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ABSTRACT
APPLICATION OF EGO DEPLETION THEORY TO LEADER HELR(: THE
DARK SIDE OF REACTIVE HELPING
By
Klodiana Lanaj
Research indicates that leaders are often apprddmshmllowers with help

requests for task-related and personal problemaddiition, theories of leadership
recognize that providing support and encouragetoefodlowers is an important leader
behavior. Little research, however, has examined nelping followers may affect
leaders despite theoretical arguments that helpiag deplete self-regulatory resources.
Drawing on Ego Depletion Theory, | propose thatl&raeactive helping — defined as
helping in response to direct requests for assistay followers - depletes leaders’ self-
regulatory resources. | also propose that helpirig personal problems is more
depleting than helping with task-related probleBwpletion, on the other hand, is
expected to harm leaders’ work engagement andivitgdiecause these activities
require self-regulatory resources. Helping rolecpptions and prosocial motivation are
proposed to moderate the effects of reactive hglpmdepletion; whereas prosocial
impact and trait self-control are proposed to matkethe effects of state depletion on
work engagement and creativity. An experience semgphethodology is utilized to test

these research questions in a sample of middisamdr managers.
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INTRODUCTION

Proactive behavior, in its many different formss lheen identified as an
important predictor of both positive individual aodyanizational outcomes (Grant &
Ashford, 2008). Proactive behavior represents epga@nticipatory acts that aim to
impact themselves, others, and/or their environm@atant & Ashford, 2008).
Employees who engage in proactive behavior pladirance, envision an outcome, and
interact with others in their environment to aclei¢lrat outcome (Grant & Ashford,
2008). Many common forms of proactive behavior imecssearching for valuable
resources (Bamberger, 2009; Grant & Ashford, 2088)p seeking, for example, is a
proactive behavior that facilitates acquisitiometded resources through “asking others
for assistance, information, advice, or support’ f;DHofmann, Z. K. Lei, & A. M.

Grant, 2009b, p. 1262).

Employee proactive behavior that aims to procuseueces, such as help seeking,
triggers a potential need for a reactive behauwothe part of other employees. Engaging
in reactive behavior, however, may impair the fiorihg of the employees whose help
is being requested. For example, taking time afaitedb help someone uses
psychological and emotional resources (Gaillioti®0Because these resources are
important for a variety of different behaviors (Mmen & Baumeister, 2000), assisting
others may have detrimental effects for helpenséptvork activities.

Although the literature on helping has begun td@gpossible negative effects
of helping for the helper (e.g., Barnes et al.,80¢his literature has not specifically
differentiated between reactive and proactive Imgipsome recent studies suggest that

helping behavior can impair individual-level andrtelevel outcomes (Bachrach, Powell,



Bendoly, & Richey, 2006; Barnes et al., 2008), haesvethis is likely to be most salient
for reactive helping acts that may not be anti@gair planned for on the part of the help
provider. Indeed, there is some evidence that coedp@ autonomous (e.g., volitional)
helping and no helping, non-autonomous (limitediadohelping is associated with
lower psychological resources (Weinstein & Ryarl@0tudy 1, 2 and 4).

In addition, the literature on helping has not feedi specifically on leaders.
Unlike a peer who might be able to ignore or avmtping requests because they may
fall outside their own job descriptions, addressimany helping requests does fall within
the scope of leaders’ responsibilities (e.g., Meage DeRue, & Karam, 2010; Yukl,
2010; Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 2002). Little work,\wever, has examined how
responding to followers in need may affect leadpesformance on other work activities.
This oversight is significant in light of evidentteat leaders spend considerable time
helping followers with task-related and personalypems (Kaplan & Cowen, 1981).

The main purpose of this dissertation is to use Bgpletion Theory (Baumeister,
Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998; Muraven & Bauster, 2000) as a lens to
investigate the effects of leader daily reactivipimg on leaders’ regulatory resources
and functioning. Building on Ego Depletion Theodrpropose that daily reactive helping
will deplete leaders’ self-regulatory resources #rad helping with personal problems
will be more depleting than helping with task-rehproblems. Turning to consequences
of depletion, | suggest that state depletion wvaNé negative effects on leaders’ work
engagement and creativity. Ego Depletion Theorgsests that these work activities
require regulatory resources and are likely touseeptible to depletion of self-

regulatory resources.



| draw on Ego Depletion Theory to also propose s#vaoderators. More

specifically, | posit that helping role perceptiarad prosocial motivation will moderate
the effects of reactive helping on state deplefidrese expectations are informed by Ego
Depletion Theory, which posits that perceptionamfctivity and motivation to achieve
social goals moderate the effects of activitie$ tbquire resources on state depletion.
Turning to consequences of state depletion, | atigateprosocial impact and trait self-
control will moderate the effects of state depletom work engagement and creativity.
Arguments by Ego Depletion Theory suggest thatelesistructs are likely to temper

the effects of state depletion on its consequebeeause they enable more efficient self-

regulation. Figure 1 depicts the proposed concéptodel.



Figure 1

Proposed Model

Prosocial Motivation
Helping Breadth Trait Self-Control
Helping Efficacy

Leader

Task-Related Help Work Engagement

Leader .
Personal Help Creativity

Prosocial Impact

®Note: prosocial motivation, helping breadth, hefpéificacy, and trait self-control are level 2 @hsitional) variables. The rest of
the variables are level 1 (daily or within persamiables).
For interpretation of the references to color is #nd all other figures, the reader is referrethéoelectronic version of this
Dissertatior
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Helping Behavior in Organizations: Key Distinctions

Helping is a cooperative affiliative - promotivelaaior (Van Dyne, Cummings,
& Parks, 1995; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), which astssof providing support,
suggestions, information, feedback, encouragena@atassistance with task-related and
personal problems (Anderson & Williams, 1996; DydeCortina, 2008; Settoon &
Mossholder, 2002). Many organizational scholarssh@nceptualized helping as a
dimension of organizational citizenship behavioCg) (Bachrach, Powell, Collins, &
Richey, 2006; Marinova, Moon, & Van Dyne, 2010; Mbslder, Richardson, & Settoon,
2011; Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 2006; PhilipRddsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, &
Bachrach, 2000; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), which Iesn defined as “individual
behavior that is discretionary, not directly or keifly recognized by the formal reward
system, and in the aggregate promotes the effialedteffective functioning of the
organization” (Organ et al., 2006, p. 3).

Proactive versus Reactive Helping/hen considering reactive helping on the
part of the leader, the traditional conceptual@atf helping as OCB is limiting for three
main reasons. First, defining helping as OCB dagsocount for helping acts that occur
as part of one’s job requirements as is the cakeling professions (e.g., nursing,
Hofmann et al., 2009b; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998jopsreaders. Second, helping as
OCB is considered extra role, however, the extemttich helping is perceived as in role
or extra role is likely to be a function of indiuvdl perceptions (Tepper, Lockhart, &
Hoobler, 2001); some form of helping may be peregias in-role behavior and other

forms as extra-role (Van Dyne et al., 1995; Van &yamdar, & Joireman, 2008; Van



Dyne & LePine, 1998), and research suggests thploges and supervisors may
struggle to distinguish between in-role and extii@-responsibilities (Morrison, 1994).
Third, traditional views of OCB posit that thesésagontribute positively to
organizational outcomes (Organ et al., 2006). Vlaws/, however, does not take into
account the fact that helping may not always |leaglossitive consequences for the helper
(Bolino, Turnley, & Niehoff, 2004) and may even hbelpers’ own performance (Barnes
et al., 2008). The limitations inherent in conceizing helping as OCB necessitate a
broader conceptualization of helping that doesmdtide its potential consequences as
part of the definition (Bolino et al., 2004). Fbese reasons, | follow Anderson and
Williams’ (1996) approach and focus on reactingphmg behaviors recognizing that
leaders are likely to vary in the extent to whikbyt consider helping as in-role or extra-
role.

Helping can be proactive or reactive in nature (GrBarker, & Collins, 2009;
Mossholder et al., 2011), and although the litemhas not emphasized this distinction,
it is critical for several reasons. First, therevidence that followers approach
supervisors with proactive help requests more dftan coworkers, and thus, leaders are
likely to be the most frequent target of proactmdp requests (Nadler, Ellis, & Bar,
2003). Little research, however, has studied thexctsf of leader helping on leader
functioning despite theoretical arguments thatinglmay deplete self-regulatory
resources and may consequentially harm leader&mpeance on other tasks (e.g.,
DeWall, Baumeister, Gailliot, & Maner, 2008).

Second, reactive helping is the most common fortmedifing behavior in that

helping occurs mostly in response to requestsdsistance (Anderson & Williams,



1996; Burke, Weir, & Duncan, 1976; Geller & Bambeng2012; Grant & Hofmann,
2011a; Hofmann et al., 2009b; Mueller & Kamdar, POFor example, Grant and
Hofmann (2011b, p. 11) stated that “as much as 0%-8f all help in organizations ... is
provided in response to a direct request fromotleer person.” Most of the research
on helping, however, either does not acknowleddestanction between proactive and
reactive helping (e.g., Anderson & Williams, 198&rnes et al., 2008; Mossholder et al.,
2011), or classifies helping as a proactive belrafgog., Den Hartog, De Hoogh, &
Keegan, 2007; McAllister, Kamdar, Morrison, & Turh&2007), and little work has
specifically studied reactive helping.

Third, although helping behavior has been linkeddme positive outcomes for
the helper such as improved mood and self-esteéom{é; Bhave, Miner, & Wall, 2011;
Williamson & Clark, 1989), this is less likely t@ lthe case with leader reactive helping
for two main reasons. First, experimental work |sgg that helping may improve mood
when people desire communal relationships (e.@gtioaships with friends, family,
romantic involvement) more so than when they desiahange relationships
(interactions among strangers and business acqnaeg). For example, Williamson and
Clark (1989) found that when both exchange and conainconditions were considered,
there was no main effect of helping on mood (p5..Uhey found, however, that helping
improved mood significantly in the communal coratiti but that it deteriorated mood in
the exchange condition (Study 3). Customarily,rentdons among leaders and followers
are more likely to be exchange oriented than conahmmature. Reactive leader

helping, therefore, is less likely to improve mood.



Second, most of the helping literature that hasdopositive effects of helping
has focused on proactive helping. Proactive he|giowever, is motivated by different
needs and motives (Batson, 1990; Clary & Orensi€d8]1; Den Hartog et al., 2007; Van
Lange, Schippers, & Balliet, 2011; Weinstein & Rya010) whose fulfilment may
actually benefit helpers and perhaps offset sonteeohegative consequences of helping,
such as depletion of self-regulatory resources.example, some organizational research
has linked helping with positive affect (Glomb &t 2011), and positive affect has been
shown to offset depletion (Tice, Baumeister, Shm&eMuraven, 2007). Reactive
helping, however, is less likely to be associatél gtate positive affect because it is
given under more controlled settings at work and Bgpletion Theory suggests that
exerting self-control in controlling settings is raalepleting than self-control exercised
in more autonomous settings (Muraven, 2008; Mura@agné, & Rosman, 2008).

In fact, Weinstein and Ryan, (2010) found that velasrdaily autonomous helping
was positively associated with daily wellbeing, tohed (non-autonomous) daily
helping was not (Study 1). Autonomous helping repn¢éed instances when the helper
perceived to have choice or volition in acting @donceptually similar to proactive
helping, whereas controlled helping representesl mcitivated by desires to comply with
requests or please others and is conceptuallyasinailreactive helping. Compared to no
helping, daily controlled helping was associatethwower mean levels of wellbeing,
lower vitality, and lower self-esteem. The authooacluded that autonomous helping
was associated with increased wellbeing becaissidfied the needs of autonomy,
relatedness, and competence. Similarly, researd¢telmng professions illustrates that

compared to volunteers, helping professionals tdpgher exhaustion (Gabassi, Cervali,



Rozbowsky, Semeraro, & Gregori, 2002), suggestiatjthe discretionary and maybe
intermittent nature of proactive helping may offsetne of its negative consequences.

But even if reactive helping induces state posiéffect, the hypotheses proposed
here posit that frequent reactive helping is likelyoe depleting despite possible affective
boosts. These expectations are consistent withreegts by Ego-Depletion Theory that
affect does not mediate the impact of differenivécts that require self-control on
depletion (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). For examplaraven and Baumeister (2000)
stated that depletion is not caused or mediategkpgrience of mood and emotions, but
by efforts that deplete self-control resources.

Task versus Personal HelpingResearch suggests that leaders may be
approached for two types of help: task-related@rdonal (Bamberger, 2009; House,
1981). Task-related help seeking represents saimit of assistance that directly ties to
the fulfillment of job requirements and responsitas (Bamberger, 2009). Personal help
seeking, instead, aims to address personal andarabproblems not directly linked to
job responsibilities but that may ultimately affbeip seeker’s job performance
(Bamberger, 2009). The expected outcome of helkirsgés receiving help and there are
two main types of helping: task-related and pers{idadley & Cortina, 2008; Settoon &
Mossholder, 2002). Task-related helping involves/pting instrumental support that
facilitates task-performance, whereas personalmgipvolves assisting with personal
problems and providing emotional support (DudleZ&rtina, 2008; Mossholder et al.,
2011).

Similar to previous research on helping, task-eeldtelping in this dissertation is

defined as helping “with work-based issues andrdées personal problems ... likely to



involve informational support and instrumental sesice” (Dudley & Cortina, 2008,
p.1251). Some exemplars of task-related helpindp@haviors such as providing work-
related advice, providing new perspectives on wetted problems, giving factual
information about work procedures or performanesisting others with technical
aspects of procedures and regulations, and supyplyiarmation about fulfillment of job
roles and responsibilities (Burke et al., 1976; ldapg Cowen, 1981; Settoon &
Mossholder, 2002).

Personal helping, on the other hand, has beenetkiimthe literature as “self-
esteem maintenance and other, more personal, pred&ving behaviors... likely to
involve emotional support” (Dudley & Cortina, 20G81251). Some exemplars of
personal helping are behaviors such as assistitigaemotional or psychological health,
helping with personal feelings and intimate relasioips, providing counseling, and
showing concern (Burke et al., 1976; Kaplan & CowEd81; Settoon & Mossholder,
2002).

Personal helping, as defined here, has also bésma@ to as “emotional helping”
in the helping literature. For example, McGuirel994) conceptualization of “emotional
helping” refers to behaviors such as providing rhsupport, providing comfort,
listening to problems, giving personal advice, chmeeup, and showing concern.
Similarly, Bamberger (2009) defined emotional hedpas “help aimed at facilitating the
resolution of problems that are more personal taneaoften involving relationship
problems or issues relating to an individual’s pejogical well-being, and demanding
the sharing of often intimate thoughts and feelirfgss7). These definitions of

“emotional helping” are similar to the definitioh personal helping (Dudley & Cortina,
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2008). The emotional aspect of personal helpingrsetb the sensitive nature of problems
and to the sharing of intimate thoughts, emotians, experiences by the help seeker
(Bamberger, 2009). Emotional or personal helpingagfes, therefore, may or may not
be accompanied with displays of emotions by the Bekker but the term “emotional
helping” is somewhat confusing. To avoid confusama to be consistent with
predominant conceptualizations of helping in therditure, | refer to helping with
personal problems as “personal helping” rather tieamotional helping.”

In this dissertation | focus on the effects of biattk-related and personal helping
on leaders’ functioning and behavior in the workplaBoth types of helping fall within
the formal job responsibilities of leaders and agsle has long recognized that helping
subordinates with task-related and personal probieran important leader function
(Yukl, 2010). For example, Katz and Kahn (1978)uadythat leaders have two important
functions: task direction and psychological suppertess. Task direction refers to task-
related behaviors that mainly support goal attammehereas psychological
supportiveness refers to socio-emotional leadeawels that mainly support group
members (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Limited research, havehas investigated the effects
that reactive helping has on leaders despite egeltrat leaders spend considerable time
helping. For example, Kaplan and Cowen (1981) founadl most leader helping involved
task-related issues. Leaders, however, also sppndx@mately 2.5 hours a week (7% of
their working time) responding to requests for haith personal problems (e.g., marital
problems, problems with children, and with depr@sgsiMost of these issues (in 75% of
cases) were raised by subordinates and about 408adsdrs reported that followers

contacted them with personal problems during offknmurs as well.
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Supervisors hold formal helping roles in their angations and research indicates
that people in formal helping roles are perceiveth@ng more accessible and as
possessing more expertise than other employeeshwitgreases the likelihood that they
will be approached for help (e.g., Hofmann et2009b). Perhaps an indication of this is
the fact that executives spend approximately Hath@r time in contact with
subordinates (Kurke & Aldrich, 1983). It is likeltherefore, that reactive helping is a
prevalent leader behavior and therefore it is irtgpurfor research to investigate the
effects that it may have on leaders.

Task-Related and Personal Helping versus Initiatiigjructure and
Consideration.Leader reactive task-related and personal helpmga@nceptually
similar, but distinct constructs from initiatingwtture and consideration respectively.
Initiating structure consists of instrumental leablehaviors that facilitate group goal
attainment, such as planning, scheduling, commting@nformation, and criticizing
(Fleishman, 1953; Korman, 1966). Considerationth@nother hand, consists of relational
behaviors characterized by respect toward subdetihkeelings and ideas, such as doing
personal favors, showing appreciating, being frigiathd approachable (Fleishman,
1953; Korman, 1966). Similar to initiating structyutask-related helping consist of
instrumental acts and similar to considerationspeal helping consists of considerate
interpersonal acts.

Task-related and personal helping behaviors, horyeliféer from initiating
structure and consideration behaviors in two ctuwegys. First, reactive helping is
problem focused in that leaders attempt to adsest tollowers with issues that they

bring to leaders. Initiating structure and consatien behaviors, on the other hand,
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describe leaders’ general pattern of behavioryestand they may or may not be
problem focused (e.g., Fleishman, 1953). In facg of the main criticisms of the Ohio
State Leadership Studies that developed initiagtngcture and consideration scales is
that they do not account for situational varial§kesrr, Schriesheim, Murphy, & Stogdill,
1974).

Second, the helping episodes considered here otoesponse to help seeking,
however it is unclear if initiating structure anohsideration behaviors are self-initiated
or if they occur in response to employee requéstsexample, initiating structure items
such as “He talks about how much should be dond™ He sees to it that people under
him are working up to their limits” (Fleishman, 138%.3) could be either self-initiated
by leaders or they could occur in response to glibate requests. Similarly,
consideration items such as “He is easy to undeasi@nd “He treats all his foremen as
his equal” (Fleishman, 1953, p.3) could be eitlreaptive or reactive in nature.

In sum, despite their conceptual similarities, teacask-related and personal
helping differ from initiating structure and conerdtion because helping as
conceptualized here is problem focused and reartimature, whereas initiating
structure and consideration represent general lesigles that may or may not be
problem focused and reactive in nature.

Positive versus Negative Effects Attributable tolplag. The majority of
management research on helping has linked it tdip®gersonal and organizational
outcomes. With regards to personal outcomes, res@aglicates that helping improves
performance evaluations, the amount of assistdratenelpers get from others, and

helpers’ mood. | review these outcomes in the sestthat follow.
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There is empirical evidence that helping contributehelpers’ performance
ratings. For example, Whiting, Podsakoff, and Rig(2008) conducted two
experimental studies where they investigated thextsf of task, helping, and voice
behavior on performance appraisal decisions. Thegd that helping contributed to
performance appraisal ratings above and beyondttiex behaviors. Similarly,
experimental work by Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakaffd Mishra (2011) studied the
effect of candidates’ propensity to exhibit certaitizenship behaviors on selection
decisions. They found that candidates’ endorseiwiemelping behaviors was positively
associated with other (e.qg., recruiter) - rated pet@nce and overall evaluation. In
addition, Podsakoff, Ahearne, and MacKenzie (198udihd that helping was positively
related to both performance quantity and qualityg sample of paper mill workers. Other
experimental and field work also suggests thatigltic behavior matters in the context
of performance evaluations and reward recommenafideilman & Chen, 2005;
MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Paine, 1999).

Research findings suggest that helpers receive hedpein return. Applying a
social exchange perspective to helping in a sawigieod service employees, Lyons and
Scott (2012) found that employees who helped tteiorkers received more help from
those coworkers in return. They explained thatihdue to the norm of reciprocity that
helping others engenders in help receivers. MualerKamdar (2011) examined the
moderating effect of helping on the relationshipA®eEn help seeking and creativity.
Although this was not their main research questio@y also reported that giving help

was positively associated with receiving help. Hepthers seems to produce an
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experience of obligation in those being helped wiem reciprocate by assisting the
helper.

Helping has also been shown to contribute to helpersitive mood. Although
organizational research on the effects of helpimgffective states is scarce (Grant &
Sonnentag, 2010), recent work has started to exathis association. For example,
Glomb and colleagues (2011) found that daily prigadtelping was associated with
positive mood in a sample of professional and manalgemployees. In nonworking
contexts (e.g., family and volunteering outsidevofk), proactive helping has been
associated with a decline in depressive symptorgheh positive affect, and higher life
satisfaction (S. L. Brown, Brown, House, & Smitlh08; Hecht & Boies, 2009; Poulin et
al., 2010; Weinstein & Ryan, 2010).

