000). In this section, I offer a conceptualization of friendships and outline
communication theories on friendship development, specifically Social Penetration Theory
(Altman & Taylor, 1973) and Knapp’s Stage Model of Relationships. Then, I explain the
development of workplace friendships (Sias & Cahill, 1998). Following this, I summarize Duck,
Rutt, Hurst, and Strejc’s (1991) and Goldsmith and Baxter’s (1996) research on speech events
and their constitutive function in explaining friendships.
Understanding Friendships

Friendship is a unique relationship that is primarily associated with enjoyment and
satisfaction (Hojjat & Moyer, 2017; Sapadin, 1988; Sias et al., 2003; Wiseman, 1986). Of the
many relationships one may have, biological, geographical, or legal, friendships are the one
relationship that is often defined as voluntary in nature (Booth-Butterfield, 2002; Morrison &
Cooper-Thomas, 2016; Wright, 1978). Friendships are also often ambiguous and subjective in
form and structure (La Gaipa, 1977).

Hall (2012) conducted a multi-study investigation to identify ideal friendship standards.
Hall investigated friendship expectation inventories of seminal scholars in the field of friendship,
such as La Gaipa (1977), Argyle and Henderson (1984), and Furman and Bierman (1984). Hall
(2012) found that ideal friendships met six expectations: symmetrical reciprocity, agency,
enjoyment, instrumental aid, similarity, and communion. Symmetrical reciprocity was based on
Hartup and Stevens’s (1997) term to describe having loyalty, mutual regard, and commitment in

a friendship. Having agency in friendships pertains to what a friend can do, has access to, and is
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able to offer their friends. In Hall’s study (2012), the agency was defined through Bakan’s (1966)
argument of agency manifesting itself in seeing friends as a means to an end or as someone from
whom resources can be obtained. Enjoyment involves having fun, often through shared
activities, spending time together, and a sense of solidarity with someone. Instrumental aid refers
to giving assistance, helping, and granting favors. Similarity was defined as an overlap in
attitudes, opinions, and interests between people. Finally, communion included the presence of
intimacy, emotional availability, and self-disclosure in an interpersonal relationship. Hall’s work
provided a picture of friends being pairs who can enjoy mutual activities, offer help, provide
favors, give resources, share attitudes, and be emotionally available to each other.
Communication Theories on Relationship Development

Academics have detailed theories and processes to help explain how strangers become
friends through their communication. Altman and Taylor’s Social Penetration Theory (1973)
explains how information exchange between individuals helps develop and dissolve
interpersonal relationships (e.g., friendships). According to Altman and Taylor, self-disclosure,
the process of revealing information about oneself, increased intimacy in relationships.
According to Altman and Haythorn (1965), the advancement of a relationship was dependent on
the associated amount and nature of those rewards and costs. Tang and Wang (2012) clarified
that rewards may present as reciprocal disclosure, social acceptance, or liking, for example.
Costs of an advancement of relationships included increased vulnerability (i.e., sharing more
intimate aspects about themselves) when interacting with others (Tang & Wang, 2012).
Individuals decided if the costs of communicating outweighed the benefits (Altman & Taylor,

1973).
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Social Penetration Theorists explain the progression of interpersonal relationships
through four stages: orientation, exploratory affective exchange, affective exchange, and stable
exchange (Altman & Taylor, 1973). Orientation, the first stage, was when people only shared
superficial information. In this stage, Altman and Taylor characterized people as being cautious
and careful when disclosing information. According to the researchers, people made efforts to
avoid conflict, refrain from potentially polarizing topics, and withhold negative information.
Altman and Taylor explained that people acted in a manner deemed socially desirable and polite.
During the exploratory affective exchange, the second stage, people shared details beyond the
most superficial information and used less caution when self-disclosing. Altman and Taylor
claimed that there may be an increased breadth in the topics discussed even though the topics
generally remained largely impersonal or cursory.

The third stage is affective exchange. Altman and Taylor (1973) established that
interactions at this stage reveal more intermediate layers of a person. In this stage, the
researchers explain that people were likely to reveal information about their private selves and
more intimate information. Disclosure was viewed by Alman and Taylor as more spontaneous
and less inhibited. This stage reflected further commitment and a level of comfort with someone.
Social penetration theorists posited that jokes, sarcasm, nicknames, and even some conflicts may
be observed in this stage. During the fourth stage, stable exchange, a few topics were off-limits,
and communication was efficient. This stage was characterized by intimacy and honesty, and the
most intimate information about one’s private self was disclosed. According to Altman and
Taylor, people shared information in this stage that they may exchange within intimate romantic
relationships, close family members, and close friends. A limitation of this study is that this

perspective on relationships only considering dyadic relationships in isolation instead of
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relationships that are also part of larger systems (Allensworth, 1996), Alman and Taylor’s work
highlighted how communication plays a vital role in forming relationships.

Knapp and colleagues formulated a model of relationship development to categorize
dyadic interactions into ten different stages (Knapp, 1978; Knapp et al., 2014). Five of these
stages described the process of coming together, and five of them described the process of
coming apart. The model focused on the interaction patterns of various relationships, primarily
friends, romantic partners, and co-workers. This model helps chart the types of communication
behavior that represent relationship growth and decline. As this study is focused on
distinguishing communication as a relationship develops, I shall expand on the communication

behavior that represents relationship growth.

29 ¢¢ 99 Cey

The stages of relationship growth were “initiating,” “experimenting,” “intensifying,”
“integrating,” and “bonding” (Knapp & Vangelisti, 2005, p. 153). First, in the initiating stage,
Knapp described communicators as presenting themselves as friendly and open to
communicating. Knapp and colleagues described people as generally exercising caution and
communicating according to conventional formulas in this stage of relationship growth. Second,
in the experimenting stage, Knapp and colleagues elaborated that communication would occur
through the use of small talk. According to the researchers, exchanging demographic information
and finding common topics of interest helped people get to know each other better, allowing for
a relationship to develop.

Third was the intensifying stage. According to Knapp and colleagues, personal disclosure
and vulnerability increased in this stage. They described forms of address as becoming more

informal, private symbols developing, and verbal shortcuts appearing. According to them, as

relationships intensified, each person revealed more of their uniqueness while also blending their
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personality with the other’s. Fourth, the integrating stage was when the personalities of two
individuals intertwined. By this point in their relationship, attitudes, and opinions align to
emphasize their union and distinguish the pair from others. Symbolic items, including rings and
hoodies, are exchanged as markers of intimacy (Knapp & Vangelisti, 2005). Finally, Knapp and
colleagues described the bonding stage as consisting of the formalization and institutionalization
of a relationship. For example, marriage or the purchase of a home together could signify the
bonding stage because the relationship, as compared to an informal relationship, may be more
difficult to dissolve. Bonding was described as a way of stabilizing the relationship (Knapp et al.,
2014).

In summary, this section reviewed two communication theories on relationship
development. Social Penetration Theory highlights the role of communication and self-disclosure
in relationship formation. Relationship stages highlighted how communication changes as
relationships evolve. As such, these theories reinforce that what people say, do, and
communicate in their relationships is important for defining relationships at various points in
their development.

Development of Workplace Friendships

Complementing the theoretical perspectives on interpersonal relationship development,
research examining workplace friendships explain how friendships develop at the workplace.
Beyond communication theories of relationship development, Sias and Cahill (1998) explained
how various factors are associated with friendship development in the workplace. According to
Sias and Cahill, friendships follow three stages of development: acquaintance to friend, friend to
close friend, and close friend to almost best friend. Sias and Cahill described their findings on

these changes according to (a) contextual factors, (b) individual factors, and (c) communication
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changes. Forty-six adults with full-time employment working in different organizations were
interviewed to gather the data for their study.

When participants described their relationship as transitioning from acquaintance to
friend, Sias and Cahill discovered that contextual factors such as proximity, shared tasks, and
extra-organizational socialization played an important role in this development. They found that
these individuals often shared they had their desks right beside each other (proximity), were
working together (shared tasks), and were going out to lunch together or going out after work
(extra-organizational socialization). The researchers found that individual factors aiding in this
transition included perceived similarity, where people were drawn to those whom they saw as
similar to themselves. Sias and Cahill also highlighted that personality played a significant role
in the transition from co-worker to friend. Finally, their findings revealed that communication
changes included an increase in the number of interactions, a decreased sense of caution when
communicating, and an increase in the discussion of non-work or personal topics.

