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Although core self-evaluations have been linked to higher job performance, research has shown
variability in the strength of this relationship. We propose that high core self-evaluations are more likely
to increase job performance for other-oriented employees, who tend to anticipate feelings of guilt and
gratitude. We tested these hypotheses across 3 field studies using different operationalizations of both
performance and other-orientation (prosocial motivation, agreeableness, and duty). In Study 1, prosocial
motivation strengthened the association between core self-evaluations and the performance of professional university fundraisers. In Study 2, agreeableness strengthened the association between core
self-evaluations and supervisor ratings of initiative among public service employees. In Study 3, duty
strengthened the association between core self-evaluations and the objective productivity of call center
employees, and this moderating relationship was mediated by feelings of anticipated guilt and gratitude.
We discuss implications for theory and research on personality and job performance.
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analysis of 81 studies identified an average positive correlation of
.27 between core self-evaluations and performance, but there was
substantial variability across the studies, several of which showed
negative rather than positive relationships (Judge & Bono, 2001).
Despite the fact that this variability suggests the presence of
moderators (e.g., Johns, 2006), little research has examined the
conditions under which high core self-evaluations are likely to be
associated with higher versus lower levels of job performance.
To address this issue, we drew on recent developments in theory
and research on other-orientation (De Dreu & Nauta, 2009; Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004; Moon, Kamdar, Mayer, & Takeuchi,
2008), which suggests that employees may respond differently to
core self-evaluations as a function of the degree to which they
value and feel concerned for the well-being of others. We propose
that high core self-evaluations are less likely to lead to complacency for other-oriented employees, who may be more prone to
anticipating feeling guilty about letting others down if they fail and
anticipating others feeling grateful if they succeed. As such, we
propose that other-orientation, by fostering feelings of anticipated
guilt and gratitude, strengthens the relationship between core selfevaluations and job performance. We test our hypotheses across
three other-oriented traits using three measures of performance in
studies of professional fundraisers, public service employees, and
outbound call center employees, and we discuss implications for
theory and research on personality and job performance.

When and why does having a positive self-concept predict better
job performance? Considerable research suggests that employees
with high core self-evaluations—who tend to have high selfesteem, self-efficacy, beliefs in personal control, and emotional
stability (Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997)—are motivated to
achieve higher performance. Because they feel capable of succeeding and view themselves as more worthy and in control, employees
with high core self-evaluations engage in more frequent goalsetting, display greater effort and persistence toward achieving
their goals, and capitalize more effectively on their opportunities
and resources (Erez & Judge, 2001; Judge & Bono, 2001; Judge,
Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002; Judge & Hurst, 2007; Wanberg,
Glomb, Song, & Sorenson, 2005).
Although research to date generally establishes a positive association between core self-evaluations and performance, the conditions under which this association is strengthened or weakened are
largely unknown. Organizational scholars have begun to express
concerns about the costs of high core self-evaluations (Hiller &
Hambrick, 2005), and there is evidence that their associations with
performance can and do vary. In organizational research, a meta-
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Core Self-Evaluations and Job Performance:
The Moderating Role of Other-Orientation
Core self-evaluations are “fundamental premises that individuals hold about themselves and their functioning in the world”
(Judge, Erez, & Bono, 1998, p. 161). Judge et al. (1997) have
conceptualized core self-evaluations as a higher order trait indicated indirectly by self-esteem, or beliefs in one’s self-worth;
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generalized self-efficacy, or beliefs in one’s capability to succeed;
locus of control, or beliefs in the extent to which events are caused
by internal or external forces; and neuroticism-stability, or tendencies to focus on negative versus positive aspects of the self.
Specifically, Judge et al. viewed core self-evaluations as a unidimensional latent construct that causes employees to view themselves as having higher self-esteem, higher generalized selfefficacy, lower neuroticism, and an internal locus of control. Thus,
employees with high core self-evaluations hold more favorable
self-concepts than employees with low core self-evaluations
(Judge et al., 1998). Although originally used to predict differences
in levels of job satisfaction, core self-evaluations have been shown
to predict job performance as well (Erez & Judge, 2001; Judge,
2009), though in both positive and negative directions (Judge &
Bono, 2001). Job performance is the degree to which employees’
behaviors are effective in meeting organizational objectives (e.g.,
Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 2003; J. P. Campbell, 1990;
McCloy, Campbell, & Cudeck, 1994; Motowidlo, 2003). Our
objective was to explore the conditions under which high core
self-evaluations are associated with higher job performance.

Hypothesis Development
As noted above, although previous research has identified a
positive relationship between core self-evaluations and job performance, variability in this relationship highlights both a need and an
opportunity to discover moderators of this relationship (Judge &
Bono, 2001). High core self-evaluations have been linked to high
performance, but scholars have also expressed concerns that they
may lead employees to overestimate their abilities, encouraging
complacency about investing the level of time, energy, and effort
necessary to succeed in achieving high performance. For example,
Stajkovic (2006) argued that highly positive self-views can cause
“complacency, which may lead to inaction and negative outcomes. . . . Confidence may be the source of arrogance” (p. 1215).
Thus, the fundamental, broad, positive assessments of the self
suggested by high core self-evaluations have the potential to limit
performance. In a global sense, then, positive-self views can breed
a complacent approach that actually undermines motivation and
performance.
We propose that the relationship between core self-evaluations
and job performance depends on other-orientation. Otherorientation refers to the extent to which employees value and
experience concern for the well-being of other people (De Dreu &
Nauta, 2009; Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004). Research indicates that
other-oriented employees are motivated to take actions that contribute to other people and the organization (Grant & Mayer, 2009;
Moon et al., 2008; Rioux & Penner, 2001; Schwartz, 1992), even
when doing so requires them to face negative feedback that threatens their egos and self-images (Korsgaard, Meglino, & Lester,
1997; Moon, 2001). Accordingly, we expect that other-orientation,
by fostering feelings of concern for others, will increase the value
that employees place on performance (Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987).
This will encourage employees to channel high core selfevaluations toward effective performance.
Although we treat core self-evaluations as a unitary construct,
there is evidence to suggest that the performance effects of each of
the four traits that indirectly indicate this construct will be similarly influenced by other-orientation. Because other-orientation
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directs employees’ attention and efforts toward benefiting others,
it is likely to trigger self-regulatory processes that channel selfefficacy, self-esteem, locus of control, and emotional stability
toward effective performance. First, other-orientation is likely to
prevent employees with high self-efficacy from becoming overconfident. By cultivating a focus on and concern for the well-being
of others, other-orientation increases the costs of poor performance
and the benefits of effective performance, enhancing the attractiveness of working harder (Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987). Second,
research indicates a tendency for employees “with high selfesteem to make inflated assessments and predictions about themselves [that carry] the risk of making commitments that exceed
capabilities, thus leading to failure” (Baumeister, Heatherton, &
Tice, 1993, p. 141). The self-esteem of other-oriented employees
depends not only on their own performance but also on its consequences for others (Crocker & Wolfe, 2001). As a result, otherorientation will encourage employees with high self-esteem to
make more appropriate commitments and invest additional effort
toward benefiting others in order to protect, maintain, and enhance
their self-concepts as helpful, caring individuals.
Third, research shows that an internal locus of control is associated with optimism about success (e.g., Schweizer & Schneider,
1997), which can lead individuals to invest less time and energy in
planning and working than are necessary to succeed (Norem &
Cantor, 1986). By drawing attention to risks for others, otherorientation may lead to more realistic assessments of the amount of
effort that is necessary (Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004). Finally,
there is considerable evidence that emotionally stable employees
have stronger capabilities for self-regulation and emotion control
than neurotic employees (e.g., Gramzow et al., 2004; Morossanova, 2003; Olson, 2005; Suls & Martin, 2005). As a result,
emotionally stable employees often underreact to the possibility of
failure, neglecting to marshal sufficient anxiety and worry to
achieve effective performance (Tamir, 2005). Other-orientation is
likely to dampen these effects by optimally enhancing employees’
feelings of anxiety and worry on behalf of others, encouraging
them to put forth additional effort in the interest of protecting and
promoting the well-being of others (Schwartz, Sagiv, & Boehnke,
2000). Thus, other-orientation is likely to enhance the performance
effects of the four specific traits that indirectly indicate core
self-evaluations. We therefore propose that other-orientation
strengthens the relationship between core self-evaluations and
performance.
Hypothesis 1: The association between core self-evaluations
and job performance is moderated by other-orientation, such
that the higher the employee’s other-orientation, the more
positive the association between core self-evaluations and job
performance will become.