In order to be thorough, it is important to notatttihe positive effects of helping
are not conclusive. In fact, a few studies show tiedping may not affect personal
outcomes. For example, in a diary study investigggiredictors of helping in an
employee sample, Conway, Rogelberg, and Pitts (2@d%ot find a direct effect of
helping on positive affect. In exploratory analységy found that helping was associated
with positive affect only for employees who wergvlm altruism. Their findings,
therefore, are inconsistent with those reporteGlmmb and coauthors (2011). In two
experiments, Heilman and Chen (2005) found thatihglbehaviors did not contribute to
performance ratings or reward recommendations tonean, but that they did for men. A
gender effect, however, has not been reportedniiagiother studies (e.g., Whiting et al.,

2008).
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Although much attention has been paid to the pasiiutcomes of helping, recent
research has started exploring its negative corsegs as well. This research shows that
helping can have detrimental effects on the helperexample, Wright, George,
Farnsworth, and McMahan (1993) found that helpiag wegatively associated with task
performance. The authors argued that this negatigeciation was because individuals
have a limited amount of resources that they calicdee to either their in-role behaviors
or to helping. Similarly, Barnes and coauthors @d0und that team members’ helping
detracted from their own taskwork, especially whemworkload was evenly distributed
among team members. They argued that allocatioesolurces to helping behaviors
reduced the amount of resources that could be teda@s helpers’ own tasks.
Venkataramani and Dalal (2007) studied helpinglzartning in a national sorority
chapter and found the two to be weakly but sigaifity positively correlated. They
argued that helping and harming may increase Wehatmount of interaction. Mueller
and Kamdar (2011) examined creativity in a sampkengineering teams and found that
helping was negatively related to helpers’ own tvég after controlling for help
received and team member status. They arguedeh@hg diminishes the amount of
time and energy that employees can devote to eeetsks.

Research indicates that helping can have negdfeet®on other helper
outcomes. For example, Halbesleben, Harvey, anth®(2009) found that helping at
work contributed to time, strain, and behavioratkviamily interferences. The authors
argued that investment of resources at work letexgsr resources for activities at home.
In non-work settings, Poulin and coauthors (200@nfl that helping was associated with

negative affect for caregivers who perceived lotgridependence (e.g., low mutuality of
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need and caregiver dependence on spouse) withirgzg spouse. In addition, employees
in helping professions are particularly prone tpexiencing fatigue and burnout (Cordes
& Dougherty, 1993; Slatten, David Carson, & Cars2il.1).

With a few exceptions (e.g., studies by Barneds.e@08; Glomb et al., 2011;
Halbesleben et al., 2009; Mueller & Kamdar, 20btganizational research has mostly
focused on the effects of helping on the groupeoipient, and little on the effects of
helping on the helper (Spitzmuller, Van Dyne, &#4j 2008). As the above review
indicates, however, helping may have negative aprsgces for helpers. The literature
and theory related to the negative effects of helpgire not nearly as well-developed as
the literature and theory for the positive effeditdielping, but Ego Depletion Theory
(Baumeister et al., 1998; Muraven & Baumeister,0fhay serve as a useful
conceptual framework for understandingy, when, whergndwith whom(e.g.,
Bacharach, 1989) helpers are likely to encountgatinee effects attributable to helping.
Ego Depletion Theory would suggest that leadertneabelping is likely to reduce
leaders’ regulatory resources. Regulatory resowamegmportant for a host of other

leader behaviors.
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND: EGO DEPLETION THEORY

Ego Depletion Theory suggests that individuals esentrol over the self in order to
behave in accordance with socially acceptable staisdand expectations (Baumeister,
Gailliot, DeWall, & Oaten, 2006; Baumeister, VolsTice, 2007). Acts of self-control
represent the capacity of the self to override nah&elf-serving tendencies and steer
behavior towards more socially appropriate norntstaehaviors as well as desired
outcomes (Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & Twen@5). For example, people exert
self-control when they engage in decision makietf;gresentation, or when dealing
with demanding partners (Baumeister, Vohs, etal07). When exerting self-control,
people draw from a limited reservoir of resoura@sich may become depleted
(Baumeister & Vohs, 2007; Hagger, Wood, Stiff, &attisarantis, 2010). Depletion
refers to “a temporary reduction in the self's aapeor willingness to engage in
volitional action (including controlling the envimment, controlling the self, making
choices, and initiating action) caused by priorreise of volition” (Baumeister et al.,
1998, p. 1253). In sum, depletion is a state‘ttegders the self temporarily less able
and less willing to function normally or optimallyBaumeister & Vohs, 2007, p. 2).

Self-control represents an inner resource simiartergy or strength (Baumeister &
Heatherton, 1996). This same resource is utilipedlifferent activities such as
“regulating thoughts, controlling emotions, inhibg impulses, sustaining physical
stamina, and persisting in the face of frustratofailure” (Schmeichel, Vohs, &
Baumeister, 2003, p. 33). Self-control, thereftse general purpose resource that is
necessary for a broad variety of acts that recgeteregulation. Coping with stress (due

to continuous monitoring and focusing attentiorttmeatening stimuli), dealing with
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negative emotions (due to attempts at overridimigibiting, or altering negative
emotions), regulating attention, dieting (restnagnimpulses or desires), are a few more
examples of activities that require self-controluflsiven & Baumeister, 2000). Other
synonymous terms for self-control are “willpowefr'self-discipline,” and “self-
regulation.” Self-regulation is a broader concéatt encompasses both deliberate and
unconscious regulatory processes, whereas selfetoapresents deliberate and
conscious endeavors to manage the self (Haggér 2040).

Ego Depletion Theory has five key tenets (MuraveBaumeister, 2000). First, it
posits that self-control is necessary for executivetioning. Second, self-control is
limited and people possess a finite amount of nessu Third, all self-control activities
draw from the same pool of resources. Fourth, geeaty in the amount of self-control
that they possess — people who possess more sgitblcare more likely to succeed in
endeavors that require self-control. Fifth, selfitol is expendable and continual
exertions can lead to state depletion. MuravenBauneister (2000) likened self-control
to a muscle that becomes fatigued and therebyuestional when exerted. In sum, the
main prediction of Ego Depletion Theory is thattauged engagement in acts that require
self-control produces short-term self-regulatorfiaencies — or state depletion. In turn,
state depletion leads to decreased performancelseguent acts that require self-
control.

Similar to other self-regulation theories (e.g.géins, 1998), Ego Depletion Theory
posits that behavior is affected by four main disvetandards, monitoring, self-
regulatory strength (e.g., resources), and moowatBaumeister & Vohs, 2007). People

monitor their environment for cues about how theihavior compares to some internally
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or externally valued standard. Then, they exeftc®itrol and expend physical,
psychological, emotional, and cognitive resourcealign their behaviors with these
valued standards. This process is likely to le&eeself with fewer resources. Motivation,
however, compensates or substitutes for these drederesources and renders the self
less vulnerable to state depletion (Baumeister &3/@007).

In a helping context, this means that leadersiketylto monitor their working
environment for standards of helping (e.g., wheliedping with a particular problem is
appropriate or possible). If leaders agree to tiedy are likely to exert self-control and
expend psychological, emotional, and cognitive ueses during helping episodes.
Motivation may affect not only their decision tdnebut also the helping process itself.
For example, leaders’ prosocial motivation to haljpy compensate or substitute for
expended resources and may render leaders lesyabilla to state depletion and more
able to self-regulate efficiently.

Depletion versus Alternative Constructs

Ego Depletion Theory posits that depletion duexerton of self-control is different
from fatigue, lower self-efficacy, and negativeeatf First @pletion is not fatigueyhich
has been defined as “a pervasive sense of tiredméask of energy that is not related
exclusively to exertion” (R. F. Brown & Schutte,08) p. 585)In their meta-analysis on
Ego Depletion Theory, Hagger and colleagues (20d4i@)rted a corrected correlation of
.44 between depletion and fatigue. They arguedtkiesie constructs are distinct from
each other and that fatigue may be an outcomexmdator of the effect of state

depletion on performance. In addition, experimentalk testing the construct
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distinctiveness of fatigue and depletion shows dlegietion is not tantamount to fatigue
(Vohs, Glass, Maddox, & Markman, 2011).

Second dpletion is not self-efficacwhich has been defined as “the conviction
that one can successfully execute the behaviolineto produce the outcomes”
(Bandura, 1977, p. 193Arguably, tasks that require self-control may resupoorer
performance on subsequent tasks not because @tidepbut because of reduction in
self-efficacy perceptions. This idea, however, b@sn refuted in the depletion literature
(Hagger et al., 2010). First, a recent meta-analygiHagger et al. (2010) did not find
significant mean differences in self-efficacy pgroens between depleted and non-
depleted participants across many experiments.rlecesearch has not found an
association between depletion and self-efficacgi&liet al., 2006; Gailliot &
Baumeister, 2007). Third, reduced self-efficacydome tasks may not necessarily affect
performance on other tasks (Hagger et al., 201f)ekample, reduced self-efficacy to
help with personal problems is unlikely to affeoets self-efficacy to experience work
engagement.

Last cepletion is not negative affeckefined as “a general dimension of subjective
distress and unpleasurable engagement that subsuvaeiety of aversive mood states,
including anger, contempt, disgust, guilt, fear asdvousness” (Watson, Clark, &
Tellegen, 1988, p. 1063)asks that require self-control are demanding diwdltil and
may induce negative emotions. In fact, the metdyaisaby Hagger et al. (2010) found a
small mean difference (d =.14) in negative affestiNeen depleted and non-depleted
participants, and no significant difference in pwsi affect. The significant effect may be

due to the fact that in addition to investmenta@jmtive and psychological resources,
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depletion may be partially due to exertion to imjgmegative mood (Muraven &

Baumeister, 2000).
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THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT AND HYPOTHESES
The Depleting Nature of Reactive Helping

Helping is a problem solving activity that requieesertion of energy and effort
(Gallliot, 2010). Helping involves several processach as problem solving, behavioral
flexibility, perspective taking, social perceptivss, and emotional management and
support (Dudley & Cortina, 2008) and Ego Deplefigreory posits that these processes
consume resources. For example, helpers engayeugtit and action specific to
problems expressed by help seekers and problenmgakquires exertion of self-control
(Schmeichel et al., 2003). Schmeichel and coauf2®@3) stated that “... using logic to
draw conclusions and implications from ideagtrapolating from known facts to
make estimates about unknowns, and generating e may require active self-
control” (p.33). Because these processes are ianax helping, responding to requests
for assistance is likely to deplete self-regulat@sources.

Helping is also likely to increase helpers’ percapd of time pressure and to
reduce their cognitive flexibility (Mueller & Kamda2011). Managing such negative
perceptions and emotions can also be depletingniBester, VVohs, et al., 2007; Grandey,
Fisk, & Steiner, 2005). Furthermore, evolutiondrgdry suggests that people are
inherently selfish and think of their needs befibre needs of others (Gailliot, 2010).
Helping, therefore, also consumes resources taideesr curb selfish tendencies to
focus on one’s own tasks rather than to help ot{izesvall et al., 2008; Gailliot, 2010).

Furthermore, leaders may need to sympathize amdtakfollowers’ perspective
on issues that they bring to leaders. When agrdeiagsist, leaders may also need to

switch mindsets from focusing on the tasks at harttle problems raised by followers.
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Both perspective taking and mindset switching ataviies that deplete self-regulatory
resources (Ackerman, Goldstein, Shapiro, & Bar@®92 Hamilton, Vohs, Sellier, &
Meyyis, 2011). For example, switching from an aggioto an avoidance mindset or
from an individualistic to a collectivistic mindseas been shown to deplete self-
regulatory resources (Hamilton et al., 2011; Expent 4 and 5).

Reactive helping acts can also be thought of akdigauptive events or task-
related obstacles that require behavioral flexipfior leaders who have to juggle other
daily activities (e.g., Kurke & Aldrich, 1983; Minberg, 1975). Research examining the
effects of externally induced obstacles indicated they consume psychological
resources and cause negative mood and fatigue (ZI®20). For example, Zohar,
Tzischinski, and Epstein (2003) studied the enesgyended during goal disruptive or
goal enhancing events in a sample of hospital eessd Goal disruptive events were
defined as interpersonal or non-interpersonal vdoskuptions, diversion of time and
effort from the tasks at hand, or unforeseen diffies. Goal enhancing events, on the
other hand, were defined as challenging or interg@stpportunities and tasks. The
authors found that goal disruptive events predicieghtive affect and fatigue. Goal
enhancing events also predicted fatigue but ontileuhigh workload levels. The overall
pattern of results suggests that goal disruptivkearhancing events increase fatigue
levels due to energy resource limitations (Zohale2003). This line of research
supports the general idea that responding to dismgpmay consume resources. More
generally, the arguments presented thus far sugp@gosition that helping is likely to

deplete helpers’ self-regulatory resources.
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Additionally, personal helping is likely to be matepleting than task-related
helping. Ego Depletion Theory posits that discus&ibintimate topics and
uncomfortable interactions deplete self-regulatesources (Baumeister & Vohs, 2007;
Muraven & Baumeister, 2000; Richeson & Trawalt€02). This is because people
labor at managing their biases, their emotions,thadlisplay of their emotions.
Attempts at managing and expressing emotions depédf-regulatory resources
(Grandey et al., 2005; Scott & Barnes, 2011). lditah, helping with personal problems
necessitates emotional regulation because it ilegoiving emotional support and
dealing with uncomfortable problems (Dudley & Coaj 2008). For example, leaders
may have to manage feelings of discomfort or sseprthen subordinates seek help for
personal matters. Leaders may also have to labooking composed and sympathetic
and to show concern and courtesy to followers dupersonal helping episodes. These
activities require emotional regulation and arelljkto be depleting.

Helping with personal problems also requires mihdsgtching from focusing on
work related activities to focusing on followerg€rgonal problems. As argued earlier,
mindset switching requires resources, but this beagven more effortful for personal
problems because these are less common for le@gran & Cowen, 1981). Research
indicates that leaders are more comfortable to fodlipwers with task-related problems
than with personal problems (Burke et al., 197@jdft, Adler, & Zeira, 1980). This may
be because helping with personal problems reqmae emotional and psychological
resources.

Although a direct association between helping agplation has yet to be

established, recent research on Ego Depletion Jremygests that this is a possibility.
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First, there is evidence that helping requiressagjilatory resources. For example,
DeWall, Baumeister, Gailliot, and Maner (2008) cocigd several experiments to study
the effects of state depletion on helping and foilnad subjects who were depleted were
less likely to help others. They concluded thapimg requires exertions by the self and
that it draws from the same resources as othenimbahat require self-control. Second,
literature on the effects of interpersonal acteston depletion suggests that demanding
interactions are depleting (Finkel et al., 200@&x. &xample, Finkel and coauthors (2006)
found that demanding interactions lead to impaselftregulation (e.g., depletion). They
coined the term “high maintenance interactions’ifderdependent interpersonal
activities that require effortful coordination beybwhat is required to complete the task
at hand (e.qg., helping an emotionally distressedgrewith a personal problem,
Experiment 4). High maintenance interactions weoeengepleting than low maintenance
interactions and the effect remained even aftetrothimg for task motivation and liking
for the partner (Finkel et al., 2006). Mood or ssficacy did not account for the effect.
In one experiment, the authors compared high andiiaintenance interactions to a
condition where participant did not interact withyhody else. The low maintenance
interaction was more depleting than the no intesaatondition, but this difference did
not reach significance.

In addition, research on social psychology suggéstissupporting others
emotionally and with personal problems taxes ooe/s psychological and emotional
resources (Shumaker & Brownell, 1984). For exanmtpieman, McFall, and Rodriguez
(2011) found that members of the clergy who pertiramotional labor experienced

increased psychological distress and lower intrijegd motivation. Magen and
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Konasewich, (2011) studied the effects of helpimpag friends and found that
providing emotional support was associated witledetated mood states among
women. Similarly, Strazdins and Broom (2007) fotimat giving emotional help to
friends and family was positively associated widhplers’ depressive symptoms. They
argued that helping with personal matters (gividgiee, talking about relationship
problems etc.) could be emotionally charged and gttenuous for help providers. Taken
together, these arguments support the positiorhélptng others with personal issues is
likely to deplete self-regulatory resources and geasonal problems are likely to elicit
emotional states whose regulation also necessgatesontrol resources.

In sum, although empirical research on the effettaterpersonal activities on
state depletion is in its infancy, both Ego Depletirheory (e.g., Baumeister et al., 2007;
Gailliot, 2010) and organizational research that ta&en a resource perspective on
helping (Halbesleben et al., 2009) suggest thatimglis likely to deplete helpers’
regulatory resources. Furthermore, compared terelaked helping, helping with
personal problems is likely to be more depletinigsTs because in addition to engaging
in resource intensive processes such as problenmgand switching mindsets, leaders
may also need to manage their own emotions anthésetiuring the helping process.
This adds another layer of complexity that enhatitesesource taxing nature of
personal helping. Based on the conceptual argunpeesented thus far, | hypothesize the
following:

Hypothesis 1Reactive task-related helping will be positivelg@sated with

state depletion, controlling for morning state @sipi.
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Hypothesis 2Reactive personal helping with be positively asstec with state

depletion, controlling for morning state depletion.

Hypothesis 3Reactive personal helping will be more depletiman task-

related helping, controlling for morning state djan.
Moderators of the Effects of Reactive Helping on D@etion: Prosocial Motivation

Ego Depletion Theory acknowledges that certainviddial differences and

contextual features may moderate the extent towdtivities that require self-control
are subsequently associated with state depletiaar{Rister et al., 2007). For example,
Ego Depletion Theory suggests that heightened i to achieve a goal moderates
the effects of activities that require self-conwal depletion (Baumeister, Vohs, et al.,
2007). Prosocial motivation coincides with a heggl®d motivation to meet the goal of
benefiting others (Grant, 2008; Grant & Berg, 204149 should temper the effects of
reactive helping on state depletion. Prosociallyivated people care not only about their
personal outcomes, but also about the needs aridrevef others (Batson, 1987, 1990;
Beersma & De Dreu, 2005). They view interpersoitldies as cooperative endeavors
and assisting others as the right thing to do (8ear& De Dreu, 2005). Scholars suggest
that helping for prosocial motives results in a bemof self-benefits such as 1) aversive
arousal reduction (e.g., relieved feelings of @is$rexperienced when someone else is in
trouble); 2) punishment avoidance (avoidance dfrfge of shame or guilt for not
helping); and 3) personal and social reward (&gling good about oneself for helping).
These benefits may be either consciously intendesh anintended consequence of

pursuing the goal of ultimately benefiting othdrsough one’s help (Batson, 1990).
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Leaders who are motivated by prosocial desiressettheir followers are likely
to need less energy to overcome selfish tendebeiesuse prosocially motivated people
subordinate their own interests often to help @l{@&rant & Mayer, 2009) and repeated
practice with an activity improves self-regulati@aumeister et al., 1998). In addition,
leaders who are prosocially motivated help for peasly meaningful reasons and may
experience less strain and conflicting emotionsnduinelping. As a result, fewer
resources will be dedicated to managing negatigknigs. Helping others for prosocial
motives is also likely to have self-affirming valfe helpers. According to self-
affirmation theory, an event is self-affirming whigincreases the perceived integrity and
moral adequacy of the self (Schmeichel & Vohs, 20P8ople experience self-
affirmation when they perform activities that canfitheir values and personal
relationships are important affirmation resourcgisegrman & Cohen, 2006). Leaders who
are high in prosocial motivation remain true td slelring helping episodes because these
represent activities that are personally relevadt@ngruent with their desires to benefit
others. Research indicates that self-affirmati@mables good self-control” (Schmeichel
& Vohs, 2009, p. 771), consequentially, leaders watehigh in prosocial motivation
ought to experience less state depletion from hglpgfonsistent with the arguments
made thus far, | posit the following:

Hypothesis 4:Prosocial motivation will have a cross-level m@admg effect on

the relation between daily reactive helping antesti@pletion such that a) task-

related helping and b) personal helping will bes ldspleting for high versus low

prosocial motivation.
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Moderators of the Effects of Reactive Helping on D#etion: Helping Role
Perceptions

Although the leadership research considers asgiillowers to be an important
leader function (Morgeson et al., 2010; Yukl, 20¥®me leaders may view helping with
task-related and personal problems as part of jhieilwhereas others may consider it as
going beyond the call of duty. In fact, researchelping indicates that people vary in
their helping role perceptions (Kamdar, McAllist&rTurban, 2006; McAllister et al.,
2007). Arguments by Ego Depletion Theory suggest hlelping breadth role perceptions
and helping efficacy role perceptions are likelyrituence relations between reactive
helping and state depletion. It is possible; tafthat these two helping role
perceptions may moderate the extent to which hglgimssociated with state depletion.

Because the two helping types are distinct constiihat involve dealing with
different sets of problems (Dudley & Cortina, 20@&ttoon & Mossholder, 2002),
helping breath and efficacy perceptions ought tegexific to helping type. Thus, task-
related helping breadth perceptions refer to pei@ep that helping with task-related
issues is an expected part of one’s job, wheree®pal helping breadth perceptions
refer to perceptions that helping with personabpgms is an expected part of one’s job.
Task-related helping efficacy, on the other hasdlgfined as perceptions that one is
capable to help with task-related problems, whepeasonal helping efficacy perceptions
capture perceptions of confidence that one is dagalhelp with personal problems.
Helping role perceptions specific to task-relatad personal helping are constructs
concordant with either task-related or persongbihgland ought to be considered as

moderators between their respective helping forthstate depletion. For example, task-
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related helping breadth is concordant with tasktesl helping and ought to be
considered as a moderator between task-relatethgedpd state depletion, whereas
personal helping breath is concordant with persbhahding and ought to be considered
as a moderator between personal helping and statetabn. In the following sections |
review the theoretical arguments for why helpingdalth perceptions and helping
efficacy perceptions are likely to moderate the&# of helping on state depletion.

Helping breadth role perceptionss previously discussed, helping breadth refers
to perceptions that helping is an expected paohefs job (McAllister et al., 2007).
Research on Ego Depletion Theory suggests thahdeflrced or pressured to exert self-
control for external reasons leads to greater steydetion (Moller, Deci, & Ryan, 2006;
Muraven, 2008; Muraven et al., 2008). Muraven (3068ted these ideas in an
experimental setting and found that subjects wksted eating cookies for controlled
reasons were more depleted afterwards than subybctsesisted eating cookies for
more autonomous reasons. The authors suggestefghd@epletion Theory ought to be
revised to account for the fact that exertion difsentrol due to external expectations is
more depleting than exertion of self-control fornmweolitional reasons.

