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ABSTRACT 
The increasing complexity and uncertainty in today’s work context has 

emphasised the importance of proactive behaviour (self-initiated and future-

oriented actions to bring about change) in fostering individual and organisational 

effectiveness. Considerable research supports the importance of proactivity in 

this regard. However, far less is known about the personal outcomes of proactive 

behaviour for employees. The aim to this thesis is to propose (and test) a model 

of the individual consequences of proactive work behaviour that takes into 

consideration both positive and negative outcomes. Specifically, I argue that two 

potential pathways exist: the resource-generation pathway identifies desirable 

consequences of proactivity and the way in which being proactive at work can 

fuel a sense of self-determination, and generate positive energising emotions. The 

strain pathway, in contrast, draws upon the stressor-detachment framework 

(Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015) and ego depletion theory (Baumeister, 1998) to 

describe how proactive behaviours might in some situations backfire on 

employees by depleting energy, and harming their life outside of work. I argue 

that whether proactivity generates negative personal outcomes for employees 

depends on two key moderators: the context in which proactive behaviour is 

carried out and ones’ motivations to be proactive. Specifically, in this research I 

focus on the role that intrinsic work motivation and punitive supervision play in 
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shaping the outcomes of proactive behaviour. 

In chapter 1 of this thesis, I provide a general introduction to proactive work 

behaviour and to the energy theories that were drawn upon in this research, as 

well as an overview of the thesis. Chapter 2 presents a comprehensive review of 

the proactivity literature. Chapter 3 is a conceptual paper that lays out the overall 

model of its personal consequences. Hypotheses drawn from the dual-pathway 

model are then tested in two diary studies: in chapter 4 I consider both the 

resource-generation and the strain pathway simultaneously and I explore the 

moderating role of punitive supervision. Chapter 5 features a second longitudinal 

study that focuses more specifically on the strain pathway and examines how 

individuals’ intrinsic motivation shapes the effects of proactive work behaviour 

on psychological detachment and recovery via work-life conflict. Finally, in 

chapter 6, I discuss the theoretical and practical contributions of the thesis as a 

whole and propose a broader model of the personal consequences of proactivity 

to guide future research.  
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CHAPTER 1  

GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

 BACKGROUND  1.1.

In today’s globalized economy, where organisations are faced with complex 

environments that pressure them to quickly adapt and respond to change, it is no 

longer possible to pre-specify all the tasks behaviours and required from 

employees. Workers are increasingly expected to use their own initiative and 

figure out by themselves how to carry out their job successfully (Griffin, Neal, & 

Parker, 2007). For instance, employees can craft their work environment by 

proposing and/or applying new ideas in their work environments, or identify and 

prevent potential problems before they occur. They can also actively seek 

feedback and suggestions from peers and supervisors to check whether they are 

meeting the expectations set for them. These behaviours are encapsulated in the 

concept of proactive behaviour, which refers to self-initiated, anticipatory and 

change-oriented behaviour (Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006).  

Because of its importance, research on proactive behaviour at work has primarily 

focused on the personal and environmental factors that facilitate the onset of 

proactive behaviour (Crant, 2000; Parker, 2000). This attention has produced a 

significant amount of research on the subject: over the last 25 years, researchers 
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have examined the antecedents of proactive behaviour (e.g., Clegg, Unsworth, 

Epitropaki, & Parker, 2002; Parker & Collins, 2010), as well as the personal and 

situational contingencies that shape when proactivity has its effects (Grant & 

Ashford, 2008; Thomas, Whitman, & Viswesvaran, 2010; Wu & Parker, 2014). 

From a career perspective, previous studies have shown that employees with a 

proactive personality tend to receive better ratings in performance appraisals, are 

more likely to be promoted, and have more successful careers compared to non-

proactive employees (e.g., Belschak & Hartog, 2010; Blickle, Witzki, & Schneider, 

2009; Crant, 2000; Grant, Parker, & Collins, 2009; Vos, Clippeleer, & Dewilde, 

2009).  