Mediating Mechanisms
We further propose that other-orientation protects employees
against the complacency effects of high core self-evaluations by
fostering two anticipatory emotions: anticipated guilt and anticipated gratitude. We base these predictions on recent theory and
research on anticipated emotions (Baumeister, Vohs, DeWall, &
Zhang, 2007), which suggest that the feelings that employees
expect to experience in the future play a powerful role in shaping
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their behaviors in the present. When employees anticipate negative
emotions, they are motivated to act to prevent them, and when
employees anticipate positive emotions, they are motivated to act
to promote them (Baumeister et al., 2007; Grant & Ashford, 2008).
More specifically, we predict that other-oriented employees will
be more likely to experience anticipatory social emotions—future
feelings that focus on others—that are both prevention focused and
promotion focused (Brockner & Flynn, 2001). Our central premise
is that other-oriented employees are more concerned about harming others if they fail (anticipated guilt) and benefiting others if
they succeed (anticipated gratitude), and that these two anticipatory social emotions encourage them to channel high core selfevaluations into effective job performance. Anticipated guilt is a
prevention-focused emotional state that is typically elicited when
employees think about work-related failure and motivates employees to take action to avoid feeling guilty. Anticipated gratitude is
a promotion-focused emotional state that is typically elicited when
employees think about work-related success and motivates employees to take action to facilitate feelings of gratitude in others.
Below we elaborate on how these two anticipatory emotions may
explain why other-orientation strengthens the association between
core self-evaluations and job performance.
Anticipated guilt. Guilt describes a negative feeling about the
adverse impact of one’s actions on others: feeling personally
responsible for harming others, violating justice principles, and
failing to meet others’ expectations (Batson, 1989; Buck, 1999;
McGraw, 1987; Tangney, 1991; Weiner, 1985). Anticipated guilt
refers to concerns about experiencing these feelings in the future
(Baumeister et al., 2007; Fiske, 2002; Lindsey, 2005). Research
suggests that other-oriented employees tend to empathize with and
feel responsible for other people, tendencies that leave them prone
to anticipating feeling guilty if they let others down (Einstein &
Lanning, 1998; Eisenberg, 2000). Whether the other people in
question are clients, customers, coworkers, or managers, otherorientation sparks concern and action toward protecting their wellbeing.
We propose that by cultivating feelings of anticipated guilt,
other-orientation strengthens the association between core selfevaluations and job performance. Because other-oriented employees feel concerned about and responsible for the welfare of others,
they will recognize that complacency may jeopardize the wellbeing of the managers, coworkers, customers, or clients who are
depending on their effort. They will anticipate feeling guilty about
causing disappointment, distress, or harm, and these feelings of
anticipated guilt will threaten their self-concepts as responsible,
caring, dependable individuals (Baumeister et al., 2007). As such,
other-orientation will give rise to feelings of anticipated guilt that
motivate employees with high core self-evaluations to expend
additional effort in order to prevent the events that will give rise to
guilt (Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994; Fiske, 2002). To
avoid failure, they will increase their effort levels (Erez & Judge,
2001), working harder to achieve higher levels of performance.
This will allow them to avoid feeling guilty, while both protecting
and verifying their self-concepts as responsible and dependable
individuals (Steele, 1988; Swann, Polzer, Seyle, & Ko, 2004).
Thus, we expect that other-orientation will lead to feelings of
anticipated guilt, motivating employees with high core selfevaluations to achieve higher performance.

