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Abstract
Core self-evaluations (CSEs) are fundamental traits that represent an individual’s appraisal of his/her self-worth and 
competency. CSEs have been directly linked to numerous workplace outcomes, yet less is understood about the mediating 
mechanisms through which CSEs are related to outcomes. In this study, we examine the process through which CSEs promote 
favorable outcomes by examining the mediating role of both leader-member exchange (LMX) and work engagement in 
the CSE—organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) relationship. Using an approach-avoidance theoretical framework, 
we hypothesize that the relationship between CSEs and OCBs is mediated by the quality of the individual’s relationship 
with their leader (i.e., LMX quality) and his/her level of work engagement. Our results provide broad support for the 
hypothesized multiple mediation relationships whereby CSEs are indirectly related to OCBs through both LMX quality and 
work engagement. A discussion of these findings and their implications for both theory and practice is provided.
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Since its introduction over 20  years ago, core self-
evaluations (CSEs) have been the focus of considerable 
research among management scholars (Chang et al., 2012; 
Judge et al., 1997). This attention has generated empirical 
support for the positive relationship between CSEs and 

a considerable number of organizational phenomena, 
including job performance, job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, occupational stressors, and strain (Joo et al., 
2012; Judge & Bono, 2001; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2009). 
However, despite the extensive evidence that CSEs play a 
critical role in the workplace, far less research has been 
devoted to the examination of CSEs’ indirect relationships 
and the underlying mechanisms through which CSEs impact 
workplace outcomes (Chang et al., 2012).

Most commonly conceptualized as a higher order trait, 
CSEs represent an individual’s natural tendencies to feel and 
behave in a certain way. Yet, there is considerable need to 
examine the intervening mechanisms through which CSEs 
affect relationships and outcomes in the workplace. Failure 
to do so may result in the exaggeration of CSE’s direct 
effect on outcomes and overstatement of its explanatory 
power. In their review of the CSE literature, Chang and 
colleagues (2012) noted that less than 10% of the articles 
reviewed examined mediating variables through which CSEs 
operated and that over half of those that did focused on only 
two outcomes—job satisfaction and job performance. This 
limited examination of mediators has left our understanding 
of how CSEs lead to workplace outcomes in need of further 
development.
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To address this paucity of research that examines the 
mediating mechanisms through which CSEs are related to 
workplace outcomes, we root our examination of mediators 
in the same two categories used in both the original con-
ception (Judge et al., 1997) and most recent review (Chang 
et al., 2012)—situational appraisals and actions—as well as 
the dominant theoretical perspective employed in current 
CSE research, the approach-avoidance theoretical framework 
(Chang et al., 2012; Chiang et al., 2014; Elliot & Thrash, 
2002; Ferris et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2020). By investigat-
ing the intervening mechanisms through which CSEs affect 
the workplace, we can advance our understanding of CSEs 
beyond vague tendencies and simplistic relationships with a 
limited set of outcomes to include a more nuanced and com-
plete understanding of CSEs and their considerable effects 
on organizations. In this study, we examine the situational 
appraisal of the quality of one’s relationship with their leader 
(i.e., LMX quality) and the action of workplace engagement 
as mediators of the CSE-organizational citizenship behaviors 
(OCBs; Organ, 1988) relationship.

Of the possible situational appraisals, an employee’s rela-
tionship with their leader “may be the single most power-
ful connection an employee can build in an organization” 
(Hui et al., 2004, p. 233). Because supervisors often serve 
as an important source of valuable work-related resources 
(e.g., information, knowledge, experience, opportunities; 
Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004), the quality of an individual’s 
relationship with their leader is critical to accessing these 
resources. As such, leader–follower relationship quality 
serves as a natural conduit through which individuals can 
attain resources that allow them to realize their full poten-
tial in the workplace (Dulebohn et al., 2012). In addition to 
the appraisal and access to critical resources, we consider 
the individual’s actions and investment of these resources in 
the form of workplace engagement. Characterized by higher 
levels of energy, involvement, and immersion in one’s work 
(Schaufeli et al., 2002), it is through engagement that CSEs 
and LMX quality result in higher levels of OCBs.

This study makes several contributions to the literatures 
on CSEs and OCBs. First, we develop and test a multiple 
mediation model which examines the mechanisms through 
which an individual’s CSE operates in the workplace. This 
offers a more nuanced understanding of how one’s traits 
shape and influence the workplace environment. Second, we 
accomplish this by examining LMX as a situational appraisal 
mediator (extending prior research) and work engagement 
(replicating prior research) as an action mediator. By utiliz-
ing the situational appraisal-action mediator categorization 
and grounding our examination in the approach-avoidance 
theoretical framework (Elliot & Thrash, 2002; Ferris et al., 
2011), we are provided with the opportunity to build on prior 
work and not just understand if CSEs are related to work-
place outcomes, but also how CSEs are related to workplace 

outcomes. More specifically, we garner insights regarding 
an individual’s assessment of themselves, their relationships, 
the resultant actions they decide to take, and how these affect 
critical outcomes in the workplace. Finally, the study pro-
vides preliminary evidence that individuals may engage in 
OCBs because of personality characteristics and not simply 
a motivation to reciprocate what they perceive as positive 
treatment by their organization or co-workers (Spanouli & 
Hofmans, 2021). In doing so, we provide a theoretical expla-
nation for why CSEs are related to OCBs, affording more 
unique insights regarding CSEs and how they impact the 
workplace.

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses 
Development

Core Self‑Evaluations (CSEs)

Core self-evaluations (CSEs) refer to an individual’s over-
all assessment of their own self-worth, competences, and 
capabilities and are composed of four personality traits: 
self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, emotional stability (or 
conversely, neuroticism), and locus of control (Chang et al., 
2012; Judge et al., 1997). Self-esteem refers to an individu-
al’s assessment of their own self-worth (Rosenberg, 1965). 
Generalized self-efficacy refers to an individual’s belief in 
their ability to perform in various situations (Bandura, 1997; 
Chen et al., 2001). Emotional stability refers to an individ-
ual’s ability to remain calm and feel secure in a variety of 
circumstances (Eysenck, 1990). Finally, locus of control 
refers to an individual’s judgment of the degree to which 
they (i.e., internal) or some other (i.e., external) can impact 
one’s environment (Rotter, 1966). According to Judge and 
colleagues (2003, p. 304), an individual with a high CSE 
is “someone who is well adjusted, positive, self-confident, 
efficacious, and believes in his or her own agency.”

