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An experience-sampling study of 131 full-time employed individuals examined the 

effects of core self-evaluations (CSE) and positive news disclosure on positive affect, 

job satisfaction, coworker satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB)- 

helping behaviors directed at coworkers or the organization. Within-individuals, positive 

news disclosure was positively associated with all three well-being outcomes. In each 

case, this effect was fully mediated by perceptions of coworkers’ responsiveness to the 

disclosure. Positive news disclosure was not linked to OCB, but perceived 

responsiveness was. Between-individuals, CSE was positively related to well-being and 

OCB, and this relationship was mediated by average perceived responsiveness. While 

CSE did not moderate the relationship of perceived responsiveness with well-being, it 

did moderate the relationship of perceived responsiveness with OCB such that the 

relationship was stronger among people with low CSE than those with high CSE. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Just by virtue of time spent, many of the positive events in people’s lives are 

likely to take place at work. Moreover, work is the locus of significant investments of 

effort, the focus of some of our highest aspirations, and arguably the focal aspect of 

identity for many (Hulin, 2001).  Consequently, many of the more important 

accomplishments and fortuitous events that people experience are in the realm of work 

and career. Finally, people share positive events occurring in their personal lives at 

work. Weddings, births, vacations–all are common topics of conversation in workplaces. 

It is possible that these conversations have implications for well-being and 

behavior at work. Although an enormous amount of research has been focused on how 

people can recover from adversity, there is much less on how people sustain positive 

momentum in their lives. In the organizational literature in particular, there is ample 

research on how support from coworkers can reduce strain during periods of stress 

(Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999). Yet, we know little about how people can 

leverage their social connections at work to derive greater benefit from the positive 

events in their lives. Indeed, it might be that the support received during interactions 

surrounding positive news disclosures provides resources for rockier moments. 

 Langston (1994) coined the term “capitalizing” to denote the ways in which 

people seek to extend or amplify the benefits of positive events. In his study of the 

effects of capitalizing on daily well-being, one of the more common forms of capitalizing 

consisted of “expressive responses,” which included disclosing the event to others. He 

found that expressive responding was positively related to daily life satisfaction and 

positive affect. Later research on positive news disclosure also found that it was 
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positively associated with daily well-being as well as with the quality of intimate 

relationships (Gable, Reis, Impett, & Asher, 2004).  

In this paper, I explore whether positive news disclosure can also fuel 

constructive job attitudes and work behaviors. Specifically, I examine the influence of 

capitalizing via disclosure of positive news to coworkers on daily reports of positive 

affect, satisfaction with coworkers, job satisfaction, and organizational citizenship 

behavior. Also, because self-views tend to influence expectations of and reactions to 

interpersonal interactions (Dandeneau & Baldwin, 2004; Leary, Tambor, Terdal, & 

Downs, 1995; Gyurak & Ayduk, 2007), I examine the role of core self-evaluations (CSE; 

Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997). Thus, I investigate both the within-individual effects of 

positive news disclosure on attitudinal and behavioral outcomes at work and the 

influence of between-individual differences on that process. 

This research makes several contributions. First, it examines not only the effects 

of capitalizing on well-being, but on behavior as well. Second, it addresses the effects of 

individual differences on capitalizing outcomes. Relevant to the realm of organizational 

research, this inquiry sheds light on the effects of discrete social interactions on day-to-

day well-being and behavior. Finally, although research on CSE has burgeoned in 

recent years, some gaps remain. Its relationship with job satisfaction is well-established, 

but less is known about how it relates to affect at work or to attitudes toward work 

relationships. Moreover, there has been little investigation of the effect of CSE on 

helping behavior. Thus, this research threads together disparate streams of research, 

demonstrating how a stable disposition-CSE-and a variable behavior-positive news 

disclosure-converge to influence everyday work experience. 
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In the proposed model (Figure 1-1), disclosure of positive news to coworkers and 

perceptions of coworkers’ responses to disclosures are related to within-individual 

positive affect at the end of the day, job and coworker satisfaction at the end of the day, 

and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) performed during the work day. 

Perceived responsiveness mediates between positive news disclosure and the 

outcomes of interest. Between-individuals, CSE influences average end-of-day positive 

affect and job and coworker satisfaction, as well as OCB during the work day. Average 

perceived responsiveness mediates the effect of CSE. Finally, CSE moderates the 

within-individual relationship between perceived responsiveness and each of the 

outcomes. That is, people with high CSE react more favorably when they receive 

enthusiastic responses to their positive news than do people with low CSE. In the next 

section, I offer formal hypotheses for the relationships depicted by this model.  

Positive News Disclosure and Well-Being 

Langston (1994) suggested that simply the act of telling others about a positive 

event is pleasant and, thus, should enhance well-being. He submitted, furthermore, that 

disclosure should improve memory for the event, making it more accessible as a source 

of well-being at a later time. Indeed, Gable et al. (2004) found that disclosure of the 

most positive event of the day was associated with enhanced memory of the event that 

was shared. It was also linked to daily, within-individual variation in positive affect and 

life satisfaction (Gable et al., 2004).   

Given its relationship with life satisfaction, it is likely that positive news disclosure 

is related to coworker and job satisfaction as well. Ratings of life satisfaction are based 

on evaluations of various aspects of an individual’s life and relative weightings of the 

importance of those domains (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). Capitalizing in 
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a certain domain, such as work, might also influence satisfaction in that domain. If one 

is capitalizing, specifically, by disclosing positive news to coworkers, then the attitudinal 

effects of disclosure could extend to coworkers and to the job itself. 

Research on the sharing of autobiographical narratives frames conversational 

disclosure of life events as an engine for the pursuit of interpersonal goals such as 

social validation of identity, efficacy, and self-worth; re-evocation of the affective 

dimensions of pleasurable experiences; and for entertainment and impression 

management (Baumeister & Newman, 1994; Pasupathi, 2001). Thus, it is an approach-

oriented social behavior (i.e., Gable, 2006; Elliot, Gable, & Mapes, 2006) that extends 

an opportunity for the discloser to meet needs for pleasant social interaction and identity 

management. Gable (2006) and Elliot et al. (2006) demonstrated that approach-oriented 

social goals were associated with positive social outcomes, including greater 

satisfaction with social bonds. Therefore, one might expect that an approach-oriented 

social behavior directed toward coworkers, such as positive news disclosure, would 

lead to greater satisfaction with coworkers because of the needs it may meet for the 

discloser.  

Enhanced satisfaction with coworkers might extend to feelings about the job as 

well. Relationships with coworkers are an important facet of many jobs (e.g., Chiaburu & 

Harrison, 2008). Even where people are not required to complete tasks together on an 

extensive basis, their coworkers are a part of their work environment, their primary 

social outlet for much of the day. Thus, positive news disclosure, by engendering 

satisfying interactions with coworkers, can cast a more positive hue over the job in 

general.  
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H1: Within-individuals, disclosure of positive news to coworkers is positively 

associated with (a) positive affect, (b) job satisfaction, and (c) coworker satisfaction at 

the end of the work day.  

Positive News Disclosure and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

 Positive news disclosure might also have behavioral consequences. Affective 

Events Theory suggests that mood states arising from work events influence episodic 

performance (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). If so, the positive affect that follows positive 

news disclosure might make the discloser more disposed to engaging in OCB (Organ, 

1997). In general, positive affect increases cooperative, helpful behavior (Carnevale & 

Isen, 1986; Dovidio, Gaertner, Isen, & Lowrance, 1995; Isen, 1970; Isen & Levin, 1972), 

and findings in work contexts are suggestive of an influence of positive affect on such 

behaviors within organizations (Bachrach & Jex, 2000; George, 1991; Ilies, Scott, & 

Judge, 2006; Lee & Allen, 2002; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). Ilies, Scott, and Judge. 

(2006)-in the only study that has examined the effect of momentary positive affect on 

daily, within-individual variation in OCB-found that positive affect at work influenced 

OCB that day.  

Note that I am not proposing a mediation effect of positive affect in the 

relationship between OCB and interpersonal capitalization. The measure of positive 

affect used in this study was taken at the end of the day, and I did not view it as 

appropriate to use that as a predictor of citizenship behaviors performed earlier in the 

day. Thus, while I believe that positive affect is the likely mechanism for the effect of 

interpersonal capitalization on OCB, I do not explicitly examine that link in the present 

paper.  
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H2: Within-individuals, disclosure of positive news to coworkers is positively 

related to performance of organizational citizenship behaviors that day. 