When a relationship transitioned from friend to close friend, Sias and Cahill found that
contextual factors explaining this process included professional and personal events or problems,
as well as extra-organizational socialization. Participants shared about having a difficult
coworker or boss, personal illness, or an upcoming wedding that served as a catalyst for
friendships to become closer. Sias and Cahill found that extra-organizational socialization in the
form of lunches, after-work drinks and vacations together reflected an increasingly intimate
relationship. Individual factors such as perceived similarity continued to play a role in coworker
friendships. People were drawn together, and their friendships were strengthened through

common interests and responsibilities (e.g., both needed childcare). Finally, communication
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changes found at this stage of development by the researchers included decreased caution,
increased intimacy in communication, and increased discussion of work-related problems.

When a relationship transitioned from close friend to almost best friend, Sias, and
Cahill’s work revealed that contextual factors such as extra-organizational socialization, life
events, work-related problems, and time together were associated with this development. Sias
and Cabhill found that participants shared about experiencing personal issues or knowing
someone for a while, leading to this development in their relationship. Individual factors
consisted of perceived similarity and common interests impacting the transition. Communication
changes identified at this stage included decreased caution, increased discussion of work-related
problems, and increased intimacy. By this point, participants shared that communicating became
considerably easier and that they talked about matters they did not discuss with anyone.

All in all, Sias and Cahill (1998) studied how one’s communication changed with the
development of their friendship. Sias and Cahill found that factors contributing to workplace
friendship development included proximity, shared tasks, perceived similarity (in interests,
lifestyles, or values), life events, extra organizational socialization, work-related problems, time,
and personality. Changes in communication were found to include decreased caution with
sharing intimate information, increased discussion of non-work or personal issues, increased
discussion of work-related problems, increased intimacy in relationships, and increased
frequency of communication.

Speech Events and Communication

Extending a focus on relational communication, subsequent research has examined how

specific speech events constitute and reflect interpersonal dynamics. Understanding the nuances

of our daily conversations is key to unlocking the dynamics of human connection. Long before
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the rise of digital communication, researchers sought to empirically examine the fabric of our
face to face interactions. Duck and colleagues’ (1991) pioneering work directly tackled this by
investigating the characteristics and perceptions of everyday talk within different relationships
and across the days of the week. Through three detailed studies employing self-report and diary
entries from undergraduate students at a large midwestern university, they provided foundational
insights into how we experience and value the conversations that make up our daily lives. Their
findings revealed significant patterns in how we perceive communication quality and the value
of interactions based on our relationship partners and the specific day of the week.

Researching one-to-one conversations, Goldsmith and Baxter (1996) used “speech
events” to capture how everyday talk constitutes one’s relationship (p. 88). Speech events were
defined as a unit of joint social activity (Leeds-Hurwitz, 1992). To Goldsmith and Baxter (1996),
speech events served as a useful construct with which to understand the function of
communication within interpersonal relationships. According to Goldsmith and Baxter, a
vocabulary of speech event types helped “illumine the constitutive function of communication in
relationships” (p. 90). By identifying the speech events that occurred in relationships (e.g.,
acquaintance, friends, and close friendships), Goldsmith and Baxter (1996) found that speech
events within a personal relationship can provide a communication-based vocabulary to describe
different relationships.

Through a series of four studies, Goldsmith and Baxter used diary records and
questionnaires to identify twenty-nine speech events. Study 1 developed a taxonomy of
communication across social interactions. Study 2 consolidated a comprehensive range of
communication types and terms. Study 3 identified the domain of speech events across 12

dimensions. Study 4 measured the frequency of speech events used across different relationships.
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The purpose of their work was to gain insight into the “baseline frequencies” of speech events
used by people across various relationships (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996, p. 103). These speech
events helped distinguish the type of relationships people have with each other. When one
relationship was based on discussing problems and another on gossip, both interactions would
create different relationships. Goldsmith and Baxter found that speech events could be grouped
into six distinct categories. The first category was “superficial talk” (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996,
p. 101). These included “small talk,” “sports talk,” and “talk on current events.” The second

category consisted of “informal talk” (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996, p. 101). This included

29 ¢¢ 29 ¢¢

“gossip,” “catching up,” “joking around,” “recapping the day’s events,” “getting to know each

99 ¢

other,” “morning talk,” and “bedtime talk.” The third category was “positive talk” (Goldsmith &

29 ¢c

Baxter, 1996, p. 101). This included “reminiscing,” “making up,” “love talk,” and “relationship

talk.” The fourth category was “negatively valenced talk” (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996, p. 109),

99 ¢ 29 ¢

that is, “conflict,” “serious conversation,” “talking about problems,” “breaking bad news,” and

“complaining.” The fifth category consisted of “formal and goal-directed talk” (Goldsmith &

29 ¢c

Baxter, 1996, p. 101). These included “group discussion,” “persuading conversation,”

99 ¢¢ 29 ¢¢

“decision-making conversation,” “giving or getting instructions,” “class information talk,”
“lecture,” and “interrogation.” And finally, the sixth category was “less formal goal-directed
talk” (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996, p. 101). Examples of these included “making plans,” “asking a
favor,” and “asking someone out.” According to Goldsmith and Baxter, these speech events
helped to organize the communication that occurs during an interaction. These distinctions were
also consistent with Honeycutt’s (1993) research on cognitive memory structures, which allowed

for the conceptualization of relationships based on the communication that occurred between

people. Such distinctions in taxonomy made communication meaningful and recognizable.
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Key findings from Goldsmith and Baxter’s (1996) studies pertained to the frequency and
types of speech events used in various relationships. Goldsmith and Baxter identified commonly
understood relationship types, including (a) “acquaintance” or someone a person had met once,
(b) “friendship” or a roommate or buddy, (c) “close friendship” could be a best friend from a
participant’s schooling years, (d) “romantic partner,” a combination of marital (husband or wife)
and nonmarital romantic (girlfriend or boyfriend) relationships, (e) “parent-child” or parent and
adult child relationships, and (f) “sibling” or brother and sister relationships (p. 104). For their
studies, they had participants record the use of speech events in everyday interactions and
capture the baseline frequency of speech events used in each relationship type. Notably,
Goldsmith and Baxter found that almost half of the communication across relationship types
consisted of informal, superficial speech events, particularly as small talk, catching up, joking
around, gossiping, and recapping of the day’s events. Furthermore, the pattern of speech events
differed according to relationship type. With acquaintances, they found that small talk was the
dominant speech event while joking around, getting to know someone talk, and gossip held a
secondary presence. Amongst friendships, Goldsmith and Baxter found a multi-strand
prominence of gossiping, joking around, small talk, catching up, and recapping the day’s events.
With close friendships, gossiping was found to be the primary speech event dominating
interactions with a secondary presence of catching up, joking around, and recapping the day’s
events. For romantic relationships, recapping the day’s events and morning talk was revealed to
be most prominent, followed by joking around, gossiping, and bedtime chat. In parent-child
relationships, interactions enacted catching up, recapping the day’s events, and gossiping most

frequently. Between siblings, gossiping, catching up, and joking around were found to be the
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most frequently occurring. These patterns in speech events reveal the communication that occurs
within different relationships.