Similarly, work by Muraven, Gagné, and Rosman (J@ygests that feeling
pressured to exert self-control for external reassmmore depleting than exerting self-
control for volitional reasons because the latterstimes fewer resources. This is
partially due to the subjective vitality (e.g., ene experienced while exerting
autonomous self-control. People experience vitalityen they engage in behaviors that
feel self-driven and vitality replenishes depleteslources. Leaders who perceive to have

high helping breadth are likely to experience ledivolition and vitality and to become
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more depleted by helping (e.g., Muraven, 2008).ddehelping breadth is likely to
moderate the strength of the relationship betweaative helping and depletion such that
this relation will be stronger for high versus lbelping breadth perceptions.
Hypothesis 5aTask-related helping breadth will have a crosgllenoderating
effect on the relation between daily task-relatelppimg and state depletion such
that the relation will be stronger for high versoms task-related helping
breadth.
Hypothesis 5bPersonal helping breadth will have a cross-levetierating
effect on the relation between daily personal mgj@nd state depletion such
that the relation will be stronger for high versoms personal helping breadth.
Helping efficacy role perceptionstelping efficacy refers to perceptions of one’s
competence to help (McAllister et al., 2007). Judgts of self-efficacy are based on four
sources of information: past experience; vicarieasning through observing others’
actions; verbal persuasion that one possessesdbaed capabilities for a particular
activity; and psychological states (Bandura, 1982aders who have high helping self-
efficacy are likely to have faced similar task orational helping requests and to have
been successful in the past. Furthermore, Ego Depl&heory suggests that self-control
may get stronger with exercise (Gailliot, Plant{B& Baumeister, 2007; Hagger et al.,
2010; Muraven, Baumeister, & Tice, 1999). It il therefore, that high helping self-
efficacy may weaken the effects of reactive helmnglepletion because leaders with
high helping efficacy are likely to have built ugspurces from helping experiences in

their past.
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People who possess higher helping self-efficacyabse likely to mobilize their
motivation and cognitive resources more efficieathy to choose more efficient
analytical strategies for performance (e.g., BaaduWood, 1989; Gist & Mitchell,
1992). In fact, self-efficacy plays a central roleself-regulation because it facilitates
personal agency and determines the amount of effatpeople are willing to exert for
any given endeavor (Bandura, 1991). People higielirefficacy are committed to their
courses of actions and derive intrinsic motivafimm mastering challenges (Bandura,
1991). Therefore, in addition to being efficienuétizing their resources, leaders high in
helping self-efficacy are also likely to be intiicedly motivated by helping requests.
Leaders high in helping self-efficacy, thereforeght to become less depleted by helping
episodes.

To summarize, leaders who are high in helping sitacy may be less
vulnerable to depletion due to helping becaussy. &ne likely to have had more
experience with helping, and because they areylikebe intrinsically motivated to help
and more efficient at self-regulating during hefpifor these reasons | expect that leader
helping self-efficacy will moderate the effect efctive helping on depletion such that
this relationship will be weaker for leaders whe high versus low in helping self-
efficacy. Because efficacy refers to judgmentsrad’e capabilities for a specific task
(Gist & Mitchell, 1992), and because task-related personal helping refer to two
different categories of behaviors, | differentibttween task-related and personal
helping efficacy perceptions. The following hypatee summarize my arguments:

Hypothesis 6aTask-related helping efficacy will have a crosgdl moderating

effect on the relation between daily task-relatelpimg and state depletion such
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that the relation will be weaker for high versuw liask-related helping
efficacy.

Hypothesis 6bPersonal helping efficacy will have a cross-lewelderating
effect on the relation between daily personal mgj@nd state depletion such
that the relation will be weaker for high versua lpersonal helping efficacy.

Although dyadic interactions (e.g., a specific ajpepisode between a leader
and a follower) are beyond the scope of this diatien, it is likely that characteristics of
the target of helping may affect the extent to \Whelping depletes leaders. For
example, helping a peer may be associated withdiggsietion than helping a subordinate
because leaders are likely to experience moremohthen they help a peer (e.qg.,
responding to a peer’s request for help is likelyall outside one’s job responsibilities)
and Ego Depletion Theory suggests that volitioenisrgizing (Muraven, 2008).
Similarly, the quality of the leader-member excrafigMX) between leader and
follower may moderate the extent to which helpsgdepleting. A leader who has a high
LMX relationship with a follower, for example, mayxperience less discomfort and
depletion from helping that follower with persompabblems.

Furthermore, some followers may be more dependetieir leaders and ask for
help more frequently than others (Nadler, 1998)plig dependent followers may be
more depleting than helping followers who approtheir leaders more selectively. This
is because in addition to spending energy on hglaats, leaders may also need to exert
self-control to manage negative feelings of exaspmT and impatience from having to

respond to many help requests from the same sutatedi
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In this dissertation, | conceptualize reactive hgms the sum of helping
episodes undertaken by leaders in response toftilenvers’ help seeking requests
during a given work day. As argued so far, tardpatracteristics are likely to matter and
may strengthen (e.g., dependent followers) or wedkigh LMX follower) the relation
between a particular helping episode and depletiento that episode. Because | look at
the sum of daily helping episodes across all subatéds and depletion associated with
all these helping episodes, the effects of rea¢telping on depletion reported in this
dissertation are likely to yield conservative esiies. Target specification will be a
natural evolution for the literature studying thfeets of reactive helping on depletion.
Consequences of Depletion: Work Engagement and Criaty

Effective performance at work requires investmdrgsychological, emotional,
and cognitive resources. Depleted leaders, howpwssess a diminished amount of
resources that they can dedicate to work activities possible; therefore, that state
depletion due to helping may impair leaders’ perfance on other work activities.
Although there is some evidence in the managenterature that depletion affects work
activities, this research has focused rather ndyrow counterproductive work behaviors.
It is important to review this literature here, hexer, because it clarifies how Ego
Depletion Theory has been applied in the managehterature so far.

Wagner, Barnes, Lim, and Ferris (2012) drew on Egpletion Theory to argue a
relationship between sleep quantity and quality emgloyee cyberloafing. They
suggested that sleep deprivation impaired employdagy to recover depleted
resources and in turn left them with fewer selftocolresources to resist temptations to

cyberloaf while at work. Consistent with their egfaions, they found that employees
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cyberloafed (e.g., visited Facebook, ESPN, YouTabéd,other non-work related
websites) more frequently following the switch tytight saving time.

Perhaps in a more direct test of Ego Depletion Theohristian and Ellis (2011)
found that depletion due to poor sleep quality &alirect effect on workplace deviance
in a sample of nurses. In another study testing Bg@etion Theory, Barnes, and
coauthors (2011) posited that employees are mkedylto engage in unethical behavior
when their self-control resources are diminishecto8s several studies they found that
impaired self-control due to insufficient sleep vpasitively related to unethical
behavior. Similar findings were reported by Ginoh®eitzer, Mead, and Ariely (2011)
who conducted a number of experiments and founddyaletion of self-regulatory
resources increased individuals’ propensity to belthshonestly. Resisting unethical
behavior requires self-control resources but depletdividuals have fewer resources left
to identify and refrain from unethical acts. Fiyafindings by Thau and Mitchell (2010)
suggest that supervisor abuse depletes employalésegulatory resources and may
result in employee work deviance.

Ego Depletion Theory suggests that depletion &lyiko have a broad range of
effects in the workplace (Baumeister et al., 199&yVall et al., 2008; DeWall,
Baumeister, Mead, & Vohs, 2011; Muraven & Baumejs2800). Thus, focusing only on
counterproductive work behaviors as consequencdspétion is limiting because other
important work activities require self-control resces as well. For example, theory
would suggest that depletion is likely to affectrlvengagement and creativity because
these activities require resources. Work engagetmesnbeen defined as the

“simultaneous investment of personal energiesenettperience or performance of work”
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(Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011, p. 95). Engpés who are engaged experience
high levels of energy, are enthusiastically invdlve their jobs, and are motivated to
strive towards challenging goals (Bakker & Leit20,10). Energy, however, is an
expendable resource and deleted individuals possessf it (Baumeister, Muraven, &
Tice, 2000). Consequentially, depleted individuaksy not have the necessary resources
to experience engagement at work.

Work engagement has been shown to fluctuate dady@searchers have argued
that personal resources predict daily work engagefeeg., Bakker, 2011; Kahn, 1990;
Sonnentag, 2003; Sonnentag, Mojza, Demerouti, &BgkK2012). For example,
Sonnentag, Dormann, and Demerouti, (2010) presentieeoretical model of daily work
engagement and identified resource level as agioedf daily work engagement. In
addition, empirical work suggests that replenishinoémesources affects daily work
engagement suggesting that self-regulatory ressuaeean important predictor of work
engagement (e.g., Sonnentag, 2003; Sonnentag 204P). Although a direct
relationship between state depletion and work eaig@nt has yet to be investigated,
there are theoretical reasons to expect that degdietion will be negatively related to
leaders’ daily work engagement. This research guekias practical implications for
leaders and organizations because work engageragielen shown to impact OCB and
task performance (e.g., Christian et al., 2011wW@ed, LePine, & Rich, 2010).

In addition to work engagement, state depleticxss likely to impair leader
creativity. Creativity refers to “coming up withesh ideas for changing products,
services, and processes so as to better achieeegheization’s goals” (Amabile,

Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005, p. 367). Creatitiég been shown to fluctuate daily
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(Amabile et al., 2005; Binnewies & Wornlein, 2010hly & Fritz, 2010; To, Fisher,
Ashkanasy, & Rowe, 2012) and Ego Depletion Theaggssts that creative endeavors
require energy and that state depletion may ingeily creativity (Baumeister,
Schmeichel, DeWall, & Vohs, 2007; Baumeister & Tiey, 2011). For example,
Baumeister (2005, p. 82) stated that “Conscioustrotied processes offer great
flexibility, enabling people to deal in thoughtfaleative ways with a remarkable broad
range of events and circumstances. But they arersiyge, in the sense that they require
energy and effort.” In one of the few studies osativity and state depletion, Baumeister
and colleagues (2007, Study 4) found that deplpéeticipants generated less creative
solutions to a particular problem compared to pgréints who were not depleted. These
preliminary findings indicate that state depletroay hinder daily creativity.

Creativity has important implications for leadeeshuse leaders need to engage
in creative problem solving to facilitate the filient of group and organizational goals
(Morgeson et al., 2010; M. D. Mumford, Zaccaro, ¢Hag, Jacobs, & Fleishman, 2000).
Thus, creativity ought to be studied as a conserpiehstate depletion for practical
reasons too. lllustrating this point, a recent eyrgf 1,500 chief executives conducted by
IBM's Institute for Business Value demonstrated BAOs selected creativity as the
most important leadership competency for futureeessful organizational performance
(Kern, 2010). Similarly, endorsing the sentimeratttreativity is an important leader
behavior, Dyer, Gregersen, & Christensen, (201%) gtated that “Innovative companies
are almost always led by innovative leadeet.us say this again: Innovative companies
are always led by innovative leadefe bottom line: if you want innovation, you need

creativity skills within the top management teanyofir company.” Surprisingly,
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however, very little research has studied leadeastority and most studies have focused
on non-managerial employees (e.g., Amabile e2@D5; Binnewies & Wdrnlein, 2011,
Ohly & Fritz, 2010; To et al., 2012). This is aiseiss omission given the theoretical and
practical relevance of leader creativity.

To summarize, Ego Depletion Theory suggests tlmatlatory resources are likely
to predict both work engagement and creativity. $éguentially, | expect state depletion
to be negatively related to these two outcomes.fdlh@ving two hypotheses reflect
these expectations:

Hypothesis 7State depletion will be negatively related to davlyrk
engagement.
Hypothesis 8State depletion will be negatively related toylareativity.

So far, | have argued that reactive helping willuoe state depletion in leaders,
which means that leaders will possess fewer sglitedory resources to devote to other
important work activities. For example, work engagat and creativity represent
important leader activities that require self-regaoty resources. In order to experience
work engagement, leaders need self-regulatory reesuo become absorbed and
experience vigor at work. Similarly, to come uplwiiovel solutions to problems leaders
need self-regulatory resources because theseadéeiiognitive flexibility. Creativity,
therefore, is likely to also be sensitive to diralred regulatory resources.

The conceptual arguments presented thus far sutiggseactive helping acts
deplete self-regulatory resources, and consequigrdieninish work engagement and
creativity. State depletion, therefore, is expettethediate the negative effects of

reactive helping on work engagement and creatiVityese expectations are consistent
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with one of the main premises of Ego Depletiondrigehat investment of regulatory
resources on some behaviors will leave fewer ressuior other activities (Baumeister et
al., 2000). Consistent with the above argumentsppose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 9State depletion will mediate the effects of dagdgk-related

helping on a) daily work engagement, and b) daigatvity.

Hypothesis 10State depletion will mediate the effects of dgigrsonal helping

on a) daily work engagement, and b) daily creativit
Moderators of the Effects of Depletion on Its Consuences: Perceived Prosocial
Impact of Helping

There is evidence that leaders monitor their sig;@® success of the helping
effort should matter, but this has been largelyrgd in the helping literature to date. For
example, the helpers in Kaplan and Cowen’s (198fj)me perceived themselves to be
moderately effective (Mean = 5.5 on an 8 pointecahd felt that they were
encouraging, supportive, and sympathetic. Someslsatiowever, also reported feeling
puzzled, helpless, uncomfortable, and frustratetrated helping followers with certain
personal problems (e.g., marital) as particulaiffyadilt to handle. With few exceptions
(Barnes et al., 2008; Glomb et al., 2011; WeinsgeRyan, 2010), most of the helping
research has looked at antecedents of helpingitiedésearch has considered helping
outcomes, especially perceptions about helping®fteness (Clary & Orenstein, 1991).
Perceptions related to helping experiences, howeverikely to affect the extent to
which leaders’ state depletion affects their otherk behaviors.
Perceived prosocial impacaptures employees’ subjective beliefs of whetiner

not their help benefited others at work (Grant &pdell, 2007). Focusing attention on
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how actions facilitate positive outcomes reducagdes’ attention to the negative aspects
of helping (e.g., Grant & Campbell, 2007; Grant &n8entag, 2010). This is important
because focusing on negative aspects of one’s lwads to reduced psychological
resources and energy (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2006)edisas to negative emotions, whose
management requires further exertion of self-com&gsources (Baumeister, Vohs, et al.,
2007). Consideration of positive aspects of onaiskwon the other hand, has the
potential to help regain lost resources or to aequew resources (Fritz & Sonnentag,
2006). For example, Grant and Campbell (2007) fahatiperceived prosocial impact
protected against burnout (a marker of depletimpilarly, Grant and Sonnentag (2010)
found that prosocial impact buffered against enmati@xhaustion associated with
negative task evaluations. They argued that prakoopact compensates for negative
aspects of work task. Building on these argumemdsfimdings, it is possible that
perceptions of impacting others through one’s nedy safeguard leaders’ regulatory
resources because they divert leaders from dwedimte negative aspects of helping
(e.g., effort) and motivate leaders to focus onpbgitive aspects of one’s help instead
(e.g., benefiting others) (Grant & Sonnentag, 2010)

Sonnentag and Grant (2012) conceptualized percgrasbcial impact as a
positive affective work event. Recently, scholaasénargued theoretically and shown
empirically that positive work events energize emypks. For example, Gross and
coauthors (2011) found that positive events wegatieely related to end-of-work
fatigue (defined by the authors as an outcome pletied resources) for employees who
experienced chronic social stressors such as srsopal tension with others. It is

possible; therefore, that helping events that ajle im prosocial impact may energize
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employees and may restore depleted resourceseXpéstation is consistent with
arguments by Ego Depletion Theory that positiveegigmces facilitate self-regulation
even when the self is depleted (Tice et al., 2007).

Perceptions of prosocial impact are inherently teethe type of tasks that one
performs, and researchers have studied percepif@resocial impact across different
jobs (Grant, 2012; Sonnentag & Grant, 2012). FangXe, Sonnentag and Grant (2012)
studied perceptions of prosocial impact in a sampfeefighters and rescue workers;
Grant (2012) examined perceptions of prosocial thpaa sample of governmental
employees; whereas Grant and Campbell (2007) ilpetst! perceptions of prosocial
impact in samples of transportation service emp@eysecretaries, and school teachers.
Clearly, perceptions of prosocial impact are spetif one’s work behaviors.

Similarly, because task related helping and petdwgiping are unique constructs
that deal with distinct types of employee probldibsdley & Cortina, 2008), perceptions
of prosocial impact ought to be specific to thephed type. For example, a leader may
perceive that his or her help with task-relatecofgms was particularly effective on a
given day, but that helping subordinates with peasproblems was not. A global
evaluation of prosocial impact of helping would apture these important nuances. For
these reasons, | differentiate between prosocipacnhperceptions for task-related
helping, which refers to one’s perceptions thapimgl with task-related problems was
beneficial to subordinates; and prosocial impactegions for personal helping, which
refers to one’s perceptions that helping with peas@roblems was beneficial to
subordinates. Perceptions of prosocial impactdsk-related helping and perceptions of

prosocial impact for personal helping are concordanstructs with task-related and
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personal helping respectively, compared to a glelaluation of one’s perceived
prosocial impact of helping. Consideration of these types of prosocial impact
perceptions ought to provide a clearer understgnalithe effects that depletion has on
work outcomes.

In sum, perceptions of prosocial impact for tadktezl helping and perceptions
of prosocial impact for personal helping should erade the effects of depletion on work
engagement and creativity because these percegimasirage people to focus on the
positive aspects of task-related and personal ingl{fsrant & Sonnentag, 2010) and
because they constitute positive work experierféesusing on the positive aspects of
one’s work safeguards resources, whereas poskperiences facilitate and improve
self-regulation when resources are diminished (€tca., 2007). In line with these
arguments, | posit the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 11Daily perceived prosocial impact of task-relatedping will

moderate the effect of state depletion on a) dadyk engagement and b) daily

creativity such that these relations will be weakben perceived prosocial
impact of task-related helping is high versus low.

Hypothesis 12Daily perceived prosocial impact of personal hedpwill

moderate the effect of state depletion on a) dadyk engagement and b) daily

creativity such that these relations will be weakben perceived prosocial
impact of personal helping is high versus low.
Moderator of the Effects of State Depletion on It€Consequences: Trait Self-Control

Because some individuals have more self-contraluees than others (Tangney,

Baumeister, & Boone, 2004), the effects of staf@eaten on daily work engagement and
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creativity may depend on trait self-control. Hagged colleagues (2010) argued that
individuals who are high in trait self-control dileely to have more resources remaining
after engaging in depleting tasks. The authorggtttat trait self-control may “moderate
the ego-depletion effect” (p. 500).

Whereas Hagger et al. (2010) could not test tiiecein their meta-analysis,
there is some empirical evidence that trait sefftg may serve as a buffer against state
depletion. For example, Muraven, Collins, Shiffmand Paty (2005) studied the effect
of daily self-control demands on alcohol intake &mahd that people who were high in
trait self-control were better at managing theinking levels after a high level of daily
self-control demands. Similarly, DeWall, Baumeist&tillman, and Gailliot (2007)
studied the effects of state depletion on aggrasanal found that the effect was
moderated by trait self-control. Participants wherevhigh in trait self-control were less
likely to express intentions of responding aggnedsi

Overall, these studies suggest that individualb mgself-control have a larger
amount of resources at their disposal. Thus, afh@ngaging in reactive helping is
likely to be associated with state depletion, lesadhgh in trait self-control are also likely
to have a more extended pool of resources atdisgposal (Hagger et al., 2010), which
may protect their other activities from the negawffects of state depletion. Consistent
with these arguments, | propose the following:

Hypothesis 13The negative association between sate depletidmaity work
engagement will be weaker for leaders who are Weghus low in trait-state

control.
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Hypothesis 14The negative association between sate depletidrdaily
creativity will be weaker for leaders who are higdrsus low in trait-state
control.

Summary and Contributions

This dissertation aims to make a number of themaktiontributions. First, it
contributes to research on helping. Whereas mgstnizational research has studied the
effects of helping on the receiver and the workgrdittle work has studied the effects of
helping on the helper (Spitzmuller et al., 2008)addition, most research has studied
proactive helping, which is volitional and emplogeray decide to help when they have
the necessary resources or to fulfill certain néeds,Weinstein & Ryan, 2010).
However, little is known about how helping in reepe to proactive requests for
assistance affects the helper. This is relevardumsertheory suggests that helping may
deplete the helper and may harm his or her perfocean other tasks (DeWall et al.,
2008; Gailliot, 2010). This dissertation is thesfito investigate this possibility for
leaders.

Second, many interpersonal proactive behaviorsegy@ded as valuable
employee initiatives (Grant & Ashford, 2008). Faaenple, management scholars have
asserted that in-role performance is not sufficeerymore, but that “organizational
survival and success depend on proactivity” (Gedratl., 2009, p. 31). Many of these
proactive initiatives often target others who atpexted to perform reactive behaviors,
but it is unclear how responding to proactive bébravmay affect respondents. It is

possible that responding to proactive behaviors taagmployees’ self-regulatory
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resources and deter them from other perhaps magreriemt work tasks. | investigate
these possibilities here by studying reactive mglpn response to proactive help seeking.
Third, this dissertation contributes to researcheadership by utilizing Ego
Depletion Theory to make a set of novel predictiabsut the effects of reactive helping
on leaders’ self-regulatory resources and othekwehaviors. Management research has
recently started to apply Ego Depletion Theory tokacontexts but this research has
taken a rather narrow approach by primarily focggin how depletion impairs people’s
ability to refrain from unethical or abusive behagi (e.g.,Christian & Ellis, 2011; Mead,
Baumeister, Gino, Schweitzer, & Ariely, 2009; ThR&awMitchell, 2010). This dissertation
provides a broader application of Ego Depletiondriidoy considering other relevant
work activities such as work engagement and crgyativhich are important because
they contribute to effective work performance (Gtian et al., 2011; Rich, Lepine, &
Crawford, 2010).