Importantly, other-oriented employees with low core selfevaluations are still likely to experience anticipated guilt but may
lack confidence that they can succeed in meeting others’ expectations. Anticipated guilt is consistent with their self-concepts as less
capable individuals (Judge et al., 2002). Because they do not feel
capable of preventing the events that will give rise to guilt, they
will prefer to reduce their effort and disengage from their goal,
having determined that their expectancy of goal attainment is low
(Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987). This will enable them to verify and
maintain their negative self-concepts (Swann, Pelham, & Krull,
1989), and protect them from the unpleasant realization that they
could not succeed even if they tried (Ashford, Blatt, & VandeWalle, 2003; Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1983; Rhodewalt, Morf,
Hazlett, & Fairfield, 1991; Tice, 1991). In other words, the intentional decision to expend less time and energy in their work will
allow them to attribute failure to a lack of effort toward their goal
(e.g., Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987), which is less emotionally aversive than attributing it to a lack of ability (Ross, Canada, &
Rausch, 2002). Even if they do attempt to increase their effort
levels, they are likely to experience doubts about their competence
in and control over their efforts, which will result in feelings of
pressure that undermine their ability to sustain effort over time
(Gagné & Deci, 2005).
Employees with low levels of other-orientation, on the other
hand, are less prone to anticipated guilt (Eisenberg, 2000). As
such, high core self-evaluations have greater potential to cause
overconfidence and complacency for employees low in otherorientation, who will be less likely to worry about letting others
down or failing to fulfill their responsibilities to others. For these
employees, disappointing managers and coworkers or letting down
clients and customers will be less of a concern, as the attractiveness of attaining the goal of not letting others down is lower
(Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987). Accordingly, high core selfevaluations may lead employees low in other-orientation to expend
lower levels of task effort and thus achieve lower levels of performance. In summary, we predict that by engendering feelings of
anticipated guilt, other-orientation will strengthen the association
between core self-evaluations and job performance.
Hypothesis 2: The moderating effect of other-orientation on
the relationship between core self-evaluations and performance is partially mediated by anticipated guilt.
Anticipated gratitude. Whereas anticipated guilt captures
how employees imagine others will feel if they fail, anticipated
gratitude captures how employees imagine others will feel if they
succeed. When employees experience anticipated gratitude, they
expect others to appreciate their efforts—to feel thankful for their
contributions, help, assistance, or support (Tesser, Gatewood, &
Driver, 1968; Weiner, 1985; see also Flynn & Brockner, 2003).
Research has shown that expecting others to feel grateful motivates individuals to invest additional time and energy in efforts to
benefit them (Grant & Gino, in press; McCullough, Kilpatrick,
Emmons, & Larson, 2001). We predict that other-oriented employees will be more likely to experience anticipated gratitude. Research suggests that because other-oriented employees are concerned about helping and benefiting others, they are more likely to
engage in perspective taking to imagine how others will react to
their contributions (De Dreu, Weingart, & Kwon, 2000; Parker &
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Axtell, 2001; see also Agle, Mitchell, & Sonnenfeld, 1999). Thus,
other-oriented employees should be more likely to anticipate that
supervisors, coworkers, clients, and customers will feel grateful for
their efforts.
We propose that by cultivating feelings of anticipated gratitude,
other-orientation strengthens the association between core selfevaluations and job performance. Because other-oriented employees place high value on creating positive outcomes for others (Agle
et al., 1999; Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987; Meglino & Korsgaard,
2004), anticipated gratitude will motivate employees with high
core self-evaluations to invest additional effort in order to promote
the events that will result in gratitude (Baumeister et al., 2007). In
the language of expectancy theory (Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987;
Vroom, 1964), anticipated gratitude signifies strong valence beliefs in the attractiveness and importance of expending effort to
benefit others, and high core self-evaluations confer strong expectancy beliefs in one’s personal capabilities to succeed in benefiting
others. Thus, we predict that other-orientation will lead to feelings
of anticipated gratitude, motivating employees with high core
self-evaluations to achieve higher performance.
On the other hand, other-oriented employees with low core
self-evaluations will still experience anticipated gratitude but may
lack the confidence to exert the effort necessary to perform effectively based on a sense that their expectancy of goal attainment is
low (Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987). Furthermore, employees with
low levels of other-orientation will be less likely to experience
anticipated gratitude, as they will tend to focus less on other people
(Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004). Consequently, high core selfevaluations may carry greater risk of causing overconfidence and
complacency for employees with low other-orientation, as these
employees will be less motivated to invest the time and energy that
may be instrumental to earning feelings of gratitude from supervisors, coworkers, customers, or clients. Thus, we predict that by
fostering feelings of anticipated gratitude, other-orientation will
strengthen the association between core self-evaluations and job
performance.
Hypothesis 3: The moderating effect of other-orientation on
the relationship between core self-evaluations and performance is partially mediated by anticipated gratitude.

Overview of the Present Research
We tested our hypotheses, which are displayed visually in
Figure 1, in three field studies of professional fundraisers, public
service employees, and outbound call center employees. Across
the three studies, we used different operationalizations of otherorientation because scholars have suggested that other-orientation
is reflected in multiple traits (Penner, Fritzsche, Craiger, & Freifield, 1995). As such, we sought to triangulate our results (e.g.,
D. T. Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Sackett & Larson, 1990) across
three conceptualizations and measures of other-orientation. Study
1 focused on prosocial motivation, defined as the desire to benefit
others (e.g., Grant, 2007, 2008; Rioux & Penner, 2001); Study 2
focused on agreeableness, defined as the tendency to approach
social interactions and relationships with a positive attitude (e.g.,
Graziano, Habashi, Sheese, & Tobin, 2007; Ilies, Scott, & Judge,
2006); and Study 3 focused on duty, or the tendency toward
dependability and feelings of responsibility for others (e.g., Moon,
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Figure 1. Visual summary of hypotheses.

2001). Across the three studies, we also used different operationalizations of job performance that were contextually relevant. We
tested Hypothesis 1 in Studies 1 and 2 and tested Hypotheses 1, 2,
and 3 in Study 3.

Study 1
Method
Participants and procedures. We collected data from a sample of 78 professional fundraisers at a public university in southeastern United States. We chose fundraising because it is an
occupation in which levels of confidence often vary (e.g., Seligman & Schulman, 1986). Job duties included calling alumni,
making personal visits, developing gift proposals, negotiating, and
stewardship activities such as sending university updates and
thank-you notes. The fundraisers were 67% female with average
tenure in the job of 6.29 years (SD ⫽ 6.75). At a staff meeting, the
vice chancellor asked the fundraisers to volunteer to fill out surveys about their personality traits. The university employed 98
regular fundraisers, 82 of whom were in attendance at the staff
meeting, yielding a total response rate of 79.6% and a response
rate from those approached of 95.1%. The surveys were collected
directly by a member of the research team. Over the following 4
months, we collected data on the fundraisers’ job performance
from a statistician in the university’s development office.
Measures. We obtained independent performance data and
self-report measures of core self-evaluations and prosocial motivation.
Dependent variable: Job performance. We measured performance in terms of the goals set forth by the vice chancellor, which
were to maximize the total number of gift-related contacts that the
fundraisers make with potential alumni donors. Because it often
takes multiple years to develop a relationship with each prospective donor, and several additional years to cultivate a gift, senior
leaders in the development office assessed the fundraisers’ performance in terms of the total number of gift-related contacts that
they make with alumni donors. We obtained the number of contacts made by each fundraiser—including gift solicitations, gift
proposals, and gift stewardship activities— over a 4-month period
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following the fundraisers’ completion of the self-report survey
measures.
Self-report measures: Core self-evaluations and prosocial motivation. We measured core self-evaluations and the otheroriented trait of prosocial motivation with employee surveys using
Likert-type scales anchored at 1 ⫽ disagree strongly and 7 ⫽
agree strongly. We measured core self-evaluations with the 12item scale developed and validated by Judge, Erez, Bono, and
Thoresen (2003). The scale measures positive feelings about the
self in terms of self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, emotional
stability, and locus of control. A sample item is “Overall, I am
satisfied with myself” (␣ ⫽ .82). We measured other-orientation in
terms of prosocial motivation, or the desire to benefit others, with
the four-item scale reported by Grant (2008). A sample item is “I
want to help others through my work” (␣ ⫽ .95).