Core Self-Evaluations and Well-Being 

Core self-evaluations (CSE), originally conceptualized as a latent trait indicated 

by four lower-order traits (self-esteem, emotional stability, locus of control, and 

generalized self-efficacy), refers to an individual’s global sense of self-worth and 

competence. Basic self-views carry over into perceptions and behavioral choices which, 

ultimately, influence subjective experience. For instance, the oft-repeated finding that 

CSE is linked to job satisfaction is explained by evidence that it affects both perceptions 

of and actual job characteristics, in addition to influencing the types of goals people set 

(for a review, see Judge & Hurst, 2007a; Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005; Judge, 

Heller, & Klinger, 2008; Judge & Hurst, 2008). This link between CSE and job 

satisfaction has been found both between individuals (Judge & Hurst, 2007a) and within 

individuals over long periods (Judge& Hurst, 2008). These findings lead to the 

expectation here that CSE will be positively associated with average daily levels of job 

satisfaction.  

Surprisingly, there has been no research published on the relationship between 

CSE and positive affect; however, Judge, Erez, and Bono (1999) suggested that CSE 

should affect emotion tendencies. While their focus was on negative emotion, implicit in 

their discussion of CSE was the idea that people with high CSE are more positive. Their 

sanguine perceptions of themselves generalize to their environment, leading them to 

more often experience positive moods. Thus, CSE should have a positive influence on 

positive affect. 
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People with high CSE might also view their interactions with coworkers in a more 

positive light, which could influence their satisfaction with coworkers. Although CSE has 

not been specifically linked to coworker satisfaction, there is evidence that people with 

high CSE have higher-quality work relationships than people with low CSE. Kammeyer-

Mueller and Judge (2008) found that CSE had a moderately positive meta-analytic 

relationship with mentor satisfaction (ρ=.24). Also, two studies have found that 

expatriate employees’ levels of CSE were positively related to their social ties with host 

country nationals (Chiu, Wu, Zhuang, Hsu, 2009; Johnson, Kristof-Brown, van Vianen, 

de Pater, & Klein, 2003) 

Individually, the core traits are also associated with interpersonal processes and 

the quality of relationships in non-work domains. Low self-esteem is strongly linked to 

fears of exclusion and rejection (Dandeneau & Baldwin, 2004; Leary et al., 1995; 

Gyurak & Ayduk, 2007) and to deep feelings of insecurity in close relationships (Murray, 

Griffin, Rose, & Bellavia, 2006; Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1997; Murray, Holmes, 

Griffin, Bellavia, & Rose, 2001; Murray, Holmes, MacDonald, & Ellsworth, 1998). 

Meanwhile, satisfaction with relationships of various types is negatively related to 

neuroticism (Karney & Bradbury, 1997; Kurtz & Sherker, 2003; Lopes, Salovey, & 

Strauss, 2003; White, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 2004) and positively related to self-esteem 

(Lopez & Rice, 2006) and internal locus of control (Camp & Ganong, 1997). Neuroticism 

is also positively associated with interpersonal stress and conflict (Bolger & Schilling, 

1991; Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; Gunthert, Cohen, & Armeli, 1999). The consistency of 

these findings across the individual core traits suggests that their common core (CSE) 

may broadly explain individual differences in the quality of work relationships. Thus, 
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because they feel more competent and confident of being accepted in interpersonal 

interactions, people with high CSE might feel more positively about their relationships.  

H3: Between-individuals, core self-evaluations are positively associated with 

average levels of (a) positive affect, (b) job satisfaction, and (c) coworker satisfaction at 

the end of the day. 

Core Self-Evaluations and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

Organizational citizenship behaviors are extra-role behaviors aimed at enhancing 

the organization or helping individuals within the organization (Organ, 1997). CSE has 

been associated with job performance in previous research (Judge & Hurst, 2007a; 

Kacmar, Collins, Harris, & Judge, 2009) but never, specifically, with citizenship 

behaviors. However, each of the core traits has been linked to organizational citizenship 

(Barbuto & Bubenhagen, 2006; D’Amato & Ziljstra, 2008; Hoffi-Hofstetter & Mannheim, 

1999; Kaplan, Bradly, Luchman, & Haynes, 2009), and the well-established link 

between CSE and job satisfaction would suggest that CSE is related to the performance 

of helping behaviors as well. Ample research has tied job satisfaction to OCB (Bateman 

& Organ, 1983; Ilies, Fulmer, Spitzmuller, & Johnson, 2009; Ilies et al., 2006). Bateman 

and Organ, the first to examine that relationship, argued that people who attribute their 

satisfaction with their job to the organization will want to reciprocate, and performing 

extra-role behaviors is one way to do so. Thus, if people with high CSE are more 

satisfied with their jobs, they might be expected to perform more OCBs. 

Another reason that CSE might motivate citizenship behaviors is that people with 

high CSE could feel more able to perform such behaviors. By nature, as extra-role 

behaviors, OCB requires performance beyond that which is required for the job. People 

who are uncertain about their competence and lack a sense of control over their work 
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might feel more than sufficiently challenged by the demands of their regular work role. 

On the other hand, people who tend to feel competent and in control might judge 

themselves to be capable of performing their assigned tasks and assuming additional 

undertakings as well.  

H4: Between-individuals, core self-evaluations are positively associated with 

average levels of organizational citizenship behaviors performed during the work day. 

Perceived Responsiveness and Well-Being 

As noted earlier, people tend be motivated in their sharing of autobiographical 

information (Baumeister & Newman, 1994; Pasupathi, 2001), and a target’s response to 

self-disclosure may indicate to the discloser whether their purpose for sharing has been 

achieved. This may explain findings that the target’s response to a positive event 

disclosure affects relationship outcomes of interpersonal capitalization (Gable et al., 

2004; Gable, Gonzaga, & Strachman, 2006). The response may indicate to the 

discloser whether a valued goal has been met, thus influencing satisfaction with the 

relationship that enabled (or obstructed) goal fulfillment.  

Gable et al. (2004) described four possible types of responses to positive news 

disclosure. Active-constructive responses consist of verbal and non-verbal behaviors 

that convey genuine enthusiasm, such as asking probing questions. Passive-

constructive responses are perceived as supportive, albeit subdued. Passive-

destructive responses convey disinterest while active-destructive responses entail 

purposely pointing out the negative aspects or implications of the positive news. Only 

active-constructive responses are positively associated with relationship outcomes 

(Gable et al., 2004). Surprisingly, passive-constructive responses did not yield even 

neutral or weak positive outcomes in prior research. They were as detrimental as active-
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destructive and passive-destructive responses. Apparently, people need to see 

enthusiasm in order to feel warmed by responses to their disclosures of positive news. 

Enthusiastic (i.e., active-constructive) responses to one’s good news validate 

important aspects of the self and convey that the recipient feels connected enough to 

the discloser to experience the latter’s happiness as his or her own (Gable et al., 2006). 

In Gable et al. (2004, 2006), the studies in which perceived responsiveness was 

included as a predictor were restricted to romantic partners and, in fact, perceived 

responsiveness has been theorized primarily as a determinant of quality in intimate 

relationships (e.g., Maisel, Gable, & Strachman, 2008; Murray, Holmes, & Collins, 2006; 

Reis, Clark, & Holmes, 2004). Yet, there is evidence that perceptions of an interaction 

partner’s responsiveness to one’s goals and needs affects the quality of other types of 

relationships as well. For instance, in one study (Reis, Clark, Gray, Tsai, Brown, 

Stewart, Underwood, 2008), patients’ perceptions of their physicians’ responsiveness 

positively influenced patient satisfaction and subjective health. Also, one of the few 

studies to examine responsiveness in a work context found that subordinates’ ratings of 

supervisor’s consideration and initiating structure were positively related to perceptions 

of the supervisor’s communication responsiveness (Penley & Hawkins, 1985).  

Not only have higher levels of perceived responsiveness to positive news 

disclosures been positively associated with quality of romantic relationships, they have 

also been shown to intensify positive affect and life satisfaction, above the effects of the 

importance of the original event and of disclosure of the event (Gable et al., 2004). In 

keeping with Gable et al., Pasupathi (2003) found that listeners’ responsiveness to 

positive news disclosures encouraged further elaboration from the teller and resulted, 
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finally, in increases in positive emotion from experience to disclosure. Thus, the 

discursive elements of the interaction can directly influence affect. Furthermore, active-

constructive responses contribute to the general congeniality of the work environment 

while the other three types of responses detract from it, influencing the discloser’s job 

satisfaction.   