Various researchers have incorporated Goldsmith and Baxter’s taxonomy of everyday
talk events to gain further insights into interpersonal communication. Schrodt, Braithwaite, Soliz,
Tye-Williams, Miller, Normand, and Harrigan (2007) studied how everyday talk occurs within
stepfamilies by measuring the frequencies of talk by parents, stepparents, and stepchildren in 114
stepfamily systems. Schrodt and colleagues found that different types of family relationships had
different frequencies of speech events. Parents, stepparents, and stepchildren reported the use of
catching up, joking around, and recapping the day’s events to be higher in frequency than other
forms of speech events. Parents and stepparents reported higher frequencies in love talk and
reminiscing than in other speech events. Meanwhile, stepchildren reported higher frequencies in
everyday talk, including serious conversations, talking about problems, and reminiscing, than
other speech events. In contrast, all participants in their study reported engaging in interrogation
and lecturing least frequently as compared to other speech events. (Schrodt, et al., 2007). Schrodt
and colleagues' work showed that studying the everyday talk between individuals in a particular
environment, such as the stepfamily system, can reveal communication patterns within
relationships. These patterns could be useful in helping distinguish interpersonal relationships.
Hall (2019) incorporated Schrodt and colleagues’ work and, by extension, Goldsmith and
Baxter’s taxonomy of speech events to understand how everyday talk predicted relational
closeness. Hall’s work related to an individual’s need to belong to the content of their social
interactions. His sample population consisted of college freshman students at a midwestern
public university in the USA. Hall’s research found that speech events such as catching up,

recapping the day’s events, serious conversations, joking around, and love talk predicted
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increased closeness between individuals. Ledbetter, Broeckelman-Post, and Krawsczyn (2011)
advanced understanding of everyday talk by studying the occurrence of speech events across
mediated communication platforms such as face-to-face, over the telephone, and online. By
measuring communication online, Ledbetter and colleagues developed more current usages of
speech events beyond face-to-face communication, as initially studied by Goldsmith and Baxter.
Ledbetter and colleagues found that communication between cross-sex and same-sex friendships
varied across communication platforms, with same-sex friends communicating more frequently
than cross-sex friends over the telephone or face-to-face. However, when interacting online, both
same-sex and cross-sex friendship dyads had similar communication frequencies (Ledbetter et
al., 2011). Overall, these studies suggested that speech events are useful in distinguishing
relationships through communication that occurs between people.

The Proposed Study

Research done on workplaces offered an understanding of organizations, helped define a
person’s place of work, identified various types of relationships at the workplace, and explained
the communication that occurs in workplaces. Literature available suggests that peer
relationships are a form of friendship as both serve similar functions. However, there is limited
research that captures the communication ongoing at work among the peer level as compared to
other relationships at the workplace.

Most research on the types of workplace relationships focuses on hierarchical
relationships such as leaders and followers, mentors and mentees, and employers and employees.
The available literature on peer relationships in the workplace consists of (a) Kram and Isabella’s
work studying peer relationships at the workplace as an alternative to mentor relationships and

(b) Sias and Cahill’s explanation of friendship development at the workplace. Other
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conceptualized workplace relationships that attempt to explain peer relationships at the
workplace included operationalizations and functions that resembled close friendships. For
instance, McBride and Bergen (2015) claimed that work-spouses were similar to special peers as
they both involved high levels of self-disclosure, provided mutual support in work and personal
matters, and were platonic yet intimate workplace relationships. Peer and mentor relationships
were both characterized as providing similar career-enhancing functions and psychosocial
functions. Even in Kram and Isabella’s (1985) research, both informational peers and collegial
peers were found to engage in information sharing, and both collegial peers and special peers
were found to engage in self-disclosure. These overlapping definitions contribute to the
ambiguity that exists with understanding peer relationships at the workplace. These overlaps
between relationship types lead to an ambiguous understanding of these relationships with
vague, indistinct, and imprecise terminology.

Goldsmith and Baxter (1996) offered an alternative approach to describing relationship
categories. They found that different relationships can be determined through the communication
that occurs between two people. By studying communication within different relationship types,
this study proposed that it may be possible to distinguish peer relationships in the workplace
through speech events. By creating a taxonomy of everyday interactions, Goldsmith and Baxter
(1996) identified speech events that distinguished the type of communication ongoing within
different relationships. Some examples of these speech events included joking around, catching
up, and recapping the events of a person’s day. Further, the dyadic types of acquaintanceship,
friendship, and close friendship were utilized as a useful range of relationship types to explore

peer relationships and their primary communicative components in the workplace.
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Kram and Isabella (1985) categorized peer-coworker relationships as “informational
peers,” “collegial peers,” and “special peers.” Goldsmith and Baxter’s three relationship types
(acquaintances, friends, and close friends) were similar to Kram and Isabella’s categorization of
peer-coworker relationships. Sias and Cahill’s study of the development of workplace friendships
provided additional evidence that informational peers are like acquaintances, collegial peers were
like friends, and special peers were like close friends.

Firstly, Kram and Isabella described informational peers as being social but limited in
their sharing of personal experiences. This description aligned with Goldsmith and Baxter’s
findings of acquaintances where the primary speech event in these relationships was small talk.
Sias and Cahill found that the frequency of interactions increased as acquaintances became
friends. Kram and Isabella found that employees tend to have many informational peers.
Goldsmith and Baxter found that acquaintances engage in speech events such as small talk,
joking around and getting to know one another. All these descriptions converged into a similar
relationship; informational peers.

Secondly, Kram and Isabella found that one of the primary functions of collegial peers
included providing friendship in the workplace. They explained that collegial peers had a
moderate level of commitment to their relationship and increased self-disclosure in this
relationship, which meant that they would discuss family matters, more intimate issues, and
workplace concerns with each other. Sias and Cabhill found that as friends become close friends,
they discuss more non-work and personal topics, as they are less cautious in their relationships.
These findings aligned with the speech events Goldsmith and Baxter linked with friends: gossip,

joking around, small talk, catching up, and recapping the day’s events.
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Thirdly, Kram and Isabella found that special peers engaged in high levels of
self-disclosure and self-expression. Sias and Cahill found that close friendships that developed
into almost best-friend relationships experienced changes in communication, such as decreased
caution, increased intimacy, and increased discussion of work-related and non-work-related
topics. These findings lined up with Goldsmith and Baxter’s study, which found that close
friends engaged primarily in gossip. McBride and Bergen’s description of work-spouse
relationships also resembled that of special peers, as work-spouses were described as having
close friendships. Special peers and work-spouses aligned closely with Sias and Cabhill’s
identification of almost best friends. For this study, I followed Kram and Isabella’s relationship
types (informational, collegial, and special peers). I tested for speech events used to
communicate in these three categories of workplace peer relationships to better understand the
communicative components that constitute these peer work relationship types.

Friends at Work

I argued that the peer relationships of informational, collegial, and special might align
with the friendship categories of acquaintance, friend, and close friend, respectively. Sias and
Cahill (1998) argued in favor of role-based categories of friendships over linear components such
as degree of intimacy or trust, as a hierarchical ranking of friendships could encompass more
aspects of friendships than any individual measure. However, it was possible, given the work
context, that peer co-workers may view an informational peer as a friend and collegial and
special peers as close friends. It was also possible that co-workers may only think of colleagues
as co-workers and not friends. To gain greater clarity on the relational closeness that individuals

attribute to their co-workers, I posed the following research questions.
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Research Question 1: Are informational peers, collegial peers, and special peers viewed

as friends by their co-workers?

Research Question 2: To what extent do co-workers view informational peers, collegial

peers, and special peers as close?
Gossip Speech Event

In Goldsmith and Baxter’s research, of the 29 speech events studied, they found that the
most commonly occurring informal speech event between close friends was gossip (Goldsmith &
Baxter, 1996). If close friends gossip more than friends or acquaintances, I predicted that special
peers were more likely to gossip than collegial peers or informational peers.

Hypothesis 1: The reported frequency of gossip is higher among special peers than

collegial or informational peers.
Small Talk Speech Event

Goldsmith and Baxter’s research found evidence for acquaintances engaging primarily in
small talk (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996). If acquaintances engaged in small talk more than friends
or close friends, I predicted that informational peers were more likely to engage in small talk
than collegial peers or special peers.