Results and Discussion
Means, standard deviations, and correlations appear in Table 1.
We tested Hypothesis 1 using the moderated regression procedures
recommended by Aiken and West (1991; see also Cohen, Cohen,
West, & Aiken, 2003). We standardized the scales for core selfevaluations and prosocial motivation, multiplied them to create an
interaction term, and then predicted performance from the two
independent variables and the interaction term. The results of a
hierarchical regression analysis are displayed in Table 2. Neither
core self-evaluations nor prosocial motivation explained significant independent variance in performance, but the partialed product term was a significant predictor of performance. To facilitate
the interpretation of the form of the interaction, we plotted the
simple slopes at one standard deviation above and below the mean
(see Figure 2). For employees with high levels of prosocial motivation, the simple slope for the relationship between core selfevaluations and performance was positive and differed significantly from zero (b ⫽ 19.06, SE ⫽ 7.27, ␤ ⫽ .39, t ⫽ 2.62, p ⫽
.01). For employees with low levels of prosocial motivation, the
simple slope was negative but did not differ significantly from zero
(b ⫽ ⫺9.58, SE ⫽ 11.02, ␤ ⫽ ⫺.20, t ⫽ ⫺0.87, p ⫽ .39). Thus,
in support of Hypothesis 1, the other-oriented trait of prosocial
motivation strengthened the association between core selfevaluations and performance. In our next study, we sought to
constructively replicate (Lykken, 1968) these results in a different
organization and occupation using a different sample with different measures of both other-orientation and performance.

Table 1
Study 1 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable
1.
2.
3.
4.

Performance (contacts)
Core self-evaluations
Prosocial motivation
Core Self-Evaluations ⫻
Prosocial Motivation

M

SD

1

2

3

48.38
5.39
6.48

47.88
0.73
0.68

—
.16
.14

(.82)
⫺.03

(.95)

⫺0.07

0.82

.30ⴱⴱ

.46ⴱⴱ

.18

4

—

Note. Effective sample size ⫽ 76 (performance data were not available
for two fundraisers).
ⴱⴱ
p ⬍ .01.

Study 2
We conducted Study 2 in two public service organizations. We
assessed other-orientation in terms of the Big Five personality trait
of agreeableness and measured performance with supervisor ratings of initiative, a key dimension of extrarole performance
(Bolino & Turnley, 2005; Frese & Fay, 2001; Griffin, Neal, &
Parker, 2007; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000).

Method
Participants and procedures. We collected data from 93
employees at two public service organizations: one in the northwestern United States that focused on national security issues (n ⫽
50) and one in the midwestern United States that focused on
promoting children’s health (n ⫽ 43). In the national security
organization, employees were responsible for monitoring for environmental threats and performing safety checks. In the children’s
health organization, duties included meeting with children to understand their physical and psychological health needs and coordinating care with families. The employees had a mean tenure of
5.56 years (SD ⫽ 5.18) in their organizations. The leaders of each
organization sent an online link to employees inviting them to
participate in a confidential study of work motivation and job
performance, and the response rates were 29.1% (50/172) and
35.5% (43/121), respectively. After each employee completed a
survey, a link was automatically sent to the organization’s supervisor to complete ratings of initiative.
Measures. We collected supervisor performance ratings and
self-report measures of core self-evaluations and agreeableness.
Dependent variable: Job performance. We measured performance in terms of supervisor ratings of initiative because both
organizations operated in dynamic, uncertain environments in
which supervisors depended on employees to take initiative in
solving problems, voicing and implementing ideas, and expending
additional time and energy at work beyond core task requirements.
In such settings, initiative is a critical dimension of work performance (Frese & Fay, 2001; Griffin et al., 2007). We asked supervisors to rate their employees’ initiative using the seven-item scale
developed by Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng, and Tag (1997). Sample
items are “This employee takes initiative immediately even when
others don’t” and “Usually does more than s/he is asked to do”
(␣ ⫽ .84). Each employee was rated by a unique supervisor,
signifying that the ratings are not nested and thus do not need to be
adjusted for dependencies.
Self-report measures: Core self-evaluations and agreeableness. We measured core self-evaluations and the other-oriented
trait of agreeableness with employee surveys using Likert-type
scales anchored at 1 ⫽ disagree strongly and 7 ⫽ agree strongly.
We measured core self-evaluations with the same Judge et al.
(2003) 12-item scale as in Study 1 (␣ ⫽ .82). We measured
agreeableness with the four-item scale developed by Donnellan,
Oswald, Baird, and Lucas (2006). A sample item is “I sympathize
with others’ feelings” (␣ ⫽ .80).

Results and Discussion
Means, standard deviations, and correlations appear in Table 3.
We tested Hypothesis 1 using the same moderated regression
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Table 2
Study 1 Moderated Regression Analyses
Step 1
Variable
Step 1
Core self-evaluations
Prosocial motivation
Step 2
Core Self-Evaluations ⫻ Prosocial Motivation

Step 2

b

SE

␤

t

b

SE

␤

t

9.42
7.39

5.50
5.36

.19
.16

1.71
1.38

4.74
5.23

5.89
5.37

.10
.11

0.80
0.98

14.32

7.24

.24

1.98ⴱ

Note. Statistics appearing in bold represent tests of our hypotheses. The addition of the partialed product term in the second step increased variance
explained from r2 ⫽ .06 to r2 ⫽ .11, which was a significant increase, F(1, 73) ⫽ 3.92, p ⫽ .05. Effective sample size ⫽ 76.
ⴱ
p ⬍ .05.

procedures as in Study 1, and the results of our analyses are
displayed in Table 4. Mirroring the pattern from the previous
study, neither core self-evaluations nor agreeableness explained
significant independent variance in supervisor ratings of initiative,
but the partialed product term was a significant predictor of initiative. We interpreted the form of the interaction by plotting the
simple slopes at one standard deviation above and below the mean
(see Figure 3). For employees high in agreeableness, the simple
slope for the relationship between core self-evaluations and supervisor ratings of initiative was positive and differed significantly
from zero (b ⫽ 0.48, SE ⫽ 0.22, ␤ ⫽ .32, t ⫽ 2.17, p ⫽ .03). For
employees low in agreeableness, the simple slope was negative but
did not differ significantly from zero (b ⫽ ⫺0.27, SE ⫽ 0.26, ␤ ⫽
⫺.18, t ⫽ ⫺1.01, p ⫽ .32). Accordingly, these results constructively replicated the findings from Study 1: Just as the otheroriented trait of prosocial motivation strengthened the relationship
between core self-evaluations and objective performance in fundraising, the other-oriented trait of agreeableness strengthened the
association between core self-evaluations and supervisor ratings of
initiative in public service. However, we had yet to test our
mediated moderation hypothesis that other-orientation strengthens
the association between core self-evaluations and performance by
cultivating feelings of anticipated guilt and gratitude. It is to this
objective that we turned in our third study.

Study 3
We conducted Study 3 in an outbound call center. We measured
other-orientation in terms of the trait of duty, which is the other-

Performance (# contacts)

80

70

60

Low prosocial
motivation

50

High prosocial
motivation

40

30
Low core self-evaluations

High core self-evaluations

Figure 2. Study 1 regression slopes for the interaction of core selfevaluations and prosocial motivation.

centered dimension of conscientiousness (Moon et al., 2008);
measured performance in terms of employees’ financial productivity; and assessed employees’ feelings of anticipated guilt and
gratitude as potential mediating variables.