H5: Within individuals, perceived responsiveness to disclosures of positive news 

to coworkers is positively associated with (a) positive affect, (b) job satisfaction, and (c) 

coworker satisfaction at the end of the work day.    

H6: Between individuals, average perceived responsiveness to disclosures of 

positive news to coworkers is positively associated with average levels of (a) positive 

affect, (b) job satisfaction, and (c) coworker satisfaction at the end of the work day. 

Perceived Responsiveness and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

Receiving enthusiastic responses to positive news disclosures could also push 

people to higher levels of citizenship behaviors. An active-constructive response is an 

expression of support for the discloser’s perspective and well-being. As Chiaburu and 

Harrison (2008) asserted, coworker support should lead to organizational citizenship 

behaviors directed toward individual coworkers and the organization. Interactions 

stemming from positive news disclosures are social exchanges in which the response is 

an intangible good that is valued by the recipient. Receipt of such a good activates the 

norm of reciprocity (Blau, 1964), which is a powerful motivator in human relationships. 

In the workplace, both discloser and targets (coworkers) are situated within a broader 

social group. The more coworkers who are told of a positive event and who provide 

warm responses, the greater will be the discloser’s sense of reciprocal obligation to the 

work group. Because the work group is identified with the organization, that sense of 
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obligation might generalize to the organization. Thus, enthusiastic responses should 

lead to a desire to reciprocate both to the individuals who gave the responses and to the 

broader organization of which they are a part. 

H7: Within individuals, perceived responsiveness is positively associated with daily 

organizational citizenship behaviors.   

H8: Between individuals, average perceived responsiveness is positively 

associated with average levels of organizational citizenship behaviors.  

Perceived Responsiveness as Mediator 

The effect of positive event disclosure is likely entirely mediated by perceived 

responsiveness. It is difficult to imagine that people would experience any uplift 

following positive news disclosures that do not seem to have been well-received. 

Indeed, an attentive listener is an essential ingredient for reaping benefits from the 

sharing of memories (Pasupathi, 2003; Pasupathi, Stallworth, & Murdoch, 1998; 

Pasupathi & Rich, 2005). In the case of positive news disclosure, as Gable et al. (2004, 

2006) have found, the response needs to not only be attentive, but encouraging. 

Indeed, enthusiastic responses show that the listener cares enough for the discloser to 

share in his or her happiness (Gable et al., 2004). Passive responses, whether 

constructive or destructive, might convey a lack of interest in the discloser’s well-being 

while active-destructive responses communicate a concerted attempt to harm. Thus, for 

positive news disclosure to positively influence well-being or behavior, it must be 

followed by responses that are both attentive and agreeable.  

H9: Between individuals, core self-evaluations are positively associated with 

average levels of perceived responsiveness to positive news disclosures.  
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H10: Between-individuals, averaged perceived responsiveness partially mediates 

the relationship between core self-evaluations and (a) positive affect, (b) job satisfaction 

and (c) coworker satisfaction at the end of the work day. 

H11: Between individuals, average perceived responsiveness mediates between 

core self-evaluations and organizational citizenship behaviors performed during the 

work day. 

Murray et al. (2006) pointed out that responsiveness signals a partner’s regard 

and trustworthiness. It demonstrates that the other person sees valued traits in one’s 

self Yet, Murray et al. argued, people with low self-esteem-a characteristic of people 

with low CSE-have a tendency not to count on their partner’s regard. Trusting a 

relationship partner is a risky proposition, one that can lead to rejection and pain. For 

those primed to expect rejection, as are people with low self-esteem (Dandeneau & 

Baldwin, 2004), the risk seems even more acute. One way they may protect themselves 

is to adopt pessimistic interpretations of other people’s responses, erring on the side of 

the cautious belief that their interaction partner does not value them. On the other hand, 

people with positive self-views believe themselves to possess traits worth valuing and, 

therefore, have little difficulty having confidence in messages that others value them. In 

fact, Silvera and Neilands (2004) found that people with high self-esteem tended to 

interpret even meaningless feedback as favorable while those with low self-esteem did 

not. As a result, perceived responsiveness could be one reason for the influence of CSE 

on work-related well-being and OCB. 

H12: Within individuals, disclosure of positive news to coworkers is positively 

associated with perceived responsiveness.  
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H13: Within individuals, perceived responsiveness mediates the relationship 

between positive news disclosures to coworkers and (a) positive affect, (b) job 

satisfaction, and (c) coworker satisfaction at the end of the work day. 

H14: Within individuals, perceived responsiveness mediates between daily 

positive news disclosure to coworkers and organizational citizenship behaviors 

performed during the work day. 

Core Self-Evaluations as Moderator of Perceived Responsiveness  

According to self-verification theory (Swann & Read, 1981a; Swann & Read, 

1981b), people seek to maintain stable self-views by seeking feedback from others that 

verifies their beliefs about themselves. As noted earlier, disclosure of autobiographical 

information tends to serve as a vehicle for the affirmation of identity (Baumeister & 

Newman, 1994; Pasupathi, 1993). In telling others about life events, people are looking 

for social validation of what these events communicate about them. For people with 

high CSEs, positive events serve as the basis for validating that they are individuals 

worthy of good fortune and success. They evaluate positive events as typical of them 

and, therefore, important and seek to bask in the afterglow conferred by other people’s 

enthusiastic responses to their disclosures. On the other hand, positive events may 

create inner conflict for people with low CSEs, who struggle to reconcile this positive 

occurrence with beliefs that they are not deserving, lucky, or capable. Indeed, people 

with low self-esteem tend to react anxiously or with hostility to positive feedback 

(Marecek & Mettee, 1972; Murray, Holmes, MacDonald, & Ellsworth, 1998; Wood, 

Heimpel, Newby-Clark, & Ross, 2005) and to downplay positive events (Wood, 

Heimpel, & Michela, 2003).  
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Because of this need for self-verification, people with low CSE might benefit less 

from positive news disclosure, even when they perceive others to have responded 

enthusiastically to their positive news. In telling others about positive events in their 

lives, low CSE individuals could be seeking to verify their doubts about their own worth 

and ability even as they are also aiming for some celebration. If, as Seta and Donaldson 

(1999) found, people with low self-esteem are particularly motivated to self-verify 

following success, active-constructive feedback is not likely to help in that pursuit. This 

could explain why people with negative self-views tend to discount compliments, 

attributing the cause to the situation rather than their own efforts or talents (Gagne, 

Khan, Lydon, & To, 2008). Also, people with high self-esteem react with greater 

enthusiasm to success feedback than those with low self-esteem, even when the 

success is attributable to luck (Marecek & Mettee, 1972).  

In addition to the need to self-verify, the insecurity and fearfulness about 

relationships that follow people with low self-worth (Baldwin, Patrick, & Keelan,1999; 

Baldwin & Sinclair, 1996; Baldwin, Baccus, & Fitzsimmons, 2004; Dandeneau & 

Baldwin, 2004; Leary et al., 1995; Murray et al., 2006; Murray et al., 1997; Murray et al., 

2001; Murray et al., 1998) might make them less appreciative of enthusiastic responses. 

People with low self-esteem tend to believe implicitly that their acceptance by others is 

contingent on their successes (Baldwin et al., 2004; Baldwin & Sinclair, 1996); yet, 

success still does not breed in them a sense of security about others’ feelings toward 

them. Perhaps, as Murray et al. (1998) noted, highlighting a personal strength just 

makes salient, for people with low self-esteem, the belief that the other person’s 

acceptance of them is conditional. Fears of being conditionally accepted might be 
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especially prominent at work since work is a domain where, in general, one is regularly 

evaluated, formally and informally, on the basis of one’s performance. If people with low 

CSEs are ambivalent about the positive event and are uncertain about whether the 

people they have told value them intrinsically, then low CSEs could dampen the positive 

well-being and behavioral outcomes of even enthusiastic responses.  

H15: Core self-evaluations moderate the within-individual relationship between 

perceived responsiveness and (a) positive affect, (b) job satisfaction, (c) coworker 

satisfaction, and (d) organizational citizenship behaviors at the end of the day such that 

the association is more positive for high CSES than low CSEs.  
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Figure 1-1.  Conceptual Model of the Relationships among CSE, Positive News Disclosure, Perceived Responsiveness, 

Well-Being, & OCB 
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CHAPTER 2 
METHOD 

Sample and Procedure 

The sample consisted of 131 individuals who resided throughout the United 

States. Participants worked in a range of occupations including janitorial services, 

information technology management, trucking, teaching, and social services. On 

average, participants had been with their current organization 63 months and in their 

current job for 52 months. The mean number of people employed by their organizations 

was 2,911. Participants ranged in age from 18 to 64 years old. The average age was 

36. Sixty-nine percent of the sample was female. Sixty-five percent was Caucasian, 

25.2% African American, 5.7% Hispanic, and 3.8% Asian American or Pacific Islander.  