Extensive empirical research provides evidence of the 
positive relationship of CSE with favorable outcomes (e.g., job 
satisfaction, job performance, motivation and organizational 
commitment; Bono & Judge, 2003; Chang et al., 2012; Joo 
et al., 2012), as well as its negative relationship with adverse 
outcomes (e.g., stress, negative affectivity; Chang et al., 2012; 
Gagne & Deci, 2005; Judge & Bono, 2001). CSEs play a 
critical role in the way individuals engage in the workplace. 
Indeed, high-CSE individuals are more likely to take 
ownership of their careers by appraising their surroundings 
and taking more constructive actions in the workplace. As 
noted previously, CSE research is limited in two ways, the 
limited consideration of outcomes (i.e., job performance and 
job satisfaction) and inadequate examination of intervening 
mechanisms. To advance the understanding of CSEs, both 
limitations must be addressed.
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First, it is critical to expand the examination of outcome 
variables to include behaviors that extend beyond task per-
formance expectations and include behaviors which may be 
beneficial, but are not explicitly expected (i.e., OCBs). This 
will promote a more complete understanding of how influ-
ential CSEs are in the workplace. The approach-avoidance 
theoretical framework provides a particularly insightful lens 
to understanding the CSE-OCB relationship. This frame-
work suggests that individuals have “biological sensitivi-
ties that are responsible for immediate affective, cognitive, 
and behavioral” responses (Elliot & Thrash, 2002, p. 806). 
Individuals with an approach temperament are predisposed 
to pursue positive and desirable stimuli/outcomes, whereas 
individuals with an avoidance temperament attempt to evade 
or prevent negative and undesirable stimuli/outcomes.

Prior research has demonstrated that high-CSE individu-
als have a strong approach temperament and a low avoidance 
temperament (Ferris et al., 2011). Thus, high-CSE individu-
als are more sensitive to positive stimuli and less sensitive to 
negative stimuli. Conversely, low-CSE individuals are more 
sensitive to negative stimuli and less sensitive to positive 
information. Chang and colleagues (2012) describe how 
the approach-avoidance perspective and these differences in 
sensitivities are uniquely efficacious in explaining the rela-
tionship between CSEs and various workplace outcomes. 
High-CSE individuals also believe they can perform well; 
that they can affect outcomes positively; and that they have 
a role in maintaining favorable workplace social interac-
tions (Judge et al., 1998; Lee et al., 2000). Moreover, they 
exert more effort in the workplace (Colbert et al., 2004), and 
they view their work as intrinsically valuable and important 
(Judge et al., 1998). As such, they are motivated to engage 
in OCBs that “contribute to the creation of structural, rela-
tional, and cognitive aspects of social capital” (Joo & Jo, 
2017, p. 467) and/or that provide opportunities for proximal 
positive feedback or responses to their actions. This could 
include a range of OCB activities including helping cowork-
ers, assisting one’s supervisor, sharing information with col-
leagues, and/or assisting with onboarding of new employees, 
among others.

Second, both the amount and variety of mediating mecha-
nisms must be expanded, as theory cannot advance without 
a coherent theoretical rationale for selecting relevant media-
tors to understand the effects of CSE. Chang et al. (2012) 
offered that “while it is possible that CSE operates through 
multiple, distinct mechanisms, this contention seems pre-
sumptuous … and lacks parsimony” (p. 105). Therefore, we 
root our examination of mediators of CSEs in two theoreti-
cal categories—situational appraisals and actions (Chang 
et al., 2012; Judge et al., 1997). As research on mediating 
mechanisms in the OCB-performance relationship is limited, 
we extend CSE research by examining LMX as a situational 
appraisal, and we replicate research that has examined work 

engagement as an action mediator, thereby addressing calls 
to build on and extend prior work in mediation studies 
(Chang et al., 2012).

Situational appraisal mediators include an individual’s 
“cognitions and perceptions regarding the job (e.g., job 
characteristics) and judgments or estimations of how other 
things relate to the self (e.g., social comparisons)” (Chang 
et al., 2012, p. 102). Action mediators refer to the behav-
iors “people take as a result of their core evaluations (e.g., 
job selection, persistence in the face of setbacks, attaining 
practical success)” (Judge et al., 1997, p. 176). Among the 
few studies to have considered the intervening role of situ-
ational appraisals, Brown and colleagues (2007) found that 
CSEs were directly and negatively related to both upward 
and downward social comparisons, and it was through this 
reduction in social comparisons that CSEs led to higher 
levels of both job satisfaction and affective organizational 
commitment as well as lower levels of job search behaviors.

Though still in its infancy, the examinations of action-
based intervening mechanisms of CSEs are more commonly 
conducted. For instance, Srivastava and colleagues (2010) 
conducted a study which found that high-CSE individuals 
actively seek and choose jobs with higher levels of task 
complexity. It is through this action that CSEs are indirectly 
related to heightened levels of work satisfaction. Further 
extending Srivastava and colleagues’ (2010) work identify-
ing the decision to select and opt into more complex jobs, 
Kim and Beehr (2020) found that high-CSE individuals were 
more likely to actively engage in job crafting. They found 
that CSEs were indirectly related to well-being, including 
work-family enrichment, flourishing, and life satisfaction, 
through the actions of job crafting which were designed to 
advantageously modify the structures and demands of their 
job. These preliminary studies generated useful insights 
regarding the situational appraisal- and action-based mech-
anisms through which CSEs ultimately prompt workplace 
outcomes. In this article, we extend this stream of research 
by examining the situational appraisal of one’s evaluation of 
the quality of their relationship with their leader (i.e., LMX 
quality) and the action of workplace engagement as media-
tors of the CSE – OCB relationship.

Leader‑Member Exchange (LMX)

The relationship an individual has with their leader is likely 
to be the most important and consequential influence on 
an individual and their behavior in the workplace (Hui 
et al., 2004; Laschinger et al., 2007). Indeed, in their recent 
review of the relational dynamics of leadership, Scandura 
and Meuser (2021) note “[t]he leader–follower relationship 
might be the most critical of all at work” and that “one can-
not sanely argue that they are unimportant” (p. 1–2). As 
such, the quality of that relationship is among the most 
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important situational appraisals which may serve as an 
intervening mechanism between CSEs and outcomes in the 
workplace, specifically OCBs. To do so, we ground our con-
sideration of an individual’s relationship with their leader 
in leader-member exchange (LMX) theory. Leader-member 
exchange (LMX) theory posits that leaders develop unique, 
differential relationships with each of their followers such 
that these relationships range from low-quality to high-qual-
ity, where higher-quality relationships are characterized by 
higher levels of trust, affect, loyalty, contribution, and pro-
fessional respect (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen & Scandura, 
1987; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden & Maslyn, 1998).