Hypothesis 2: The reported frequency of small talk is higher among informational peers

than collegial or special peers.
Catching Up Speech Event

While friends and close friends were found to engage in speech events categorized as
catching up, Goldsmith and Baxter’s findings did not provide evidence for acquaintances
engaging in catching up. As such, I predicted that of the three relationships (acquaintances,

friends, and close friends), acquaintances at the workplace were least likely to catch up with their
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peers. If acquaintances were least likely to report catching up, I hypothesized that informational
peers were also less likely to catch up with peer coworkers than collegial peers or special peers.
Hypothesis 3: The reported frequency of catching up is lower among informational peers
than collegial or special peers.
Speech Events
Goldsmith and Baxter studied relationships in a broader context, not within the
workplace. Their findings offered a general understanding of how communication constitutes
relationships. To gain a more current and specific insight centered on the workplace context, it
was useful to determine whether the other speech events identified by Goldsmith and Baxter
occurred in the relationship types of focus for this study: informational peers, collegial peers, and
special peers.
Research Question 3: What are the most frequently occurring speech events for

informational peers, collegial peers, and special peers?
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CHAPTER 2. METHODS

Participants

A total of 48 participants working in retail organizations were recruited. Of the 48
participants, 9 (19%) were female, 22 (46%) were male, 1 (2%) was non-binary, 1 (2%)
preferred not to state their gender, and 15 (31%) did not indicate their gender. The age of the
participants ranged from 23 to 52 years with an average age of 33.17 years (SD = 7.00). The
survey consisted of 81 questions. Participants took an average of 27.86 minutes (SD = 97.00) to
complete the survey. The large standard deviation was a result of one participant taking
significantly longer to complete the survey with a duration of 672 minutes. Excluding this data
point, the average duration for participants to complete the survey was 14.17 minutes (SD =
20.25). On average, participants had worked at their organization for almost 4 years (M = 46.45
months) and worked at least 32 hours per week (M =39.79, SD = 4.33).
Procedures

To conduct this study, participants were first recruited through an announcement and a
recruitment poster. The announcement and poster were shared through text messages, WhatsApp
messages, Instagram direct messages, Facebook, Linkedin, snowball sampling, and word of
mouth to gather responses. The announcement had a link to the study. The study could also be
accessed via the QR code provided in the recruitment poster for the study (see Appendix A). All
participants answered a series of screening questions to qualify for the study (see Appendix B).
Next, eligible participants were directed to a consent form (see Appendix C). Participants who
consented to participate in the study then responded to a survey. By indicating the presence or
absence of peers to match a certain description, participants answered questions about one to

three peers at their workplace. Participants then answered questions regarding the use of speech
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events in their interactions with each of the peers they had identified for this study (see Appendix
D). Additionally, participants were asked demographic and background questions about
themselves (see Appendix E). Finally, participants were asked to provide their email towards the
end of the study if they wished to receive compensation. Participants were emailed an electronic
Amazon gift card for their participation.
Screening Questions

There were six screening questions (see Appendix B). These screening questions were
intended to gather data from participants who communicated with peers at the workplace. The
first screening question asked if participants had co-workers. Second, participants were asked if
they worked full-time. Participants for this study were required to be individuals who worked
full-time (32 hours or more per week) in a large retail organization (e.g., Nike or Apple retail
stores). The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (2024) defined
large-sized enterprises as having 250 or more employees. This was done because participants
working in a larger organization likely have a range of peer relationships from which they can
identify distinct speech events they engage in with people of varying closeness (informational
peer, collegial peer, or special peer). Third, participants were asked if they worked in retail.
Retail was chosen because it is a collaborative industry where colleagues communicate with each
other in some capacity. In order to ensure individuals at the workplace had adequate time to
develop close relationships such as friendships, participants were required to be working at their
workplace for at least one year. To ensure this, the fourth screening question asked if they
worked at the current organization for at least a year. Fifth, participants were required to be at
least 18 years old. Sixth, participants were screened to ensure they were not working remotely;

instead, their work had to have opportunities for in-person interactions with coworkers at a
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particular address. Participants who answered no to any of the six screening questions were
thanked and informed that they did not meet the criteria to participate in this study.
Questions on Co-Worker Relationship

After completing the screening questions, participants responded to the main part of the
survey. Participants identified an informational peer, a collegial peer, and a special peer at their
workplace. In order to distinguish the co-worker relationships participants were reporting on,
explanations of various relationships were provided (see Appendix F). To minimize bias or the
use of technical jargon in the survey, terms such as “informational peer”, “collegial peer”, and
“special peer” were omitted. Instead, a brief explanation about each peer relationship was
provided in a matrix form to guide participants into selecting an appropriate co-worker for the
proposed study. For instance, when asked to identify an informational peer, the instructions were
to identify a “co-worker whom you communicate with at your workplace. This could be
someone with whom you work on tasks. This colleague could be someone who works on the
same project as you or in the same part of the store as you.”

The section started by asking participants to identify a co-worker who met the description
of an informational peer. When a peer was identified, participants indicated the co-worker’s
initials and answered a series of questions about their relationship with this peer. Next,
participants were asked to identify a co-worker who met the description of a collegial peer.
Participants were asked the same questions about their relationship with the collegial peer as they
were asked about their informational peer. Then, participants were asked to identify a co-worker
who met the description of a special peer. Participants were then asked questions about their
relationship with their special peer. If a participant indicated that they did not have a co-worker

who met the description of an informational, collegial, or special peer, the survey was designed
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to skip all questions about the participant’s relationship to that peer. Questions in these sections
also gathered demographic and background information about the peers identified (see Appendix
H). Table 1 shows the frequency of participants who indicated that they had an informational,
collegial, or special peer. In all, 79% or 27 participants indicated that they had an informational
peer, 71% or 24 participants indicated they had a collegial peer, and 61% or 20 participants
indicated they had a special peer at the workplace (see Table 1).

Table 1

Frequency Reported of Having Informational, Collegial, and Special Peer

Type of Peer Yes No n
Informational 27 (79%) 7 (21%) 34
Collegial 24 (71%) 10 (29%) 34
Special 20 (61%) 13 (39%) 33

Following the identification of a peer, participants answered questions related to their
relationship with each peer they had selected. These questions were about the length of
relationships and job-related information about the participant’s peer. This section of the survey
also included one-item measures on the interpersonal relationship and relational closeness of
participants with their peers. Questions asked included “How long have you known this
co-worker?”, and “How many days did you interact with this person over the last seven days?”
(see Appendix G). Findings to these questions are stated in Table 2.

Table 2

Average Relationship Length and Days of Interaction with Peers

Type of Peer Relationship Length Days Interacted in the Past

(months) Week n
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M SD M SD
Informational 168 19.18 4.48 1.37 27
Collegial 169 20.64 4.63 1.74 22
Special 177 27.52 4.50 1.96 19

Participants indicated yes or no if they considered their co-workers to be work friends
(“Do you think of this co-worker as a work friend?”’), or friends in general (“Do you think of this
co-worker as a friend in general?”’). They were also asked about how close participants felt
toward their peers. For each co-worker identified, participants were asked to indicate their
closeness using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = not close at all, 7 = extremely close). Table 3
shows how many participants indicated they had an informational, collegial, or special peer. Not
all participants reported on all three types of peers. Of the 48 participants who completed the
survey, 14 participants did not indicate if they had any peers in their workplace. Thirty-four of
the participants indicated if they had an informational, collegial, or special peer. Five of these
participants indicated that they did not have any of these three peers. Seventeen participants
indicated they had informational, collegial, and special peers. The remaining 12 participants
indicated that they only had one or two of the three types of peers (see Table 3).
Table 3

Peers Participants Reported

Peer Informational Collegial Special n
Combination Peer Peer Peer
Informational, X X X 17
Collegial &
Special
Informational & X X 5
Collegial
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Informational & 2
Special
Informational 3
Only
Collegial & X 1
Special
Collegial Only X 1
Special Only 0

Participants were also asked to indicate the proportion of their communication that

occurred via face-to-face or other means of communicating with their peers. Participants

indicated that on average, their communication with a peer occurred face-to-face 71% of the time

for informational peers, 67% of the time for collegial peers and 76% of the time for special peers

(see Table 4).

Participants were also asked to fill-in their top 5 platforms for interactions when not done

face-to-face with a peer. Participants most frequently listed WhatsApp (/=34), iMessage (f=22),

and Instagram (f=24) as platforms used for interacting with their peers.

Table 4

Proportion of Face-to-face interaction with Peers

Type of Peer Face-to-face Interaction Other Means of
(M) Communicating (M)
Informational 71% 29%
Collegial 67% 33%
Special 76% 24%
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Presence of Speech Events in Interactions

Participants responded to a 29-item measure about their interactions with their peers that
captured the frequency of speech events such as gossip, small talk, and catching up. This
measure was based on Goldsmith and Baxter’s work on speech events. Goldsmith and Baxter
used diary entries and questionnaires to measure everyday talk events over a two-week period. In
an attempt to reduce recall bias in the study proposed, participants were required to recall their
interactions with co-workers over the past seven days. Each of the 29 speech events were
described above a table containing the initials of the co-workers participants had identified.
Participants read the description of each speech event before answering yes or no, as to whether
they had the described interaction with each co-worker. In this way, participants indicated if the
speech event was present or absent in their everyday interactions with the selected co-workers.