Participants were recruited during two waves of data collection. In both 

instances, most were recruited via postings to East Coast city websites of a popular 

classified ad service. A small number of participants were also recruited by sending 

information about the study to acquaintances and asking them to pass it on to others 

who might be interested. 

The classified ad alerted potential participants to the opportunity to participate in 

a research study for payment of up to $50 and provided a link to a website that gave 

more information about requirements for participation. On this website, participants 

were informed that they were eligible if they: (1) were 18 years or older, (2) worked at 

least 30 hours/week, (3) worked at least 5 days/week, (4) had standard work hours that 

typically began and ended between 7 am and 6 pm, (5) interacted with two or more 

coworkers (not including supervisors) on a daily basis, and (6) had access to a 
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computer on which they could complete a short survey once a day for five days 

between 4 pm and 8 pm.  

The web page also informed participants that they would need to provide their 

name, address, and social security number in order for the university to issue a check 

as payment for their participation. Participants who met the eligibility requirements and 

were willing to provide the necessary payment information or to waive payment were 

directed to enter their name and e-mail information and informed that the researchers 

would contact them within 48 hours. I then e-mailed potential participants instructions 

along with a 3-digit participant identification number (PIN) and a link to the first survey in 

the study, which began with a consent form that participants read and signed 

electronically before proceeding. After completing the initial survey, participants 

received a confirmation e-mail with information about the next phase of the study.  

I began placing recruitment ads for the first study on a Wednesday morning and, 

for the second, on a Monday morning. In each case, on the following Sunday morning, I 

deleted the ad. Interested respondents who had completed the first survey by the 

following Monday morning were eligible to continue to the next phase, which consisted 

of five brief daily surveys to be completed near or shortly after the end of the work day 

within the next seven business days. Participants who did not fill out five surveys within 

the seven-day period were offered prorated compensation. I sent daily e-mail reminders 

that contained a link to the daily survey. I told participants that, although I preferred that 

they fill out surveys between 3 pm and 8 pm of the day in question, I would accept 

surveys for a given day that were completed no later than 8 am the following day. 

Participants completed a total of 698 usable daily surveys.  
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 To deter participants from filling out all of the daily surveys at one time, I informed 

them that we would check time stamps and internet protocol addresses. Checking time 

stamps also enabled us to eliminate survey responses completed outside of the 

requested windows. I checked time stamps each day. There were only a few 

participants who filled out more than one survey within the daily window or filled out the 

survey earlier or later than requested. In those cases, I contacted the participant and 

told them those surveys would not be counted. Accordingly, I deleted those surveys 

from the data set.  

Measures 

All survey measures can be found in Appendix B. 

Initial Survey 

 Core Self-Evaluations. Core self-evaluations were measured using the 12-item 

Core Self-Evaluations Scale (CSES) developed by Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoresen 

(2003). Using a 5-point Likert-type scale anchored by the 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = 

strongly agree, participants indicated the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that 

each statement was descriptive of them. Sample items included “When I try, I generally 

succeed,” “Sometimes I feel depressed”, and “Overall, I am satisfied with myself.” 

Reliability of this scale was α = .85 

Daily Survey 

 Most important negative/positive event or issue. Following the protocol used 

by Gable et al. (2004), I asked participants to “Briefly describe the most important 

problem or stressful event or issue of the day.” With regard to positive events, they were 

asked to “Briefly describe the most positive event or issue of the day.” For both positive 

and negative events, I specified that the event or issue could “be something that 
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happened today, something that happened in the past that affected you today, or 

something that you anticipate happening in the future.”  

Event importance. Participants were asked to rate the importance of the event 

on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 = very slightly or not at all to 5 = extremely. Because 

this was a single-item measure, I computed the intraclass correlation coefficient, the 

within-person consistency over time in that item, which was ICC(1) = .96. 

 Positive news disclosures. Participants were asked how many coworkers they 

had told about the positive event that they had described. 

 Perceived responsiveness to capitalization attempts. Gable et al. (2004) 

developed the Perceived Responsiveness to Capitalization Attempts (PRCA) measure, 

which has four subscales of three items each measuring the four categories of 

response. For an experience-sampling study on the effects of responsiveness, they 

used a single item from each subscale in order to decrease participants’ response 

burden. Following their example, I used one statement for each type of response. 

Participants rated how true, on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 = not at all true to 5 = 

extremely true, each statement was of their coworkers’ responses, in general, to their 

disclosure of the most positive event of their day. The items for each type of response 

were “Reacted enthusiastically,” “Said little, but I knew they were happy for me,” “Found 

a problem with it,” “Seemed disinterested.” Consistent with Gable et al., I derived my 

measure of perceived responsiveness by subtracting the mean of the scores on the 

passive-constructive, active-destructive, and passive-destructive items from the score 

on the active-constructive item.  
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Positive/negative affect. To measure affect, I used the general dimension 

scales from the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule – Expanded Form (Watson, 

Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). On a 5-point scale ranging from 1 = not at all to 5 = extremely, 

particpants rated to what extent they were feeling each of the 20 emotions on the list, 

including “alert,” “guilty,” “proud,” and “enthusiastic.” Average reliability for the positive 

affect scale and for the negative affect scale was α = .96. 

 Satisfaction with relationships with coworkers. I used a modified version of 

the Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick, Dicke, & Hendrick, 1988) and four 

coworker items from Spector’s (1994) Job Satisfaction Survey. Participants rated how 

true each of seven statements was for them at that moment on a 5-point scale ranging 

from 1 = not at all true to 5 = extremely true. The items from the Relationship 

Assessment Scale were “In general, I am satisfied with my relationships with my 

coworkers today,” “I wish I didn’t work with my coworkers,” “My relationships with my 

coworkers met my expectations today.” Items from the Spector scale included “I 

enjoyed my coworkers today” and “Today, I like the people I work with.” Average 

reliability for this scale was α = .88. 

 Job Satisfaction. To measure daily job satisfaction, I used a two-item measure 

taken from a daily diary study by Oishi, Diener, Choi, Kim-Prieto, and Choi (2007). The 

first item, rated according to a 7-point scale ranging from 1=terrible to 7=excellent, 

asked “How was today at work?” The second item, rated according to a 7-point scale 

with anchors 1= totally dissatisfied to 7 = totally satisfied, asked “How satisfied are you 

with your job today?” Responses to these two items were averaged. The average 

reliability for this scale was α = .83. 
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 Organizational Citizenship Behavior. OCB was only included in daily surveys 

for the second wave of data collection. I used 13 items from Lee and Allen’s 16-item 

(2002) measure. I excluded three items because they did not seem particularly relevant 

to a day-to-day context (e.g., “Went out of your way to make newer employees feel 

welcome in the group”). Remaining items included, “Willingly gave your time to help 

others who had work-related problems today,” “Punctual to work, meetings, and other 

work-related engagements today,” and “Offered ideas to improve the functioning of the 

organization today.” Average reliability for this scale was α = .89. 

Data Analysis 

Because the data were nested (i.e., days within persons), I used Hierarchical 

Linear Modeling 6 (HLM6; Raudenbush, Bryk, & Congdon, 2004) for data analysis. HLM 

6 deletes all Level 2 cases that have any missing variables. Thus, the final sample, for 

data analysis purposes, consisted of 131 observations at Level 2 and 633 at Level 1. 

There were 355 daily reports of OCB, so analyses involving OCB consist of 355 Level 1 

observations and 111 Level 2 observations. In order to remove the effects of between-

persons variance at Level 1, the Level 1 predictors were centered around each 

participant’s mean rating for each predictor over the course of the study. The Level 2 

variable, core self-evaluations, was centered around the sample mean for analysis of 

moderation effects. 

All of the models used to analyze the data can be found in Appendix A. In order 

to assess the mediational hypotheses, based on the Baron and Kenny (1986) method, I 

needed to establish that daily positive news disclosure predicted within-individual 

variance in perceived responsiveness and that CSE predicted between-individual 

variance in perceived responsiveness. Thus, I estimated an equation in which daily 
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positive news disclosure was a Level 1 predictor of perceived responsiveness while 

CSE was a Level 2 predictor of the intercept. Consistent with Gable et al. (2004), I also 

controlled, at Level 1, for the importance of the most positive and the most negative 

event of the day (Model A1).  