LMX theory draws from social exchange theory (Blau, 
1964) to explain the dyadic relationship between leaders and 
followers. Social exchange theory suggests that the LMX 
relationship is characterized by the exchange of resources 
(e.g., rewards, opportunities, support) which extend beyond 
that which is contractually provided. As each party engages 
in the social exchange by performing a beneficial act, there 
is an understanding and expectation that the other party will 
reciprocate with some beneficial act in the future (Gould-
ner, 1960). As these acts are iteratively reciprocated, they 
mold the quality of the relationship and create “enduring 
social patterns” (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005, p. 882). 
As such, “social exchange tends to engender feelings of 
personal obligations, gratitude, and trust; purely economic 
exchange as such do not” (Blau, p. 94). Indeed, appraising 
the social exchange as equitable and beneficial (i.e., higher 
LMX) can create a positive relationship where one feels 
motivated to act and pursue continued engagement. How-
ever, appraising the social exchange as inequitable and non-
beneficial (i.e., lower LMX) can create a less positive rela-
tionship where one feels decreased motivation and avoids 
continued engagement. Indeed, high-CSE individuals and 
their higher approach temperament are likely to appraise 
their social exchange with their leader as equitable, while 
low-CSE individuals and their higher avoid temperament 
are likely to appraise their social exchange as inequitable. 
Ultimately, higher quality LMX relationships are likely to 
produce mutually beneficial exchanges for both the leader 
and the follower which go beyond the formal job description, 
whereas lower quality exchange relationships are likely to 
generate less beneficial exchanges which do not go beyond 
the core job requirements.

As mentioned previously, Judge and colleagues (2003, 
p. 304) noted that an individual with a high CSE is “some-
one who is well adjusted, positive, self-confident, effica-
cious, and believes in his or her own agency.” This kind 
of person is likely to appraise their relationship with their 
leader as both important and worthy of investment, and as 
both the individual and their leader invest in the relation-
ship, they begin to form more positive perceptions of this 
relationship, ultimately allowing both parties to access 

benefits in the form of more positive workplace outcomes 
(Cogliser et al., 2009). Driven by their strong approach 
temperaments, high-CSE individuals are more likely to 
note the benefits of their LMX relationship to both form a 
more positive assessment of their relationship with their 
leader and take steps towards further enhancing its quality.

The quality of the leader-member relationship is devel-
oped through a three-stage dyadic process that includes 
role-taking, role-making, and role-routinization (Graen 
& Scandura, 1987). In the role-taking phase, individuals 
attempt to discover the abilities and motivations of the 
other member of the dyad through the process of offering 
and completing more work and evaluating whether the fol-
lower belongs to the in-group (i.e., those with high-quality 
exchanges) or the out-group (i.e., those with low-quality 
exchanges). Next, in the role-making phase, the leader and 
follower begin to establish mutual expectations through 
the repetitious completion of tasks. Lastly, in the role-
routinization phase, the previously established mutual 
expectations stabilize and become predictable, forming a 
higher or lower quality relationship.

We offer that high-CSE individuals are more likely to 
be motivated to develop high-quality relationships with 
their leaders by engaging in the role-taking, role-making, 
and role-routinization processes. High-CSE individuals 
are likely to have a higher approach temperament, and 
as such, they are likely to be more proactive in shaping 
and molding their environment to be more advantageous 
to them accomplishing their goals. Feeling a stronger 
sense of ownership and responsibility for their actions, 
high-CSE individuals are likely to recognize the benefit 
of greater trust and access to resources that is character-
istic of a higher quality LMX relationship. Given their 
predisposition to pursue more positive outcomes/stimuli, 
high-CSE individuals are inclined to engage in initiative-
based behaviors to develop and maintain a higher quality 
LMX relationship (Li et al., 2010). Subordinates taking 
initiative in the form of increased effort, commitment, or 
performance are valuable and likely appreciated by lead-
ers, likely resulting in reciprocation and the establishment 
of a high-quality, equitable exchange that is advantageous 
for both parties.

Indeed, Sears and Hackett (2011) also generated empiri-
cal evidence supporting this idea by showing that CSEs not 
only predict LMX quality, but that this relationship is medi-
ated by both subordinate affect towards the leader and role 
clarity. They argued that because high-CSE individuals are 
highly motivated to effectively perform their jobs, they are 
likely to be proactive in seeking clarification regarding their 
role responsibilities. This role clarity seeking behavior is a 
critical component of the LMX relationship development 
process, often resulting in enhanced performance. This per-
formance then leads to the leader’s granting benefits and 
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resources (e.g., autonomy, opportunities, rewards) to the 
member.

In addition to role clarity, Sears and Hackett (2011) found 
support for the mediating role of subordinate affect towards 
the leader. While role clarity is critical in the earlier stages 
of LMX relationship development, how an individual feels 
about their leader is critical to the continued evolution of 
this relationship. Greater positive affect has been linked 
to stronger relationship building behaviors (Frederickson 
& Losada, 2005) and is an important component of LMX 
(Liden & Maslyn, 1998). Together, the enhanced role clarity 
and positive affect lead to a higher quality LMX relation-
ship, providing individuals with necessary job resources 
and the expectation and willingness to more fully commit 
and engage in one’s work (Gouldner, 1960). Additionally, 
meta-analytic evidence supports the important associations 
between follower personality characteristics and OCBs as 
mediated by LMX (Dulebohn et al., 2012).

Work Engagement

Work engagement is defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work-
related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedica-
tion, and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74). Vigor 
involves a high level of energy and willingness to invest 
time and effort into one’s work, even in the face of adversity. 
Dedication is characterized by a high level of involvement 
in one’s work, resulting in a sense of enthusiasm. Absorp-
tion is a high level of concentration and immersion in one’s 
work, which results in the prompt passage of time (Bak-
ker et al., 2014). Thus, high levels of work engagement are 
demonstrated by higher levels of energy, involvement, and 
immersion in one’s work. Given that high-CSE individuals 
have an approach temperament, they are more likely to be 
energized to engage in work and pursue and ultimately enjoy 
the positive experience associated with higher levels of work 
engagement.