Method
Participants and procedures. We collected data from 86
employees working for an outbound for-profit call center in the
midwestern United States. The employees were responsible for
making calls within the organization’s network to raise money for
job creation. The call center was operated by a for-profit company
hired by a local university to generate funds to support new jobs at
the university. The employees thus performed duties typical of
telemarketing positions. The sample was 55.8% female with a
mean tenure of 3.20 months (SD ⫽ 5.04), which is typical for this
line of work. Managers provided time for callers to complete
surveys during their regular working shifts, which we collected
directly to protect their confidentiality. The callers received full
pay while completing the surveys, which included measures of
core self-evaluations, duty, and anticipated guilt and gratitude, and
the response rate was 96.7% (86/89). Managers provided objective
data on the callers’ financial productivity for the 3 weeks after the
surveys were complete.
Measures. Unless otherwise indicated, we measured all variables using Likert-type scales anchored at 1 ⫽ disagree strongly
and 7 ⫽ agree strongly.
Dependent variable: Job performance. We measured performance in terms of the total financial productivity of the callers
over a 3-week period. The measure was recorded by one manager
and checked and verified by a second manager, and we chose this
3-week interval because it represented a period in which callers
were drawing potential contacts from a common pool, indicating
that they had equivalent opportunities to perform (Blumberg &
Pringle, 1982; Walker & Guest, 1952).
Self-report predictors: Core self-evaluations and duty. We
measured core self-evaluations and the other-oriented trait of duty
with employee surveys. As in Studies 1 and 2, we measured core
self-evaluations with the Judge et al. (2003) scale (␣ ⫽ .82). We
measured duty with a four-item scale adapted from existing measures (Donnellan et al., 2006; Goldberg, 1999; Gosling, Rentfrow,
& Swann, 2003; Moon, 2001). A sample item is “I am dependable
and self-disciplined” (␣ ⫽ .70).
Self-report mediators: Anticipated guilt and gratitude. We
measured anticipated guilt with a four-item scale adapted from
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Table 3
Study 2 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Performance (supervisor ratings of initiative)
Core self-evaluations
Agreeableness
Core Self-Evaluations ⫻ Agreeableness
Organization (0/1)

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

5.97
5.23
5.43
0.35
0.56

1.42
0.84
1.32
0.98
0.50

(.84)
.11
.04
.19
.05

(.82)
.35ⴱⴱ
.01
⫺.22ⴱ

(.80)
⫺.42ⴱⴱ
⫺.30ⴱⴱ

—
.17

—

Note. Effective sample size ⫽ 93.
ⴱ
p ⬍ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⬍ .01.

existing measures of anticipated guilt (Lindsey, 2005; O’Keefe &
Figgé, 1999). Following the approach to measuring anticipated
emotions recommended by Bagozzi and colleagues (Perugini &
Bagozzi, 2001; Verbeke & Bagozzi, 2002), we asked, “If you
failed to succeed in your work, how would you react?” The four
items were “I would feel guilty,” “I would feel that I had let other
people down,” “I would feel that I had disappointed others,” and “I
would feel that I had not lived up to others’ standards” (␣ ⫽ .92).
We also measured anticipated gratitude with a four-item scale
designed to focus on the expectation that both insiders and outsiders would feel appreciative for one’s work. On the basis of
interviews with supervisors, we learned that the two groups that
were most likely to benefit from callers’ work were managers
(internal) and customers (external). Accordingly, the items focused
on anticipation of gratitude from both managers and customers: “I
feel that managers will appreciate my work if I succeed,” “I feel
that managers will value my contributions,” “I feel that customers
will appreciate my work if I succeed,” and “I feel that customers
will value my contributions” (␣ ⫽ .79).

Results and Discussion
Means, standard deviations, and correlations appear in Table 5.
We tested Hypothesis 1 using the aforementioned moderated regression procedures. The results of our hierarchical regression
analyses are displayed in Table 6. With respect to the role of the
other-oriented trait of duty in moderating the association between
core self-evaluations and performance, similar to the previous two
studies, we found no significant independent associations between
either core self-evaluations or duty and performance (Table 6, Step

1). However, there was a significant interaction between core
self-evaluations and duty in predicting performance (Table 6, Step
2; the simple slopes are plotted in Figure 4). For employees high
in duty, the simple slope for the relationship between core selfevaluations and financial productivity was positive and showed a
trend toward differing from zero (b ⫽ 948.03, SE ⫽ 549.49, ␤ ⫽
.27, t ⫽ 1.73, p ⫽ .09). For employees low in duty, the simple
slope was negative and differed significantly from zero (b ⫽
⫺984.64, SE ⫽ 500.90, ␤ ⫽ ⫺.29, t ⫽ ⫺1.97, p ⫽ .05). These
results once again support Hypothesis 1, as the other-oriented trait
of duty enhanced the association between core self-evaluations and
the financial productivity of outbound callers.
We tested Hypotheses 2 and 3 using regression procedures for
mediated moderation (see Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). Our
model differs from Edwards and Lambert’s (2007) models: Instead
of starting with a mediated effect that is moderated at one or two
stages, we start with a moderating effect that we seek to explain
(see Figure 1). This means that we are concerned with the role of
the moderator (other-orientation) in causing two mediators (anticipated guilt and gratitude) that carry the moderating effect. Thus,
we sought to examine whether anticipated guilt and/or anticipated
gratitude accounted for the moderating effect of duty on the
association between core self-evaluations and performance. For
either of the anticipated emotions to mediate this moderating
effect, we would need to see a direct positive association between
duty and the anticipated emotion, and then a moderating effect of
the anticipated emotion on the association between core selfevaluations and performance, along with a decrease in the moderating effect of duty on this association (Preacher et al., 2007). In

Table 4
Study 2 Moderated Regression Analyses
Step 1
Variable
Step 1
Organization (0/1)
Core self-evaluations
Agreeableness
Step 2
Core Self-Evaluations ⫻ Prosocial Motivation

Step 2

b

SE

␤

t

b

SE

␤

t

0.21
0.19
0.03

0.32
0.17
0.17

.07
.12
.02

0.65
1.10
0.17

0.16
0.12
0.19

0.31
0.17
0.18

.06
.08
.13

0.50
0.69
1.03

0.35

0.17

.24

2.06ⴱ

Note. Statistics appearing in bold represent tests of our hypotheses. The addition of the partialed product term in the second step increased variance
explained from r2 ⫽ .02 to r2 ⫽ .06, which was a significant increase, F(1, 88) ⫽ 4.22, p ⫽ .04. Effective sample size ⫽ 93.
ⴱ
p ⬍ .05.