Fourth, this dissertation relies on a method tHaws study of a temporal
phenomenon like state depletion. More specificallise an experience sampling
methodology (Wheeler & Reis, 1991) and hierarchicalar modeling (HLM,

Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) to test the hypothesdsafgaposited in this dissertation.

HLM is appropriate because it accounts for the mal@pendence of data and it allows
individuals to serve as their own control, thusngiating unmeasured between-

individual confounds. Last, the practical implicats of this dissertation may be
substantial. If reactive helping is shown to depletders, then leaders and organizations
need to become aware of ways in which they cangmtear counteract depletion

associated with reactive helping.
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METHODS

Sample

The sample consisted of 77 mid to high level marsagerolled in a weekend
MBA course. Seventy eight percent of participabts feople) were male. The ethnic
composition of the sample was as follows: 66% ofigi@ants (51 people) were white,
13% (10) were Asian, 13 % (10) were Black or Afndamerican, 5% (4) were Hispanic
or Latino, and 2 participants selected “Other’fesrtethnicity. The average age of
participants was 38.6 years (SD = 7.8). Their ayeexperience in managerial or
supervisor positions was 9.8 years (SD = 6.8),ayetenure in current job was 3.9 years
(SD = 3.4), and average experience in current atoupal domain was 13.7 years (SD =
7.3). Participants had on average 7 subordinat@s=(6) and they worked an average of
52 (SD =9.1) hours a week. Participants held &tyaof occupational positions such as
director of global marketing, research managelipre operations director, sales
manager, human resources manager, chief finaritiedio and hospital president among
others. Of the 77 leaders, 74 provided sufficieatado be included in multilevel
analyses.
Procedure

| designed an experience sampling study for thexaleand empirical reasons.
With regards to theoretical reasons, Ego Depléelio@ory specifically recognizes that
state depletion is a temporal phenomenon thatvamihin people and across times and
circumstances (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). Besame’s ability to self-regulate

varies daily, ESM is an appropriate methodologypkitally, ESM is appropriate
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because prior research has shown that the fodalblas considered in this dissertation
vary daily (e.g., Glomb et al., 2011; Grant & Sontag, 2012; Sonnetag, 2003).

| used an experience sampling method to colleet oaer three work weeks.
Reis and Wheeler (1991) suggested that a two wedvperiod is likely to represent an
accurate portrayal of social interactions. Morecdpzlly, the authors stated that “the 2-
week record-keeping period is assumed to represstable and generalizable estimate of
social life” (p. 287). Recently, however, scholaesve expanded the timeframe for
experience sampling studies to three work weele Bamo, Glomb, Shen, Kim, & Koch,
in press). In order to ascertain whether a twdhmrd week timeframe was appropriate for
the current study, | conducted a search in Welcadrge for experience sampling studies
published in the Academy of Management Journalniwf Applied Psychology, and
Personnel Psychology for 5 years (2008-2012) ugiadkeywords “experience
sampling,” “diary,” and “within person.” | also maally searched the in-press articles (in
press as of May 152012) of these three journals.

The search yielded 24 published articles that esge@rience sampling
methodology. The average number of work daysersthdy designs of these articles
was 10.9 with a standard deviation of 6.4 days. alerage frequency of daily
measurement was 2.5 with a standard deviationdofkeasurements. These trends
support my expectations that experience samplirigoafork days with 2 daily
measurements is within the accepted bounds ofghibl standards of similar studies in
these three journals.

| collected data using online Qualtrics surveyspigximately one week prior to

the start of the daily surveys, | emailed leadess@time survey, which measured
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demographics and stable differences (trait seltrobrhelping breadth, and helping
efficacy). In the one-time survey, | also askedléra to provide contact information for
up to five subordinates. | started the daily susvagproximately a week after the one-
time survey. | emailed leaders two surveys eachfailays consecutive working days. |
sent the morning survey at 7 AM and the afternaomesy between 3:45 and 4 PM. The
morning survey measured state depletion, posifieetaand negative affect. The
afternoon survey measured task-related reactiyertglpersonal reactive helping,
prosocial impact for task-related reactive helpprgsocial impact for personal reactive
helping, state depletion, daily work engagemerd, daily creativity. On those same 15
work days, | also emailed a survey to leaders’ stibates between 3:45 and 4:00 PM
each day. In this survey, | measured subordinastisigs of leaders’ work engagement
and creativity on that day. Ratings of work engagetand creativity from subordinates
ought to alleviate issues of common method biad/HRodsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003).

After the data collection was complete, each leaglegived an individualized
feedback report, which displayed how their mood lagiging behaviors varied over the
15 days relative to the class average. These ddt&d@nds were also discussed in class.
After the data collection was complete, followersrgventered in a raffle to win $25. One
in 10 subordinates won $25 and checks were mail@driners approximately two
months after the data collection was completedidiaation was completely voluntary
in that leaders and followers could quit completing surveys at any point if they so
desired. The data was also confidential in thatdesshad access only to their own

responses. All other information presented to lead@s aggregated either at the leader

49



(e.g., their subordinate ratings) or class levelaas not identifiable. Table 1 depicts the
data collection procedure.
Table 1

Data Collection Schedule

Phase 1 Phase 2
Data Collected Stable Differences Daily Surveys
Timeline 1time 15 work days
Source Leader Leader (twice a day)
Followers (once a day)

Over the three study weeks, leaders completed 8#@anorning surveys and
65% of the afternoon surveys. On average, leadenpleted the morning survey at 9:06
AM (SD = 1:41 hrs.), and the afternoon survey 423M (SD = 1:47 hrs.). The average
time elapsed between completion of the morningadteinoon survey was 8:26 hrs. (SD
= 2:15 hrs.). Over the same 15 work days, subotesneompleted 76% of the daily
surveys. On average, subordinates completed tematin survey at 4:24 PM (SD = 1:30
hrs.). These response rates are similar to pulbliskperience sampling studies (Daniels,
Boocock, Glover, Hartley, & Holland, 2009; ScottB&arnes, 2011; Scott, Colquitt,
Paddock, & Judge, 2010).
One-Time Measures

Task-related reactive helping breadimeasured task-related reactive helping
breadth with three items adapted from McAllisted aoauthors (2007). Following
procedures described by McAllister et al. (200Atipipants were shown the three items
for task-related reactive helping and were diretteitidicate whether each statement
reflected an expected part of their job. An exanmjele for task-related reactive helping

breadth is: “This behavior is an expected part pfjob: Helping subordinates who ask
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for my help with difficult assignments.” The resperformat was on a five point scale (1
= “Strongly Disagree” 5 = “Strongly Agree”). Codfient alpha for task-related helping
breath was = 0.90.

Task-related reactive helping efficadg: measure task-related reactive helping
efficacy, | used procedures described by McAllisted coauthors (2007). Participants
rated how efficacious they felt to perform eachhef task-related reactive helping items
(response format was: 1 = “Strongly Disagree” S5tr6ngly Agree”). An example item
for task-related reactive helping efficacy is: th@ompletely confident in my capabilities
when engaging in this behavior: Helping subordisavho ask for my help with difficult
assignments.” Coefficient alpha for task-relatelpimg efficacy wast = 0.89.

Personal reactive helping breadtfallowing procedures described by McAllister
and coauthors (2007), | measured personal reautineng breadth with three items.
Participants were shown the three items per pelseaetive helping and were asked to
indicate their agreement on a five-point respoonseét where 1 = “Strongly Disagree”
and 5 = “Strongly Agree.” An example item for parabreactive helping breath is: “This
behavior is an expected part of my job: Helpingmsdmates who come to me with their
personal problems and worries.” Coefficient alptvapersonal reactive helping breadth
wasa = 0.83.

Personal reactive helping efficacymeasured personal reactive helping efficacy
with three items following procedures by McAllis&md coauthors (2007). An example
item for personal helping efficacy is: “I am comielg confident in my capabilities when
engaging in this behavior: Helping subordinates whime to me with their personal

problems and worries.” Participants indicated tlgireement on a five point scale, where
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1 = “Strongly Disagree” and 5 = “Strongly Agree.béfficient alpha for personal helping
efficacy wasu = 0.88.

Prosocial motivation:n this dissertation, prosocial motivation refers to
contextual prosocial motivation, which is a relatyvstable perception. Grant and Berry
stated that (2011, p. 3): “Contextual prosocialiwatton refers to an employee’s desire
to benefit a particular category of other peopleugh a particular occupation, job, or
role.” Hence, the prosocial motivation items usethis dissertation reflect leaders’
prosocial motivation to help their subordinates vgbek their help at work. This
approach is consistent with published operatioatibns of prosocial motivation (Grant,
2008). Furthermore, research indicates that thasehelp with task-related problems
also help with personal issues (Settoon & MosshpRig02). For this reason, | collected
one overall prosocial motivation measure.

| measured prosocial motivation with three itemamdd from Grant (Grant,
2006, 2008). Items were changed to reflect leagesocial motivation to respond to
their subordinates’ proactive requests for help.efkample item is: “Overall, why are
you motivated to help subordinates who ask for yalp? Because | care about
benefiting my subordinates through my help.” Rgvtints responded to each item using
a five-point response format where 1 = “Stronglgdgjree” and 5 = “Strongly Agree.”
Coefficient alpha for prosocial motivation was- 0.88.

Trait self-control:ten (out of 13) items from the brief version of toale
developed byrangney, Baumeister, and Boone, (2004) were usgtetsure trait self-
control. | decided not to include the followingdkritems: “l am lazy,” “l say

inappropriate things,” and “Sometimes | can’t stoyself from doing something, even if
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| know it is wrong.” | removed these items becallssy sounded pejorative and had the
potential to offend or upset respondents as wdlb @eter participation. Participants
indicated their agreement with each of the othesth@ements along a five-point response
format where 1 = “Strongly Disagree” and 5 = “SgbnAgree.” An example item is: “I

am good at resisting temptation.” Internal consisyeas indicated by coefficient alpha
wasa = 0.79.

In their scale validation piece, Tangney and coanstli2004) showed empirically
that trait self-control is a distinct constructrfrdhe Big Five personality traits (Goldberg,
1990, 1992). A closer look at the construct defanis of trait self-control and the Big
Five personality traits, however, suggests that $edf-control is conceptually similar to
conscientiousness and emotional stability. Trdft@mtrol refers to people’s capacity
and willingness to change how they think, feelbehave in ways that are appropriate for
a given situation. Conscientiousness refers to le&opendencies to be dependable and
responsible. Costa and coauthors suggested thatioasness encompasses aspects of
both proactivity and inhibition, in that highly cerientious people are competent,
orderly, and dutiful on one hand, as well as admeent oriented, self-disciplined, and
deliberate in their actions on the other hand (&€dstMcCrae, & Dye, 1991). Hence,
similar to people who are high in trait self-comtymeople who are high in consciousness
are able to exert control over their environmerd.(¢he aspect of order) as well as
themselves (e.qg., self-discipline). Conceptuahlgréfore, trait self-control and
conscientiousness share similarities.

Despite their similarities, trait self-control isreceptually and empirically distinct

from conscientiousness. For example, different fommscientiousness, trait self-control
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captures people’s ability to change and adaptetig¢stheir environment.
Conscientiousness, however, refers mostly to p&ofadency to maintain order in their
surrounding environment. Adaptability of the séfierefore, is a unique aspect of trait
self-control not captured by conscientiousnessulpport of the idea that trait self-
control and conscientiousness are distinct constrdi@angney and coauthors (2004)
showed that trait self-control and conscientiousrsdgre only about 25 percent of their
variance (correlation between self-control and c@miousness was r = .48).

Trait self-control is also conceptually similargmotional stability because the
latter refers to people’s ability to exert contoekr their moods and emotional reactions
(Costa & McCrae, 1987). Trait self-control, howeusra broader construct that
encompasses not only the self's ability to congrabtions but also the self's ability to
control thought and behavior. In support of thenstruct distinctiveness, Tangney et al.
(2004) reported a correlation of only r =.42 betwéait self-control and emotional
stability. These arguments suggest that traitsatitrol is a distinct construct from
conscientiousness and emotional stability and otgghive unique moderating effects on
the relations between state depletion and its cuesees.

Work experiencat is possible that work experience may affectakent to
which reactive helping is associated with statdetem. Ego Depletion Theory suggests
that experience with an activity that requires-selftrol (e.g., dieting) improves people’s
ability to exert self-control over time (Muravencé&, & Baumeister, 1998). Experienced
leaders may have helped subordinates with simitaslpms before and may become less
depleted by helping episodes than leaders who leageexperience. Work experience,

therefore, may moderate the extent to which takkee and personal reactive helping
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are associated with state depletion such that tigésets may be weaker for leaders with
high versus low work experience. Although not arfal part of my model, | explored
these possibilities in post-hoc analyses.

To do so, | measured work experience including egpee as a leader and
experience in current role. | measuregerience as a leadevas with one item adapted
from work by Stam and Elfring (2008): “How many yg&ave you held
managerial/supervisory positions?” | measungaeeience in the current rokeith the
following item adapted from Jokisaari and Nurmi@2® “How many years have you
worked in your current job.” The items for all otise measures are listed in Table 2.

Table 2

One-Time (dispositional) Measures

Task-Related Helping Breadth: McAllister et al.,
This behavior is an expected part of my job: (2007)
1. Helping subordinates who ask for my help with difft 1= strongly disagree
assignments. 2= disagree
2. Helping subordinates who ask for my help with heavy | 3 = neither agree no
work loads. disagree
3. Going out of my way to help subordinates who askiyg | 4 = agree
help with work-related problems. 5 = strongly agree
Task-Related Helping Efficacy: McAllister et al.,
| am completely confident in my capabilities whemgaging in (2007)
this behavior: 1= strongly disagree
1. Helping subordinates who ask for my help with difft 2=disagree
assignments. 3 = neither agree no
2. Helping subordinates who ask for my help with heavy | disagree
work loads. 4 = agree
3. Going out of my way to help subordinates who askiig | 5 = strongly agree
help with work-related problems.
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Table 2 (cont’d)

Personal Helping Breadth:
This behavior is an expected part of my job:
1. Helping by listening to subordinates who come to me
because they have to get something off their chest.
2. Helping subordinates who come to me with their peas
problems and worries.
3. Helping by taking a personal interest in subordisarho
ask for my help with personal problems.

McAllister et al.,
(2007)

1= strongly
disagree

2= disagree

3 = neither agree
nor disagree

4 = agree

5 = strongly agree

Personal Helping Efficacy:
| am completely confident in my capabilities whemgaging in this
behavior.
1. Helping by listening to subordinates who come to me
because they have to get something off their chest.
2. Helping subordinates who come to me with their peas
problems and worries.
3. Helping by taking a personal interest in subordisatrho
ask for my help with personal problems.

McAllister et al.,
(2007)

1= strongly
disagree

2= disagree

3 = neither agree
nor disagree

4 = agree

5 = strongly agree

Prosocial Motivation:
“Why are you motivated to help subordinates who askor your
help?”
1. Because | care about benefiting my subordinategitir my
help.
2. Because | want to have a positive impact on my
subordinates through my help.
3. Because it is important to me to do good for my
subordinates through my help.

Adapted from
Grant (2008)

1= strongly
disagree

2 = disagree

3 = neither agree
nor disagree

4 = agree

5 = strongly agree

Work Experience:

Experience as a leader: How many years have you held
managerial/supervisory positions?”

Experience in current role (job experience)How many years
have you worked in your current job?”

Stam and Elfring
(2008)

Jokisaari and
Nurmi (2009)
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Table 2 (cont’d)

Brief Self-control scale:

8.
9. | am able to work effectively toward long-term

| am good at resisting temptation.

| have a hard time breaking bad habits (R).
| do certain things that are bad for me, if they
are fun (R).

| refuse things that are bad for me.

| wish | had more self-discipline (R).
People would say that | have iron self-
discipline.

Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me from
getting work done (R).

| have trouble concentrating (R).

goals.

10.1 often act without thinking through all the

alternatives (R).

(R) Reversed Items

Tangney, Baumeister, and
Boone, (2004)

1= very slightly or not at all
2 = alittle

3 = moderately

4 = quite a bit

5 = very much

Daily Measures

Muraven, & Tice, 2004) to measure morning and afien state depletion. Higher scores

State depletiont used five items from the State Self-Control S¢aenge,

on this scale indicate that self-resources areetieghl Participants responded to these

items along a five-point response format where*Very slightly or not at all” and 5 =

“Very much.” An example item is: “I feel drainedyhit now.” Average coefficient alpha

for morning state depletion was= 0.92, and average coefficient alpha for aftemoo

state depletion was= 0.93.

Reactive helpingselection of the helping items used in this disgem was

driven by two considerations. First, | did not wambverburden participants with long

surveys because they had to complete surveys &ttware a day, once in the morning

and once in the afternoon. Keeping the surveys $faak the potential to improve the
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response rate as well as the data quality. Thiesgided to use three items for task-
related reactive helping and three items for pabkmactive helping.

Second, | selected helping items that most acdyresgture the literature’s
definitions for task-related helping and persoredpimg (e.g., Cortina & Dudley, 2008).
As an example, | decided to exclude the followitegnis by Settoon and Mossholder
(2002): “Make an extra effort to understand thebpems faced by coworkers” and
“Show coworkers where to go to get what they ne8ettoon and Mossholder (2002)
argued that the item “Make an extra effort to ustherd the problems faced by
coworkers” refers to personal helping, whereastdrma “Show coworkers where to go to
get what they need” refers to task-related helplingese items are ambiguous, however,
in that they may refer to helping with both taskated and personal issues. In order to
improve the conceptual and empirical distinctivenaisthe two helping types, | dropped
ambiguous items such as these and decided toams ihat are clearly task-related (e.qg.,
Today, | helped subordinates who asked for my hatlp difficult assignments), or
personal (e.g., Today, | helped subordinates whoed® me with their personal
problems and worries) (adapted from Settoon & Mokkdr, 2002).

Reactive task-related helpinbadapted three items from the scale developed by
Settoon and Mossholder, (2002) to measure reaizskerelated helping. Items were
changed to reflect daily task-related helping amssyell as to capture reactive task-
related helping acts only. Each afternoon, paricip were asked to indicate the
frequency with which they had engaged in task-eeldtelping behaviors at work that
day. Daily frequency was measured on a 6 pointseakre 1 = “Never” and 6 = “Five

or more times.” An example item is: “Today, | hedlpmbordinates who asked for my
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help with difficult assignments.” Average intermainsistency of task-related helping
across all study days as indicated by Cronbacbisaalvasy = 0.91.

Reactive personal helpinggmeasured reactive personal helping with thremaste
adapted from Settoon and Mossholder (2002). Sirtoléask-related helping, each
afternoon participants indicated the frequency wuthich they had helped with personal
issues at work that day. Items were adapted teaiefeactive beaviors. An example item
is: “Today, | helped subordinates who came to nté tieir personal problems and
worries.” The response format ranged from 1 “Never6 “Five or more times.”

Average reliability of the scale was= 0.93.

Prosocial impact of reactive helpingmeasured state prosocial impact for task
related reactive helping with three items initiadigveloped by Grant (2006) and recently
published by Sonnentag and Grant (2012). Afteraedmg to the helping items,
participants were asked to provide an evaluatiah@fprosocial impact of those helping
acts. A sample item is: “I feel that my help wikie above issues made a positive
difference in subordinates’ lives today.” Partaps indicated their agreement with these
three items along a five point scale where 1 =d'&gly Disagree” and 5 = “Strongly
Agree.” Average internal consistency for prosotigbact of reactive task-related
helping wasy = 0.95; and average internal consistency for priasanpact of reactive
personal helping was= 0.97.

Work engagement:adapted six items from the scale developed by Ricd
coauthors (2010) to measure daily work engagen@arhpared to other measures of
work engagement, this scale operationalizes Kafi990) conceptualization of work

engagement as investment of physical, cognitive,eanotional energy at work (Rich et
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al., 2010). Kahn’s (1990) conceptualization dovstaell with Ego Depletion Theory’'s
predictions that depleted resources are likelyindér one’s ability to be physically,
cognitively, and emotionally vested in other adtes. Hence, two items from each of
these three dimensions were used to measure wgdgement. Iltems were rated by
leaders’ subordinates each afternoon. Leaders'rdutades expressed their agreement
with each item along a five-point scale (1 = “SgbnDisagree” to 5 = “Strongly
Agree”). An example item is: “Today, John Doe egdra lot of energy on the job.”
Average coefficient alpha was= 0.93.

In return for participating in this study, eachdeareceived a personalized
feedback report, which contained information abdwaw his or her behavior compared to
the average of the other leaders. To increaseasgfeness, | also provided leaders with
information about how their own assessment of dadyk engagement and creativity
differed from ratings by subordinates. Self-ratinfsvork engagement were collected
from leaders with the same 6 items as above. Amplaitem is: “Today, | exerted a lot
of energy on the job.” Average coefficient alphadelf-ratings of work engagement was
a = 0.89. Self-ratings of daily work engagementdiseussed in post-hoc analyses.