An employee’s relationship with their leader is likely to 
be influential in determining the employee’s actions, includ-
ing their level of work engagement. In support of this notion, 
meta-analytic evidence supports the positive relationship 
between LMX and work engagement (Christian et al., 2011). 
This research is primarily rooted in two related sources—
resources and motivation. First, those with higher quality 
LMX relationships have been shown to receive greater 
resources, such as support and opportunities (Epitropaki 
& Martin, 2005; Gerstner & Day, 1997), often resulting in 
higher levels of performance (Dulebohn et al., 2012). Sec-
ond, individuals in higher quality LMX relationships are 
more motivated (Martin et al., 2016).

Therefore, as high-CSE individuals are more likely to 
have an approach temperament and are more likely to be 
proactively engaged in work relationships, they are more 

likely to have higher quality LMX relationships. These 
higher quality relationships are likely to translate into greater 
work engagement. That is, as high-CSE individuals have 
higher quality work relationships with their leaders, they 
are more likely to become immersed and engaged in their 
roles. Consistent with Dulebohn and colleagues’ (2012) 
notion that LMX is particularly effective as a mediating 
mechanism that links individual attributes with workplace 
outcomes, it is through the enhanced LMX relationship that 
we expect CSEs to be related to work engagement. As such, 
we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1: LMX quality mediates the CSE-work 
engagement relationship.

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs)

We also posit that LMX will mediate the CSE-OCB relation-
ship. OCBs are defined as “individual behavior that is discre-
tionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal 
reward system, and in the aggregate promotes the efficient 
and effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, 
p. 4). This definition underscores three necessary elements 
of OCBs. First, the behavior must be considered discretion-
ary. That is, the employee must voluntarily decide to act of 
their own volition. Second, the behavior must be considered 
outside of the purview of the formal job requirements affili-
ated with the position. Finally, the behavior must contribute 
to the overall mission of the organization.

Ferris and colleagues (2011) utilized the approach-avoid-
ance framework to clarify the relationship between CSEs 
and OCBs. These authors found a positive direct relation-
ship between CSEs and OCBs. However, when examining 
the indirect effects via approach motivation and avoidance 
motivation, no significant relationship was found between 
approach motivation and OCBs, but a significant relation-
ship was found between avoidance motivation and OCBs. 
So, while CSEs and an individual’s approach-avoidance 
temperament are likely to be related to OCBs, less is known 
regarding how an individual's intrapersonal assessment of 
their own self-worth (i.e., CSE) affects their interpersonal 
assessment of their relationship with their leader (i.e., LMX 
quality) and ultimately performing OCBs.

As noted previously, Dulebohn and colleagues (2012) 
emphasized that LMX quality is based on the continuous 
and iterative interactions between the leader and the fol-
lower. Throughout these interactions, individuals engage in 
the social exchanges with their leader, exchanging resources 
which go beyond that which is contractually specified. As 
the leader offers resources which the subordinate deems ben-
eficial, there is a natural expectation that the subordinate 
reciprocates. One such means of reciprocity is the perfor-
mance of OCBs. Because OCBs are both discretionary and 
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beneficial (Organ, 1988), they can be performed, withheld, 
or modified to a form of reciprocation which is appropriate 
in various situations. Additionally, followers appraising their 
relationship as high-quality are more likely to have similar 
workplace goals as their leaders and are often focused on 
improving their workplace through OCBs (Walumbwa et al., 
2011; Zhang et al., 2012). Ilies et al. (2007) provided meta-
analytic support for this relationship by showing a moder-
ately strong, positive relationship between LMX quality and 
OCBs.

As discussed previously, we expect higher CSE individu-
als and their higher approach and lower avoidance tempera-
ments to be more likely to appraise their relationship as 
important, of higher quality, and to be willing to engage in 
initiative-based behaviors to establish and maintain higher-
quality, advantageous LMX relationships. Through this 
relationship appraisal and development process, individuals 
and their leaders are likely to coalesce around similar work-
place goals and behave in a manner which helps to realize 
these goals, even if that means doing things which go above 
and beyond their contractual obligation (i.e., performing 
OCBs). Moreover, high-CSE individuals are likely to con-
tribute to the functioning of the workgroup or organization, 
beyond what is required given that they define their roles 
more broadly and view their work as important. Thus, we 
hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: LMX quality mediates the CSE–OCBs rela-
tionship.

High-CSE individuals hold themselves in high regard and 
believe strongly in their ability to perform and be in control 
across various situations (Bono & Judge, 2003; Judge et al., 
2000). Additionally, their approach temperament predis-
poses these employees to seek positive stimuli and opportu-
nities for positive feedback. As a result, they are likely to be 
confident in their ability to meet the demands of the job and 
are more intrinsically motivated to invest themselves more 
fully into their job (Erez & Judge, 2001; Judge & Hurst, 
2007). This tendency to confidently address job demands 
would suggest a positive relationship between CSEs and 
work engagement. Indeed, extant research has provided 
empirical evidence of this relationship (Haynie et al., 2017; 
Lee & Ok, 2016; Rich et al., 2010).

Work engagement leads to enhanced effort and focus 
on specific actions which contribute to task performance; 
it is also likely to result in behaviors which fall outside of 
the scope of task performance but meaningfully affect an 
individual’s overall effectiveness. Rather than discerning 
between what is required and what is not, individuals who 
experience higher levels of work engagement are likely to 
throw themselves more fully into their job and engage in 
whatever activity may be beneficial. Rich and colleagues 

(2010) suggested this reduced level of discernment when 
discussing the implications of work engagement’s medi-
ating role in the CSEs-OCBs relationship. We follow this 
line of thinking and suggest that high-CSE individuals and 
their higher approach temperament are more likely to feel 
engaged. In turn, this engagement displaces the importance 
of what is considered required and what is considered dis-
cretionary, and instead focuses importance on effectiveness. 
Ultimately, this focus on effectiveness results in the perfor-
mance of more OCBs. Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3: Work engagement mediates the CSE–OCBs 
relationship.

The previous hypotheses and the approach-avoidance 
theoretical framework presented above are important to our 
logic because they provide the theoretical linkages through 
which CSEs promote OCBs. We argue that this relationship 
can be explained by two things—the situational appraisal 
of an individual’s relationship with their leader and their 
action of work engagement. If an individual has a higher 
CSE, they are more likely to engage in the LMX relation-
ship development process and ultimately experience and 
appraise a higher quality LMX. This LMX relationship 
would then serve as a means for facilitating job demands as 
well as the resources to meet those job demands, related to 
higher job engagement. Finally, by being more engaged in 
their work, individuals are likely to engage in any behaviors 
which might promote their effectiveness in the workplace, 
even if those behaviors fall outside of the scope of what 
is contractually obligated. Therefore, we argue that both 
LMX quality and work engagement will serve as mediating 
processes through which CSEs will be indirectly related to 
OCBs. Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4: CSE is indirectly related to OCBs through 
the mediating processes of both (a) LMX quality and, in 
turn, (b) work engagement.