However, to date there has been little attention given to the personal 

consequences of engaging in proactive behaviour, especially from a well-being 

perspective. Not much is known regarding how proactive behaviour affects 

employees’ well-being and life outside work. This gap is indeed remarkable, 

because if proactivity is beneficial for organisational effectiveness and employees’ 

careers, and yet also backfires on individuals’ well-being, then the sustainability 

of this way of behaving at work is at risk. Therefore, investigating the personal 

consequences of proactive behaviour is vital, not only because this outcome is 

important in and of itself for workers’ well-being (Danna & Griffin, 1999), but 

because the findings will ultimately enhance understanding about how to 

maintain proactivity over the longer-term. I seek to help move this literature 

forward by proposing and testing a dual-pathway model of the personal 

consequences of proactivity on well-being.  
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 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THIS THESIS 1.2.

The overarching aim of this thesis is to explore the personal consequences of 

proactive work behaviour from a well-being perspective. In doing so, I propose 

and test a theoretical model of the personal consequences of proactivity. 

Specifically, I argue that two potential pathways exist: the resource-generation 

pathway identifies desirable consequences of proactivity and the way in which 

being proactive at work can fuel a sense of competence, and generate positive 

energizing affective experiences (vitality). The strain pathway, instead, considers 

the potentially negative outcomes of proactivity for employees and identifies the 

circumstances that moderate these effects. Particularly, I explore the moderating 

role of intrinsic work motivation and punitive supervision in shaping the 

outcomes of proactivity for employees.  

To define and clarify the objectives of this thesis it is necessary to start with the 

assumption that engaging in proactive behaviour may yield both short-

term/immediate personal consequences that can be observed on a daily basis 

(e.g., fluctuations in vitality), as well as longer-term consequences that (e.g., 

resilience), which may occur over extended periods of time. This thesis is 

primarily aimed at exploring the personal outcomes of proactive behaviour in the 

short-term. While various long-term consequences might be hypothesized, this 

thesis aims to investigate the more immediate outcomes of proactivity, such as 

those associated with a particular proactive episode. Nonetheless, I briefly outline 

in the last chapter of this thesis a broader theoretical model that considers also 

possible medium and long-term outcomes of proactivity that go beyond the 

purpose and scope of this investigation, in the hope that it will stimulate future 
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research endeavours in this field. Moreover, it is essential to note that proactive 

behaviour is distinct from proactive personality, which refers to an individual’s 

stable tendency to engage in proactivity (Fuller & Marler, 2009). This thesis is 

aimed at exploring the consequences of proactive behaviours and the role that 

personal factors and situational contingencies play in shaping these outcomes. 

Second, although personal differences exist in individual’s tendency to engage in 

proactive behaviour (i.e., proactive personality), it is important to note that this 

thesis focuses on the concept of proactivity as a way of behaving, rather than as a 

trait (Parker & Bindl, 2017). The focus on proactivity as a behaviour allows 

considering more closely how situational contingencies motivate proactive 

behaviour and shape its consequences. In this thesis I may refer to proactive 

behaviour as ‘proactivity’: this term is to be considered as a synonym of proactive 

behaviour (distinct from proactive personality). 

In line with the taxonomy of proactive behaviour proposed by Parker and Collins 

(2010), in this thesis I focus primarily on proactive behaviours aimed at changing 

the internal organisational environment (e.g., taking charge, personal initiative, 

voice, idea implementation), as opposed to proactive strategic behaviour (e.g., 

issue selling) or proactive person-environment fit behaviour (e.g., career 

initiative, job crafting).  