To make the items more relevant to the retail work environment, some questions were
adapted accordingly. The questions were based on Goldsmith and Baxter’s (1996) taxonomy of
speech events. Appendix D shows the original questions and the modifications made for this
study. The phrasing of the 29 speech events were modified to fit the context of this study. For
instance, “Informal conversation in which you find out about class assignments, exams, or course
material” (Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996, p. 111) was modified to “Informal conversation in which
you find out about work assignments, tasks, or resources.” Questions were also modified to make
the items read in the past tense and as interactions between the participant and the peer
co-workers they indicated. For instance, “Conversations in which the two people disagree”
(Goldsmith & Baxter, 1996, p. 110) was modified to “Did you have a conversation in which the

both of you disagreed?”” Another example of this modification was changing “Talking with
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someone about shared events you experienced together in the past" to “Talked about shared
events you experienced together in the past?”

Based on the work of Ledbetter and colleagues, the 29-items were further organized into
five groups: “superficial,” “informal,” “task,” “deep,” and “relational” (Ledbetter et al., 2011, p.
229). Ledbetter and colleagues developed these dimensions from Goldsmith and Baxter’s six

PN

categories of everyday talk: “superficial,” “informal,” “involving and positive,” "negatively
valenced,” "formal and goal-directed,” and “less formal goal-directed” (Goldsmith & Baxter,
1996, p. 101). Ledbetter and colleagues’ five dimensions helped categorize Goldsmith and
Baxter’s 29 items in a manner that was helpful in understanding talk events that occur in the
retail workplace (see Appendix D). The reported frequencies of the 29 speech events measured
were used to compare the similarities and differences in speech events used between
informational, collegial, and special peers.
Demographics and Background

Participants were asked a series of demographic and background questions regarding

their age, gender, and workplace background. Some examples of these questions included “What

is your age?”’, and “What is your gender?” (see Appendix E).



CHAPTER 3. RESULTS

Findings on Interpersonal Relationships

The first research question asked: “Are informational peers, collegial peers, and special

peers viewed as friends by their co-workers?”. For the first research question, data from all 48

participants were used. The results showed that 85% to 96% of participants viewed their

co-workers as work friends, and 85% to 95% of participants viewed their co-workers as friends

in general (see Table 5).
Table 5

Perception Of Relationship With Co-Workers

Number Of Participants Who Perceive Co-Workers As
Type of Peer Work Friends Friends In General
Yes No Yes No
Informational 23 (85%) 4 (8%) 23 (85%) 4 (8%)
Collegial 23 (96%) 1 (2%) 22 (92%) 2 (4%)
Special 18 (90%) 2 (10%) 19 (95%) 1 (5%)

Findings on Interpersonal Closeness

The second research question asked: “To what extent do co-workers view informational

peers, collegial peers, and special peers viewed as close?”. For the second research question,

only cases where data existed for all three co-worker peers were used (n = 15). Having data for
all three co-workers made participant responses comparable. When participants gave their peers
a score above 4, it suggested that they considered their peers as close. By examining the mean

score for each type of peer (see Table 6), I found participants feeling close to very close to their

informational peers (M = 4.87), collegial peers (M = 5.47), and special peers (M = 6.07).
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Table 6

Perception of Closeness to Co-Workers

Type of Peer Interpersonal Closeness
M SD
Informational 4.87 1.36
Collegial 5.47 1.25
Special 6.07 1.53

Findings on Speech Events

The third research question, “What are the most frequently occurring speech events for
informational peers, collegial peers, and special peers?” was tested by examining the reported
frequency of participants engaging in twenty-nine speech events with their informational,
collegial, and special peers. Only cases where data sets existed for all three co-worker peers were
used, resulting in a sample size of 17. As a rule of thumb, speech events that had a response
frequency of 15 and above were considered speech events that are commonly used by the
associated peer type. This was because if 15 of 17 peers indicated the presence of a speech event
in their communication, it represented 88% of the sample population. This was interpreted as
meaning that the speech event was reported as frequently occurring.

Results on the occurrence of speech events at the workplace indicated that informational
peers frequently engaged in current events talk, small talk, joking around, getting to know each
other, and talking about work; collegial peers frequently engaged in current events talk, small
talk, catching up, gossip, joking around, recapping the day, getting to know each other, making

plans, talking about work, complaining, serious conversations, talking about problems, and
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reminiscing; special peers frequently engaged in current events talk, catching up, joking around,
decision making, talking about work, and reminiscing. When categorized into Ledbetter’s five
groups, informational peers engaged in superficial, informal, and task talk; collegial peers
engaged in superficial, informal, task, deep, and relational talk; special peers engaged in
superficial, informal, task, and relational talk. On the whole, informational, collegial, and special
peers shared in common frequently talking about current events, joking around, and talking
about work. They also shared the speech event groups of superficial, informal, and task talk (see
Table 7).

Table 7

Reported Frequency of Using Speech Events with Peer Co-Workers

# Speech Event Informational Collegial Special
Superficial
1 Current events 15 15 15
2 Small talk 15 15 12
3 Sports talk 6 8 9
Informal
4 Catch up 12 16 15
5 Gossip 14 16 14
6 Joking around 16 17 15
7 Recap the day 11 15 14
8 Get to know 15 16 14
Task

9 Ask a favor 12 12 14
10 | Decision making 13 13 15




11 | Give instructions 13 13 12
12 | Make plans 10 15 13
13 | Persuasive conversation 7 8 10
14 | Talk about work 15 17 15
15 [ Interrogate 1 2 2
16 [ Lecture 9 9 8
17 | Group discussion 13 13 13
Deep
18 | Break bad news 8 9 8
19 | Complain 13 15 14
20 | Serious conversation 11 15 14
21 | Talk about problems 10 15 14
22 | Conflict 3 3 5
Relational
23 | Morning talk 3 4 6
24 | Bedtime talk 1 4 6
25 | Ask out 7 10 11
26 | Love talk 3 6 6
27 | Make up 7 9 8
28 | Relationship talk 4 7 10
29 | Reminisce 13 16 15

To test the three hypotheses in this study, only cases where data existed for all three
co-worker peers - informational peer, collegial peer, and special peer - were used. This

requirement resulted in a sample size of 17.
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Findings on Gossip Speech Event

I hypothesized that the reported frequency of gossip would be higher among special peers
than collegial or informational peers. Fisher's exact test was used to test the hypothesis. The
results of Fisher’s exact test between special peers and collegial peers, p = .13, showed no
significant difference in gossip with special peers and collegial peers (see Table 8a). The results
of Fisher’s exact test between special peers and informational peers, p = .26, also showed no
significant difference in gossip with special peers and informational peers (see Table 8b). Thus,
the findings did not support the hypothesis.
Table 8a

Frequency distribution on Gossip between Special Peers and Collegial Peers

Do you gossip with Collegial Peer
Yes No
Do you gossip
with Special Peer | Yes 14 0
No | 1
Table 8b

Frequency distribution on Gossip between Special Peers and Informational Peers

Do you gossip with Informational Peer

Yes No

Do you gossip
with Special Peer | Yes 12 1




Findings on Small Talk Speech Event
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I hypothesized that the reported frequency of small talk would be higher among

informational peers than collegial or special peers. Fisher’s exact test was used to test the

hypothesis. The results of Fisher’s exact test between informational peers and collegial peers, p =

.13, showed no significant difference in small talk with informational peers and collegial peers

(see Table 9a). The results of Fisher’s exact test between informational peers and special peers, p

= .27, also showed no significant difference in small talk with informational peers and special

peers (see Table 9b). Thus, the findings did not support the hypothesis.

Table 9a

Frequency distribution on Small Talk between Informational and Collegial Peers

Do you have small talk with Collegial Peer

Do you have Yes No
small talk with
Informational Yes 14 1
Peer
No 0 1
Table 9b

Frequency distribution on Small Talk between Informational and Special Peers

Special Peer

Do you have
small talk with
Informational
Peer

Yes No
Yes 11 3
No 0 1




Findings on Catching Up Speech Event
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Third, I hypothesized that the reported frequency of catching up would be lower among

informational peers than collegial or special peers. Fisher’s exact test was used to test the

hypothesis. The results of Fisher’s exact test between informational peers and collegial peers, p =

.20, showed no significant difference in catching up with informational peers and collegial peers

(see Table 10a). The results of Fisher’s exact test between informational peers and special peers,

p = .31, also showed no significant difference in catching up with informational peers and special

peers (see Table 10b). Thus, the findings did not support the hypothesis.