Performance (supervisor-rated initiative)

CORE SELF-EVALUATIONS AND OTHER-ORIENTATION
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6
Low agreeableness
High agreeableness
5

4
Low core self-evaluations

High core self-evaluations

Figure 3. Study 2 regression slopes for the interaction of core selfevaluations and agreeableness.

other words, duty should strengthen the relationship between core
self-evaluations and performance by fostering anticipated emotions, which then strengthen the association between core selfevaluations and performance, rendering duty redundant as a moderator, as its effects are carried by anticipated emotions.
We first examined the direct association between duty and the
anticipated emotions. Duty was a significant predictor of anticipated guilt (b ⫽ 0.80, SE ⫽ 0.16, ␤ ⫽ .48, t ⫽ 5.02, p ⬍ .01). Duty
was also a significant predictor of anticipated gratitude (b ⫽ 0.52,
SE ⫽ 0.13, ␤ ⫽ .40, t ⫽ 4.04, p ⬍ .01). To examine whether
anticipated guilt and/or anticipated gratitude strengthened the association between core self-evaluations and performance, we conducted a hierarchical regression analysis. We controlled for core
self-evaluations, duty, and their interaction (Table 6, Steps 1 and 2)
and then entered anticipated guilt, anticipated gratitude, and the
partialed products of core self-evaluations with anticipated guilt
and anticipated gratitude (Table 6, Step 3). The results showed
that, as expected, the partialed products of core self-evaluations
with anticipated guilt and anticipated gratitude significantly predicted performance. Moreover, the moderating effect of duty decreased to nonsignificance.
The forms of the interactions were very similar to those for duty.
For employees who anticipated high levels of guilt, there was a
significant positive association between core self-evaluations and
performance (b ⫽ 1251.52, SE ⫽ 558.36, ␤ ⫽ .36, t ⫽ 2.24, p ⬍
.05), whereas for employees who anticipated low levels of guilt,
there was a significant negative association between core self-
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evaluations and performance (b ⫽ ⫺1015.21, SE ⫽ 504.57, ␤ ⫽
⫺.29, t ⫽ ⫺2.01, p ⬍ .05). We found a parallel pattern for
anticipated gratitude. For employees who anticipated high levels of
gratitude, there was a significant positive association between core
self-evaluations and performance (b ⫽ 1125.51, SE ⫽ 538.22, ␤ ⫽
.33, t ⫽ 2.09, p ⬍ .05), whereas for employees who anticipated
low levels of gratitude, there was a significant negative association
between core self-evaluations and performance (b ⫽ ⫺1192.94,
SE ⫽ 524.64, ␤ ⫽ ⫺.35, t ⫽ ⫺2.27, p ⬍ .05). Thus, anticipated
guilt and anticipated gratitude, like duty, independently strengthened the association between core self-evaluations and performance.
We completed the test of mediation based on the advice from
Edwards and Lambert (2007): We estimated the indirect effects of
the interaction of core self-evaluations and duty through anticipated guilt, which involved testing the significance of the products
of (a) the path from other-orientation to each mediator and (b) the
paths for the interactions of each mediator with core selfevaluations in predicting performance. Using the coefficients from
our previous analyses, we used bootstrapping methods to construct
bias-corrected confidence intervals based on 1,000 random samples with replacement from the full sample (Stine, 1989).The 95%
confidence intervals for the size of the indirect effects excluded
zero for both anticipated guilt [155.10, 1014.78] and anticipated
gratitude [52.83, 944.50]. Because mediation is present when the
size of the indirect effect is significantly different from zero
(MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007; Shrout & Bolger, 2002),
these findings support Hypotheses 2 and 3: Anticipated guilt and
anticipated gratitude each contributed to fully mediating the moderating effect of the other-oriented trait of duty on the association
between core self-evaluations and performance.

General Discussion
We found support for our hypotheses across three samples of
professional fundraisers, public service employees, and outbound
call center employees. The relationship between core selfevaluations and three measures of performance (contacts made,
supervisor ratings of initiative, and financial productivity) was
strengthened by three operationalizations of other-orientation
(prosocial motivation, agreeableness, and duty). In addition to this
evidence that other-orientation enhanced the association between
core self-evaluations and performance, our third study showed that
this moderating effect was mediated by anticipated guilt and

Table 5
Study 3 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Variable
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Performance (financial productivity)
Core self-evaluations
Duty
Anticipated guilt
Anticipated gratitude
Core Self-Evaluations ⫻ Duty
Core Self-Evaluations ⫻ Anticipated Guilt
Core Self-Evaluations ⫻ Anticipated Gratitude

Note. Effective sample size ⫽ 86.
p ⬍ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⬍ .01.

ⴱ

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

$3,153.70
5.00
5.11
3.97
4.29
0.23
0.00
0.15

$3,453.93
0.78
0.89
1.47
1.13
0.99
0.95
0.97

—
.00
.14
.03
.13
.27ⴱ
.31ⴱⴱ
.34ⴱⴱ

(.82)
.23ⴱ
.00
.15
⫺.10
⫺.10
.02

(.70)
.48ⴱⴱ
.40ⴱⴱ
⫺.05
⫺.01
.10

(.92)
.33ⴱⴱ
⫺.01
.09
.24ⴱ

(.79)
.10
.25ⴱ
.29ⴱⴱ

—
.38ⴱⴱ
.48ⴱⴱ

—
.26ⴱ

—
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Table 6
Study 3 Moderated and Mediated, Moderated Regression Analyses
Step 1
Variable
Step 1
Core self-evaluations
Duty
Step 2
Core Self-Evaluations ⫻ Duty
Step 3
Anticipated guilt
Core Self-Evaluations ⫻
Anticipated Guilt
Anticipated gratitude
Core Self-Evaluations ⫻
Anticipated Gratitude

Step 2

Step 3

b

SE

␤

t

b

SE

␤

t

b

SE

␤

t

⫺108.92
507.74

385.98
385.98

⫺.03
.15

⫺0.28
1.32

⫺18.30
535.21

374.63
373.18

⫺.01
.15

⫺0.05
1.43

⫺52.40
718.75

368.61
432.63

⫺.02
.21

⫺0.14
1.66

966.33

368.88

.28

208.76

431.92

.06

0.48

⫺512.01

419.81

⫺.15

⫺1.22

868.70
⫺145.17

414.73
412.44

.24
⫺.04

2.09ⴱ
⫺0.35

973.33

44.19

.27

2.21ⴱ

2.62ⴱ

Note. Statistics appearing in bold represent tests of our hypotheses. The addition of the partialed product term in the second step increased variance
explained from r2 ⫽ .02 to r2 ⫽ .10, which was a significant increase, F(1, 82) ⫽ 6.86, p ⫽ .01. The addition of anticipated guilt, anticipated gratitude,
and their interactions with core self-evaluations in the third step increased variance explained further to r2 ⫽ .20, another significant increase, F(4, 78) ⫽
2.54, p ⬍ .05. Effective sample size ⫽ 86.
ⴱ
p ⬍ .05.

anticipated gratitude. Other-oriented employees experience higher
levels of anticipated guilt and gratitude, which appear to motivate
them to channel high core self-evaluations toward high performance. These findings offer meaningful contributions to theory
and research on personality, job performance, and otherorientation.