A further important assumption to consider is that the present manuscript 

focuses on the personal consequences of proactivity primarily from a well-being 

perspective. In general, well-being encompasses two correlated components: 

judgments of satisfaction with one’s life (in terms of health, relationships, work 
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and leisure) and affect balance (i.e., having a preponderance of positive feelings 

and rarely negative feelings) (Fisher, 2010). Although scholars suggested a link 

between proactivity and indicators of well-being such as career achievements 

(Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001), the relationship between proactivity and 

employees’ well-being still remains largely unknown. In fact, studies conducted 

on this topic have mainly focused on employee well-being as an antecedent of 

proactivity, showing that well-being predicts proactive behaviours (Bindl, Parker, 

Totterdell, & Hagger-Johnson, 2012; Hahn, Frese, Binnewies, & Schmitt, 2012; 

Sonnentag, 2003).  

Only a small number of scholars have considered the well-being consequences of 

proactive behaviour (Bolino, Valcea, & Harvey, 2010; Fay & Hüttges, 2016; Strauss 

& Parker, 2014; Wu, Deng, & Li, 2017). Yet, from a sustainability perspective, we 

need to understand how proactivity affects well-being because the latter predicts 

the former. This is also an interesting issue from a work-life interface viewpoint 

(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006): does being proactive at 

work negatively interfere with one’s private life and undermine the detachment 

process, or does it benefit employees through positive spillover effects? Some 

other example questions relevant to this topic include: Does engaging in 

proactive behaviour elicit positive energising emotional reactions? If so, how and 

why this happens? Can proactivity at work interfere with life outside of work by 

placing additional demands on employees? How does one’s work motivation 

shape the personal outcomes of proactivity?  

Ultimately, I propose that proactivity is likely to affect employees’ well-being in 

multiple ways - both positively and negatively - and that certain moderating 
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variables and mediating processes need to be considered in understanding these 

effects. 

 OVERVIEW OF THE CHAPTERS 1.3.

The body of this thesis is composed of three papers. Figure 1 shows the overall 

research model of the thesis and illustrates how the three papers fit together. 

Chapter 2 presents a detailed review of the literature on proactive behaviour, 

including clarifying the core and defining features of this concept. This review is 

essential because it shows the current state of research on proactivity and 

provides the basis for the justification of this research. The first part of this 

chapter includes an explanation of the characteristics and unique features of 

proactivity that differentiate this behaviour from other related - yet distinct - 

organisational constructs. The second part of the chapter considers the 

situational and dispositional antecedents of proactive behaviour, as well as its 

motivational mechanisms. Finally, the last section considers the outcomes of 

proactive behaviour and paves the way for the next chapter by highlighting the 

importance of considering the well-being consequences of proactivity.   

In Chapter 3, I present a conceptual paper (Cangiano & Parker, 2015) that ‘sets 

the scene’ by describing an overall model of the personal consequences of 

proactivity (Figure 1). The primary theory underpinning the model is 

conservation of resources theory. Conservation of resources theory (COR) posits 

that individuals have an innate drive to create, retain, protect and foster 

resources personal resources (Gorgievski & Hobfoll, 2008; Hobfoll, 1989). 
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Resources can either have an intrinsic value (e.g., support, status, self-esteem, 

autonomy) or an instrumental value (e.g., money, shelter). According to COR 

theory, stress ensues when these resources are threatened with loss, lost, or when 

significant resource investments do not translate into resource gains. I draw upon 

conservation of resources theory to explain how proactive behaviour - due to its 

self-initiated and agentic nature - can be instrumental for employees to 

accumulate resources that benefit their well-being. Nonetheless, proactivity can 

at the same time consume resources and backfire on employees’ well-being due 

to the demands and personal risks associated with pursuing proactive goals 

(Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010).  

Specifically, in Chapter 3 I propose two potential pathways of personal 

consequences. The resource-generation pathway identifies the positive 

consequences of proactivity and the way in which being proactive at work can 

boost self-efficacy perceptions, generate a sense of self-determination, and elicit 

positive emotional reactions (i.e., vitality), which in turn can fuel further 

proactivity. The strain pathway, in contrast, shows how proactive behaviours 

might in some situations backfire on employee well-being by depleting resources, 

generating anxiety and causing work-life conflict. For example, drawing upon 

COR, I elaborate on how receiving negative feedback from supervisors and/or co-

workers may trigger a protection of resources mechanism (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll 

& Shirom, 2001). 