Table 10a

Frequency distribution on Catching Up between Informational and Collegial Peers

Do you catch up with Collegial Peer

Do you catch up Yes No
with
Informational Yes 12 0
Peer
No 2 1
Table 10b

Frequency distribution on Catching Up between Informational and Special Peers

Do you catch up with Special Peer

Do you catch up
with
Informational
Peer

Yes No
Yes 10 1
No 3 0
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CHAPTER 4. DISCUSSION

Summary

This exploratory study investigated the relationship and communication between peers at
the workplace. Although earlier studies have researched hierarchical relationships and friendship
development at the workplace, few studies examined different peer relationships and the
communication that occurs in these relationships. Existing literature suggests that peer
relationships at the workplace serve similar functions to friendships a person may have in their
everyday, non-work environments. This study sought to better understand these friend-like
relationships at the workplace. Kram and Isabella’s identification of peer-coworker relationships
as informational peers, collegial peers, and special peers provided a foundation that this study
could build upon. Using these identified relationships, this study could understand the
interpersonal relationship and interpersonal closeness of co-workers with their peers. Goldsmith
and Baxter’s taxonomy of 29 speech events provided a means to identify relationships by
distinguishing the communication peer-coworkers used when interacting with each other.
Participants were asked to identify three types of peers they interacted with at the workplace -
informational peers, collegial peers, and special peers. By reporting on the speech events they
used with each of the three peers, this study could analyze communication patterns for each of
the peer categories. In this way, the study focused on the communication that occurred with these
three peers and aimed to distinguish these relationships through the patterns in their everyday
communication.
Key Findings and Interpretation

The findings from this exploratory study revealed that retail co-workers considered their

peers largely as friends. The findings from this study also suggested that co-workers considered
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themselves to be close to their peers. Although none of the findings supported the three
hypotheses in this study, the reported frequencies of speech events participants used to
communicate with their peers indicated that most of their talk occurred through informal and
superficial speech events.

The findings of this study were similar to the frequency of speech events found in
Goldsmith and Baxter’s research. Goldsmith and Baxter (1996) found that friends used informal,
superficial, and task talk when communicating with friends. The findings in this study suggested
that peers reported using informal, superficial, and task talk most frequently when
communicating with their informational, collegial, and special peers. The frequency of speech
events participants reported for their collegial peers resemble Goldsmith and Baxter’s findings
on speech events used by friends. In both studies, friends reported gossip, joking around, small
talk, catching up, and recapping their day as speech events most commonly used. With
participants considering their peers as friends, feeling a high degree of closeness to their peers,
and the speech events reported in this study being similar to those between friends (as indicated
by Goldsmith & Baxter), the results from this investigation indicate that the speech events used
to communicate with co-workers overlap with that of friendship communication.

In this study, we explored the relationships between peers at the workplace, specifically,
the relationships between informational peers, collegial peers, and special peers. Peer
relationships, however, can be rather complex and nuanced as individuals move to different roles
and positions in the workplace. A peer may change positions, or be promoted to a position that
makes them a supervisor to someone they were once peers with. These changes could redefine

the peer relationship from a lateral one to a hierarchical one.
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Limitations and Recommendations

The current study had various limitations. Some of the limitations include having
insufficient number of participants, categorization of relationships, the context within which it
was conducted, relationship criteria, the replication of Goldsmith and Baxter’s study in 1996, and
limitations brought about by the methodology used of the current study.
Insufficient Number of Participants

In all, there were 48 participants in this exploratory study. However, only 17 of the
participants’ data could be used to test the three hypotheses proposed for the study and 15 of the
participants’ data could be used for one of the research questions. A larger sample size could
have allowed for statistical analysis beyond Fisher’s exact test to determine differences in
communication amongst peers at the workplace. Some ways of increasing the number of
participants in the study include increasing the number of organizations from which participants
were recruited, increasing the recruitment period from one month to two to three months, and
reducing the length of the survey to shorten the time needed to complete the survey.
Relationship Categorization

The categorization of informational, collegial, and special peers was based on a
composite of different descriptions about relationships described by past research. However,
these relationships could be categorized differently or more peer types could be added to ensure
that the peer categories are distinguishable and more representative of workplace relationships.
Some examples of other peer relationships could include work spouses, close competitors or
frenemies.

Another limitation with the peer relationships identified in this study was the difficulty in

distinguishing peer relationships through the speech events reported. Requiring participants to
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work at their organization for at least one year to be eligible to participate in our study may have
resulted in participants developing close relationships with their peers that were too difficult to
distinguish. Instead, future studies could study relationships that were formed in the past three to
six months as participants would have less time to develop close relationships with many of their
peers. Alternatively, participants could also be asked to report their use of speech events at the
beginning of their employment organization, and again later on in their tenure at the organization
with the same peers.
Sample Population

The context within which the current study was conducted had various limitations.
Geographically, the data collection was majorly done in Singapore. This limited the possibility of
the findings to only be representative of the population residing in Singapore. While diverse, the
population of six million people in Singapore is not generalizable to other countries. Focusing
the current study on retail employees also limits the sample population and the generalizability of
the study. Retail organizations would have a different work environment than other workplaces,
for instance, in manufacturing, marketing, or medicine. These findings, had the study been done
in another work environment, could have had some differences. To address this limitation, this
study could be conducted in multiple geographical locations, or across different industries.
Participants could be from different cities like Honolulu, Singapore, and Dubai. In addition,
besides retail employees, the study could include employees from diverse workplaces too, for
example, banking, operations, or hospitality-based organizations. In order to have comparable
data across different industries, participants could be of similar industries in different

organizations. For instance, hospitality groups studied could be across Marriott, Hilton, and
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Accor Hotel groups while retail groups studied could be across Samsung, Apple, and Google
retail employees.
Replication of Study

Goldsmith and Baxter’s studies in 1996 had various differences from the current study.
Goldsmith and Baxter’s studies participants were from a Western college with a mean age of
21.5 years old. The current study’s participants were from Singapore with a mean age of
participants being 33 years old. While Goldsmith and Baxter conducted their study on college
students, the current study was done on co-workers working in retail. The differences in the
sample populations of both studies is a noteworthy difference. Even though the samples differed,
findings from both studies were comparable. Future studies measuring everyday talk using
speech events could replicate this study. This is because the findings of this study were similar to
Goldsmith and Baxter’s findings despite sample population differences in demographics,
geography and the organizational context of participants.

Future studies could further attempt to distinguish the speech events used in different
dyadic relationships. Our findings indicate some promising speech events to examine include the
use of bedtime talk and relationship talk when interacting with informational, collegial, and
special peers. Few participants in this study reported engaging in these speech events with their
informational peers as compared to their special peers. Although this study did not find these
distinctions statistically significant, other studies with a larger sample size could explore if
different speech events were used in different relationships.

Methodology
The methodology of this study also had some limitations. Participants were asked to

complete an online survey to report on the speech events they engaged in with three peers at their
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workplace. This form of self-report could be biased. Instead, one approach could be the use of
longitudinal studies where participants indicate the speech events they use with their peers at
three to six month intervals. These results would provide more comprehensive data about the
speech events that peers engage in at the workplace. Another approach to studying workplace
communication could be the use of observational studies where researchers codify interactions
between co-workers at their workplace in order to accurately capture, organize, and analyze the
speech events used by co-workers at the workplace. Measuring speech events through systematic
observation analysis like visiting a retail outlet and recording how co-workers interact with each
other may reduce self-report bias. These methodological approaches could provide further
evidence on interpersonal closeness and peer communication at the workplace.

Using single item measures may have been another limitation in this study. When
measuring interpersonal closeness between participants with their peers, participants only had to
answer one question to assess their relationship closeness. Using a single measure to deduce an
entire finding may not be accurate in determining the closeness of their relationship. Instead,
more questions or measures about relationship closeness and interpersonal closeness could be
used to better measure these constructs.

The survey design may also have played a role in priming participants and causing the
findings of this study to be biased. By asking participants to first identify and answer background
questions about their peers before reporting the speech events they engage in with these peers,
participants may be clued into considering Co-worker Green as acquaintances, Co-worker Blue
as friends, and Co-worker Red as best friends. This ordering may have participants answering
questions for these three of their peers in a manner that they would for an acquaintance, friend,

or close friend instead of reporting on the speech events they use with these peers. To reduce the
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likelihood of participants being biased, participants could first report on the speech events they
use with their peers before indicating demographic and background information about these
peers.