Creativity. | measured daily creativity with four items adapfrom Zhou and
George (2001). Each afternoon, subordinates ratgdgsupervisor’s daily creativity by
indicating their agreement with items such as “lodane Doe came up with creative
solutions to problems” (response format was 1 ¥0di8ily Disagree” to 5 = “Strongly
Agree”). Average coefficient alpha was= 0.95. Each afternoon, leaders also rated their
own creativity with the same four items. The averagefficient alpha for self-ratings of

daily creativity wasy = 0.93.
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Positive and negative affedhe literature identifies state positive and nagati
affect as important antecedents of daily creati(dsnabile et al., 2005; Binnewies &
Wornlein, 2011; To et al., 2012). Therefore, inartb assess a cleaner relation between
state depletion and daily creativity, morning sfadsitive and negative affect were
entered as control variables in the equations ptiedi daily creativity. State positive and
negative affect were each measured in the mornitigfaur items from the short form of
the PANAS scale (Mackinnon et al., 1999). Leadezsavasked to indicate the extent to
which certain emotions captured how they felt at thoment, on a scale of 1 to 5, where
1 =“Very slightly or not at all” and 5 = “Very mtc¢’ Sample items for state positive
affect are “inspired” and “excited” and sample igefar negative affect are “distressed”
and “upset.” The average internal reliability asradl study days for state positive affect
wasa = 0.93, and the average internal reliability fate negative affect was= 0.82.

Helping difficulty:task difficulty has been shown to relate to depletbut the
nature of this relationship is unclear (Hagger et2®10). It is possible, for example,
that helping difficulty may affect the extent to i reactive helping is associated with
state depletion. To explore these possibilitiggdat-hoc supplementary analyses, |
measured perceptions of helping difficulty for taskated and personal reactive helping
with the following item: “On average, how difficutid you find helping your
subordinates with the above problems today?” Rpaints rated helping difficulty
(separately for task-related and personal) alofiegpoint scale where 1 = “Not at all
difficult” and 5 = “Very difficult.” The items fothe daily measures are presented in

Table 3.

61



Table 3

Daily (within-person) Measures

Measure

Source

Morning (Control) Measures

Positive Affect

Items from (MacKinnon et

1. Inspired al., 1999)
2. Excited 1= very slightly or not at all
3. Enthusiastic 2 = alittle
4. Determined 3 = moderately
4 = quite a bit
5 = very much
Negative Affect Items from (MacKinnon et
1. Afraid al., 1999)
2. Nervous 1= very slightly or not at all
3. Upset 2 = alittle
4. Distressed 3 = moderately

4 = quite a bit
5 = very much

State Depletion:

| feel drained right now.

. My mind feels unfocused right now.
. Right now, it would take a lot of effort for me to

concentrate on something.
Right now, my mental energy is running low.
Right now, | feel like my willpower is gone.

Adapted from Christian
and Ellis (2011)

1 = very slightly or not at all
2 = alittle

3 = moderately

4 = quite a bit

5 = very much

Afternoon Measures

State Depletion:

| feel drained right now.

. My mind feels unfocused right now.
. Right now, it would take a lot of effort for me to

concentrate on something.
Right now, my mental energy is running low.
Right now, | feel like my willpower is gone.

Adapted from Christian
and Ellis (2011)

1 = very slightly or not at all
2 = alittle

3 = moderately

4 = quite a bit

5 = very much
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Table 3 (cont'd)

Reactive Task-Related Helping:

1.

2.

3.

Today, | helped subordinates who asked for m
help with difficult assignments.

Today, | helped subordinates who asked for m
help with heavy work loads.

Today, | went out of my way to help subordina
who asked for my help with work-related
problems.

Adapted from Settoon and
yMossholder, (2002)

1 = Never
y 2=0nce
3 = Twice
[es 4 = Three times

5 = Four times
6 = Five or more times

Prosocial Impact for Task-Related Helping:

1.

2.

| feel that my help with the above issues made
positive difference in subordinates’ lives today
| am very conscious of the positive impact that
my help with the above issues had on
subordinates today.

| am very aware of the ways in which my help
with the above issues benefited subordinates
today.

Adapted from Grant, (2008);
&onnentag & Grant, (2012)
1= strongly disagree
2=disagree

4 = agree
5 = strongly agree

3 =neither agree nor disagree

Reactive Personal Helping:

1.

Today, | helped by listening to subordinates wi
came to me because they had to get somethin
their chest.

Today, | helped subordinates who came to me
with their personal problems and worries.
Today, | helped by taking an interest in
subordinates who asked for my help with
personal problems.

Adapted from Settoon and
ndossholder, (2002)
g offl = Never
2 =0nce
3 = Twice
4 = Three times
5 = Four times
6 = Five or more times

Prosocial Impact for Personal Helping:

1.

2.

| feel that my help with the above issues made
positive difference in subordinates’ lives today
| am very conscious of the positive impact that
my help with the above issues had on
subordinates today.

| am very aware of the ways in which my help
with the above issues benefited subordinates
today.

Adapted from Grant, (2008);
&onnentag & Grant, (2012)
1= strongly disagree
2=disagree

4 = agree
5 = strongly agree

3 =neither agree nor disagree

D
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Table 3 (cont'd)

Work Engagement: Items from Rich et al.,
1. Today, my supervisor exerted a lot of energy qn2010)
the job. 1= strongly disagree
2. Today, my supervisor strived hard to complete 2=disagree
his/her job. 3 =neither agree nor disagree
3. Today, my supervisor felt positive about his/her4 = agree
job. 5 = strongly agree
4. Today, my supervisor was excited about his/her
job.
5. Today, my supervisor was focused on his/her job.
6. Today, my supervisor was absorbed by his/her
job.
Creativity: Creativity (adapted from
1. Today, my supervisor came up with creative | Zhou & George, 2001)
solutions to problems. 1= strongly disagree
2. Today, my supervisor exhibited creativity on the2=disagree
job. 3 =neither agree nor disagree
3. Today, my supervisor had a fresh approach to| 4 = agree
problems. 5 = strongly agree

4. Today my supervisor came up with new and
practical ideas to improve performance.

Task-Related Helping Difficulty: 1= not at all difficult
On average, how difficult did you find helping your 2 = a little difficult
subordinates with the above problems today? 3 = moderately difficult

4 = quite difficult
5 = very difficult

Personal Helping Difficulty: 1= not at all difficult
On average, how difficult did you find helping your 2 = a little difficult
subordinates with the above problems today? 3 = moderately difficult

4 = quite difficult
5 = very difficult

Confirmatory Factor Analyses

Before testing the hypotheses, | examined the oactstalidity of the level 1
measures by conducting within-person confirmataoctdr analyses. | performed these
analyses using AMOS 20.0 after centering all iteorass at each participant’'s mean item

scores. This approach is considered appropriat@ wheducting confirmatory factor
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analyses with experience sampling data (Scott e2@10; Sonnentag & Grant, 2012).
First, | examined the factor structure of the task personal reactive helping variables
by comparing a two factor structure where itemsdsk-related reactive helping loaded
on one factor and the items for personal reactalpihg loaded on another factor to a
one-factor model were all six items loaded on @wtdr. The model fit for the two-factor
model was acceptable (CFI = 0.99,TLI = 0.96, RMSE®B.07). The model fit for the one
factor model was not acceptable (CFI = 0.61, TI0.68, RMSEA = 0.35). The chi-

square difference test showed that the two factmtehwas a significantly better fit to

the data than a one factor mod&jf( =1084,A d.f. =1, p <.00). These analyses support

the construct distinctiveness of task and perseasaltive helping.

Next, | examined the factor distinctiveness oftie helping constructs from the
two prosocial impact variables. More specificallgpmpared a four factor model where
the items for task related reactive helping, pessogactive helping, prosocial impact of
task-related reactive helping, and prosocial impégtersonal reactive helping loaded on
four separate constructs, to a two factor modelreritems for task-related reactive
helping and prosocial impact of task-related readielping loaded on one factor, and
items for personal reactive helping and prosoongdct of personal reactive helping

loaded on another factor. The four-factor modelhfg data significantly better than a two

factor model sz =1973,A d.f. =5, p <.00). The model fit for the four-fac model

was CFl = 0.98,TLI = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.05, and thedeldit for the two factor model
was CFI =0.71,TLI = 0.57, RMSEA = 0.20.
Given the moderate within-person correlation betwg®social impact of task

and personal helping (r = 0.46), | also comparadaafactor model where their items
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loaded on two separate constructs to a one faadehwhere all items loaded on one
factor. The fit for the two factor model was CF0:99,TLI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.06,

whereas the fit for the one factor model was CBI62,TLI =0.21, RMSEA =0.38. A

two factor model fit the data significantly bettean a one factor moded\[2 =1296,A

d.f. =1, p <.00), thus supporting the construstinictiveness of these two variables.

| also examined the factor structure of the twagimg constructs, the two
prosocial factors, morning affect, and morning ééph in the same model. These
analyses confirmed structures that supported stendiiveness of these constructs. For
example, the 7 factor structure fit the data cogrsidle better than a 6 factor structure
that combined depletion and negative affect inte overall factor. The fit for the 7-
factor model was CFl = 0.97,TLI = 0.95, RMSEA =4.Whereas the model fit for the 6
factor model that combined morning negative aféet depletion into one construct was

CFI =0.95, TLI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.06. The fit fdre 7-factor model was significantly

better than that for the 6-factor modﬁk% =234,A d.f. =6, p <.00).

Finally, the average within person correlation kesw subordinate-rated daily
work engagement and creativity was relatively High 0.74). For this reason | compared
a two factor model where the items for daily worlgagement loaded on one factor, and
the items for creativity loaded on another factoatone-factor model where all items
loaded on one overall factor. The fit for a twottaanodel was CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.93,
RMSEA = 0.11, whereas the fit for a one factor moaes CFl = 0.83, TFI = 0.69,

RMSEA = .22. The chi-square difference test shothatia two factor model fit the data

significantly better than a one-factor modﬁj& =2873,Ad.f. =1, p <.00). Although
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the within-person correlation was high for these t@riables, their items load on two

different constructs.
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RESULTS

Tables 4 to 6 show the means, standard deviat@sinter-correlations of the
variables at the within- and between person lexgbectively. In order to account for the
non-independent nature of the data (e.g., dailgfagions nested within leaders), |
conducted analyses using hierarchical linear mogdéHLM) (Raudenbush & Bryk,
2002). Before testing the hypotheses, | ran nultiet®for all level 1 (e.g., daily)
variables in order to ascertain that the use of Hi&& indeed appropriate in this context.
Null models estimate the partitioning of the totatiance in the level 1 variables into
within and between individual variance componeHisM is only appropriate when there
is a considerable amount of within-individual vaca in the daily variables. As Table 7
shows, there was considerable variance at therwt@ison level in all level 1 variables
(between 34% and 73%), justifying the use of HLMtfee analyses.

In all HLM models, level 1 predictors were centeatdhe mean of the
participants. This implies that participants’ meéisthese variables across all study
days were zero. Thus, between-participant meaardifces across all study days for
these variables were also zero. Individual- meanteceng, therefore, removes all
between-level variance from level 1 variables. T@pproach allows for a better
understanding of the within-individual relations@mg variables because the effects are
not confounded by between-individual differencesntring at the individual mean is a
common practice used in experience sampling stifdigs Judge, Scott, & llies, 2006;
Scott et al., 2010). Stable individual differen¢es., role perceptions and trait self-
control) were grand-mean centered - raw metrigg@and mean centering provide

equivalent models (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998).
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Table 4

Within-Individual Descriptive Statistics and Correlations™

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Positive Affect (AM) 3.51 0.89
2 Negative Affect (AM) 1.35 0.42 -.24**
3 State Depletion (AM) 1.33 0.36 -40** [ 31*
4 State Depletion (PM) 1.73 0.55 =13 19 23%*
5 Task-Related R Helping 2.33 0.79 .02 .06 .06 .07
6 Personal R Helping 1.66 0.70 .05 -.01 .02 .08* 6**4
7 Prosocial Impact Task 3.73 0.59 .03 -.07 -03 5-0 .52* 37
8 Prosocial Impact Personal 3.42 0.57 .06 -10* 0-0 .01 25%* H54** 39x*
9 Daily Engagement (subs) 3.89 0.41 -.02 .06 06 6 .0 .17+ .06 A4% .04
10  Daily Creativity (subs) 3.73 0.41 .03 .02 .03 1.0 .14* .03 A1 .02
11  Daily Engagement (self) 3.91 0.56 A16**  -06 21 -08* .25% A5* 23 10*
12 Daily Creativity (self) 3.70 0.57 A1x .02 - -.07 24%* A7+ 18 Q9%
13  Task-Helping Difficulty 1.55 0.55 .06 .03 -01 19 | 33* A3 25 04
14  Personal Helping Difficulty 1.30 0.39 -.05 .03 08. .07 5% 26**  .09* A7
15 Interactions w/Subordinates 2.56 0.63 .00 .08 5 .0 .04 24** .06 A8 .07
16 Time (PM) 17.79 1.09 -.02 -.02 .05 3% .08* 4.0 .06 .04
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Table 4 (cont'd)

Variable M SD 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
9 Daily Engagement (subs) 3.89 0.41
10  Daily Creativity (subs) 3.73 0.41 T4%*
11 Daily Engagement (self) 3.91 0.56 10* 5%
12  Daily Creativity (self) 3.70 0.57 .02 .05 A0**
13  Task-Helping Difficulty 1.55 0.55 .09* A2%* 19 A1+
14  Personal Helping Difficulty 1.30 0.39 -.00 -01 .02 .03 29%*
15 Interactions w/Subordinates 2.56 0.63 B7** 67* . 13** .08 .09* .02
16  Time (PM) 17.79 1.09 -.03 -.02 .06 .04 .08* -.07-.08

®All variables are within-individual variables. Toea@mplish this all daily variables were centerethatperson level before the

correlations were computed. N = 730-862. R = ReacTime (PM) = Time when afternoon survey was ptated. Subs =

subordinate rated variables. Means and standardtabms are based on between-individual scorgs<i05, ** p <.01.
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Table 5

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Daily \ariables”

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Positive Affect (AM) 3.51 1.02 -
2 Negative Affect (AM) 1.36 0.59 -.22%* -
3 State Depletion (AM) 1.35 0.59 - 45%* .38**
4 State Depletion (PM) 1.76 0.84 -.21% .26** 37 -
5 Task-Related R Helping 2.36 1.25 .10* 2% .06 00. -
6 Personal R Helping 1.65 0.98 18** 2% .02 .03 .52** -
7 Prosocial Impact Task 3.69 0.84 26%* -.05 -.10%-,12**  B1** 33 -
8 Prosocial Impact Personal 3.38 0.82 23** .00 4-0 -01 31** S1* 61 -
9 Daily Engagement (subs) 3.88 0.58 3% -.03 **11-.08* .22** A3 21 12%*
10  Daily Creativity (subs) 3.74 059 .09* -.01 -.05 -.08 A7 .07 20%*  10*
11  Daily Engagement (self) 3.86 0.75 H53** -.06 62 -.15* 19** .07 A40% 30**
12  Dalily Creativity (self) 3.68 0.81 A6** -.01 Q2 - 11* 24** A4xx 3% 5%k
13  Task-Helping Difficulty 1.56 0.83 -.01 10* Jex 13% 39 2% 21*%* .05
14  Personal Helping Difficulty  1.30  0.63 -.01 A1* 16 .07 29%* 30 11%* 16
15 Interactions w/Subordinates  2.56 0.93 .00 .07 0 .0 -.04 24** .07 A1 .04
16  Time (PM) 1771 1.78 -.01 -.01 .04 09  13*  8*0 .10* .07
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Table 5 (cont'd)

Variable M SD 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
9 Daily Engagement (subs) 3.88 0.58 -
10  Daily Creativity (subs) 3.74 0.59 81** -

11  Daily Engagement (self)

12  Daily Creativity (self)

13  Task-Helping Difficulty

14  Personal Helping Difficulty
15 Interactions w/Subordinates
16  Time (PM)

3.86 0.75 24%* 20 -
3.68 0.81 4% 2% B -
1.56 0.83 5% RS o A3
1.30 0.63 .10* .07 06. .07 52**
2.56 0.93 67** 69*.10* .08* .09* .09*
17.71 1.78 .06 .04 .02 .02 .04 -04 2 .0

®All variables are daily variables. N = 730-862.=Reactive. Time (PM) = Time when afternoon surweyg completed. Means

and standard deviations are based on daily scohes¢ results were based on the raw daily datawdombines within and

between person variances). Subs = subordinate vatebles.* p <.05, ** p <.01.
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Table 6

Between-Individual Descriptive Statistics and Corréations”

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1  Positive Affect (AM) 3.51 0.89
2 Negative Affect (AM) 1.35 042 -22
3  State Depletion (AM) 1.33 0.36 -.46** A45**
4  State Depletion (PM) 1.73 0.55 -.28* 33** 50**
5  Task-Related R Helping 2.33 0.79 .03 A2 -.02 6 -.0
6 Personal R Helping 1.66 0.70 .01 A7 -.02 02  **57
7  Prosocial Impact Task 3.73 0.59  .43* -.06 -20 .22- AT .30**
8 Prosocial Impact Personal  3.42 0.57 34** A2 9-0 -.06 35** S51** .83**
9  Daily Engagement (subs) 3.89 041 .16 -.14 -.29%-.24* 31* 15 .20 13
10 Daily Creativity (subs) 3.73 0.41 .10 -.07 -.15 -.18 .26* .10 22 A1
11 Daily Engagement (self) 3.91 0.56  .77* -.03 0£3 -.25* 14 .04 58** AT
12 Daily Creativity (self) 3.70 0.57  .71* -.01 12 -17 27* 13 S54** A4+
13 Task-Helping Difficulty 1.55 055 .00 .04 .25*  04. A4** .08 14 .02
14  Personal Helping Difficulty 1.30 0.39 -.04 .09 27 .06 A5** 33** A1 A1
15 Interactions w/Subordinate?.56 0.63 -.05 -.04 -.01 -.05 A1x* .02 .02 -.07
16 Time (PM) 17.79 1.09 -.09 .03 -.02 .00 .18 10 15 . .07
17 Task Helping Breadth 4.48 0.72 14 -11 -.19 5-0 .15 -.04 .02 -.09
18 Task Helping Efficacy 4.41 0.65 .24* -.29* -15 -11 -.01 -.10 .05 -11
19 Personal Helping Breadth 3.96 0.74 32** -16  19-. -.06 16 19 34** 31+
20 Personal Helping Efficacy  4.17 0.65  .25* -.08 02-. -.13 -.04 A7 .30%* .38**
21 Prosocial Motivation 4.67 0.50 32%* -.24% -.32* -.09 .03 -11 .25* .10
22 Trait Self-Control 3.81 0.56 .22 -.06 -.23* *29 .09 A7 .24* 22
23 Job Experience 3.88 3.39 -.04 -.08 .06 -01 6-0 .02 -.05 -.04
24  Managerial Experience 9.76 6.79 .18 -30%*  -14 -22 -.13 -.06 .05 .03
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Table 6 (Cont’d)

Variable M SD 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Daily Engagement (subs) 3.89 0.41

Daily Creativity (subs) 3.73 0.41 .89**

Daily Engagement (self) 3.91 0.56 23 A7

Daily Creativity (self) 3.70 0.57 19 A7 76%*

Task-Helping Difficulty 1.55 0.55 .20 .19 13 4.1

Personal Helping Difficulty 1.30 0.39 22 .18 0.1 .09 81**

Interactions w/Subordinate®.56 0.63 .64** J70%*  -03 .08 21 23

Time (PM) 17.79 1.09 .08 .10 -.03 -.01 .01 .06 18 .