Theoretical Contributions
Our central contribution lies in introducing other-orientation as
an important moderator of the relationship between core selfevaluations and job performance. Our three studies provide convergent evidence that individual differences in other-orientation
moderate whether core self-evaluations are associated with higher
or lower performance. Our results suggest that high core selfevaluations are most likely to predict effective performance when
employees are also high in other-orientation. Our studies thus
present a contingency perspective that helps to clarify competing
predictions from different literatures about the performance benefits versus costs of high core self-evaluations (e.g., Dunning,

Performance (financial productivity) _
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High duty

$2,000
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$0
Low core self-evaluations

High core self-evaluations

Figure 4. Study 3 regression slopes for the interaction of core selfevaluations and duty.

Heath, & Suls, 2004; Judge & Bono, 2001; Lindsley, Brass, &
Thomas, 1995; Vancouver, Thompson, Tischner, & Putka, 2002).
These findings respond to the call from Johnson, Rosen, and Levy
(2008) to shed further light on the nature and functions of core
self-evaluations. In particular, our theoretical perspective and empirical results suggest that other-oriented concerns broader than the
self may operate in concert with self-evaluations to influence job
performance. This focus on other-orientation contributes to a
growing line of inquiry in organizational behavior and applied
psychology on the relational underpinnings of motivation and the
experience of work (De Dreu, 2006; Grant, 2007, 2008; Meglino
& Korsgaard, 2004; Wrzesniewski, Dutton, & Debebe, 2003).
Our research also provides new insights into the social and
emotional mechanisms through which employees channel high
core self-evaluations into effective performance. Our third study
revealed that when employees with high core self-evaluations
experience anticipated guilt and gratitude, they are more likely to
achieve high performance. This attention to anticipatory emotions
represents a new direction for theory and research on core selfevaluations. In explaining the psychological processes that enable
employees with high core self-evaluations to achieve high performance, previous research has emphasized the importance of goal
setting and capitalization on opportunities and resources (Erez &
Judge, 2001; Judge & Hurst, 2007). Our theoretical predictions and
empirical findings complement this focus on cognitive mechanisms by showing that the social emotions that employees anticipate feeling in the future play an important role in guiding how
they direct their high core self-evaluations in the present. Our
research thereby accentuates that social and emotional processes,
not only cognitive processes, influence the relationship between
core self-evaluations and job performance.
Furthermore, our research joins with recent scholarship highlighting the value of examining the interactions of constellations of
multiple personality traits, rather than focusing on the individual
relationships between single traits and job performance. Recent
research has identified interactions among traits such as extraver-
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sion and emotional stability (Judge & Erez, 2007) and conscientiousness with agreeableness, extraversion, and emotional stability
(King, George, & Hebl, 2005) in predicting job performance and
helping behavior. However, little research has considered how
core self-evaluations may interact with other kinds of individual
differences to predict job performance. Our research thereby extends knowledge about the potential synergy among traits focusing
on the self and traits focusing on others.
Along with contributing to the literature on personality and job
performance, our research takes steps toward expanding current
understandings of the psychological processes through which
other-orientation influences performance. Specifically, we introduce anticipatory social emotions as a new theoretical lens for
explaining why other-orientation influences job performance.
Whereas existing research has emphasized how other-oriented
employees are more accepting of negative feedback (Meglino &
Korsgaard, 2004) and more committed to others (Grant, 2008),
sparse research has considered the possibility that other-orientation
shapes the feelings that employees expect to experience in the
future. Our research provides a conceptual and empirical base for
explaining why other-oriented employees are more likely to anticipate feeling guilty if they let others down and causing grateful
feelings among others if they succeed. These anticipatory social
emotions represent a novel mechanism for understanding the effects of other-orientation on job performance.
In concentrating on anticipatory social emotions, our research
offers new insights into the dynamics of promotion-focused and
prevention-focused states. The important distinctions between
these two states have been recognized by researchers specializing
in regulatory focus (Brockner & Higgins, 2001), approach and
avoidance motivations and temperaments (Elliot & Thrash, 2002),
and behavioral activation–reward and behavioral inhibition–
punishment systems (Carver & White, 1994). Researchers have
tended to assume that these promotion-focused and preventionfocused states are mutually exclusive: In pursuing their goals,
employees are focused on either approaching a positive outcome
or avoiding a negative outcome (Brockner & Higgins, 2001; Elliot
& Thrash, 2002). Our research challenges this assumption of
mutual exclusivity by showing that other-oriented employees are
more likely to experience both promotion-focused (gratitude) and
prevention-focused (guilt) anticipatory emotions. The findings in
Study 3 are especially interesting in this regard. Because duty is
often conceptualized as a prevention-focused trait (Brockner &
Higgins, 2001), regulatory focus theory predicts that duty would
be associated with higher anticipated guilt but not higher anticipated gratitude. Our findings raise the possibility that duty heightens both prevention-focused states that call attention to avoiding
negative outcomes and promotion-focused states that call attention
to promoting positive outcomes. This is consistent with recent
findings that the broader trait of conscientiousness is positively
associated with both prevention-focused and promotion-focused
states at work (Wallace & Chen, 2006).