To understand the two pathways in more depth I draw upon additional theories, 

including self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and the broaden-and-

build theory of positive emotions (Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005) to examine the 
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ways in which engaging in proactive behaviour may help generate resources. 

According to self-determination theory, there are three basic and innate 

psychological needs that are the basis of intrinsically motivated behaviour (Ryan 

& Deci, 2000): the need for competence, autonomy, and relatedness. Deci and 

Ryan maintain that fulfilment of these needs is essential for human well-being; 

an assertion that is supported by many studies (Deci & Ryan, 2002). Due to its 

nature, proactive behaviour can substantially contribute to employees’ well-being 

via the satisfaction of one’s basic psychological needs: as a self-initiated 

behaviour, proactive behaviour is likely to be fuelled by autonomous motivation, 

as opposed to more repetitive core tasks and activities that may require effortful 

volition to be carried out, thus satisfying the need for autonomy. Proactive 

behaviour may also fulfil the need of relatedness (Strauss & Parker, 2014) by 

actively shaping interpersonal relationships and social interactions (Grant & 

Ashford, 2008). Finally, in light of its change-oriented focus, proactivity may 

provide opportunities to experience a sense of challenge at work, hence eliciting 

feelings of competence and mastery (Strauss & Parker, 2014). According to Ryff 

(1989), competence (defined as environmental mastery) is vital to an individual’s 

psychological well-being: one’s perceived ability to manipulate and control the 

environment can greatly contribute to individuals’ well-being. 

The broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions (Fredrickson & Branigan, 

2005) seeks to explain how and why positive emotions promote human 

flourishing. According to Fredrickson, experiencing feelings of positive affect 

helps people to broaden their awareness and encourage novel and exploratory 

thoughts/actions. Over time, this process generates a sort of ‘virtuous circle’ that 
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helps to create skills and resources. In turn, the newly acquired resources 

increase one’s psychological resilience and the ability to cope with stressors. In 

chapter 3, I elaborate on how proactive behaviour may be instrumental in 

obtaining resources and how positive emotions generated by engaging in this 

behaviour may benefit employees’ well-being by helping them accumulate 

further resources. 

The strain pathway additionally draws upon ego depletion theory to apply the 

concept of regulatory depletion to the context of proactive behaviours. According 

to ego depletion theory, behaviours, thoughts or actions that require self-

regulation and effortful volition drain energy, and result in a state of ego 

depletion (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998), which is defined as “a 

temporary reduction in the self’s capacity or willingness to engage in volitional 

action (including controlling the environment, controlling oneself, making 

choices, and initiating action), caused by prior exercise of volition” (Baumeister 

(Baumeister et al., 1998, p. 1253). Research in this field suggests that this ego 

depletion effect occurs across various domains, for example: controlling 

thoughts, regulating emotions (Muraven, Tice, & Baumeister, 1998), making 

decisions (Vohs et al., 2008), helping other people (DeWall, Baumeister, Gailliot, 

& Maner, 2008), and resisting persuasion (Wheeler, Briñol, & Hermann, 2007). I 

argue that the extent to which proactivity drains regulatory resources and causes 

ego depletion is closely tied to the motivations that lead people to engage in 

proactive behaviour, such that proactivity will be depleting only when individuals 

are not intrinsically motivated in performing the behaviour.  

Having established the overall model in Chapter 3, in Chapter 4 I present an 
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empirical paper (Cangiano, Parker, & Yeo, 2016) that tests the dual pathway in 

the model using a diary study methodology (Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 

2010). The study has a particular emphasis on the short-term affective outcomes 

of proactivity – that is, vitality and anxiety. An overview of the variables of the 

model examined in chapter 3 can be seen in Figure 1. Vitality reflects the 

employee’s feeling of vigor and aliveness at the end of the workday (Ryan & 

Frederick, 1997), and thus reflects the accumulation of energy over the work day. 