Task Helping Breadth 4.48 0.72 .02 .04 .09 .13 .06 - -11 A1 .20
Task Helping Efficacy 4.41 0.65 -.06 -.01 25 11, -.09 -.13 A2 19
Personal Helping Breadth 3.96 0.74 -.02 -.07 **36 .22 -11 -.10 -.10 -.05
Personal Helping Efficacy  4.17 0.65 -.12 .01 *24 12 -.30%*  -.24* -.12 .04
Prosocial Motivation 4.67 0.50 -.09 -.04 32%* 33 -21 -.19 .07 .08
Trait Self-Control 3.81 0.56 .07 .04 41 .33**-.02 -.01 .00 15
Job Experience 3.88 3.39 -.03 .02 -.05 -11 6-0 .05 .16 .26*
Managerial Experience 9.76 6.79 .08 .07 .20 .09-.03 .10 13 .01
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Table 6 (Cont’d)

Variable M SD 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
17 Task Helping Breadth 4.48 0.72
18 Task Helping Efficacy 441 0.65 .62**
19 Personal Helping Breadth 3.96 0.74 19 34**
20 Personal Helping Efficacy  4.17 0.65 .00 23* 50
21 Prosocial Motivation 4.67 0.50 22 A% B52%* 33
22  Trait Self-Control 3.81 0.56 -.04 .10 .16 .33* .07
23 Job Experience 3.88 3.39 .20 31%* 15 22 19 .00
24 Managerial Experience 9.76 6.79 .05 .20 29% ** 31 .28* .19 45**

N = 68-77. Variables 1 through 16 are within-indival variables. Variables 17-24 are between indalicdiariables. Correlations

are based on between-individual scores, wherehtagd to 16 were aggregated at the individualllé¥e Reactive. Means and

standard deviations are based on between-indivihoaks. Sub = subordinate rated variables. * ,<*®p < .01.
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Tabl

e’/

Parameter Estimates and Variance Composition of Lesi 1 Variables

. . - Percentage
Within-Individual Between-Individual of Within-
Intercept Variance Varl%nce Individual
Variable boc (ez) (r) Variance
1 Positive Affect (AM) 3.52** 0.37 0.72** 34%
2 Negative Affect (AM) 1.36** 0.20 0.15** 57%
3 State Depletion (AM) 1.34* 0.24 0.11** 68%
4 State Depletion (PM) 1.75** 0.47 0.25** 65%
5 Task-Related R Helping 2.35** 0.98 0.55* 64%
6 Personal R Helping 1.67** 0.51 0.44** 54%
7 Prosocial Impact of Task 3.73** 0.38 0.32** 55%
8 Prosocial Impact of Personal 3.43** 0.39 0.29** 57%
9 Daily Work Engagement (subs) 3.89** 0.20 0.15** 7%
10 Daily Creativity (subs) 3.73** 0.21 0.15** 58%
11  Daily Work Engagement (self) 3.91** 0.26 0.29** 47%
12 Daily Creativity (self) 3.70** 0.35 0.30** 54%
13  Task-Related Helping Difficulty 1.55** 0.40 027 59%
14 Personal-Helping Difficulty 1.30** 0.28 0.12** %60
15 Interactions w/Subordinates 2.56** 0.80 0.27** 0%
16  Time (PM) 17.7* 2.34 0.84** 73%

N = 730-862. Bo represents the average level of the variable a¢nasviduals. %represents the within-individual variance and,

r the between-individual variance in the variablerdentage of within-individual variance was compluds the ratio of the

within-individual variance/(within + between var@). Subs = subordinate rated variables. * p <0p,< .01.
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Test of Hypotheses

Hypotheses 1 and 2 posited that task-related xeal&lping and personal reactive
helping would each be associated with an incraaseate depletion. Because task and personal
reactive helping were moderately correlated atrtitiein person level (r = 0.46), | entered them
simultaneously in the HLM regressions predictirjestdepletion. In these analyses, | also
controlled for morning state depletion. This appioassesses whether task and personal reactive
helping during the day are associated waitthangan depletion levels. Similar analyses have
been conducted by other organizational scholarsivelve studied daily effects of activities that
require psychological resources (e.g., Scott & Bay2011). In contrast to predictions, neither
task (B = 0.00, p > .05) nor personal (B = 0.06,.05) reactive helping were associated with a
positive change in state depletion. Thus, Hypothédsand 2 were not supported. The HLM
results are presented in Table 8. Given that thia eféects for task and personal reactive
helping were not significant, these coefficients aot significantly different from O or each
other. Hence, Hypothesis 3 was not supported either

Table 8

HLM Results for Predictors of Afternoon State Deple¢ion (Hypotheses 1 and 23

Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (Ipg) 1.75 0.07 25.44**
Morning State Depletion (3) 0.36 0.07 5.38**
Task Related Reactive Helpingyth 0.00 0.03 -0.11
Personal Reactive Helpinggd) 0.06 0.05 1.12

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsans N = 588. Coefficients (Bs) are

unstandardized effect sizes. * p <.05, ** p <.01.
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Hypotheses 4a and 4b stated that the associatiae®e task-related reactive helping
and personal reactive helping would be contingemresocial motivation, such that these
associations would be weaker for high versus lovgpecial motivation. The results of the HLM
regressions testing these two hypotheses are simoViable 9. The association between task-
related reactive helping and depletion was not maidd by prosocial motivation (B = -0.04, p >
.05), thus failing to support Hypothesis 4a. Likegithe association between personal reactive
helping and state depletion was not moderated lpyrtgemotivation (B = -0.12, p > .05), failing
to support Hypothesis 4b. In sum, the effects efttto types of helping on state depletion were
not contingent on prosocial motivation.

Table 9

Moderating Effects of Prosocial Motivation (Hypothesis 4a, 4b31

Criterion: Afternoon State Depletion

Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (lpe) 1.74 0.07 25.70**
Level 2 predictors

Prosocial Motivation (f) -0.13 0.16 -0.84
Level 1 predictors

State Depletion (AM) (i) 0.36 0.07 5.51**
Task-Related Reactive Helpingp® -0.01 0.03 -0.17
Personal Reactive Helping4}) 0.05 0.05 1.07
Cross-level predictors

Prosocial Motivation X Task Helping £k) -0.04 0.06 -0.70
Prosocial Motivation X Personal Helping(b -0.12 0.12 -1.03

a . .
All level 1 predictors were centered at personsan level 2 variables were grand-

mean centered. Level 1 N =588. Level 2 N = 71.fftnents (Bs) are unstandardized

effect sizes. * p <.05, ** p < .01.
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Hypotheses 5a and 5b posited that the associdigingeen task-related reactive helping

and personal reactive helping would be moderateddl/related reactive helping breadth and

personal reactive helping breadth respectively. HeBts failed to support these hypotheses.

More specifically, as shown in Table 10, task-esfiateactive helping breadth did not moderate

the association between task-related reactiveinglpnd depletion (B = -0.03, p > .05) failing to

support Hypothesis 5a. Similarly, personal reacdtigiping breadth did not moderate the

association between personal helping and depldadimg to support Hypothesis 5b (B = -0.03,

p > .05).
Table 10
Moderating Effects of Reactive Helping Breadth (Hypthesis 5a and 5be)
Criterion: Afternoon State Depletion

Predictor B S.e. t
Intercept (lpe) 1.75 0.07 25.45%*
Level 2 predictors
Task-Related Reactive Helping Breadtpg{b 0.02 0.07 0.28
Personal Reactive Helping Breadtly{p -0.07 0.10 -0.72
Level 1 predictors
Morning State Depletion () 0.36 0.07 5.29**
Task-Related Reactive Helpingy® 0.00 0.03 -0.05
Personal Reactive Helping4#) 0.06 0.06 1.07
Cross-level predictors
Task Helping Breadth X Task-Related Helpingb -0.03 0.05 -0.54
Personal Helping Breadth X Personal Helpingpfb -0.03 0.08 -0.04

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsans level 2 variables were grand-

mean centered. Level 1 N =588. Level 2 N = 71.fftnents (Bs) are unstandardized

effect sizes. * p <.05, ** p < .01.
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Hypotheses 6a and 6b predicted that the expect@tieoassociation between task-
related reactive helping and personal reactiveihghiwould be weakened by helping efficacy.
These expectations were not supported. Task-retatadive helping efficacy did not moderate
the relation between task-related reactive helpimgjdepletion (B = -0.01, p > .05), failing to
support Hypothesis 6a. Furthermore, personal reabtlping efficacy did not moderate the
association between personal reactive helping aptetion (B = -0.02, p > .05), failing to
support Hypothesis 6b. The HLM regressions aregntesl in Table 11.

Table 11

Moderating Effects of Reactive Helping Efficacy (Hypothesis 6a and 6b65

Criterion: Afternoon State Depletion

Predictor B S.e. t
Intercept (lpe) 1.75 0.07 25.34**
Level 2 predictors

Task-Related Reactive Helping Efficacy{p 0.01 0.10 0.11
Personal Reactive Helping Efficacypth -0.18 0.11 -1.64
Level 1 predictors

Morning State Depletion () 0.35 0.07 5.32**
Task-Related Reactive Helpingp® 0.00 0.03 -0.13
Personal Reactive Helping4}) 0.06 0.06 0.91
Cross-level predictors

Task Efficacy X Task-Related Helpingy@®) -0.01 0.06 -0.22
Personal Efficacy X Personal Helpingfh -0.02 0.13 -0.19

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsans level 2 variables were grand-
mean centered. Level 1 N =588. Level 2 N = 71.fftnents (Bs) are unstandardized
effect sizes. * p <.05, ** p < .01.

Consistent with predictions by Ego Depletion Theitygt depletion of resources ought to

diminish performance on other work behaviors teguire resources, Hypothesis 7 stated that
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state depletion would be negatively related toydairk engagement. As Table 12 shows, state
afternoon depletion was not related to leaderdydeork engagement as rated by subordinates
(B =0.04, p > .05), failing to support Hypothegis

Table 12

HLM Results for Predictors of Daily Work Engagement(Hypothesis 7)”1

Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (lpg) 3.93 0.05 78.52**
Afternoon State Depletion @) 0.04 0.03 1.51

%Al level 1 predictors were centered at personsanse N = 589. Coefficients (Bs) are

unstandardized effect sizes. * p <.05, ** p <.01.

Similarly, Hypothesis 8 predicted that depletionuebbe negatively related to daily
creativity. As Table 13 shows, controlling for stgiositive and negative affect, afternoon state
depletion was not related to daily creativity agdaby subordinates, (B = 0.02, p > .05), failing

to support Hypothesis 8.

Table 13

HLM Results for Predictors of Daily Creativity (Hyp othesis 8?

Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (Ipg) 3.76 0.05 71.86**
Morning Positive Affect (1) 0.02 0.03 0.87
Morning Negative Affect (&) -0.01 0.04 -0.22
Afternoon State Depletion ¢h) 0.02 0.02 0.69

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsans N = 589. Coefficients (Bs) are

unstandardized effect sizes. * p <.05, *p <.01
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Testing mediationThe mediation hypotheses (9 and 10) posited th& siepletion
would mediate the effects of task and personatirgahbelping on daily work engagement and
creativity. | tested these hypotheses with the gulace recommended by Krull and MacKinnon
(1999), which was specifically developed for nodgpendent data. Krull and MacKinnon
(1999) recommended that a Sobel (1982) test isoppjpte to establish whether mediation (the
indirect effect) is significant. This procedurepispular among organizational scholars who have
used HLM in experience sampling and multilevel sgsadChowdhury & Endres, 2010;
Dimotakis, Conlon, & llies, 2012; Dimotakis, ScditKoopman, 2011; Levin, Walter, &
Murnighan, 2011; Scott & Barnes, 2011).

To test Hypotheses 9 and 10, | examined whetht d&pletion mediated the effects of
task and personal reactive helping on work engagearal creativity as rated by subordinates.
Given that task and personal reactive helping dichave a main effect on state depletion, | did
not expect depletion to mediate their effects @séhtwo outcomes. Supporting these
expectations, state depletion did not mediate fieets of task related reactive helping on daily
work engagement (Sobel z = 0.71, p > .05), noeffexts of personal reactive helping on daily
work engagement (Sobel z = 1.13, p > .05) thushfailo support Hypotheses 9a and 10a.
Similarly, state depletion failed to mediate thieetfs of task-related reactive helping (Sobel z =
0.47, p > .05) and personal reactive helping (@.40, p > .05) on daily creativity failing to
support Hypotheses 9b and 10b. In sum, the mediatypotheses 9 and 10 were not supported.

Hypothesis 11 predicted that prosocial impact sktelated reactive helping would
moderate the effects of depletion on daily workaggegnent, such that this association would be
weaker for high versus low prosocial impact of tesllated helping (Hypothesis 11a) and on

daily creativity, such that this effect would beaker for high versus low prosocial impact of
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task-related helping (Hypothesis 11b). Tables IdlEmsummarize the HLM regressions testing
these hypotheses. As shown in Table 14, the irtteracf state depletion with prosocial impact
of task-related reactive helping did not prediatydaork engagement (B = 0.06, p > .05), thus
failing to support Hypothesis 11a. Failing to supptypothesis 11b, the effect of depletion on
daily creativity was not moderated by prosocial atipof task-related reactive helping (B = 0.03,
p > .05) (see Table 15). Interestingly, prosocaigbact of task-related reactive helping had a
positive main effect on both daily work engagenand daily creativity rated by subordinates.
Table 14

Moderating Effects of Task-Related Prosocial Impactor Daily Work Engagement

(Hypothesis 11&81

Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (Ipc) 3.93 0.05 77.54**
Afternoon State Depletion §) 0.05 0.03 1.77
Prosocial Impact of Task R Helpingyd) 0.12 0.03 4.11*
Depletion X Prosocial Impact of Task Ry 0.06 0.05 1.13

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsansg N = 583, R = Reactive.* p <.05,

**p < .01.
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Table 15

Moderating Effects of Task-Related Prosocial Impactor Daily Creativity (Hypothesis

11b)°

Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (lpg) 3.76 0.05 71.08
Afternoon State Depletion @) 0.03 0.03 1.00
Prosocial Impact of Task R Helpingyd) 0.08 0.04 2.12*
Depletion X Prosocial Impact of Task Ry  0.03 0.05 0.61
State Positive Affect () 0.02 0.03 0.63
State Negative Affect () 0.00 0.03 -0.28

%Al level 1 predictors were centered at personsans N = 486, R = Reactive.* p <.05,

**p < 0L

Hypothesis 12a predicted that the association ketwiepletion and daily work
engagement would be weaker when prosocial impaseisonal reactive helping is high versus
low. As shown in Table 16, this expectation wassugported (B = -0.04, p > .05). Hypothesis
12b predicted that the association between depletia daily creativity would be weaker for
high versus low prosocial motivation of persondphey. This hypotheses was also not

supported (B = -0.05, p > .05) (see Table 17).
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Table 16

Moderating Effects of Personal Prosocial Impact forDaily Work Engagement (Hypothesis

12a)a
Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (lpe) 3.93 0.05 78.64
Afternoon State Depletion ¢h) 0.04 0.03 1.64
Prosocial Impact of Personal R Helping{p 0.03 0.03 1.14
Depletion X Prosocial Impact of Personal Rdb  -0.04 0.04 -0.86

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsansg N = 583, R = Reactive. * p <.05,

**p < .01,

Table 17

Moderating Effects of Personal Prosocial Impact foiDaily Creativity (Hypothesis 12bf

Predictor B S.e. t
Intercept (lpg) 3.76 0.05 71.87**
Afternoon State Depletion ¢h) 0.02 0.03 0.78
Prosocial Impact of Personal R Helping{pb 0.03 0.03 1.20
Depletion X Prosocial Impact of Personal 34 -0.05 0.04 -1.35
State Positive Affect () 0.02 0.03 0.63
State Negative Affect () 0.00 0.03 -0.13

%Al level 1 predictors were centered at personsanse N = 486, R = Reactive. * p <.05,

**p < .01.

Hypothesis 13 posited that the association betwleefetion and daily work engagement

would depend on trait self-control. People highrait self-control have a larger pool of self-

control resources. Hence, | expected that thespl@&muld be less vulnerable to the negative

consequences of depletion. Results of HLM regressame summarized in Table 18. In contrast
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to expectations, trait self-control did not modertiie association between afternoon state
depletion and daily creativity rated by subordisg® = 0.01, p > .05). Thus, Hypothesis 13 was
not supported.

Table 18

Moderating Effects of Trait Self-Control for Work E ngagement (Hypothesis 1§)

Criterion: Work Engagement

Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (lpe) 3.93 0.05 79.16**
Level 2 predictors

Trait Self-Control (lp1) 0.06 0.08 0.74
Level 1 predictors

Afternoon State Depletion {b) 0.04 0.03 1.44
Cross-level predictors

Depletion X Trait Self-Control () 0.01 0.04 0.31

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsans level 2 variables were grand-

mean centered. Level 1 N = 584. Level 2 N = 66.ffBnents (Bs) are unstandardized

effect sizes. * p <.05, * p <.01.

Finally, Hypothesis 14 posited that the effectsigpletion on daily creativity rated by
subordinates would also depend on trait self-cdirable 19). Controlling for state positive and
negative affect at level 1, the effects of depletim daily creativity were not contingent on trait

self-control (B = 0.04, p > .05). Hypothesis 14r#fore, was also not supported.
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Table 19

Moderating Effects of Trait Self-Control for Creativity (Hypothesis 1431

Criterion: Creativity

Predictor B S.e. t
Intercept (lpe) 3.76 0.05 72.21**
Level 2 predictors

Trait Self-Control (lp1) 0.06 0.09 0.68
Level 1 predictors

State Positive Affect @) 0.03 0.03 0.93
State Negative Affect @) 0.00 0.03 -0.28
Afternoon State Depletion 4b) 0.03 0.03 0.94
Cross-level predictors

Depletion X Trait Self-Control () 0.04 0.04 0.82

a . .
All level 1 predictors were centered at personsans level 2 variables were grand-

mean centered. Level 1 N = 487. Level 2 N = 64.ffBnents (Bs) are unstandardized

effect sizes. * p <.05, * p < .01.

In sum, none of the hypotheses proposed in thgedation were supported when tested
with the proposed HLM regressions (e.g., regressiahdid not include many control
variables). The HLM regressions that were useégsball hypotheses are included in the
Appendix. Theory and research suggests that sevkttad constructs examined in this study are
moderately associated with each other. Hence glaéwely simple manner in which [ initially
proposed to test my hypotheses may not reliablyagpdopriately account for spurious variables
that were not included as control variables, bat thay have interfered with the associations
examined here. It is possible that the large amotmithin-person variance in depletion (e.qg.,
65% of variance) may be due to a host of withirspermphenomena. In attempts to further
examine the within-person associations betweertivedeelping and depletion, | conducted a set

of rigorous post hoc analyses, which are outlimethé subsequent sections of this manuscript.
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POST HOC ANALYSES
Main Effects of Reactive Helping on Depletion

Although Ego Depletion Theory suggests that readtielping is likely to consume self-
regulatory resources, | did not find main effectstbsk-related and personal reactive helping on
changes in state depletion. It is possible thatth®! regressions that | constructed to test
Hypotheses 1 and 2 omitted substantive variabktsr#hate to the dependent variable,
independent variables, or both dependent and imdigpe variables. Such spurious variables
could have suppressed the true associations betwaetive helping and depletion. Not
including substantive control variables in the Hikdgressions, therefore, may explain why | did
not find main effects for reactive helping on staépletion. To test for this possibility, | drew
from theory and research and selected control bigsahat ought to relate to the dependent
variable, independent variables, or both. | themessed task-related and personal reactive
helping on state depletion controlling for mornstgte depletion, and these new control
variables.

Specifically, | decided to control for positive andgative affect, prosocial impact of
reactive helping, time when the afternoon surveg a@npleted, and average amount of daily
interactions with subordinates because theory amgrecal research suggest that these variables
share significant variance with the dependent arndiependent variables.

| controlled for daily positive and negative affbeicause work by Glomb and coauthors
(2011) suggests that employees may decide to helfiempts to either maintain a positive
mood or to alleviate negative mood. Furthermorey Bgpletion Theory also posits that both
mood maintenance and management consumes seldt@gulesources (Baumeister et al.,

2000). So there are theoretical reasons to expattiorning affect could affect both reactive
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helping (the independent variables) and state tlepléhe dependent variable) in this model.
Consequentially, 1 decided to control for mornirggitive and negative affect in the equations
involving state depletion.

Work by Grant and Sonnentag (2012) conceptualizesgptions of prosocial impact of
helping as positive affective events and Ego Dépietheory (Tice et al., 2007) posits that
positive events replenish depleted resources. &urtbre in a recent conceptual piece, Lilius
(2012) argued that prosocial impact is a restoeatdsource. She explained that most interactions
simultaneously consume and generate regulatoryres® and that “simultaneous consideration
of both dimensions will illuminate that certainenactions will be experienced as more
restorative than depleting with short and longemtenplications...” (p.571). Thus,
simultaneous consideration of both 1) the deplatiatgire of helping and 2) prosocial impact of
helping is appropriate in this current context. fase reasons, | decided to control for prosocial
impact of both task and personal reactive helpminé HLM regressions that tested the effects
of reactive helping on state depletion.

Empirical evidence suggests that leaders spendhorkto half of their day in contact
with subordinates (Kurke & Aldrich, 1983; MintzbertP75), yet not all of these interactions
represent helping behaviors. Indeed, my analyses #iat, on average, leaders engage in task-
related helping slightly more than once a day, iangersonal helping slightly less than once a
day. In addition, Ego Depletion Theory suggests diizer interpersonal events (e.g., meetings)
could be depleting (e.g., Finkel et al., 2006). o reason, | decided to control for the average
daily amount of interactions that leaders had withordinates on any given day. This was

operationalized as the average of the followinmitated by subordinates: “How much did you
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interact with Jane Doe today at work” (responsentdr 1 = “Not at All” to 5 = “Very Much”).
The average daily interaction reported by subotdmaas 2.5 (SD = 1.1).

Finally, Ego Depletion Theory states that “mostisrof self-regulation failure escalate
over the course of the day” (Baumeister, 2003 88) 2oecause resources are consumed by
multiple ongoing daily activities. For this reasdepntrolled for the time of day when leaders
responded to items about state depletion eacmafiar(e.g., the time of day when the afternoon
survey was completed). The later in the day leacanspleted the afternoon survey, the more
likely it is that they were depleted from other waoelated activities beyond reactive helping.
Time in the afternoon was operationalized as tne tivhen afternoon responses were submitted
to the Qualtrics survey system. Other experienogtiag studies also control for the time of
day when surveys are completed (e.g., Scott & Bar2@l1).

Table 20 summarizes the HLM regressions that cbfdranorning affect, prosocial
impact, average daily interactions with subordisassd time of day when depletion was
reported each afternoon. Compared to the null makisl model explains 42% of the within-
person variance in afternoon depletion. The twesypf reactive helping explain 15% of the
within person variance in depletion. Thus, this eldths considerable explanatory power.

As Table 20 illustrates, in this model personattea helping had a main positive effect
on afternoon depletion (B = 0.14, p <.05). Thisamethat leaders experience an increase in
depletion on days when they engage in more thanatierage amount of personal reactive
helping. Task-related reactive helping, howevet,riht have a main effect on state depletion.
With regards to the control variables, negative@fivas associated with an increase in depletion
levels at the day level. This finding is consisterth arguments by Ego Depletion Theory that

attempts at managing negative mood may depletemas® Interestingly, average daily
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interactions with subordinates was also associatétdan increase in depletion. This finding

resonates with arguments by Ego Depletion Theatyittterpersonal events are effortful and

may deplete resources. This is especially likelggdhe case in work contexts where most

interactions among leaders and their subordinatewark-focused rather than leisurely in

nature.
Table 20
Post Hoc Analyses: Main Effects of Reactive Helpgon Depletiona
Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (lpg) 1.73 0.07 24.77*
State Positive Affect (1) -0.11 0.07 -1.59
State Negative Affect ¢y) 0.24 0.07 3.24*
Prosocial Impact of Task R4p) -0.08 0.05 -1.55
Prosocial Impact of Personal Ry -0.07 0.07 -1.10
Time Afternoon (lge) 0.08 0.02 4.14**
Daily Interactions with Subordinatesgd) 0.08 0.03 2.64*
Morning State Depletion () 0.23 0.09 2.70*
Task-Related Reactive Helpings® -0.02 0.04 -0.38
Personal Reactive Helpingd®) 0.14 0.06 2.41*

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsans Level 1 N =473. Level 2 N =

64. Coefficients (Bs) are unstandardized effe@ssiR = Reactive helping. * p <.05, ** p

<.01.