Another limitation in the methodology was a screening question requiring participants to
be working at their organization for at least one year. This criterion could have provided
participants enough time to form close relationships with their co-workers. The frequency of
speech events reported could not distinguish the three peer relationships as the average frequency
of speech events reported by collegial and special peers were rather similar. By removing the
screening question requiring participants to have been at their organization for at least a year, the
peer relationships reported on could have more variation in their reported speech events as
participants may have had less time to get to know their co-workers and form close relationships
with them. This could then have made the three peer relationships more distinguishable from
each other.

Conclusion

By analyzing the communication patterns of retail workers in Singapore, this exploratory
study found that co-worker peers primarily report using informal and superficial speech events to
communicate. Although the sample population posed some limitations to the study, the findings
of this study were consistent with past research on peer communication and how they constitute
peer relationships. This exploratory study was able to distinguish informational peers through the
speech events they use. However, I was unable to distinguish collegial peers and special peers
through the reported frequencies of speech events used by the sample population of this study.
With more research, we could further distinguish the speech events that individuals use when

communicating with different peers at their workplace. Nevertheless, these findings provided



evidence worth exploring further on how one’s communication can constitute relationships

between co-workers.
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Appendix A: Recruitment

Master’s Thesis Survey

PARTICIPATE

in a study on

CO-WORKER
COMMUNICATION

REQUREMENTS

e Full-time retail employee (> 32 h/week)
e Frequently interact with co-workers

¢ At least 1 year in the organization
e Mostly work in-person

SHARE YOUR
EXPERIENCE AND
RECIEVE A $5
AMAZON GIFT CARD!

For more Information, please contact
Ashmika Prasad at ashmikap@hawaii.edu

Hello, my name is Ashmika Prasad. I am a graduate student at the University of Hawai‘i
at Manoa in the Communicology Program. I am researching co-worker communication. I invite
you to participate in this study because you work a full-time retail job with co-workers.

Participation in this research includes taking a survey about your communication with
peers at the workplace. The survey will take approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete. You
will receive a $5 Amazon electronic gift certificate as a token of gratitude for your participation.

If you have any questions, I can be reached at ashmikap@hawaii.edu.

Link to survey: https:/tinyurl.com/yxss9x38



mailto:ashmikap@hawaii.edu
https://tinyurl.com/yxss9x38
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Appendix B: Screening Questions
Do you have co-workers? These are people you work with who have the same job
position as you (e.g., if you are a specialist, your co-workers could be other specialists in
the Operations, Retail, Creative, or Technical teams).
a. Yes, I have co-workers
b. No, I do NOT have co-workers
What industry do you work in?
a. Retail
b. Not retail, other industries
Have you worked in this store (branch, outlet, department, or office) for at least one year?
a. Yes
b. No
Do you work at least 32 hours a week?
a. Yes
b. No
Describe your work environment.
a. Mostly in person
b. Hybrid: remote and in person
c. Mostly remote
Are you at least 18 years old?
a. Yes

b. No
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Appendix C: Consent Form
University of Hawai‘i
Online Survey Consent Form
Ashmika Prasad, Principal Investigator

Project Title: Co-Worker Communication

Aloha (Hello)!

You are being asked to participate in a research study conducted by Ashmika Prasad, a
master’s student from the Communicology program at the University of Hawai‘i at Manoa. Data
collected from this study will be contributing to my master‘s thesis.

What am I being asked to do?

If you participate in this research study, you will be asked to fill out an online survey.
Taking part in this study is your choice.

Your participation in this research study is completely voluntary. You may stop
participating at any time. If you stop being in the study, there will be no penalty or loss to you.
Why is this study being done?

The purpose of my project is to develop a deeper understanding of the communication
that occurs between co-workers. I am asking you to participate because I believe your
perspective and unique work conditions can provide useful information on this topic..

What will happen if I decide to take part in this study?
The survey will consist of multiple choice, yes/no, and short answer questions. It will

take about 15 to 20 minutes to complete. The survey will include questions such as, “Do you talk
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about current events?” “Do you engage in small talk?” or “Do you catch up with your
co-worker?”
What are the risks and benefits of taking part in this study?

I believe there is little risk to you for participating in this research project. You can skip
questions or take a break at any point while doing the survey. You can also stop taking the
survey, or you can withdraw from the project altogether. You will have no direct benefit from
participating in this survey. However, the results of this project may advance knowledge of
workplace relationships.

Compensation:

You will receive a $5 gift certificate to Amazon for participating in this research project.
Confidentiality and Privacy:

With the exception of your email address for sending you an electronic gift card, I will
not ask you for any personal information, such as your name or contact number. Your email
address will be separated from your survey responses. Further, once electronic gift cards are sent,
your email address will be deleted from my records. I will keep all physical documents related to
study data secure in a locked filing cabinet and all digital documents in a secure location on a
password-protected computer. Only my University of Hawai‘i advisor and I will have access to
the information. Other agencies that have legal permission have the right to review research
records. The University of Hawai‘i Human Studies Program has the right to review research
records for this study.

Future Research Studies:
All identifiers will be deleted once compensation has been distributed. The data (without

any personal information) gathered may be used for future research studies or distributed to
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another investigator for future research studies and we will not seek further approval from you
for these future studies.
Questions:

If you have any questions about this study, please email me at ashmikap@hawaii.edu.
You may also contact my advisor, Dr. Amy Hubbard, at acbesu@hawaii.edu.

You may contact the UH Human Studies Program at +1 (808) 956 5007 or

uhirb@hawaii.edu to discuss problems, concerns and questions, obtain information, or offer

input with an informed individual who is unaffiliated with the specific research protocol. Please
visit http://go.hawaii.edu/jRd for more information on your rights as a research participant.
To Begin the Survey:

Please select “I consent, continue to study”. By doing so, you are consenting to
participate in this study. Please take a screenshot, print, or save a copy of this page for your

reference. (link to Qualtrics preview)

Mabhalo (Thank you)!


mailto:ashmikap@hawaii.edu
mailto:aebesu@hawaii.edu
mailto:uhirb@hawaii.edu
http://go.hawaii.edu/jRd
https://manoahawaiiss.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/preview/previewId/25f1ff25-cdc8-4226-9016-c3fe197f9fc0/SV_8CYjnJGIVQaAEPI?Q_CHL=preview&Q_SurveyVersionID=current
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Appendix D: Original and Modified Speech Events

Speech Events Questions

# Original

Modification

1 Current Events:
A conversation in which the topic is
limited to talking about news and

current events

Did you talk about current events with your
Co-Worker?
[Did you engage in a conversation in which the

topic was limited to news and current events?]

2 Small Talk:
A kind of talk to pass time and avoid

being rude

Did you engage in small talk with your
Co-Worker?
[Did you engage in a kind of talk to pass the

time and avoid being rude?]

3 Sports Talk:
The kind of talk that occurs while

playing or watching a sporting event

Did you talk about sports with your Co-Worker?
[Did you engage in the kind of talk that occurs
while playing or watching a sporting event (e.g.,

football, rugby, or the Olympic games)]?

4 Catching Up:

The kind of conversation you haven’t
talked with someone recently, and
you talk about the events in your lives
that have occurred since you last

spoke

Did you catch up with your Co-Worker?

[Did you have the kind of conversation you
have when you have not talked with someone
recently, and you talk about the events in your

lives that have occurred since you last spoke?]
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5 Gossip: Did you gossip with your Co-Worker?
Exchanging opinions or information | [Did you exchange opinions or information
about someone else when that person | about someone else when that person was not
isn’t present present?]

6 Joking Around: Did you joke around with your Co-Worker?

A playful kind of talk to have fun or | [Did you engage in a playful kind of talk to have
release tension fun or release tension?]

7 Recapping the day’s events: Did you recap the day’s events with your
Telling about what’s up and what Co-Worker?
happened to each person during the [Did you talk about what's up and what
day happened to each person during the day?]

8 Getting to Know Someone: Did you get to know your Co-Worker?

The kind of small talk you have when | [Did you have the kind of small talk where you
you want to be friendly and get better | wanted to be friendly and get better acquainted
acquainted with someone with your Co-Worker?]