I estimated separate equations for each of the hypothesized outcomes. In each 

equation, I entered daily number of disclosures of positive news to coworkers as a Level 

1 predictor of the outcome. I entered CSE as a Level 2 predictor of the intercept, which 

represents the within-person average for the given outcome. Thus, positive news 

disclosure, at Level 1, predicted within-individual variance in each outcome while CSE, 

at Level 2, predicted between-individual variance (e.g., Model A2). Again, I controlled 

for positive and negative event importance.    

Next, I added daily perceived responsiveness at Level 1 and average perceived 

responsiveness to Level 2 to the first set of equations and based conclusions about 

mediation on whether the p-values for CSE, at Level 2, and positive news disclosure, at 

Level 1, decreased (Model A3). Finally, I tested the interaction hypothesis (H15) by 

adding CSE as a Level 2 predictor of the slope of the relationship between daily 

perceived responsiveness and each outcome (Model A4).  
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CHAPTER 3 
RESULTS 

Table 3-1 displays correlations among the study variables. Between-individual 

correlations (based on aggregated Level 1 scores) are above the diagonal while within-

individual correlations are below the diagonal (and thus do not properly represent 

multilevel relationships). The between-individual correlations are based on aggregated 

Level 1 scores while within-individual correlations are standardized regression 

coefficients from HLM models with only one independent variable. For instance, the 

correlation between perceived responsiveness and number of positive news disclosures 

is the standardized coefficient for an equation with perceived responsiveness as the 

dependent variable and positive news disclosure as the sole independent variable.    

Before testing the study hypotheses, I examined whether there was sufficient 

within-individual variance in the experience-sampled outcome variables to justify 

analyzing within-person relationships. To make this determination, I estimated null 

models for each of the Level 1 outcome variables (Table 3-2). At least one-third of 

variance in all of the within-person variables is within-individual. Most notably, about 

70% of the variance in numbers of disclosures of positive news to coworkers is within-

individual. It appears that people vary considerably on a daily basis in the number of 

people at work whom they tell about positive events.  

Perceived Responsiveness 

 Because of its centrality to all of the other analyses, I report the results of the 

analysis of effects of positive news disclosure and CSE on perceived responsiveness 

first. As shown in Table 3-3, daily number of positive news disclosures to coworkers 

was positively associated with perceived responsiveness (β = .29, p < .01). Collectively, 
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the Level 1 variables predicted 9% of the variance in within-individual perceived 

responsiveness. Also, CSE, the Level 2 predictor of the intercept, was positively 

associated with average perceived responsiveness (β = .45, p < .01) and predicted 18% 

of the variance in between-individual perceived responsiveness. Thus, H9 and H12 

were supported. 

Positive Affect 

Results for the equation predicting positive affect at the end of the day, can be 

found in Table 3-4. In this equation, negative affect at the end of the day was also 

controlled. Supporting H1a, the number of coworkers to whom the most positive event 

of the day was disclosed was positively associated with daily end-of-day positive affect 

(β=.14, p < .01). Likewise, in support of H3a, CSE was a positive and significant 

predictor of average positive affect at the end of the work day (β=.37, p<.01). This 

equation explained 6% of the variance at Level 1 and 18% of variance at Level 2.  

Next, within-individual perceived responsiveness was added as a Level 1 

predictor and average perceived responsiveness as a Level 2 predictor. At Level 1, 

within-individual perceived responsiveness was a positive and significant predictor of 

positive affect at the end of the day (β=.22, p<.05), supporting H5a. Moreover, positive 

news disclosure lost statistical significance entirely following entry of perceived 

responsiveness, indicating full mediation and supporting H10a. At Level 2, average 

perceived responsiveness was positively related to average positive affect (β=.38, 

p<.01). The coefficient and p-value for CSE decreased, and the Sobel test for mediation 

(p<.05) indicated a significant indirect effect of CSE through perceived responsiveness 

(β=.20, p<.05), supporting H6a and H13a. Overall, an additional 11% of variance at 
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Level 1 and 16% of variance at Level 2 was explained by the inclusion of perceived 

responsiveness.  

Finally, CSE was added to the model as a predictor of the slope of the 

relationship between within-individual perceived responsiveness and positive affect. In 

this analysis and the three that follow, the interaction was not in the model when 

mediation was assessed. The coefficient for the cross-level interaction between CSE 

and within-individual perceived responsiveness was not statistically significant. H15a 

was not supported. 

Job Satisfaction 

Results for the second set of equations, predicting job satisfaction at the end of 

the day, can be found in Table 3-5. The relationship between positive news disclosures 

and job satisfaction was significant (β = .14, p<.01), providing support for H1b. As 

expected, CSE was positively associated with average job satisfaction (β = .36, p<.01), 

supporting H3b. While only 4.5% of variance at Level 1 was explained by this equation, 

CSE explained 21% of Level 2 variance in job satisfaction. 

Within individuals, perceived responsiveness positively and significantly 

predicted job satisfaction (β = .32, p<.01), as did average perceived responsiveness (β 

= .37, p<.01), so H5b and H6b were supported. Again, positive news disclosures 

completely lost statistical significance when within-individual perceived responsiveness 

was included in the model, supporting full mediation (H10b). While the p-value for CSE 

remained unchanged, the Sobel test provided evidence for a partial indirect effect of 

CSE through average perceived responsiveness (β=.26, p<.01). H13b was supported. 

Last, the cross-level interaction between CSE and Level 1 perceived responsiveness 

was not significant, failing to support H15b. With the addition of perceived 
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responsiveness at Level 2, the model predicted 14% of Level 1 variance in job 

satisfaction and 48% of Level 2 variance in job satisfaction. 

Coworker Satisfaction 

Regarding within-individual coworker satisfaction (Table 3-6), positive news 

disclosure was a positive predictor (β = .07, p<.05). Meanwhile, CSE was positively 

associated with average coworker satisfaction (β = .15, p<.01). Thus, H1c and H3c 

were supported; however, the variance explained at Level 1 was negligible and at Level 

2 was rather small relative to the other well-being dependent variables (8%). In the next 

step, Level 1 perceived responsiveness was positively related to within-individual 

coworker satisfaction (β = .24, p<.01) and average perceived responsiveness was 

positively associated with average coworker satisfaction (β = .29, p<.01), supporting 

H5c and H6c. Once more, the p-value for positive news disclosure decreased below the 

standard for statistical significance when responsiveness was added, supporting full 

mediation (H10c). The p-value for CSE also decreased (p=.05), and the Sobel test 

indicated a partial indirect effect of CSE on average coworker satisfaction through 

average perceived responsiveness (β=.06, p<.05). H13c was supported. Including 

perceived responsiveness increased Level 1 variance explained by only 3%, but the 

proportion of Level 2 variance explained increased to 46%. As with the other well-being 

outcomes, the cross-level interaction between CSE and within-individual perceived 

responsiveness was added to the equation after mediation was assessed and was not 

significant, so H15c was not supported.  

Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

In the final set of equations (Table 3-7), positive news disclosure did not 

significantly predict OCB, daily perceived responsiveness did (β=.10, p<.05). Thus, H7 
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was supported, but H2 and H11 were not.. In support of H4 and H8, CSE and average 

perceived responsiveness were positive and significant predictors of OCB (β = .21, 

p<.05; β = .24, p<.05, respectively). Furthermore, the p-value for CSE became 

insignificant when average perceived responsiveness was added, indicating full 

mediation (β=.09, p<.05) in support of H14. Finally, the cross-level interaction between 

CSE and within-individual perceived responsiveness was statistically significant (β=-.10, 

p<.05). As shown in Figure 3-1, the form of this interaction is not as hypothesized. 