In sum, these post hoc analyses fail to supporolthgsis 1, which stated that task-

related reactive helping had a main effect on dtdepletion, but supported Hypothesis 2, which

predicted that personal helping would be assocwattda positive change in depletion of self-

regulatory resources.
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Hypothesis 3 stated that compared to task-rela&active helping, engaging in personal
reactive helping would be more depleting becaudbetensitive and uncomfortable nature of
personal helping episodes. To examine whetheettpectation was supported in post-hoc
analyses, | computed and compared the standardgeelssion coefficients of task and personal
reactive helping using the Hotelling- Williams steOriginally developed by Steiger (1980), this
test establishes whether two dependent regresseadfiaents are significantly different from
each other. The Hotelling-Williams t-test showealt tthe difference between the coefficients for
task-related and personal reactive helping isssieaily significant (Hotelling-Williams t = -

3.78, p < .01). The main effect of personal helmnglepletion, therefore, was significantly
stronger than that of task-related helping, suppgtiypothesis 3.
Moderated Effects of Reactive Helping on DepletionProsocial Motivation

| used the HLM regression model that included atiols described above to test
Hypotheses 4-6. In these post-hoc analyses, dfpantial support for Hypothesis 4 only. More
specifically, Hypothesis 4 stated that prosociativation would have a cross-level moderating
effect on the relation between reactive helping @epletion such that a) task-related helping and
b) personal helping would be less depleting fohhigrsus low prosocial motivation. The
regression model is shown in Table 21. Prosocidlvation moderated only the association
between personal reactive helping and state depléd = 0.25, p < .05). The plot of this
interaction — depicted in Figure 2 - shows thatgbsitive association between personal reactive
helping and state depletion is weaker for leadgyis im prosocial motivation. These findings
support Hypothesis 4a. | computed the pseudo Rrequaich showed that prosocial motivation

explained 25% of the variance in the random sldpgeeosonal reactive helping.
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Table 21

Post Hoc Analyses: Moderating Effects of Prosocidllotivation a

Criterion: Afternoon Depletion

Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (Ipg) 1.74 0.07 25.36**
Level 2 predictors

Prosocial Motivation (&) -0.31 0.13 -2.44*
Level 1 predictors

State Positive Affect (1) -0.11 0.07 -1.57
State Negative Affect ¢p) 0.26 0.08 3.43*
Prosocial Impact of Task R4p) -0.08 0.05 -1.50
Prosocial Impact of Personal Ry -0.06 0.07 -0.84
Time Afternoon (lgg) 0.08 0.02 4.10**
Daily Interactions w/Subordinatesg® 0.08 0.03 2.72*
Morning State Depletion () 0.24 0.09 2.84*
Task-Related Reactive Helpingg® -0.01 0.04 -0.31
Personal Reactive Helpingd®) 0.13 0.06 2.36*
Cross-level predictors

Task-Related Helping X Motivation ¢h) 0.02 0.06 0.25
Personal Helping X Motivation @) -0.25 0.08 -3.01*

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsan level 2 variables were grand-

mean centered. Level 1 N = 473. Level 2 N = 64.fftnents (Bs) are unstandardized

effect sizes, R = Reactive helping. * p <.05, *&p01.
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Figure 2

Moderating Effects of Prosocial Motivation
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Moderated Effects of Reactive Helping on DepletionJob Experience

Ego Eepletion theory suggests that people’s aliditself-regulate works like a muscle,
in that repeated exposure to similar situationshbtm strengthen one’s ability to self-regulate.

Ego Depletion Theory suggests that experience ingspeople’s ability to self-regulate over

time (Muraven et al., 1998). For example, leaddrs ave been on the job for a longer period

of time may have helped subordinates with simifabfems in previous occasions. Job
experience, therefore, may moderate the extenhtchatask-related and personal reactive

helping are associated with state depletion suahtkiese effects may be weaker for leaders with

high versus low work experience.
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Although not a formal part of my conceptual modielxplored these possibilities in post-
hoc supplementary analyses. | measured job experierthe one-time survey with the
following item: “How many years have you workedywur current job.” | then examined
whether the associations posited in Hypothesesl2avere moderated by leader job
experience. These regressions (see Table 22) stabyob experience moderates the association
between task-related reactive helping and statketiep (B;; = 0.03, p <.05), and marginally
moderates the relation between personal reactiyenigeand state depletion §B=-0.03, p <
0.10). Job experience explained 26% of the variamtee random slope of task-related reactive

helping, and 4.7% in the slope of personal readtalping.
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Table 22

Post Hoc Analyses: Moderating Effects of Job Expesle'ncea

Criterion: Afternoon Depletion

Predictor B S.e. t
Intercept (lpe) 1.73 0.07 24.96**
Level 2 predictors

Job Experience ) -0.02 0.02 -1.04
Level 1 predictors

State Positive Affect () -0.12 0.07 -1.71
State Negative Affect ¢p) 0.24 0.08 3.20*
Prosocial Impact of Task R4p) -0.07 0.05 -1.48
Prosocial Impact of Personal Ry -0.08 0.07 -1.11
Time Afternoon (lg) 0.07 0.02 4.15**
Daily Interactions w/Subordinatesgd) 0.07 0.03 2.50*
Morning State Depletion () 0.24 0.09 2.76*
Task-Related Reactive Helpings® -0.01 0.04 -0.23
Personal Reactive Helpingd®) 0.15 0.06 2.56*
Cross-level predictors

Task-Related Helping X JExpdb 0.03 0.01 4.10**
Personal Helping X JExp ¢h) -0.03 0.01 -1.80

%Al level 1 predictors were centered at personsanse level 2 variables were grand-

mean centered. Level 1 N = 473. Level 2 N = 64.fftnents (Bs) are unstandardized

effect sizes, R = Reactive Helping. JExp = Job B&pee. * p <.05, ** p < .01.

In order to examine the pattern of these assoatioplotted the interaction of task-
related reactive helping and job experience (sger€i3). Figure 3 suggest that there is a
positive association between task-related reatiheing and depletion for leaders who are high
in job experience, but a negative associationdadérs who are low in job experience (e.g., task-
related reactive helping seems to be replenisiinghiese leaders). Following procedures by

Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006), | conductesl 6é¢simple slopes, which revealed that both
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slopes were significant. The slope for leaders imgbb experience (i.e., 49dabove the mean)
was significant = 0.10, z = 2.47 < .05), and the slope for leaders low in job eigere (i.e.,
1 sdbelow the mean) was also significaBt< -0.11, z = -2.27p < .05). Overall, these results
suggest that task-related reactive helping is diegléor leaders high in job experience, but
replenishing for leaders low in job experienceisktdss implications of these findings in the
discussion section.

| also plotted the interaction of personal reacheging and job experience to examine
the pattern of these associations (see Figurel#jodgh the interaction was marginally
significant (p = 0.08), Figure 4 suggests thatabsociation between personal reactive helping
and depletion is stronger for leaders low in jopexience. Consistent with arguments by Ego
Depletion Theory, therefore, job experience seentmuffer the depleting effects of personal
reactive helping. Tests of simple slopes revediatithe slope for leaders low in job experience
was significant (B = 0.24, z = 3.17, p < 05), wlaeréhe slope for leaders high in job experience
was not significant (B = 0.06, z = 0j®< .05). Overall, these results indicate that peato

reactive helping is depleting for leaders low ibh gxperience only.
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Figure 3

Moderating Effects of Job Experience: Task-RelatedReactive Helping
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Figure 4
Moderating Effects of Job Experience: Personal Rediwe Helping
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| also examined whether managerial experience atpiny difficulty moderated the
extent to which task and personal reactive helpiage associated with state depletion. | did not
find effects for moderation. Managerial experiehogever had a main effect on state depletion
such that leaders with more managerial experierpergnced, on average, less overall state
depletion. | also found a main effect of task-rethhelping difficulty on state depletion. Personal
helping difficulty did not affect depletion.
Outcomes of Depletion: Self-Rated Work Engagement

Originally, | proposed that state depletion wouddrtegatively related to daily work
engagement (Hypothesis 7) and daily creativity (btlipsis 8) as rated by subordinates. | did not
find support for these two hypotheses. As mentigrediously, in addition to collecting
subordinate ratings of leaders’ work engagementcagativity, | also measured self-ratings of
these behaviors. Entertaining the possibility teatlers may have a more accurate understanding
of their own daily work engagement and creativitgrt their subordinates do, | reran the
regressions that tested Hypotheses 7 and 8 withatetl measures of work engagement and
creativity. Although privy to common method biaslfsatings of work engagement and
creativity are the most common assessment of treasables in experience sampling studies
(Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2009; Binnewies & Wornle2Q11; Bledow, Schmitt, Frese, &
Kuhnel, 2011; Ohly & Fritz, 2010). In support of pbthesis 7, these supplementary analyses
showed that depletion was negatively related tragtd daily work engagement (B = -0.06, p <

.05). The results are summarized in Table 23.
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Table 23

Post Hoc Analyses: Predictors of Daily Work Engagerasnta

Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (Ipe) 3.91 0.07 59.00**
Afternoon State Depletion ¢h) -0.06 0.03 -2.17*

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsansg N = 715. * p <.05, ** p <.01.

Depletion, however, was not related to self-rataidlyccreativity. These results are shown in

Table 24.
Table 24
Post Hoc Analyses: Predictors of Daily Creativitf/I

Predictor B S.e. t
Intercept (lpg) 3.71 0.07 50.51**
Morning Positive Affect (1) 0.10 0.04 2.71*
Morning Negative Affect (l,) 0.10 0.04 2.36*
Afternoon State Depletion @) -0.05 0.05 -1.28

%Al level 1 predictors were centered at personsansg N = 588. * p <.05, ** p < .01.

| retested the mediation Hypothesis 9b using theskated analyses. More specifically, |
used procedures by Krull and MacKinnon (1999) tareixe whether state depletion mediated
the effect of personal reactive helping on selédadaily work engagement. 1 did not find
support for this hypothesis (Sobel z = -1.6, p ¥.Alreason for this non-finding may be because
the effects of helping on state depletion are mateerby job experience and helping motivation
on one hand, but also because the effects of depleh work engagement are moderated by

prosocial impact, as | explain in the subsequettices.
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Hypotheses 11a and 12a suggested that the effed¢pletion on daily work
engagement would be contingent on prosocial implgersonal helping and prosocial impact
of task-related helping. Given that prosocial impEdask and prosocial impact of personal
reactive helping were moderately correlated (r3),.Breran these analyses by entering these
variables simultaneously in the regression thadipted self-ratings of daily work engagement.
These regressions are shown in Table 25. | fouaidttie effects of depletion on daily work
engagement were contingent on prosocial impacerdgmal helping only. Figure 4 portrays the
pattern of this interaction. The negative effectiepletion on daily work engagement was
weaker when prosocial impact of personal helping lea. This finding is consistent with
Hypothesis 12a.

Table 25

Post Hoc Analyses: Moderating Effects of Depletioan

Criterion: Daily Work Engagement

Predictor B Ss.e. t
Intercept (lpe) 3.91 0.07 59.86**
Afternoon State Depletion {b) -0.05 0.02 -1.90
Prosocial Impact of Task R4p) 0.16 0.04 3.95%*
Prosocial Impact of Personal Ry 0.02 0.03 0.55
Depletion X Impact of Task ¢p) 0.00 0.08 -0.05
Depletion X Impact of Personaldg) 0.14 0.06 2.46*

%Al level 1 predictors were centered at personsanse N = 588, R = Reactive Helping.*

p <.05, **p < .01.
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Figure 5

Moderating Effects of Prosocial Helping Impact
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Outcomes of Depletion: Daily Creativity

Ego Depletion Theory suggests that creativity iesburce intensive process. For this
reason, | proposed that depletion of self-regujatesources would have a direct negative effect
on leaders’ daily creativity. My HLM analyses, hoxge, showed that state depletion was not
related to daily creativity either when it was seifed or rated by subordinates. As reported
previously, state depletion had a negative effactalf-rated daily work engagement. Research
at the between person level indicates that worlkagegent is related to creativity (Hakanen,
Perhoniemi, & Toppinen-Tanner, 2008). The more gademployees are at work, the more
they are able to come up with innovative and cveatleas. It is possible; therefore, that state
depletion may affect daily creativity through wakgagement. To test this possibility, |

regressed daily creativity (rated by subordinabesglaily work engagement controlling for daily
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affect. Table 25 contains the results of theseaieggons. As shown in Table 26, daily work
engagement had a main effect on daily creativitsated by coworkers (B = 0.14, p < .05).

Table 26

Post Hoc Analyses: Effects of Work Engagement on [ Creativity a

Criterion: Daily Creativity

Predictor B S.e. t
Intercept (o) 3.76** 0.05 71.91*
State Positive Affect (1) 0.01 0.03 0.19
State Negative Affect ¢p) 0.01 0.03 0.32
Daily Work Engagement @p) 0.14 0.06 2.46*

%Al level 1 predictors were centered at personsanse N = 485. * p <.05, ** p < .01.

A one-tailed Sobel test showed that work engagemexiated the effects of depletion
on daily creativity (z = -1.70, p < .05). Depletjdherefore, has a negative indirect effect on
creativity through daily work engagement.

Another set of results further support the idea tir@ativity is a resource intensive
process. More specifically, | examined whetherdfiect of work engagement on creativity was
contingent on trait self-control. People high iittiself-control have a larger pool of resources at
their disposal and they are more efficient at sejjalating their resources. Hence, the impact of
daily work engagement on creativity ought to bersger for people who are high versus low in
trait self-control. The regressions for these asedyare shown in Table 27 and the interaction
graph is shown in Figure 6. The effect of selffrgs of daily work engagement on daily
creativity rated by subordinates was stronger &mpbe who were high in trait self-control (B =

0.16, p < .05).
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Table 27

Post Hoc Analyses: Moderated Effects of Work Engagq\eenta

Criterion: Daily Creativity

Predictor B s.e. t
Intercept (lpg) 3.76** 0.05 71.33**
Level 2 Predictor

Trait Self-Control (lg1) 0.06 0.09 0.65
Level 1 Predictors

State Positive Affect (1) 0.02 0.03 0.44
State Negative Affect ¢p) 0.01 0.03 0.66
Daily Work Engagement @) 0.16 0.06 2.87*
Cross Level Predictor

Work Engagement X Self-Control 0.16 0.07 2.28*

%l level 1 predictors were centered at personsanse N = 485. * p <.05, ** p <.01.

Figure 6

Moderating Effects of Trait Self-Control
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Subordinates’ Perspective on Helping

Although not a formal part of my dissertation modellso looked at the effects of
reactive task and personal helping on followersteptions of leader supportiveness. If leaders
respond to employee requests for help on a givgntdan subordinates ought to rate these
leaders as more supportive. | measured leader giygess with three items adapted from the
Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (Stog@tode, & Day, 1962). Subordinates
indicated their agreement (1 = “Strongly Disagree5 = “Strongly Agree”) to the following
three items every afternoon: “Today, Jane Doe sdawacern for work group members,”
“Today, Jane Doe was friendly and approachableaik\group members,” “Today, Jane Doe
looked out for the personal welfare of group meraligkverage internal reliability was =
0.91. Because subordinate-rated supportiveneswarkdengagement were highly correlated (r
=.77), | controlled for leaders’ work engagemehew examining the effects of reactive helping
on leader supportiveness. Controlling for daily kvengagement, reactive task-related helping
had a positive main effect on ratings of leadeipsufiveness (B = 0.06, p < .05).

Surprisingly, personal reactive helping did notdnavmain effect on ratings of leader
supportiveness. As Table 28 shows, the coeffioépersonal helping had a negative sign. This
prompted me to examine the interactive effectask tand personal reactive helping on ratings
of daily leader supportiveness. | centered taskpandonal reactive helping at the person level
and then computed an interaction term for each ldfaynd that task and personal reactive
helping interacted such that task-related readtelping had a stronger effect on daily ratings of
leader supportiveness on days when leaders engatwa (vs. high) personal reactive helping.
These findings are suggestive of the fact thatqrexrishelping episodes may consume other

leader resources that diminish the value of taklkted reactive helping to subordinates. For
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example, helping a lot with both task and perspnablems may diminish the quality of the help
given to subordinates. The results of the regrassiwe shown in Tables 28 and 29, and the
interaction graph in Figure 7.

Table 28

Post Hoc Analyses: Subordinate Reactions to Leade’relpinga

Criterion: Daily Leader Supportiveness

Predictor B S.e. t
Intercept (lpe) 4.06**  0.07 56.93**
Task Related Reactive Helping; 0.06 0.02 2.95*
Personal Reactive Helpingy#) -0.03 0.04 -0.78
Daily Work Engagement @) 0.81 0.06 13.52**

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsans N at level 1 = 380 *; N at level 2

=40. p<.05, *p<.01.

Table 29

Post Hoc Analyses: Interactive Effects of HelpingrmRatings of Supportivenes%

Criterion: Daily Leader Supportiveness

Predictor B S.e. t
Intercept (lpe) 4.07** 0.07 59.97**
Task Related Reactive Helping 0.05 0.02 2.60*
Personal Reactive Helpingy#) -0.03 0.04 -0.65
Daily Work Engagement @) 0.79 0.06 13.17*
Task X Personal Helping 4b) -0.05 0.02 -2.97*

®All level 1 predictors were centered at personsans N at level 1 = 380, N at level 2

= 40. *p <.05, **p < .01.
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Figure 7

Interactive Effects of Both Types of Helping
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Summary of Post Hoc Findings

These post hoc analyses showed that personalve&eiping is associated with an
increase in depletion, controlling for several tlyeimformed variables (state affect, prosocial
impact, time, and coworker interactions). This effie weaker for leaders high in job experience
and for leaders high in helping motivation. Task®ed reactive helping is replenishing for
leaders low in job experience, but depleting fadiers high in job experience. Depletion, on the
other hand, has a negative effect on self-ratifigiity work engagement. This negative
association is weakened when prosocial impact dgmeal reactive helping is high (vs. low).

Furthermore, daily work engagement is positivelgtesd to daily creativity as rated by
followers and it marginally mediates the effectglepletion on daily creativity. The effect of

daily work engagement on creativity rated by subaies is stronger for people who are high
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(vs. low) in trait self-control. Finally, | examidesubordinate ratings of leader supportiveness. |
found that reactive task-related helping contridutesubordinate perceptions of leader
supportiveness. Performance of personal helpingh®wther hand, detracted from these
perceptions. More specifically, task-related raetielping was associated with perceptions of
leader supportiveness only on days when leadefsrpexd little personal reactive helping. This
finding may suggest that in addition to self-re¢oig resources, personal helping may also

consume other important resources.
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DISCUSSION

Most of the leadership research has taken a tom@pproach to leader-follower
interactions by focusing mostly on how leader batraaffects followers. Leaders, however,
spend considerable time in contact with their sdimates and respond often to their requests for
help. Yet, little is known about how respondindghlp requests affects leaders’ ability to self-
regulate at work. Informed by Ego Depletion Thedhng purpose of this study was to examine
the effects of task-related and personal reactlgiing on leaders’ self-regulatory resources and
subsequent behavior. The main premise of this sttadythat responding to follower help
requests consumes self-regulatory resources, vghiobequently impairs leaders’ work
engagement and creativity. To empirically testrsgearch questions proposed in this
dissertation, | conducted an experience samplingysand collected data from 77 leaders and up
to five of their subordinates over three work wedikghe discussion of this study | first
overview the main findings, focusing primarily dretpost-hoc analyses. | then discuss strengths,
limitations, and ideas for future research.
Summary of Findings

As | previously reviewed in the results sectior ktypotheses that | originally proposed
to test in this dissertation were not supporidtese null findings may have occurred for
theoretical or empirical reasons. With regard$emty, Ego Depletion Theory has
predominantly been tested in laboratory settingsrelparticipants’ self-regulatory resources are
measured right after they participated in a ressimtensive experiment. It is possible that self-
regulatory resources fluctuate rapidly within peremd as a result depletion of self-regulatory
resources may be best measured right after a lgedmient. In this study, however, | was not able

to look at individual helping events. Rather, Iked at the totality of helping events that
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occurred in a given day and their impact on leddigletion of self-regulatory resources as
measured at the end of the work day. Arguably,desadre exposed to a host of daily work
activities that may consume as well as generatriress and not examining helping right after it
occurred (e.g., at the event level) may have masketiue association between reactive helping
and depletion of self-regulatory resources. Orother hand, | did find that both task-related and
personal reactive helping consume resources ftaiinegroups of leaders. For example, in post-
hoc analyses | found that personal reactive heligingpleting for leaders low in job experience
and for leaders high in job experience. The wandioally tested the main effects of reactive
helping on depletion, therefore, may representemasive tests of Ego Depletion Theory in a
work context.

With regards to empirical reasons for the null efeit is possible that control variables
(e.g., confounds, contaminants, suppressors), waffelot the dependent variable and/or the
independent variables may have interfered and ndasleetrue associations examined here. For
these reasons, | drew on theory and prior resdarstlect a number of control variables shown
to affect the dependent variable and/or the indépetwariables. | retested all hypotheses with
these new regression models in post hoc analysefoand support for several of them. | review
these findings in the subsequent sections.