9 Asking a Favor: Did you or your Co-Worker ask a favor?

Talk with the specific purpose of
getting someone to do something for
you
10 | Decision Making: Did you engage in a decision-making

Conversation in which people have

conversation with your Co-Worker?
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the goal of making a decision about

some task

[Did you have a conversation with your
Co-Worker with the goal of making a decision

about some task?]

11 | Getting and Giving Instructions: Did you or your Co-Worker give instructions to
A conversation in which one person | the other?
gives another person information or [Did you have a conversation in which one of
directions about how to do some task | you was giving the other information or

direction about how to do some task?]

12 | Making Plans: Did you make plans with your Co-Worker?
Talk to arrange a meeting or arrange | [Did you or your Co-Worker arrange meetings
to do something with someone or arrange to do something together?]

13 | Persuading Conversation: Did you and your Co-Worker have a persuasive
Conversation in which one person has | conversation?
the goal of convincing the other [Did you have a conversation with your
person to do something Co-Worker in which one of you had the goal of

convincing the other person to do something?]

14 | Class Information Talk: Did you and your Co-Worker talk about work?

Informal conversations in which you
find out about class assignments,

tasks, or resources

[Did you engage in work-related conversations?
Did you have informal conversations with your
Co-Worker in which you or your Co-Worker

found out about work assignments, tasks, or
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resources?|

15 | Interrogation: Did you interrogate your Co-Worker or did your
A one-way kind of conversation in Co-Worker interrogate you?
which one person grills the other [Did you have “one-way” conversations, where
person with questions one of you grilled the other person with
questions?]
16 | Lecture: Did you lecture your Co-Worker, or did your
A one-way kind of conversation in Co-Worker lecture you?
which one person tells another person | [Did you have one-way conversations, where
how to act or what to do one of you was telling the other how to act or
what to do?]
17 | Group Discussion: Did you have a group discussion which included
Talk to exchange information, your Co-Worker?
persuade other people, or make [Did you talk to exchange information, persuade
decisions when a group is gathered other people, or make decisions when a group
was gathered that included your Co-Worker?]
18 | Breaking Bad News: Did you have to break bad news to your

A conversation in which one person
doesn’t know about something bad
that has happened and another person

tells them the bad news

Co-Worker, or did your Co-Worker break bad
news to you?
[Did you have a conversation in which you or

your Co-Worker did not know about something
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bad that had happened and the other person told

them the bad news?]

19 | Complaining: Did you complain to your Co-Worker or did
Expressing negative feelings, your Co-Worker complain to you?
frustrations, gripes, or complaints [Did you or your Co-Worker express negative
about some common experience feelings, frustrations, gripes, or complaints
where negative feelings are directed | about some common experience where negative
toward a topic but not toward the feelings were directed toward the topic but not
other people in the conversation toward the other people in the conversation?]

20 | Serious Conversation: Did you engage in a serious conversation with
A two-way, in-depth discussion or your Co-Worker?
exchange of feelings, opinions, or [Did you have a two-way, in-depth discussion or
ideas about some personal or exchange of feelings, opinions, or ideas about
important topic? some personal and important topic with your

Co-Worker?]
21 [ Talking About Problems: Did you and your Co-Worker talk about

A conversation in which one person
tells about some problem he or she is
having and the other person tries to

help

problems?

[Did you and your Co-Worker have a
conversation in which one person shares about
some problem he or she is having and the other

person tries to help?]
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22 | Conflict: Did you and your Co-Worker have a conflict?
Conversations in which the two [Did you have a conversation with a Co-Worker
people disagree in which both of you disagreed?]

23 | Morning Talk: Did you engage in morning talk with your
The kind of routine talk you have Co-Worker?
when you first wake up in the [Did you have the kind of talk with your
morning Co-Worker that happens when you first wake up

in the morning?]

24 | Bedtime Talk: Did you engage in bedtime talk with your
The kind of routine talk you have Co-Worker?
right before you go to bed [Did you have the kind of talk with your

Co-Worker that happens right before you go to
bed?]

25 | Asking Out: Did you ask out your Co-Worker, or did your
The kind of talk when one person Co-Worker ask you out?
asks another person out on a date [Did either one of you ask the other out on a

date?]

26 | Love Talk: Did you engage in any love talk with your

Talk that has little content but

expresses love and gives attention and

affection

Co-Worker?
[Did you and your Co-Worker engage in talk

that had little content but expressed love and
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gave attention and affection?]

27 | Making Up: Did you make up with your Co-Worker?
Conversations in which one or both [Did you and your Co-Worker engage in a
people apologize for violating some conversation in which one or both of you
expectations apologized for violating some expectations?]

28 [ Relationship Talk: Did you and your Co-Worker engage in
Talking about the nature and state of | relationship talk?
your friendship [Did you and Co-Worker Green, Blue, or Red

have the type of talk related to the nature and
state of your relationship with each other?]

29 [ Reminiscing: Did you and your Co-Worker reminisce?

Talking with someone about shared
events you experienced together in

the past

[Did you and your Co-Worker talk about shared
events you experienced with this Co-Worker in

the past?]




Appendix E: Demographic and Background Questions
Demographic Questions
1. What is your age?
[drop-down range starting from 18]

2. What is your gender?

a. Male
b. Female
c. Non-binary

d. Prefer not to answer
3. What is your city of residence?
a. Singapore
b. Others, please specify
4. What is your nationality (or country of citizenship)?
[fill in]
Background Questions
5. What is your role or job title?
(eg: Specialist, Expert, Pro, Lead, Leader, Manager, Contract Staff)
[fill in]
6. Indicate the store you are working in.
a. Orchard Road
b. Marina Bay Sands
c. Jewel Changi Airport

d. Others, please specify
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7. How long have you been working in this store (in months)?
(drop-down options 1-100, more than 100)
8. How many hours do you work in a week?

[fill in number of hours]
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Appendix F: Identification of Co-Worker Types

Description of Co-Worker Type
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wish to openly

Co-worker | Feelings Function of Focus of Willingness | Feedback from
Type toward Relationship Conversations to Help Co-worker
co-worker
I would feel | Co-Worker Most of our I would Co-Worker
Co-Worker | sad briefly, | Green and I conversations somewhat Green provides
Green if I did not | mainly share are work-related | willingly me limited to
see information with Co-Worker | help no feedback
Co-Worker | with each other, | Green Co-Worker
Green especially work Green with
information. a difficult
task.
I would feel | Co-Worker Some of my I would Co-Worker
Co-Worker | sad for a Blue and [ conversations willingly Blue provides
Blue while if 1 might strategize | are help me some
did not see | about our work-related, Co-Worker | feedback
Co-Worker | careers and and some of my | Blue with a
Blue give each other | conversations difficult
feedback on are personal task.
job-related with Co-Worker
concerns. Blue
I would feel | Co-Worker Red | I can have I would very | Co-Worker Red
Co-Worker | sad for a and I give each | conversations willingly provides me
Red very long other a sense of | about almost help direct,
time if 1 did | security and anything with Co-Worker | unprompted
not see comfort so that | Co-Worker Red | Red witha [ feedback
Co-Worker | we share difficult
Red anything we task.
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Appendix G: Background of Co-Worker Peer

. How long (in months) have you known this co-worker?

(drop down options: less than 1 month, 1-150, more than 150 months)

. How many days did you interact with this person over the last seven days?
(drop down options: 1 to 7)

. What is this co-worker’s job title? (e.g., specialist, expert, pro, lead, leader)
(fill in)

. Is this co-worker’s job position similar to yours?

a. Yes

b. No

. Do you have the same manager or supervisor as this co-worker?

(Do you have the same Connection Leader?)
a. Yes

b. No



1.
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Appendix H: Communication Platform

Of the total time you spent interacting with Co-Worker __in the past 7 days, what
percentage of the time did you use the following methods to communicate:

a. Face-to-face

b. Not face-to-face

Total: 100%

Besides face-to-face interactions, how else did you interact with Co-Worker  during
the past 7 days? Please list the top 5 ways you interacted with Co-Worker  with 1
being the most frequently used method and 5 being the least frequently used method.
(e.g. emalil, phone call, text message, iMessage, WhatsApp, Zoom, Instagram, Facebook,
slack, etc.)

1. Most used platform

2. 2nd most used platform

3. 3rd most used platform

4. 4th most used platform

5. 5th most used platform
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