Method

Sample and Procedure

We solicited Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) Mas-
ter Workers to complete three waves of online surveys in 
exchange for a total of $2.91 as part of a broader study on 
individual’s experiences in the workplace. To ensure that 
we obtained an appropriate, representative sample, we made 
several decisions throughout the design, collection, and anal-
yses that are consistent with Cheung and colleagues’ recom-
mendations to overcome threats to study validity (Cheung 
et al., 2017). First, we required that all workers must be 
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MTurk Master workers. An MTurk Master worker is a top 
worker in the MTurk marketplace that has been granted the 
MTurk Masters Qualification given to the most successful 
workers across tasks and studies based on their tenure as a 
worker, their ability to produce high-quality work, and their 
completion of a diversity of tasks. Second, we also mandated 
that our MTurk workers meet certain qualifications, includ-
ing residency in the USA and a HIT (MTurk task) approval 
rating of 90% or greater. Their approval rating was mandated 
to facilitate high quality data. To attenuate the threat of par-
ticipant inattentiveness, we included several attention check 
items and excluded all responses stemming from those who 
failed these. Consistent with Meade and Craig (2012), we 
employed instructed response items. An example item was, 
“I am currently using a computer. Mark strongly agree for 
this item.”

A notice was posted on Amazon MTurk for 3 days to 
recruit participants for surveys to be completed at three 
points in time, and interested participants were redirected 
to an online survey hosted by Qualtrics to begin the data col-
lection. Participants were provided with information regard-
ing the estimated duration of survey 1 (10 min), survey 2 
(6 min), and survey 3 (6 min) along with the rate of com-
pensation for the studies ($1.01 for the first survey, $0.90 for 
the second survey, and $1.00 for the third survey). We paid a 
higher rate of compensation (per time required) to complete 
surveys 2 and 3 to reduce attrition in our sample.

In the first wave of data collection, we collected employee 
demographic information as well as CSEs and LMX. Two 
weeks after respondents completed survey 1, email mes-
sages were sent through MTurk inviting respondents from 
survey 1 to complete the second survey. In the second sur-
vey, respondents completed work engagement items. Two 
additional follow-up emails (over 48 h) were sent before we 
closed the data collection. Given this design, the independ-
ent and dependent variables were separated in time to miti-
gate concerns regarding common-method bias (Podsakoff 
et al., 2003). In the third wave of data collection, we asked 
respondents to complete information regarding tenure with 
their organization, tenure with their leader, job characteris-
tics, and a measure of OCB. Again, we sent two follow-up 
emails before we closed the data collection.

Consistent with recommendations (Cheung et al., 2017) 
and previous MTurk research (e.g., Behrend et al., 2011), 
we excluded respondents who failed our conscious response 
items (N = 31) and who did not provide complete data for 
all three surveys. Our final matched sample included 343 
MTurk workers, for a response rate of 72.46% from those 
who started survey 1 (N = 570) and 83.05% from those who 
started both surveys 1 and 2 (N = 413).

Our final sample (N = 343) was 49.8% male. The major-
ity of the sample (84.26%) were white/Caucasian, whereas 
7.29% identified as Black/African American, 4.66% as 

Asian, 0.29% as native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, 
and 3.25% as multiracial or other race. The majority of our 
sample had been to college, with only one person reporting 
less than a high school degree, 9.91% having a high school 
degree or equivalent (e.g., GED), 32.94% with some college, 
45.19% having earned a bachelor’s degree, and 11.66% with 
a graduate degree. Most of our respondents worked full-time 
(83.96%).

Measures

Core Self‑Evaluations

We measured CSEs using Judge et al.’s (2003) 12-item 
scale (α = 0.93). Respondents were asked to rate the extent 
to which they agreed with statements such as: “Overall, I am 
satisfied with myself” and “When I try, I generally succeed,” 
using a seven-point response format (1 = strongly disagree, 
7 = strongly agree).

Leader‑Member Exchange

To assess LMX we used the seven-item measure (LMX-7) 
developed by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995; α = 0.93). This 
measure contains items such as “How well does your leader 
understand your job problems and needs?” We employed 
the same five-point scale anchors provided in Graen and 
Uhl-Bien (1995) in our survey.

Work Engagement

We used the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale–9 developed 
by Schaufeli et al. (2006) to assess employee work engage-
ment. This measure consists of nine items such as “I am 
enthusiastic about my job” with α = 0.96 and employs seven-
point response anchors (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly 
agree).

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Employee OCB was assessed with seven-point response 
anchors (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) using 
the scale developed by Williams and Anderson (1991). 
Respondents rated the extent to which they agreed with 
statements such as “I help others who have been absent from 
work” (α = 0.91).

Control Variables

Consistent with prior research on work engagement (e.g., 
Avery et al., 2007; Maslach & Leiter, 2008; Mauno et al., 
2007) and OCB (Anand et al., 2010; Chen & Chiu, 2009), we 
used several demographic control variables in our analyses. 
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These included gender (1 = Male, 2 = Female, 3 = Other); 
age (1 = 18–20, 2 = 21–29, 3 = 30–39, 4 = 40–49, 5 = 50–59, 
6 = 60 or older); educational level (1 = less than high school, 
2 = high school or equivalent degree, 3 = some college, 
4 = associate’s degree, 5 = bachelor’s degree, 6 = graduate 
degree); and employment status (1 = full-time, 2 = part-
time). Following prior research, we controlled for tenure 
with the leader as research has shown a positive relation-
ship between dyadic tenure and LMX quality (Wayne et al., 
2002). In addition, as tenure with the organization is likely 
to influence employee OCB (e.g., Anand et al., 2010), we 
controlled for this variable as well. Finally, as prior research 
has suggested that job characteristics can provide alterna-
tive explanations for employee engagement and OCB (Chen 
& Chiu, 2009; Shuck et al., 2011), we controlled for job 
complexity using ten items from the Job Diagnostic Survey 
(Hackman & Oldham, 1980)—two items for each of the five 
subscales of task variety (TV), task identity (TI), task sig-
nificance (TS), autonomy (A), and feedback (F). Following 
Oldham and Cummings (1996), job complexity was calcu-
lated using the following formula: (TV + TI + TS)/3 × A x F.