I contend that this process is similar to that of accumulating resources in 

conservation of resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989). On the other hand, 

proactive work behaviour can also consume resources and – under some 

circumstances – backfire on employees and cause anxiety: this is because 

proactivity is by definition a challenge to the status quo and is therefore 

psychologically risky (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010). In Chapter 4 I explore the role 

of punitive supervision (i.e., supervisors’ negative reactions to employees’ 

mistakes) in moderating the negative outcomes of proactivity: that is, engaging in 

proactive behaviour generates anxiety after work only if the supervisor tends to 

blame employees for their mistakes.  

Chapter 5 is a further diary study (Cangiano, Parker, & Ouyang, 2017) that zooms 

in the strain pathway and considers the personal consequences of proactivity 

from a work-life interface perspective. Figure 1 shows in detail which variables are 

examined in chapter 4 in relation to the overall model. In particular, this study 

explores the moderating role of intrinsic motivation in determining the extent to 

which proactivity drains regulatory resources and causes work-life conflict, thus 

undermining the process of psychological detachment from work demands 
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(Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005; Sonnentag, Binnewies, & Mojza, 2010; Sonnentag & 

Fritz, 2015; Sonnentag & Kruel, 2006). Drawing upon ego depletion and self-

determination theory (Baumeister et al., 1998; M S Hagger, Wood, Stiff, & 

Chatzisarantis, 2010; Ryan & Deci, 2000, 2008), I identify intrinsic motivation as 

a crucial boundary condition for such effects and demonstrate that proactive 

behaviour generates work-life conflict and undermines detachment only when 

the individual’s intrinsic motivation is low. 

Finally, in Chapter 6 I discuss the overall findings of this research and elaborate 

on how the papers included in this thesis contribute collectively to the body of 

literature on proactivity and advance our knowledge on the subject. I also 

acknowledge the main limitations of this work and identify key theoretical issues 

that need to be addressed in future research. With respect to the latter, I expand 

the theoretical model presented in Chapter 4 to include possible long-term 

outcomes of proactive behaviour that go beyond the scope of this thesis. Finally, I 

outline practical implications for managers and practitioners, such as how to 

create a work environment that encourages proactive behaviour that is good for 

employees’ well-being and how to best respond to employees’ proactive efforts.  
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Figure 1. Overall model for the thesis and how chapters 4 and 5 link to it  

 

Note: * Variables investigated in Study 1 (Chapter 4) 

** Variables investigated in Study 2 (Chapter 5)

Personal outcomes Resource-generation pathway  

Positive well-being 
outcomes: 
• Vitality* 
• Work-related self-efficacy 

Proactive Work 
behaviour* 

(Taking charge**) 

Negative outcomes 
• Anxiety*  
• Work-life conflict** 
• Detachment / Recovery** 

 

Moderators 
• Punitive supervision* 
• Autonomous vs. controlled motivation** 
• Feedback 

 

Strain pathway 

• Perceived 
competence* 

• Mastery 
• Positive affect 
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CHAPTER 2  

LITERATURE REVIEW ON PROACTIVE 

BEHAVIOUR 
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 INTRODUCTION: DEFINING PROACTIVE BEHAVIOUR 2.1.

Proactive behaviours are self-initiated and future-oriented actions that employees 

take to change and improve themselves or their work environment (Parker et al., 

2006). Being proactive can occur in several domains: for example, by anticipating 

problems and implementing ideas to prevent them from occurring (Crant, 2000; 

Frese & Fay, 2001), or by actively seeking feedback from others about one’s 

performance. Recent developments in the context of work have heightened the 

importance of proactive behaviour (Grant et al., 2009). First, the environment in 

which organizations operate has become increasingly complex and uncertain. 