There was actually a stronger relationship between perceived responsiveness and OCB 

among people with low CSE than among those with high CSE. Thus, H15 was 

supported only partially supported. The model explains 4% of Level 1 variance and 15% 

of Level 2 variance in OCB.   
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Table 3-1.  Intercorrelations between study variables 

 Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Core self-
evaluations 3.52 0.61 1.00  .09**  .33**  .33**  .32** .36* .24**  .43** .31** 

2. Negative event 
importance 4.03 1.03  .06  1.00  .41**  .03**  .23** .12 .11 .02* -.01 

3. Positive event 
importance 4.49 0.73  .70** .09* 1.00  .30**  .37**  .50** .30**  .39** .43** 

4. Positive news 
disclosures 1.82 3.33 .22* -.03 .24* 1.00  .27**  .39** .30* .39* .43** 

5. Perceived 
Responsiveness 1.59 1.12  .38** .05 .27** .24* 1.00  .39** .37**  .45** .32** 

6. Positive affect 2.96 1.11  .39** .02 .20**  .17** .44**  1.00 .42** .56** .59** 
7. Coworker 

satisfaction 3.98 0.77 .17** .00 .05† .07†  .40**  .23** 1.00  .70** .41** 

8. Job satisfaction 5.04 1.19 .38**  -.05 .16** .14*  .43**  .59**  .37**  1.00 .45** 

9. Organizational 
citizenship 2.81 .82 .24* .09 -.03 .07†  .12**  .16** .04  .34*  1.00 

Note. Between-individual correlations are above the diagonal. Within-individual correlations are below the diagonal.  
*p<.01. **p<.05. †p<.10. 
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Table 3-2.  Parameter estimates and variance components of null models for level-1 
variables 

Variable Intercept 
(γ00) 

Within-
individual 
variance (ρ2) 

Between-
individual 

variance (τ00) 

% variance  
within-
individual 

Positive news 
disclosures 

1.82** 7.06 
 

2.99 70.25 

Perceived 
responsiveness 

1.57** 1.51 .73 67.41 

Positive affect 2.99** .46 .73 38.33 
Coworker 

satisfaction 
3.99** .33 .24 57.89 

Job satisfaction 5.06** .93 .48 65.96 
Organizational 

citizenship 
2.80** .23 .46 33.33 

  Note.   *p<.01. **p<.05. †p<.10. 
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Table 3-3.  Hierarchical linear modeling results predicting perceived responsiveness  
Variable B SE T β 
Level 1     
     Intercept -1.01 .46 -2.21 1.55 
     Negative event importance .03 .07 .37 .03 
     Positive event importance .39 .09 4.15** .30 
     Positive news disclosures .11 .03 2.70** .29 
Level 2     
    Core self-evaluations .73 .13 4.34** .45 

Note.   *p<.01. **p<.05. †p<.10. 
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Table 3-4.  Hierarchical linear modeling results predicting positive affect 
Variable B SE t β
Level 1     
     Intercept .87 .41       2.13* 2.96 
     Negative event importance  -.01 .04      -.14 .00 
     Positive event importance .25 .05       4.68** .19 
     Positive news disclosures .04 .01    3.07** .14 
Level 2     
     Core self-evaluations .59 .12     5.06** .37 
     
With Perceived Responsiveness     
Level 1     
     Intercept 1.33 .41 3.24** 3.07 
     Negative event importance .01 .04       .37 .01 
     Positive event Importance .22 .07 3.00** .17 
     Positive news disclosures .01 .01     1.01 .04 
     Perceived responsiveness .15 .04      3.52* .22 
Level 2     
     Core self-evaluations .32 .13       2.42* .20 
     Perceived responsiveness .24 .09     2.82** .44 
     
Cross-level Interaction     
     CSE x Perceived responsiveness -.03 .05     -.62 -.08 
Note. **p<.01. *p<.05. †p<.10. 
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Table 3-5.  Hierarchical linear modeling results predicting job satisfaction 
Variable B     SE t       β 

Level 1     

     Intercept 2.89 .36 7.99** 5.04 

     Negative event importance -.06 .05  -1.15 -.06 

     Positive event importance .24 .07 3.40** .18 

     Positive news disclosures .03 .02 1.77† .11 

Level 2     

     Core self-evaluations .61 .10 5.99** .38 

     

With Perceived Responsiveness     

Level 1     

     Intercept 2.88 .35 8.27** 5.12 

     Negative event importance -.06 .06  -1.04 -.08 

     Positive event importance .20 .08 2.59** .18 

     Positive news disclosures .01 .01  .45 .04 

     Perceived responsiveness .19 .06 3.07** .27 

Level 2     

     Core self-evaluations .53 .11 4.74** .33 

     Perceived responsiveness .23 .07 3.16** .27 

     

Cross-level interaction     

CSE x Perceived responsiveness -.01 .09  -.07 .14 

Note. **p<.01, *p<.05, †p<.10. 
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Table 3-6.  Hierarchical linear modeling results predicting coworker satisfaction 
Variable B SE t β 
Level 1     
     Intercept 3.07 .27 11.18** 3.98 
     Negative event importance .00 .03  .10 .00 
     Positive event importance .07 .04 1.78† .05 
     Positive news disclosures .02 .01 1.71† .06 
Level 2     
     Core self-evaluations .26 .08 3.32** .16 
     
With Perceived Responsiveness     
Level 1     
     Intercept 3.13 .26 11.90** 4.01 
     Negative event importance .00 .03    -.12 .00 
     Positive event importance .02 .05      .45 .04 
     Positive news disclosures -.01 .01    -.69 .01 
     Perceived responsiveness .16 .04   4.48** .18 
Level 2     
     Core self-evaluations .16 .08   2.00* .10 
     Perceived responsiveness .19 .05 3.69** .23 
     
Cross-level Interaction     
CSE x Perceived responsiveness .02 .06   .30 .08 
Note. **p<.01, *p<.05, †p<.10. 
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Table 3-7.  Hierarchical linear modeling results predicting organizational citizenship 
behavior 

Variable B SE t β 
Level 1     
     Intercept 1.56 .54  2.86** 2.83 
     Negative event importance .08 .06  1.44  .09 
     Positive event importance -.03 .04  -.84 -.03 
     Positive news disclosures .02 .01 1.44  .06 
Level 2     
     Core self-evaluations .36 .16 2.27* .22 
     
With Perceived Responsiveness     
Level 1     
     Intercept 1.82 .55 3.34** 2.86 
     Negative event importance .06 .06  1.12 .06 
     Positive Event Importance -.02 .04   -.57 -.02 
     Positive news disclosures .02 .01 1.24 .06 
     Perceived responsiveness .20 .09  -.36* -.02 
Level 2     
     Core self-evaluations .20 .17   1.21 .13 
     Perceived responsiveness .35 .16 2.14* .24 
     
Cross-level Interaction     
CSE x Perceived responsiveness -.10 .05 -2.20* -.13 
Note. **p<.01, *p<.05, †p<.10. 
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Figure 3-1.  Moderation of relationship between perceived responsiveness and OCB  
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Table 3-8.  Summary of study findings 
Hypothesis Finding 

H1 Within-individuals, disclosure of positive news 
to coworkers is positively associated with 
(a) positive affect, (b) job satisfaction, and 
(c) coworker satisfaction at the end of the 
work day.  

Supported 

H2 Within-individuals, disclosure of positive news 
to coworkers is positively related to 
performance of organizational citizenship 
behaviors that day. 

Not supported 

H3 Between-individuals, core self-evaluations 
are positively associated with average 
levels of (a) positive affect, (b) job 
satisfaction, and (c) coworker satisfaction at 
the end of the day. 

Supported 

H4 Between-individuals, core self-evaluations 
are positively associated with average 
levels of organizational citizenship 
behaviors performed during the work day. 

Supported 

H5 Within individuals, perceived responsiveness 
to disclosures of positive news to coworkers 
is positively associated with (a) positive 
affect, (b) job satisfaction, and (c) coworker 
satisfaction at the end of the work day.    

Supported 

H6 Between individuals, average perceived 
responsiveness to disclosures of positive 
news to coworkers is positively associated 
with average levels of (a) positive affect, (b) 
job satisfaction, and (c) coworker 
satisfaction at the end of the work day. 

Supported 

H7 Within individuals, perceived responsiveness 
is positively associated with daily 
organizational citizenship behaviors.   

Supported 

H8 Between individuals, average perceived 
responsiveness is positively associated with 
average levels of organizational citizenship 
behaviors.  

Supported 

H9 Between individuals, core self-evaluations 
are positively associated with average 
levels of perceived responsiveness to 
positive news disclosures.  

Supported 



 

48 

Table 3-8.  Continued 
Hypothesis Finding 

H10 Between-individuals, averaged perceived 
responsiveness partially mediates the 
relationship between core self-evaluations 
and (a) positive affect, (b) job satisfaction 
and (c) coworker satisfaction at the end of 
the work day. 

Supported 

H11 Between individuals, average perceived 
responsiveness mediates between core 
self-evaluations and organizational 
citizenship behaviors performed during the 
work day. 

Supported 

H12 Within individuals, disclosure of positive news 
to coworkers is positively associated with 
perceived responsiveness.  

Supported 

H13 Within individuals, perceived responsiveness 
mediates the relationship between positive 
news disclosures to coworkers and (a) 
positive affect, (b) job satisfaction, and (c) 
coworker satisfaction at the end of the work 
day. 