Data Analysis

Construct Validity

Before testing the hypotheses, we first examined the con-
struct validity of our study measures. Following Anderson 
and Gerbing (1988), we ran a series of confirmatory factor 
analyses using a maximum likelihood estimation method 
in AMOS 24.0. All indicators loaded significantly onto 
their constructs; standardized loadings ranged from 0.59 to 
0.93, with a median loading of 0.80 and p values < 0.001. 
The average variance extracted for all of the latent fac-
tors exceeded 0.5, demonstrating evidence of convergent 
validity (Hair et al., 2010). Moreover, no significant cross-
loadings were observed, and all factor correlations were 
modest, providing evidence of discriminant validity (Hair 
et al., 2010). Due to the sensitivity of the chi-square statis-
tic to differences in large-sample data (Bentler & Bonett, 
1980), we used model fit indices to assess model fit and 
misspecification (Bentler, 2007; Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999). 
A four-factor model reflecting the study variables of CSEs, 
LMX, work engagement, and OCB fitted the data well ( �2 
(554) = 1763.10, CFI = 0.88, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.05, 
TLI/NNFI = 0.87). Next, the four-factor model was com-
pared against a single-factor model and a three-factor 
structure in which engagement and OCB were combined 
into one factor. The four-factor model demonstrated bet-
ter fit to the data than the one-factor ( �2 (560) = 5113.04, 
Δ�

2 (6) = 3349.94, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.55, RMSEA = 0.15, 
SRMR = 0.13) and three-factor models ( �2 (557) = 3148.41, 

Δ�
2 (3) = 1385.31, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.74, RMSEA = 0.12, 

SRMR = 0.10).
To further assess the distinctiveness of our measures, we 

calculated the average variance extracted for each variable 
(AVE; Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The AVE for each of the 
four factors in the model was well above the squared of its 
maximum correlation with the other three variables. We also 
assessed discriminant validity of our constructs by conduct-
ing the heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT) 
analysis (Henseler et al., 2015). According to the criteria 
specified by the authors, discriminant validity can be estab-
lished by either comparing the HTMT calculated for each 
pair of constructs with a threshold of 0.85 or examining the 
90% bootstrap confidence intervals for each HTMT. In the 
first method, discriminant validity is established if HTMT 
for each pair of constructs is lower than the 0.85 threshold. 
In the second method, discriminant validity is established if 
the confidence intervals do not include one (1). We utilized 
both methods and found support for the discriminant validity 
of our measures (Henseler et al., 2015).1

Common Method Variance Assessment

Our cross-sectional with temporal lag design allowed us to 
separate the independent variables, dependent variables, 
and controls in time to mitigate concerns regarding common 
method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). In addition, we adopted 
a single-method-factor approach using an ideal marker vari-
able to provide a statistical assessment of the possible biasing 
effects of common method variance. This method is one of the 
most frequently used statistical remedies for common method 
bias which estimates method biases at the proper level (i.e., 
measurement level; Conger et al., 2000; MacKenzie et al., 
1999; Podsakoff et al., 2003). In the first wave of our data 
collection, we collected a latent marker variable, following 
Williams et al.’s (2010) guidelines on choosing an ideal marker 
variable. Specifically, following Simmering and colleagues 
(2015), we selected a three-item measure of “blue attitude” a 
priori since this variable has no conceptual relationship with 
our substantive variables and has the same method charac-
teristics as our primary variables. An example item of the 
marker variable is “I prefer blue to other colors.” We added 
this latent common-method factor to our four-factor model 
and re-examined the model with all the indicator variables 
loading on that factor too. We then compared the two models 
to see which model offers a better fit. Including the marker 
variable resulted in model fit indices of χ2 (624) = 2606.13; 
RMSEA = 0.10; CFI = 0.82; SRMR = 0.07. The results showed 
that the overall model fit did not improve, and the relationships 
between indicators and the marker-factor were nonsignificant. 

1 This data is available upon request from the first author.
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This analysis provides support that common method bias did 
not influence our findings.

Analysis Strategy

To test the hypothesized relationships, we used Preacher and 
Hayes’ (2008) mediation procedure. This procedure allows 
for tests of direct and indirect effects and evaluates mediation 
effects based on the analysis of bootstrap confidence intervals 
(Hayes, 2009). Bootstrapping uses several resamples of the 
data to calculate an estimate of the population coefficient and 
provide confidence intervals around the estimated coefficient. 
Indirect effects are supported if the confidence interval around 
the estimated effect does not contain zero. In this study, 95% 
bias-corrected confidence intervals were calculated based on 
5000 bootstrapped samples using PROCESS v3.5 in SPSS 
(Hayes, 2018).

Results

Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics and correla-
tions among study and control variables. The correlations 
between CSEs and LMX, LMX and outcomes, and CSEs 
and outcomes are consistent with our prediction with 
respect to their direction and significance.

Table 2 depicts the results of Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 
4. Hypothesis 1 posited that LMX quality would medi-
ate the relationship between CSE and work engagement. 
Utilizing the bootstrap confidence interval (CI), we found 
a significant indirect effect of CSE on work engagement 
through LMX quality indicated by CI [0.05, 0.16]. There-
fore, Hypothesis 1 is supported. Hypothesis 2 predicted 
that LMX quality would mediate the relationship between 
CSE and OCB. This hypothesis is supported based on the 
statistically significant bootstrap confidence interval for 

Table 1  Descriptive statistics and correlations among study variables

Note. N = 343. Gender was coded as male = 1, female = 2, and other = 3
* p < .05
** p < .01

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 Gender 1.50 0.50
2 Age 2.86 1.35 .23**
3 Education 4.25 1.23  − .02  − .06
4 Employment status 1.16 0.37 .24** .18**  − .04
5 Tenure with leader 5.69 5.14  − .01 .36**  − .10  − .08
6 Tenure with organization 7.70 6.63 .05 .45** .01  − .07 .77**
7 Job complexity 144.91 77.48  − .01 .09 .16**  − .12* .14** .21**
8 CSE 5.03 1.20 .03 .07 .02  − .10 .08 .12* .44**
9 LMX 3.54 0.83 .02 .08  − .02  − .13* .11* .11* .44** .53**
10 Work engagement 4.79 1.34 .07 .10 .08  − .13* .12* .17** .57** .65** .57**
11 OCB 5.70 1.14 .08 .10 .01  − .15* .10 .12* .22** .25** .35** .37**