Therefore, employees and managers need to use their own initiative to determine 

what needs to be done in a given situation (Griffin et al., 2007). Second, high 

levels of competition require greater capacity to innovate in order to create 

competitive advantage (Crant, 2000). Proactivity is an important element of 

innovation (Unsworth & Parker, 2002). Third, career structures are becoming 

more unpredictable and flexible, requiring employees to be self-directed and to 

take charge of their careers (Parker & Collins, 2010). Proactivity is thus a driving 

force for individual creativity, innovation, adaptability and flexibility, and hence 

is crucial for organizations’ success.  

The term proactive combines the prefix pro (in Greek ‘before’) with the word 

active (from the Latin agere, ‘to act’). The term proactive was first introduced to 

the public domain in the 40s by Austrian neuropsychiatrist Viktor Frankl (1946), 

who used the word to indicate a person taking responsibility for his/her own life, 

as opposed to being controlled by the surrounding environment. Proactive 
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behaviour was first explicitly studied in the 80s in the context of unemployment 

Fryer, Payne, and Jahoda (1984) and feedback seeking behaviour (Ashford & 

Cummings, 1985).  

Although the term proactivity has been applied to a multitude of organisational 

behaviours across different topic domains, research has identified two core 

aspects that define any particular behaviour as proactive. First, proactive 

behaviour is anticipatory: it involves thinking ahead about a future situation to 

prevent future problems or make the most of forthcoming opportunities. The 

second defining element of proactivity is that it involves taking control of a 

situation (or an anticipated situation) by initiating change. Thus, anticipative 

thinking and taking control of the situation are key features of proactivity (Parker 

et al., 2006). Inherent in both these elements is self-initiation. That is, scholars 

tend to agree that proactivity is self-starting behaviour in which the individual 

him or herself initiates action, rather than being directed to act. For instance, 

following instructions to improve a work procedure does not constitute 

proactivity, whereas self-initiating the implementation of solutions to problems is 

proactive. 

Proactivity has been distinguished from less future-focused and change oriented 

behaviours such as core job performance, also referred to as job proficiency, and 

even adaptivity, which is concerned with adapting to change, rather than 

initiating it (Griffin et al., 2007). For example, from a performance perspective, 

employees are considered proficient on a given task based on the extent to which 

they are able to meet formalized requirements, implying clear standards against 

which performance can be assessed. Given its self-initiated nature, proactive 
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behaviour cannot be easily assessed against standards and indicators (Parker & 

Collins, 2010). Similarly, proactive career behaviour is distinct from other forms 

of career behaviour that are less self-initiated. For example, proactive feedback 

seeking is distinct from receiving feedback insofar as the former involves actively 

seeking out feedback rather than waiting for feedback to be given by someone 

else (Ashford & Cummings, 1985).  

Importantly, in contrast to the idea that proactivity is a type of extra-role 

behaviour, the perspective I adopt here is that all kinds of work behaviour (e.g., 

task, extra-role, citizenship, safety) can be carried out more or less proactively 

(Griffin et al., 2007). For example, an individual can help another individual in a 

way that is proactive (e.g., anticipating that an individual might need help, and 

offering this support to them) or that is relatively passive (e.g., an individual 

might help another when requested). From this perspective, proactivity is a way 

of behaving, rather than a particular set of behaviours. Taking this idea further, 

some scholars (Bindl et al., 2012) have considered proactivity a multi-stage goal 

regulation process, which I elaborate in the next section. In Table 1 I present a 

summary of the various types of proactive work behaviour.
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Table 1. Types of Proactive Work Behaviours 

 Definition from original 
author 

Illustrative behaviour 

Taking charge Change-oriented 
behaviour aimed at 
improving how work is 
executed (Morrison & 
Phelps, 1999) 

Trying to bring about 
improved work 
procedures 

Voice Making innovative 
suggestions / speaking up 
intended to positively 
contribute to the 
organisation (Van Dyne 
& LePine, 1998) 

Speaking up during a 
meeting to communicate 
your views about 
workplace issues, 
regardless of whether 
others disagree with your 
views 

 

Individual innovation Generating new ideas 
and implementing them 
(S. G. Scott & Bruce, 
1994) 

Proposing and testing a 
new technique or 
product idea 

Problem prevention Self-directed, 
anticipatory actions to 
prevent work problems 
from occurring (Frese & 
Fay, 2001) 

Trying to identify the 
root cause of a frequently 
occurring problem to 
prevent its re-occurrence 
in the future 

Note: Adapted from Parker & Collins (2010).  