Supported 

H14 Within individuals, perceived responsiveness 
mediates between daily positive news 
disclosure to coworkers and organizational 
citizenship behaviors performed during the 
work day. 

Not supported 

H15 Core self-evaluations moderate the within-
individual relationship between perceived 
responsiveness and (a) positive affect, (b) 
job satisfaction, (c) coworker satisfaction, 
and (d) organizational citizenship behaviors 
at the end of the day such that the 
association is more positive for high CSES 
than low CSEs.  

Not supported 
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CHAPTER 4 
DISCUSSION 

Kahn (2007) named personal support as one of the basic ways in which people 

can meet each other’s “relational needs” and build positive relationships at work. Like 

most others who write of social support at work, he was referring to support during 

periods of stress. Yet, the results of this study suggest that people also need support for 

the positive aspects of their lives as well. These findings demonstrate numerous 

parallels with evidence on the effects of positive news disclosure in non-work contexts. 

As in other contexts, disclosure of positive news at work was associated with well-being. 

It was related positively to positive affect and job and coworker satisfaction at the end of 

the day, beyond the effect of the importance of the original positive event. Moreover, the 

effects of disclosure were, in each case, fully mediated by perceived responsiveness. 

 I extended the research on positive news disclosure by also examining whether it 

would affect individuals’ performance of citizenship behaviors at work. Intraindividually, 

daily engagement in OCB did not rise with positive news disclosures; however, daily 

perceived responsiveness and average perceived responsiveness were both positively 

associated with OCB. Thus, disclosure alone has no impact on citizenship behavior, but 

people who feel that their coworkers respond enthusiastically to their good news do 

tend to behave more altruistically.  

CSE had the predicted positive relationships with positive affect, coworker 

satisfaction, and job satisfaction. Furthermore, its effect on each of the well-being 

outcomes was partially mediated by perceived responsiveness while its effect on OCB 

was fully mediated by perceived responsiveness, providing further evidence supporting 

the theoretical assertion that CSE influences well-being because of its influence on the 
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way that people perceive the world (Judge et al., 1997). CSE does not, however, 

appear to influence the well-being effects of perceived responsiveness. It does 

moderate the relationship between daily perceived responsiveness and OCB, but not in 

the expected way.  

Contrary to my argument that people with high CSE would react more favorably 

to enthusiastic responses, the relationship between perceived responsiveness and OCB 

was actually stronger among people with low CSE. Although this was unexpected, it is 

not inexplicable. Behavioral plasticity theory (Brockner, 1988) posits that the actions of 

people with low self-esteem are more contingent upon external influences than those of 

people with high self-esteem. Because they are less sure of themselves, people with 

low self-esteem look to the social environment for behavioral cues. Thus, OCB 

performance might be more subject to the norms of social exchange among people with 

low CSE. Receiving an enthusiastic response to their positive news communicates to 

people with low CSE that they are valued organizational members, making them more 

willing to contribute. Meanwhile, people with high CSE do not need this reassurance-

they already feel valued-leaving their performance of OCB less dependent on social 

feedback. 

Theoretical Implications 

 Interest in interpersonal relationships at work has burgeoned in recent years 

(e.g., Dutton & Ragins, 2007). One stream of scholarship has zoomed in on how people 

build positive relationships and the implications of those relationships. There has been 

far more conceptual than empirical work in this area. There is a growing literature on 

intraindividual changes in job attitudes and behaviors, but little research on the role of 

discrete social interactions, particularly among coworkers. Yet, as Dutton and Heaphy 
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(2003) noted, “When people are at work, connections with others compose the fabric of 

daily life” (p. 264). This study sheds light on the significance of at least one type of 

connection-a type that may be very common. It joins research on the within-individual 

effects of interpersonal justice (Judge, Scott, & Ilies, 2006) and emotional labor (Bono, 

Foldes, Vinson, & Muros, 2007; Judge, Fluegge-Woolf, & Hurst, 2008) in building 

knowledge on the implications of daily interpersonal interactions.  

This study, furthermore, demonstrates a role for responsiveness in non-intimate 

relationships. Responsiveness very likely plays a key role in the results of many 

different types of workplace interactions. Indeed Losada and Heaphy (2004) used 

mathematical modeling to demonstrate how positive responses by one team member to 

another during meetings affected the team’s “emotional space”. Thus, the construct of 

responsiveness seems to deserve more attention than theories of workplace 

relationships have allotted to it until now.  

This is true even of the literature on coworkers’ social support during periods of 

stress. Prior research has found mixed results for social support, but Maisel and Gable 

(2009) found that responsiveness differentiates between gestures of social support 

following negative disclosures that reduce negative outcomes for the discloser and 

those that do not. Thus, it seems that responsiveness is an important behavioral 

component of social support, whether the disclosure is positive or negative. Indeed, 

Beehr, Jex, Stacy, & Murray (2000) found that a measure of coworker support that 

captured the positivity of respondents’ communications with coworkers exhibited a 

stronger negative relationship with strain than a common, general measure of support 
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received at times of stress. As they noted, more specificity about what constitutes 

coworker support might lead to a better understanding of its functions. 

Practical Implications 

“Watercooler” conversation-the light discussion that takes place next to cubicles 

or around the conference table at the beginning of meetings-is commonly considered to 

be a waste of time. This research offers a different angle on such conversations. It 

suggests that the non-task-related conversations in which people engage at work are 

meaningful ingredients in day-to-day well-being. This does not come as a complete 

surprise. Bono et al. (2007) reported on a daily experience-sampling study in which 

interactions with coworkers and supervisors were related to health care workers’ 

emotional states and stress during the work day. But they did not have participants 

report on the nature of those interactions. This study, however, helps to deepen our 

understanding of the specific types of interactions that influence well-being and 

performance. Positive news disclosures can set off interactions that are potentially 

fruitful. Yet, they must be met with responsiveness. This implies that employees need 

not only to be encouraged to share positive news but also to receive each other’s news 

with visible enthusiasm.  

There is a danger that such encouragement could engender a sense of contrived 

positivity. People could resent being given specific instructions for interacting. Yet, it 

might be sufficient to make people aware of how their interactions might affect their own 

and their coworkers’ well-being. Also, managers might consider how jobs and 

organizations could be designed to encourage positive interactions among people. 

Grant (2007) advanced the idea of “relational architecture”, defined as “the structural 

properties of work that shape employees’ opportunities to connect and interact with 
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other people” (p. 396). Although Grant was interested in the use of job design to move 

people to make a prosocial impact in the lives of their beneficiaries (e.g., nurses and 

their patients), the definition of relational architecture is sufficiently broad to include 

ways in which jobs might be designed to influence the ways that coworkers interact.  

Limitations and Future Research 

As with all research, this study has its limitations. One is same-source data. 

Ideally, the measure of CSE would have come from a significant other, but my efforts to 

collect significant other reports did not meet with much success. I may address this with 

additional data collection. Nevertheless, centering the Level 1 variables around their 

group means removes between-individual variance in those variables and allays the 

potential for biased estimates arising from same-source variance in the intraindividual 

analyses. 

Second, although I argued that positive affect is the mechanism by which positive 

news disclosure affects OCB, I could not test this assertion. Indeed, this study does not 

shed much light on the immediate affective consequences of positive news disclosure 

interactions and whether those emotional reactions serve as the engine for effects on 

behavior at work or job attitudes. The findings here lend credence to the assertion by 

Gable et al. (2004) that positive news disclosure leads to “upward spirals” in well-being. 

This is based on Fredrickson’s “broaden-and-build” theory (1998) in which positive 

emotions broaden people’s thought-action repertoires, building social, intellectual, 

emotional, and physical resources. But, to truly test Fredrickson’s theory, one would 

need to investigate whether the outcomes of positive news disclosure stem from 

positive affect. This study provides evidence that it might. Indeed, if it is associated with 

positive affect later in the day, that is probably due to positive affect engendered during 
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the disclosure interactions. Future research might address this by collecting reports of 

affect more proximal to positive news disclosure interactions.  

Another direction for future research could be to examine whether CSE affects 

whether people even attempt to disclose positive news. One prior study that looked at 

the dispositional determinants of savoring (Bryant, 1989), which is conceptually very 

similar to capitalizing, found that two of the core traits-self-esteem and locus of control-

are positively and one-neuroticism-is negatively related to savoring positive events by, 

among other things, sharing them with others. People with high CSE might be more 

trusting that their news will be received enthusiastically. They might also attach more 

importance to positive events than people with low CSE. Positive events probably seem 

less consistent with the self-conceptions of people with low CSE than those of people 

with high CSE. People should, it seems, attach greater importance to those events that 

align more closely with how they see themselves (Wood et al., 2003). And it is these 

events-the seemingly important ones-that people should be likely to share.  