Table 2  Bootstrap Results for 
Indirect Effects

SE standard error, CI confidence interval
N = 343
Bootstrap sample size = 5000. 95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals reported

Hypothesized indirect relationships Effect SE CI

H1: CSE → LMX → Work engagement 0.102 0.028 [0.05, 0.16]
H2: CSE → LMX → OCB 0.079 0.028 [0.03, 0.14]
H3: CSE → Work engagement → OCB 0.097 0.031 [0.04, 0.16]
H4: CSE → LMX → Work engagement → OCB 0.022 0.010 [0.01, 0.05]
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the indirect effect: CI [0.03, 0.14]. Hypothesis 3 predicted 
an indirect effect of CSE on OCB through work engage-
ment. This hypothesis is also supported, indicated by CI 
[0.04, 0.16]. Hypothesis 4 predicted that CSE would have 
an indirect effect on OCB through LMX quality and work 
engagement serially. The bootstrap confidence interval 
indicates support for this hypothesis (CI [0.01, 0.05]). 
Though not hypothesized, the coefficients for the direct 
relationships can be found in Fig. 1. We also ran these 
analyses without any control variables and the mediation 
effects for all our hypothesized relationships remained sig-
nificant and did not change our results substantially. As 
such, we retained the results that included our specified 
control variables.

Discussion

While much research has been conducted on CSEs, research-
ers have noted that the understanding of the processes and 
intervening mechanisms through which CSEs promote 
workplace outcomes is underdeveloped (Chang et al., 2012). 
This study addresses this underdevelopment by investigating 
both situational appraisal and action mediators (i.e., LMX 
quality and work engagement) in the relationship between 
CSEs and OCBs. Our results provide evidence that the rela-
tionship between CSEs and OCBs is not so straightforward. 
Rather, it is through the development and appraisal of higher 
quality relationships with their leaders and being more fully 
engaged in their work that higher CSE individuals are more 
likely to be so invested in their work that they will go above 
and beyond to perform OCBs. These findings make several 
contributions.

First, in heeding Chang and colleagues’ (2012) call for 
more research into the indirect mechanisms by which CSE 
is related to work outcomes, our study examines both the 
subordinate’s perceptions of the quality of their relationship 
with their boss, as well as their level of work engagement. By 
grounding our investigation of the role of both LMX quality 
and work engagement in the approach-avoidance theoretical 
framework, we attain a more detailed understanding of how 
an individual’s traits influence their situational appraisals 
and their actions, which have critical consequences for the 

workplace. The results of our research and inclusion of these 
mediators replicate prior research which has examined work 
engagement as a mechanism in the CSE-performance rela-
tionship (Rich et al., 2010) and extend research by including 
LMX as a situational appraisal. A promising area for future 
research is the continued integration of situational appraisal 
and action mediators in examining the CSE—performance 
relationship.

Second, to explicate how individuals’ CSEs ultimately 
affect the workplace, we opted to examine two categories of 
mediators (situational appraisals and actions) in the form of 
LMX quality and workplace engagement. Given that higher 
CSE individuals (a) are more sensitive to positive stimuli 
and likely to form positive appraisals of their situation, and 
(b) believe they have greater control over their lives and can 
be more proactive in shaping their work environment (by 
seeking out social support at work to achieve their goals), it 
is no surprise that our results supported the positive relation-
ship between CSEs and both LMX relationship quality and 
work engagement. Our findings suggest that it is through the 
appraisal and development of more advantageous relation-
ships that high-CSE individuals can better facilitate both the 
job demands and job resources necessary to be effective in 
the workplace.

Recent research on CSEs has integrated the approach-
avoidance theoretical lens to explain the link between per-
sonality and behavior (e.g., Debusscher et al., 2016; Zhang 
et al., 2020). The results of this study contribute to that 
growing body of literature, suggesting that individuals may 
engage in OCBs because of dispositional characteristics, 
rather than the expectation of future reciprocity.

Finally, rather than focusing on outcome variables of 
CSEs which have received a disproportionate amount 
of attention such as job performance and job satisfac-
tion (Chang et al., 2012), our study examines both work 
engagement and OCBs. The examination of CSEs’ rela-
tionship with both work engagement and OCBs extends 
our understanding of how individuals’ CSEs prompt more 
complete investment in their work and behaviors which 
extend beyond that which they are required to do. Notably, 
despite initial evidence of a direct positive relationship 
between CSEs and OCBs (Ferris et al., 2011), our findings 
suggest simply having higher CSEs is not enough to result 

Fig. 1  Unstandardized beta 
coefficients for the direct rela-
tionships. * p < .05, ** p < .01, 
*** p < .001
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in OCBs. Rather, it is through a higher quality relation-
ship with one’s leader and enhanced work engagement that 
CSEs are more likely to result in the performance of OCBs 
in the workplace.

Though one’s CSE is likely to remain stable and 
consistent over time (i.e., trait-like), one’s LMX relationship 
quality, level of work engagement, and performance 
of OCBs are likely to vary over time. As such, it is 
likely that these constructs, and their relationship to one 
another, will vary in dynamic ways over time. To further 
bolster the contributions our study makes, we considered 
and tested two alternative models to examine other 
possible construct ordering and relationships. The first 
alternative model specified the following: CSEs→Work 
engagement→LMX→ OCBs. The second alternative model 
specified the following: CSEs→LMX→OCBs→Work 
engagement. We tested each of these model’s four indirect 
relationships with the same data and used the same 
techniques as we did for our study’s main model.

In the first alternative model, we found a significant 
indirect effect of CSE on LMX quality through work 
engagement indicated by CI [0.05,0.16], a significant 
indirect effect of CSEs on OCBs through LMX quality 
indicated by CI [0.01, 0.09], a significant indirect effect 
of CSEs on OCBs through work engagement indicated by 
CI [0.05, 0.20], and a significant indirect effect of CSEs 
on OCBs through work engagement and LMX quality seri-
ally indicated by CI [0.01, 0.06]. In the second alternative 
model, we found a significant indirect effect of CSEs on 
OCBs through LMX quality indicated by CI [0.05, 0.17], 
a significant indirect effect of CSEs on work engagement 
through LMX quality indicated by CI [0.04, 0.14], and a 
significant indirect relationship between CSEs and work 
engagement though LMX and OCBs serially indicated by 
CI [0.00, 0.03]. However, the results for the indirect rela-
tionship of CSE on work engagement through OCBs were 
non-significant indicated by CI [-0.01, 0.03].