Reactive Helping

The primary question that | sought to addressimdissertation is whether task and
personal reactive helping deplete leaders’ seliHadgry resources. Results from this study
suggest that personal reactive helping had a nfaoten state depletion. This effect was
unique to personal helping and independent of séeentrol variables such as affect and

perceived impact. The effects of personal readtelping on depletion, however, were weaker
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for leader high in prosocial motivation. These fiig$ are consistent with propositions by Ego
Depletion Theory. Ego Depletion theory posits s&isitive and uncomfortable social
interactions deplete resources, which dovetail$ wigh the main effect of personal reactive
helping on depletion. Furthermore, this theory @lsggests that motivation to achieve a social
goal moderates deletion. Prosocial motivation adieg with a heightened motivation to benefit
others (Grant & Berg, 2011), and was found to bufie depleting effects of personal reactive
helping.

The findings for task-related reactive helping waerare complicated. Results suggested
that task related reactive helping was associatédam increase in depletion for leaders who
were high (vs. low) in job experience. In contréask-related reactive helping was associated
with a decrease in depletion for leaders who wane(l/s. high) in job experience. Thus, helping
with task-related problems is depleting for leadeith more experience in a particular job but is
replenishing for leaders with less experience. &Hligglings are inconsistent with predictions by
Ego Depletion Theory.

More specifically, Ego Depletion Theory suggestt #xperience with a particular
activity renders that activity less depleting otrare (Muraven, 2010; Muraven et al., 1998).
According to this theory, self-control operate®lik muscle and repeated exposure to an activity
ought to render this muscle less vulnerable toatewl. The findings of this dissertation,
however, challenge this theoretical assumptiomoimrast to predictions by Ego Depletion
Theory, | found that leaders with more job expeseeare depleted even more by reactive task-
related helping and that leaders with less job B&pee are in fact replenished rather than

depleted by task-related reactive helping.
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There are several potential explanations for tfieséngs. In terms of understanding the
depleting effects for leaders with more job experee it may be that experienced leaders resent
having to repeatedly help with the same task-rdlpteblems. They may expect their
subordinates to have accumulated the necessary-koevio deal with task-related issues. They
may also derive less satisfaction from tacklingiessthat they have addressed before. Thus, task-
related helping episodes may be less engagingraeicsting for experienced leaders. Managing
feelings of resentment and frustration may renadpihg with task-related issues even more
depleting for experienced leaders. The absencataftd properly examine these explanatory
mechanisms, however, calls for future researchekylores these possibilities.

In terms of leaders new to their job (e.g., lowa experience), they may be replenished
by task-related reactive helping for two main reesd-irst, when a leader who has not been on
the job for long is approached for help with taskated problems by subordinates, that leader is
likely to experience self-affirmation as a leadethat new environment. Theoretical and
empirical work on Ego Depletion Theory suggests sledf-affirmation is energizing (Lilius,

2012; Schmeichel & Vohs, 2009). Thus, even thouglaging in task-relating helping may
consume resources, the experience of affirmatianlaader may more than offset depletion and
energize new leaders.

Task-related helping may be energizing also bectese events represent interesting
learning opportunities for leaders who are newhanjob. By helping a subordinate solve a work
problem, leaders may acquire a new understanditigeafask, subordinates’ skills, or the
organization. Indeed, there is some experimenideece that engaging in an interesting task
replenishes resources even when the task is corapkéxequires effort (Thoman, Smith, &

Silvia, 2011). Whether self-affirmation or learniage explanatory mechanism for the

112



replenishing effects of task-related helping renaampirical questions that ought to be examined
in the future.

With regards to other activities that consume reses) | also found a main effect of
daily interactions on state depletion. Leaders mggloan increase in state depletion on days
when they interacted with their subordinates mbamttheir average. This finding is consistent
with arguments by Ego Depletion Theory that demagdhteractions consume resources (Finkel
et al., 2006). Although the measure that | useakt®ss interactions does not distinguish between
different types of leader-follower interactionsisitsafe to assume that most leader-follower
interactions are work-related rather than leisunelyature and ought to consume resources.

Outcomes of Depletion

One of the main predictions of Ego Depletion Theserthat depletion of self-regulatory
resources due to an activity impairs performancetber activities that require similar
resources. Work engagement and creativity are Wwehaviors likely to be affected by depletion
of self-regulatory resources. Consistent with eiquéms, | found that depletion had a negative
effect on daily work engagement, but this effect weeakened when prosocial impact of
personal reactive helping was high (vs. low). Tihisecause prosocial impact is a positive
affective event likely to replenish resources antuffer the negative effects of depletion
(Lilius, 2012; Sonnentag & Grant, 2012).

Although I did not find a main effect of depletion daily creativity, results suggested
that creativity is a resource intensive process.example, work engagement was positively
related to daily creativity and partially mediatbé effect of depletion on daily creativity.
Furthermore, the effect of daily work engagementi@ativity was stronger for leaders high in

trait self-control. The examination of daily credty as a resources intensive process, however,
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is a relatively new idea in the management reseamdrfuture studies ought to replicate these
results in different contexts. For example, th&dige between resources and creativity may be
more relevant in occupations where creativity igipalarly important such as in product
development or in marketing.

Subordinates’ Perspective

Although not a focal part of this dissertation,dswalso interested in examining
subordinate reactions to leader reactive helpmg@rdler to do so, | collected subordinate daily
ratings of leader supportiveness. Subordinates esgéonappreciate task-related reactive helping.
More specifically, daily task-related reactive he{pcontributed positively to subordinate
perceptions of leader supportiveness. Surprisirigiwever, these effects were weakened when
leaders also performed high personal reactive hglftersonal reactive helping, therefore, may
be associated with other costs for the leader.dpsrthe quality of helping diminishes when
leaders help a lot with both task and personallprob. This may in turn reduce the benefit that
subordinates derive from task-related helping.

In summary, the findings of this dissertation pamather complex picture of the costs
and benefits of leader reactive helping. On ona@hparsonal reactive helping was associated
with an increase in depletion of self-self-contedources. On the other hand, prosocial impact
of personal reactive helping buffered the negagifect of depletion on work engagement. Thus,
although personal reactive helping is costly, ttespcial impact of personal helping seems to
offset its costs. Similarly, although task-relatedctive helping was detrimental for leaders who
had been on the job for a longer time, it energleaders who were less experienced. There is a
need for more research that explores the underivieghanisms for the depleting and

replenishing effects of task-related helping.
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Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research

This dissertation has several strengths. Firsfpdgs on reactive helping addresses a
limitation in existing research. Organizationaleash has predominantly conceptualized
helping as a proactive behavior, and the generaamsus in this literature is that proactive
behavior has positive effects for the actor, rempiand the organization (Grant & Ashford,
2008). Many forms of proactive behavior, howevétem necessitate a reactive behavior by the
person they target. Reactive helping, for examptaiis in response to proactive help-seeking,
defined as acts of asking others for assistant@nmation, advice, and support (D. A. Hofmann,
Z. Lei, & A. M. Grant, 2009a). The helping litera¢thas not specifically focused on reactive
helping. This is surprising because as much as0O?5-& all help in organizations is purported to
be in response to a direct request from anothaopegiGrant & Hofmann, 2011). Hence, most
helping is reactive in nature. Examining the eexftreactive helping on the helper is relevant
particularly in light of arguments by Ego Depletibheory that helping consumes resources and
may be detrimental to the helper (Gailliot, 2010).

The second strength of this study is its focuseaér outcomes. Responding to help
requests with both task and personal problems tenfddl within the scope of leader
responsibilities (Morgeson et al., 2010; Toegeld#if, & Anand, 2012; Yukl, 2010). For
example, in offering problem solving advice to mgers, Yukl (2010) wrote: “If a person’s
performance is being affected by personal problgngs, family problems, financial problems,
substance abuse) be prepared to offer assistanféukl, 2010, p.133). Despite evidence that
leaders spend considerable time responding to ségjte help with personal and task related

problems (Kaplan & Cowen, 1981), we know surprigirtle about how reactive helping
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affects leaders. This dissertation shows that redipg to help requests with personal and task-
related issues has consequences for leaders’ tegutasources and other work behaviors.

Another strength of this dissertation is the stddgign. This research employed multiple
sources of data to capture discrete experienogsratover three work weeks. | measured
demographics and between individual differences@apmately a week prior to the start of the
daily surveys. | then surveyed participants ovpeaod of 15 consecutive working days.
Moreover, | was able to measure variables at diffetimes each day. | measured leaders’ affect
and state depletion in the morning, which allowezltmtest whether daily helping behaviors
were associated with a change in depletion thatimaependent of affect. | also measured daily
ratings of leaders’ work engagement and creativitgn their subordinates. This approach
provides a more robust test of the study hypothe$ds minimizing common method bias as a
potential explanation for my findings.

Despite these strengths, this study has severagiitions that should be noted. First, this
research relied on self-reported measures of taglparsonal helping events. Self-reported
measures are subject to recall and memory biaskaramot perfect measures of their
underlying constructs. Some of these concerns mérgated by the fact that leaders responded
to questions about reactive helping every day. rTduaiity to recall what happened that day at
work is unlikely to have been markedly affectedrégall and memory biases. Furthermore,
person-centered HLM analyses effectively controldetween-person differences (e.g., response
desirability) that may otherwise confound relatiansong daily variables.

A second limitation of this study involves the manin which the helping behaviors
were rated. Leaders indicated the frequency witlthvthey performed reactive task and

personal helping. This approach did not captureatteal nature of helping episodes. For
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example, | did not collect data on how long thephwg episodes took, or whether leaders helped
one subordinate several times, or several subdediranly once a day. These nuances are
important and may have confounded some of therfgglof this dissertation. Given the nature of
the sample, however, | was constrained in the numbigems that | could measure each day.
The participants were busy leaders who may hawuseefto participate if the surveys were long
and burdensome. Future research that discrimihat®geen different types of helping events
would shed further light onto the findings reporteste.

A third limitation of this study has to do with datollected from subordinates.
Participation in this study was voluntary and bletiders and subordinates could quit at any time
if they so decided. In addition, all participantsrey assured that their data were confidential.
However, it is possible that subordinates felt gdtied to participate or that they doubted that
their responses were confidential. This may haflated their ratings of leaders’ daily work
engagement and creativity. However, this does @etnsto be the case when one compares
leader self-ratings with subordinate ratings ofghee variables. For example, the average of
daily work engagement self-rated by leaders wag s#nilar to the daily average of leader daily
work engagement rated by subordinates (3.86 v8.r&@spectively). Similarly, the average daily
creativity self-rated by leaders was very simitatdader daily creativity rated by subordinates
(3.68 vs. 3.88).

A fourth limitation is that some of the significaimidings derived in the post-hoc
analyses of this study are sensitive to the inclusif multiple control variables in the HLM
regressions. Although | based the selection ottrerol variables on prior theory and research,
it is possible, for example that the main effecpefsonal reactive helping on depletion may not

replicate in other samples. It is worth noting, leoer, that the moderated effects of reactive
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helping hold even when no controls are includethénHLM regressions. Thus, both types of
helping are depleting for specific groups of leadéask-related helping remains depleting for
leaders high in job experience, whereas persomgingeremains depleting for leaders low in job
experience.

In addition to the above methodological limitatiptiss study has several conceptual
limitations. First, only task-related and persamractive helping behaviors were assessed. It is
unclear whether proactive helping would have hadstime effects on leaders’ self-regulatory
resources. Future research ought to examine thetgfbf reactive helping relative to proactive
helping in terms of their effects on self-regulgtogsources.

Second, | only focused on creativity and work ermgagnt as leader behaviors in this
study. The selection of these variables was infdrimetheoretical arguments that both
behaviors require resources. However, it is likbBt other leader behaviors may be vulnerable
to depletion. For example, leaders’ decision makjnglity may be affected by depletion of self-
regulatory resources. Future research ought to ieeasuich other outcomes.

Another conceptual limitation was the moderatorsnexed in this study. The findings
illustrated that helping role perceptions did natd®rate the effects of reactive helping on
depletion, but that prosocial motivation and jopexence did. It is possible that other between-
individual differences may either amplify or buftie effects of reactive helping on depletion.
For example, leaders’ need for autonomy, competemztrelatedness may moderate the extent
to which helping episodes affect leaders both @abitween and within person level. For
example, leaders high in need for relatedness amgpetence may be energized by both types of
helping, whereas leaders high in autonomy may éxpes more depletion. These research

guestions remain to be investigated in the future.

118



Conclusion and Implications

This study offers several contributions to the nggmaent literature, which | highlight in
this section. First, this research acknowledgesrédsponding to help request by subordinates is
a daily activity for leaders. For example, my réssuggested that leaders respond to help
requests with task issues a little more than ort@®yaand with personal requests about once a
day. Responding to help requests has implicationk&ders, subordinates, and the
organizations.

Leaders ought to be aware of the effects thatikeabelping has on their daily self-
regulatory resources. To the extent possible, lsachn then use that knowledge to properly
manage help requests. For example, leaders camedechelp with personal problems just
before lunch break because workday breaks helweectepleted resources (Trougakos, Beal,
Green, & Weiss, 2008). Scheduling times when subates can approach leaders with help
requests or when leaders agree to help may noysallafeasible. For instance, some task and
personal problems are time sensitive and requineddiate attention. In such situations
subordinates may play a more important role invedléeng the depleting effects of reactive
helping. For example, my results suggested thatqmial impact of task and personal helping
played an important role in replenishing self-regoity resources and in buffering the negative
effects of depletion on other work activities. laynbe beneficial for organization to promote a
culture where subordinates are encouraged to exgratitude when they receive help from
leaders. Perceptions of prosocial impact are likellye reinforced in such instances and the
depleting effects of reactive helping may be lesdenr even offset.

This study identified a set of between individudletences that moderate the extent to

which helping episodes affected self-regulatorpueses. For example, leaders high in prosocial
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motivation were not as affected by personal proBlasiwere leaders low in prosocial
motivation. Similarly, leaders low in job experagenwere energized by task episodes, but were
more depleted by personal helping episodes. Onttiexr hand, experienced leaders were more
depleted by task-related helping but less by peidogiping. This information could be
incorporated in training programs that educatedemdbout the costs of helping behaviors. For
example, in orientation trainings for new leadaxganizations may share information about the
costs of helping and may even discourage new ledo®n helping with personal problems.
Although refraining from helping may not alwaysfeasible, being aware about the costs of
helping may improve leaders’ ability to self-regelat work.

The findings as well as the limitations of thissdigation represent opportunities for
future research. As previously mentioned it is eacwhy task-related helping acts are
energizing for inexperienced leaders but deplefiomgxperienced leaders. Future research
should seek to identify meaningful and theoreticdliven mediators that explain these
processes. Similarly, future research should exarmaw other leader-follower interactions (e.g.,
follower expressions of voice, information sharetg.) affect leaders’ self-regulatory resources
and whether leader-follower relationship qualitydamtes these effects. In conclusion, this
dissertation is only the first step in examining\eader-follower interactions affect leader’s
self-regulation at work. It is my hope that thisdst motivates future work in the area of leader

self-regulation.
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APPENDIX A
Table 30

HLM Equations Testing Hypotheses

Hypothesis

Equation

Hypothesis 1,
2,3

Level 1:

State Depletion (afternogp¥ Bo;j + B1j(Morning
Depletion;) + Boj(Task-Related Helping +
Ba(Personal Helping + 1

Level 2:
Bii =vio + Ui

Hypothesis
4a,b

Level 1:

State Depletion (afternogp¥ Bo;j + B1j(Morning
Depletion;) + Boj(Task-Related Helping +
B3(Personal Helping + 1jj

Level 2:

Boj =voo + vo1(Prosocial Motivation) +
B1j=v10t Uyj

B2j=v20* v21(Prosocial Motivation) + i

B3j =7v3¢ + v31(Prosocial Motivation) + i

Hypothesis
5a,b

Level 1:

State Depletion (afternogp¥ Bo;j + B1j(Morning
Depletion;) + B2j(Task-Related Helping +
B3(Personal Helping + 1jj

Level 2:

Boj =voo + vo1(Task-Related Helping Breadth) +
yo2(Personal Helping Breadth) +ol

B1j =v10*+ Uyj

B2j=7v20+ v21(Task-Related Helping Breadth) +; U
B3j =v3¢ + y31(Personal Helping Breadth) +iU
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Table 30 (cont'd)

Hypothesis
6a,b

Level 1:

State Depletion (afternogp¥ Bo;j + B1j(Morning
Depletion;) + B2j(Task-Related Helping +
B3(Personal Helping + 1jj

Level 2:

Boj = voo +vo1(Task-Related Helping Efficacy) +
vo2(Personal Helping Efficacy) +d

B1j=v10t Uyj

B2j=v20+ v21(Task-Related Helping Efficacy+;uU
B3j =v3c+ y31(Personal Helping Efficacy) +jU

Hypothesis 7

Level 1:
Work Engagemeyjt=Bo; + B1j(Afternoon Depletiof)
+ rii

Hypothesis 8

Level 1:
Creativityj = Boj + p1j(Afternoon Depletiop) +
Boj(State Positive Affeg) + B3j(State Negative
Affectjj) +

Level 2:
Bii =vio * Ui

Hypothesis 9a,
10a

Level 1:

Work Engagemeyjt=fo; + B1j(Afternoon Depletiof)
+ Boj(Task-Related Helping + B3(Personal
Helping;) + 1jj

Level 2:
Bii =7vio + Uj

Hypothesis 9b,
10b

Level 1:

Creativityj = Boj + B1j(Afternoon Depletiop) +
B2j(Task-Related Helping + B3(Personal Helping +
Baj(State Positive Affeg) + Bsj(State Negative
Affectjj) + T

Level 2:
Bij =7vio + Uj
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Table 30 (cont'd)

Hypothesis
1lla

Level 1:

Work Engagemegjt= fo; + B1j(Afternoon Depletiof)
+ B2 (Perceived Prosocial Impact of Task-Related

Helping) +B3j(Perceived Prosocial Impact of Task-
Related Helping *Afternoon Depletigh+ 1

Level 2:
Bii =vio + Ui

Hypothesis
11b

Level 1:
Creativityj = Boj + B1j(Afternoon Depletiop) + B2;
(Perceived Prosocial Impact of Task Related Helping

+ B3j(Perceived Prosocial Impact of Task Related
Helping *Afternoon Depletiog) + B4j(State Positive
Affectjj) +Bsj(State Negative Affeg) + 1

Level 2:
Bii =vio + Ui

Hypothesis
12a

Level 1:

Work Engagemeyjt= Bo;j + B1j(Afternoon Depletiof)
+ B2 (Perceived Prosocial Impact of Personal Helping
+ B3j(Perceived Prosocial Impact of Personal Helping
*Afternoon Depletiof)) + ¥

Level 2:
Bii =7vio + Uj

))

Hypothesis
12b

Level 1:

Creati\{ityj = Poj + plj(Afternoon Depletiop) + ng
(Perceived Prosocial Impact of Personal Helping) +
B3j(Perceived Prosocial Impact of Personal
Helping*Afternoon Depletiof) + B4j(State Positive
Affectjj) +Bsj(State Negative Affeg) + 1

Level 2:

Bii =vio + Ui
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Table 30 (cont'd)

Hypothesis 13

Level 1:
Work Engagemegjt= fo; + B1j(Afternoon Depletiof)
+ rii

Level 2:
Boj =Yoo + vo1(Trait Self-Control) + lg;
B1j =v1c+ y112(Trait Self-Control) + |

Hypothesis 14

Level 1:
Creativityj = Boj + B1j(Afternoon Depletiop) +
Boj(State Positive Affeg) +pzj(State Negative
Affectj) + 1

Level 2:
Boj =Yoo *+ yo1(Trait Self-Control) + g
B1j=v10* y11(Trait Self-Control) +
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APPENDIX B
Table 31

Summary of Hypotheses

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1Reactive task-related helping will be positively
associated with state depletion, controlling formiog state depletion.

Hypothesis 2Reactive personal helping with be positively assted
with state depletion, controlling for morning statepletion.

Hypothesis 3Reactive personal helping will be more depletirgnth
task-related helping, controlling for morning steepletion.

Hypothesis 4:Prosocial motivation will have a cross-level modeiga
effect on the relation between reactive helping @epletion such that
a) task-related helping and b) personal helpinglvlless depleting for
high versus low prosocial motivation.

Hypothesis 5aTask-related helping breadth will have a crossileve
moderating effect on the relation between tasktedldelping and state
depletion such that the relation will be strongerHigh versus low
task-related helping breadth.

Hypothesis 5bPersonal helping breadth will have a cross-level
moderating effect on the relation between persbahding and state
depletion such that the relation will be strongerHigh versus low
personal helping breadth.

Hypothesis 6aTask-related helping efficacy will have a crosselev
moderating effect on the relation between taskiedldelping and state
depletion such that the relation will be weakerHmh versus low task-
related helping efficacy.

Hypothesis 6bPersonal helping efficacy will have a cross-level
moderating effect on the relation between persbahding and state
depletion such that the relation will be weakerHmh versus low
personal helping efficacy.
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Table 31 (cont'd)

Hypothesis 7State depletion will be negatively related tolylaiork
engagement.

Hypothesis 8State depletion will be negatively related to daily
creativity.

Hypothesis 9State depletion will mediate the effects of tadietex
helping on a) work engagement, and b) creativity.

Hypothesis 10State depletion will mediate the effects of persona
helping on a) work engagement, and b) creativity.

Hypothesis 11Perceived prosocial impact of task-related helpwih
moderate the effect of state depletion on a) wodagement and b)
creativity such that these relations will be weakben perceived
prosocial impact of task-related helping is highsus low.

Hypothesis 12Perceived prosocial impact of personal helping will
moderate the effect of state depletion on a) wodagement and b)
creativity such that these relations will be weakben perceived
prosocial impact of personal helping is high versus

Hypothesis 13The negative association between sate depletion and
daily work engagement will be weaker for leader®wahe high versus
low in trait-state control.

Hypothesis 14The negative association between sate depletion and
daily creativity will be weaker for leaders who drigh versus low in
trait-state control.
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