Limitations and Future Directions
Our studies are subject to important limitations. First, we focused on anticipated guilt and gratitude as mediating mechanisms,
but there are additional processes through which other-orientation
may strengthen the relationship between core self-evaluations and
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performance. According to the theory of other-orientation (Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004), other-oriented employees are less rationally self-interested in how they acquire beliefs (epistemic rationality) and in how they integrate their beliefs and valences to select
a course of action (instrumental rationality). This implies that
other-oriented employees may be more willing to accept the belief
that they should expend significant effort to help customers or
coworkers and to act on this belief. This willingness, in concert
with high core self-evaluations, which convey expectancies of goal
attainment, may motivate other-oriented employees to achieve
high performance. Employees low in other-orientation, on the
other hand, may be less willing to expend effort to help others and
may be more dependent on self-interested rewards, such as compensation or enjoyment of the work itself.
In addition to highlighting new mechanisms for explaining the
moderating effect of other-orientation, this account may shed light
on why we found negative relationships between core selfevaluations and performance for employees low in otherorientation in all three of our studies. In all three settings, employees received little performance-based compensation. The absence
of personal rewards for effective performance might have curtailed
the performance of employees low in other-orientation, who may
have placed greater utility on social loafing or other activities that
do not contribute directly to performance (e.g., Simon, 1991; see
also Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & Vohs, 2003). Future research should investigate whether the availability of self-interested
rewards reverses the relationship between core self-evaluations
and performance from negative to positive for employees low in
other-orientation. Moreover, in all three settings, employees held
jobs that were relatively high in task significance and worked on
behalf of organizations with strong social missions, including
serving a university (Study 1), protecting national security and
promoting health (Study 2), and making calls to support job
creation (Study 3). This raises the possibility that other-orientation
will strengthen the relationship between core self-evaluations and
performance only in settings in which employees have the opportunity to express and fulfill other-oriented values but not in positions that may lack these qualities, such as telephone sales or
independent entrepreneurial positions. Further theoretical and empirical inquiry will also be critical to adjudicating when otherorientation and rational self-interest occupy opposite poles of the
same continuum (Meglino & Korsgaard, 2004, 2006) or independent continua (De Dreu, 2006; Grant & Mayer, 2009).
Second, our samples across all three studies were relatively
small. The consistent forms of the interactions in different samples
with different measures lend a degree of generalizability to our
findings, but it will be important for future studies to replicate
them with larger and more representative samples. Third, we were
surprised to find nonsignificant bivariate associations between
core self-evaluations and job performance in all three of our
studies. This may be an artifact due to the small sample sizes or
distinctive features of our samples, and this issue merits attention
in future research. That said, because our focus was on explaining
how the association between core self-evaluations and job performance varies as a function of other-orientation, the direction and
magnitude of the average relationship across levels of the moderator are not central to our hypotheses or contributions. Fourth, our
measure of core self-evaluations did not account for potential
differential effects of the different indicator traits of generalized
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self-efficacy, self-esteem, locus of control, and neuroticism, which
have been detected in past research (e.g., Chen, Gully, & Eden,
2004). This evidence, in conjunction with findings that these four
indicator traits do not contribute equally to the latent core selfevaluations factor (Johnson et al., 2008), highlights the importance
of conducting future research to investigate whether otherorientation moderates the effects of each indicator trait on performance.
Fifth, our studies relied on cross-sectional observational designs, which are at best ambiguous about causal order. Although
we used different operationalizations of other-orientation to triangulate our results and used multisource data to predict objective
performance outcomes from survey measures, experimental and
true longitudinal studies will be necessary to support the inference
that other-orientation actually causes employees to channel high
core self-evaluations toward effective performance. Despite the
fact that our first and third studies assessed lagged performance
that occurred after data collection on our independent and moderating variables, we encourage researchers to investigate the impact
of other-orientation on performance over longer windows of time.
Sixth, we focused on broad conceptualizations of other-orientation
that are relatively agnostic about which “others” are the focus of
employees’ attention. Our third study tangentially addressed this
issue by showing that other-oriented employees experienced
greater anticipatory gratitude from both managers and customers.
However, we recommend that further studies examine how employees express other-orientation toward different recipients of
their efforts and investigate how the focus of other-orientation may
moderate its impact on performance.
Seventh, we hope to see future research theoretically and empirically integrate anticipatory emotions and self-determination
theory. According to self-determination theory, acting to avoid
negative emotions such as guilt reflects an introjected regulatory
style that involves relatively controlled rather than autonomous
motivation (Gagné & Deci, 2005). Thus, actions based on otheroriented anticipatory emotions may result in less than optimal
levels of effort and performance. In addition, research suggests
that employees with high core self-evaluations may tend to experience more autonomous motivation, reflected in their tendencies
to set self-concordant goals (e.g., Judge, 2009). Combining these
perspectives, our research suggests that the interaction of otherorientation and core self-evaluations may reflect synergy between
controlled and autonomous motivations (see also Grant, 2008;
Grant & Mayer, 2009).
Finally, although triangulation of the moderating effect across
three operationalizations of other-orientation is a strength of our
studies, the pattern of relationships between other-orientation and
core self-evaluations varied across these operationalizations.1 Specifically, there were positive relationships of core self-evaluations
with agreeableness and duty in Studies 2 and 3, but there was not
a significant relationship between core self-evaluations and prosocial motivation in Study 1. Future research will be necessary to
address this issue in further depth, but from a theoretical perspective, this finding is consistent with principles of compatibility and
specificity matching, which suggest that traits operating at the
same level of generality will share greater variance than those
operating at different levels (e.g., Ajzen, 1991). Because core
self-evaluations represent a general, context-free personality trait
of having a positive self-concept, this trait should be more likely to

correlate positively with other general traits than with contextspecific variables. Whereas agreeableness and duty are general,
context-free traits, prosocial motivation is a malleable, domainspecific expression of other-orientation in one’s current job (Grant,
2007; Grant et al., 2007). Thus, the lack of shared variance
between prosocial motivation and core self-evaluations may be an
artifact of the greater context-specificity and malleability of prosocial motivation, compared with the generality and stability of the
traits of core self-evaluations, agreeableness, and duty.

Practical Implications and Conclusion
Our research offers important implications for selecting and
motivating employees. From a selection standpoint, our findings
suggest that selecting employees with high core self-evaluations
may not be sufficient to increase the likelihood of employing a
high-performing staff. In addition, it may be important to attend to
other-orientation when selecting employees, recognizing that those
with tendencies toward prosocial motivation, agreeableness, and
duty are likely to direct their high core self-evaluations toward
effective performance. From a motivation standpoint, managers
often focus their energy on building employees’ self-efficacy and
expectancy beliefs, which helps to ensure that they feel confident
and competent to carry out their tasks effectively (e.g., Eden, 2003;
Gist & Mitchell, 1992). In conjunction with these efforts, it may be
valuable for managers to focus on creating opportunities to express
or encourage other-orientation at work, through activities such as
perspective taking (Parker & Axtell, 2001) and interactions with
the beneficiaries of the work (Grant et al., 2007).
Humorist Erma Bombeck once described guilt as the “gift that
keeps on giving” (Skow, 1984). Our research underscores the
hidden wisdom in this quip, suggesting that for other-oriented
employees, anticipated guilt may serve as a motivational resource
to prevent high core self-evaluations from leading to complacency.
By worrying about letting others down, they are able to prevent
themselves from actually doing so. However, it is not only anticipated guilt that drives other-oriented employees with high core
self-evaluations to achieve high performance; anticipated gratitude, too, helps to motivate their performance.

1
To substantiate the shared variance among the three measures of
other-orientation used in this article, we collected data from a sample of
352 students. We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to examine
whether other-orientation could be treated as a higher order factor. The
model showed good fit with the data, 2(40) ⫽ 146.13, comparative fit
index ⫽ .95, standardized root-mean-square residual ⫽ .053, and the
loadings of the three measures of other-orientation on the higher order
factor were statistically significant and positive (.39 for prosocial motivation, .80 for agreeableness, and .46 for duty). In a separate confirmatory
factor analysis removing the higher order factor, the disattenuated correlations between the three latent factors were statistically significant and
ranged from .26 to .32. These findings suggest that it is appropriate to
conceptualize prosocial motivation, agreeableness, and duty as distinct
measures of a higher order other-orientation construct.
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