These results show that it is possible that these 
constructs are likely to relate to one another in various 
dynamic ways over time. For instance, while our main 
study hypothesizes and finds support for LMX quality 
being positively related to work engagement, the results of 
our testing of alternative model one suggests it is possible 
that work engagement may also lead to higher LMX quality. 
Between the theorizing and analysis conducted in our main 
study, we are confident that our main model delivers the 
soundest results that most fully captures reality. These 
alterative models, however, provide a helpful point of 
reference that offer a more nuanced understanding of these 
constructs and their relation to one another, buttressing 
the theoretical contributions of this study. In addition to 
these theoretical contributions, our study’s findings have 
meaningful implications for managers.

Practical Implications

This study provides additional support for the notion that 
managers should continue to hire individuals with higher, 
rather than lower CSEs. However, this study also provides 
support for the idea that it is not enough to simply bring 
high-CSE individuals into the organization. In addition 
to hiring individuals with higher CSEs, managers need 
to engage with their subordinates to foster higher quality 
relationships with them. These higher quality relation-
ships promote a more beneficial exchange of resources 
and need for reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), resulting in a 
subordinate’s willingness to engage in both their work and 
ultimately OCBs. It is not enough to hire individuals with 
more positive beliefs in themselves and expect them to 
produce for the organization. These individuals must be 
given both the opportunities and resources necessary to 
prompt these beneficial behaviors.

To help employees achieve higher quality LMX 
relationships, managers might consider developing a more 
structured and intentional mentoring program. LMX has 
a demonstrated relationship with mentoring (Scandura & 
Schriesheim, 1994), and given its intervening role between 
employee CSEs and favorable work outcomes, it would be 
worthwhile for managers to dedicate resources to develop 
formalized mentoring programs. While we suspect high-
CSE individuals would take the initiative to engage in, and 
ultimately benefit from, such a program, we suspect a more 
formalized program that assigns a mentor, dedicates time, sets 
clear expectations, etc. might be more advantageous to those 
with lower CSEs. The structure and support of such a program 
might help individuals who might be reticent to appraise or 
engage in relationship building with a leader, ultimately leading 
to positive outcomes for the individual and the organization.

While this responsibility to develop higher quality rela-
tionships with subordinates often falls on the leaders, it 
is also critical for the organization to support this pro-
cess. Just the way leaders support subordinates in their 
work endeavors, so does the organization demonstrate 
support for its leaders. Erdogan and Enders (2007) found 
that supervisor’s perceived organizational support plays 
a critical role in the development of LMX relationships. 
More specifically, they found that higher levels of sup-
port from the organization afforded them more resources 
(favorable job conditions, Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; 
performance rewards, Rhoades et al., 2001) which could 
be deployed in their exchanges with subordinates. It also 
promoted a greater sense of efficacy that their decisions 
and behaviors would be supported in their pursuit of 
higher quality relationships, ultimately motivating leaders 
to further develop these relationships. As such, organiza-
tions should support and empower managers as they pur-
sue higher quality relationships with their subordinates.
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Limitations and Future Research

This research has provided encouraging results that provide 
insight regarding the interplay of CSE, LMX, and outcomes 
at work. However, we do recognize several limitations of 
this study. First, our method of measurement of the variables 
of interest presents several challenges and opportunities for 
future research, including the sole reliance on surveys and 
their self-report nature. All our variables were measured 
from the same respondents, which raises concerns regard-
ing their potential to introduce biases (Podsakoff et al., 2003) 
into our analysis. Consistent with Conway and Lance’s 
(2010) expectations regarding potential common method 
bias, we took steps to mitigate potentially biased results. 
Specifically, we selected previously validated scales and 
separated our collection temporally over three waves with 
2-week intervals to minimize the possibility of compromis-
ing the validity of our results. We also conducted a common 
method variance assessment by employing a single-method-
factor approach using a marker variable (MacKenzie et al., 
1999) and found no evidence of common method bias affect-
ing our results. Despite the efforts made to combat these 
potential issues, future research should employ leader-report 
and non-survey-based measures to provide further support to 
this study’s findings. Additionally, given that CSE is a trait 
and can be difficult to detect in an employment interview, 
our practical implications are limited.

Second, we did not measure study variables at all three 
time points and cannot make claims of causality between 
CSEs and OCBs. We join the calls of other scholars to incor-
porate longitudinal study designs to assess causality in these 
relationships. Third, our study did not include or test any 
potential contextual moderators which might impact the 
relationships under examination. Understanding the organi-
zational context is critical because it can impact the range, 
base rates, or even direction of relationships in organiza-
tional studies (Johns, 2006). For instance, in their study of 
LMX quality comparisons, Tse and colleagues (2018) exam-
ined how a more procedurally just climate would impact 
the affective responses of employees making LMX com-
parisons. In a climate where justice was lacking, they found 
that when employees perceived their coworkers as having 
higher-quality LMX relationships than they had, they would 
experience higher levels of hostile emotions and even direct 
harmful behavior to the coworker who is perceived to have 
a better relationship. However, in a more procedurally just 
climate, the individual would experience fewer hostile emo-
tions and was less likely to direct harmful behavior towards 
their coworker. As such, future research should consider the 
contextual influences which might affect the relationships 
examined in this study.

Finally, while we are confident in the effectiveness of 
our employment of the approach-avoidance framework, and 

other studies have done so in a similar manner (Chiang et al., 
2014; Ding & Lin, 2020; Wang et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 
2020), we did not directly measure it. Though we do not 
believe this limits its efficacy or explanatory power, future 
research should directly measure individual’s approach-
avoidance orientation when utilizing it as the primary theo-
retical framework.

Conclusion

Because high-CSE individuals are more likely to engage 
in initiative-based behaviors designed to shape their 
environment to their advantage, it is crucial to garner 
a better understanding of how it is that they do so and 
how this relates to workplace outcomes. Throughout this 
paper, we examined specific processes and mechanisms 
through which CSEs operate. Specifically, we explicated 
how both the situational appraisal of the relationship an 
individual forms with their leader (i.e., LMX quality) and 
the action of workplace engagement serve as intervening 
mechanisms through which CSEs are related to OCBs. By 
providing enhanced clarity of the role LMX quality and 
work engagement play in that process, it is our hope that 
this study spurs continued empirical as well as theoretical 
examinations of CSEs in the workplace.
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