Finally, researchers might look at the relationship consequences of positive news 

disclosure. This study provides evidence that it makes people happier with their 

coworker relationships. But does it enhance coworkers’ feelings about the relationship 

as well? People who often disclose positive news might be seen as self-centered or 

braggardly. Prior research has demonstrated that people viewed as narcissistic, though 

they might view their own performance well, are not viewed favorably by others (Judge, 

LePine, & Rich, 2006). Perhaps one factor that affects whether positive news disclosure 

is viewed as narcissistic is the extent to which communication of positive news is two-

way, rather than one individual sharing good news frequently while others share very 
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little. This might also point to the importance of examining the extent to which self-

disclosure is the norm for a work group. Future research might investigate this using a 

social network approach, looking at the amount of positive news disclosure occurring in 

a group and whether it is linked to individual, dyadic, or group outcomes. 

Conclusion 

Capitalizing on positive events has received only modest research attention in 

general and virtually none in the organizational literature. Yet this study suggest that, in 

the quest to discern the determinants of individual well-being and performance at work, 

the ways in which people seek to extract greater good from positive life events is worth 

more than a passing glance. Because of its interpersonal focus, positive news 

disclosure seems to hold particular promise. Through the exchange that it elicits, it may 

serve as a building block for many of the interpersonal constructs that are commonly 

recognized as vital to the functioning of individuals and work units; constructs such as 

leader satisfaction, trust, and cohesion.  

At least as notable as the findings regarding the impact of positive news 

disclosure are those pointing to the influence of CSE on constructs to which it has not 

previously been linked: coworker satisfaction, positive affect, and organizational 

citizenship behaviors. It is clear that CSE plays a role in the capitalizing process, that it 

shades the way people perceive their coworkers’ responses to their positive news 

disclosures and, in an unexpected way, affects the way that perceived responsiveness 

influences daily citizenship behaviors.  
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APPENDIX A 
MODELS 

 
Model A1: Effects of CSE and Positive News Disclosure on Responsiveness 
 
Level1: 
 
Yij=β0j + β1disclosure + β2positive event importance + β3negative event importance + Rij 
 
Level 2: 
  
β0j = γ00 + γ01CSE + U0j 
  
β1 = γ10 + U1j 
  
β2 = γ20 + U2j 
  
β3 = γ30 + U3j 
 
 
Model A2: Effects of CSE and Positive News Disclosure on Well-Being/OCB 
 
Level 1: 
  
Yij=β0j + β1disclosure + β2positive event importance + β3negative event importance + Rij 
  
Level 2: 
  
β0j = γ00 + γ01CSE + U0j 
  
β1 = γ10 + U0j 
  
β2 = γ20 + γ21CSE + U0j 
  
β3 = γ30 + U0j 
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Model A3: Effect of perceived responsiveness as a mediator at Levels 1 and 2 
 
Level 1: 
  
Yij = β0j + β1disclosure + β2responsiveness + β3positive event importance +  
         
         β4negative event importance + Rij 
  
Level 2: 
  
β0j = γ00 + γ01CSE + γ02Perceived Responsiveness + U0j 
  
β1 = γ10 + U0j 
  
β2 = γ20 + U0j 
  
β3 = γ30 + U0j 
  
β4 = γ40 + U0j 
  
 
Model A4: Examining cross-level moderation effects of CSE 
 
Level 1: 
  
Yij = β0j + β1disclosure + β2responsiveness + β3positive event importance +  
         
         β4negative event importance + Rij 
  
Level 2: 
  
β0j = γ00 + γ01CSE + γ02Perceived Responsiveness + U0j 
  
β1 = γ10 + U0j 
  
β2 = γ20 + γ21CSE + U0j 
  
β3 = γ30 + U0j 
  
β4 = γ40 + U0j 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEYS 

Core Self-Evaluations Scale (Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2003) 
 
Instructions: Below are several statements about you with which you may agree or 
disagree. Using the response scale below, indicate your agreement or disagreement 
with each item by placing an “X” in the appropriate column. 
 

 1 
Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Agree 

5 
Strongly 
Agree 

I am confident I get the 
success I deserve in life 

     

Sometimes I feel 
depressed. 

     

When I try, I generally 
succeed. 

     

Sometimes when I fail, I feel 
worthless. 

     

I complete tasks 
successfully. 

     

Sometimes, I do not feel in 
control of my work. 

     

Overall, I am satisfied with 
myself. 

     

I am filled with doubts about 
my competence. 

     

I determine what will 
happen in my life. 

     

I do not feel in control of my 
success in my career. 

     

I am capable of coping with 
most of my problems. 

     

There are times when things 
look pretty bleak and 
hopeless to me.  
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Positive Event 
 
Describe the most positive event or issue of the day. It may be something that 
happened today, something that happened in the past that affected you today, or 
something that you anticipate happening in the future. 
 
Perceived Responses to Capitalization Attempts Scale (Modified version; Gable, 
Reis, Impett, & Asher, 2004) 
 
Take a moment to consider how your coworkers responded in general when you told 
them about the positive event you described. Indicate the extent to which each 
statement is true of your coworkers’ responses. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all true Slightly true Somewhat true Quite a bit true Extremely 

true 
 
Active-Constructive 

1. Reacted enthusiastically. 
Passive-Constructive 

2. Said little, but I knew they were happy for me. 
Active-Destructive 

3. Found a problem with it. 
Passive-Destructive 

4. Seemed disinterested. 
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Positive Affect Negative Affect Scale – (PANAS)      

Instructions: This scale consists of a number of words and phrases that describe 
different feelings and emotions you might feel right now. Read each item and then 
indicate to what extent you feel this way now. Use the following scale to record your 
answers. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Very slightly 
Or not at all 

A little Moderately Quite a bit Extremely 

 
 1. _____ Active 11. _____ Afraid 

 2. _____ Alert 12. _____ Attentive 

 3. _____ Distressed 13. _____ Inspired 

 4. _____ Scared 14. _____ Determined 

 5. _____ Strong 15. _____ Nervous 

 6. _____ Excited 16. _____ Irritable 

 7. _____ Guilty 17. _____ Interested 

 8. _____ Hostile 18. _____ Proud 

 9. _____ Enthusiastic 19. _____ Jittery 

10. _____ Ashamed 20. _____ Upset 
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Relationship Assessment Scale (Modified from Hendrick, 1988) 
Please indicate how true the following statements are about your relationships with your 
coworkers today. 
 
 1 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Agree 

5 
Strongly 
Agree 

In general, I am satisfied 
with my relationships with 
my coworkers today. 

     

I wish I didn’t work with my 
coworkers. 

     

My relationships with my 
coworkers met my 
expectations today. 

     

 
Coworker Satisfaction Scale (Spector, 1985) 
 
 1 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2 
Disagree 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Agree 

5 
Strongly 
Agree 

Today, I like the people I 
work with. 

     

There was too much 
bickering and fighting at 
work today. 

     

I enjoyed my coworkers 
today. 

     

I found I had to work harder 
at my job today because 
of the incompetence of 
the people I work with. 
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Job Satisfaction (Modified from Oishi, Diener, Choi, Kim-Prieto, & Choi, 2007)  
 
How was today at work? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Terrible Very bad Pretty bad Okay Pretty 

good 
Very good Excellent 

 
How satisfied are you with your job today? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Totally 
dissatisfied 

Mostly 
dissatisfied 

Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

Neither 
satisfied 
nor 
dissatisfied 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

Mostly 
satisfied 

Totally 
satisfied 
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
 
Using the scale below, please indicate how much you did each of the following things 
today: 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all or 
never 

Very little  Some Quite a bit or quite 
often 

A great deal 
 

 
1. Was punctual to work, meetings, and other work-related engagements 
2. Volunteered for things that were not required. 
3. Willingly gave your time to help others who have work-related problems. 
4. Showed genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers. 
5. Encouraged coworkers. 
6. Gave up time to help others who had non-work problems. 
7. Assisted others with their duties. 
8. Shared personal property with others to help them work. 
9. Kept up with the developments of the organization. 
10. Defended the organization when other employees criticized it. 
11. Offered ideas to improve the functioning of the organization. 
12. Expressed loyalty toward the organization. 
13. Took action to protect the organization from potential problems. 
14. Demonstrated concern about the image of the organization. 
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