 PROACTIVE BEHAVIOUR: A REVIEW  2.2.

2.2.1. PROACTIVITY AS A PROCESS 

Rather than being considered as a single one-off event in time, proactivity can be 

conceptualized as a multi-stage goal process that unfolds over time. In 2012, 

Bindl and colleagues proposed and found empirical support across two studies 



 

 
18 

for a 4-stage model of proactivity that includes envisioning (imagining a better 

future situation), planning (preparing a plan to bring about the desired change), 

enacting (the actual observable proactive behaviour) and reflecting (reflection 

and learning from the behaviour performed). This 4-stage model is based upon 

research on goal regulation suggesting to distinguish between goal generation 

(i.e., anticipating desired future goals and developing a strategy to reach them) 

and goal striving components (i.e., mobilising resources to achieve such goals) 

(Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989). Distinguishing these stages is argued to be essential 

because an employee could be able to envision a better situation but not be 

motivated or skilled enough to make plans to achieve the desired outcome. In a 

similar vein, a worker could have sufficient autonomy to implement change that 

benefits the organisation, but lack the cognitive resources to envision the 

proactive behaviour in the first place. Differentiating these phases unleashes a 

plethora of opportunities for researchers and practitioners to better understand 

how proactivity is performed and the best approach to motivate and encourage 

such behaviour. I will return to this idea later when discussing the well-being 

outcomes of proactive behaviour 

2.2.2. SITUATIONAL ANTECEDENTS OF PROACTIVITY  

Unsurprisingly, given the importance of proactive behaviour in the workplace, 

efforts have been made to understand what kind of environment encourages 

proactivity, and which people are more likely to engage in such behaviour (Parker 

et al., 2006). Amongst the environmental antecedents of proactivity, scholars 

have considered how work design impacts on proactivity. Work design indicates 

“how jobs, tasks, and roles and structured, enacted, and modified, as well as the 
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impact of these structures, enactments, and modifications on individual, group, 

and organisational outcomes.” (Grant & Parker, 2009, p. 319). The characteristics 

of a job are often an important predictor of proactivity. For example, having 

opportunities to interact with co-workers predicts proactive behaviours such as 

network-building and feedback-seeking (Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000). 

The degree of autonomy is another important contributor of proactivity: when 

employees can decide by themselves what to do how to carry out their tasks in 

order to achieve the goal, they are more likely to engage in proactive behaviour. 

This assertion is supported by research using multi-source data (e.g., supervisor 

ratings) and longitudinal designs (Frese, Garst, & Fay, 2007; Parker et al., 2006). 

Recent meta-analyses also support the idea that autonomy (also referred to as job 

control) is associated with different forms of proactivity (Tornau & Frese, 2013). 

According to Parker (1998), autonomy stimulates proactivity because it allows 

people to master new tasks and to take on board greater responsibilities, thereby 

enhancing employees’ self-efficacy, which is an important motivational driver of 

proactivity (Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010). Job control also facilitates the 

development of more flexible role orientations in which individuals’ define their 

responsibilities broadly, which is a further motivational driver of proactive 

behaviour (Parker, 2000; Parker, Wall, & Jackson, 1997).  

Nonetheless, the relationship between job autonomy and proactive behaviour is 

not necessarily linear and its nature may vary depending on the form of 

proactivity enacted. In a study with front-line hospital nurses, Tangirala and 

Ramanujam (2008) found a U-shaped relationship between autonomy and 

employee voice, suggesting that nurses were more likely to speak up about 
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problems when they had either high or low perceptions of job control. 

Interestingly, moderate perceptions of job control were associated with less voice 

behaviour. According to Tangirala and Ramanujam (2008), employees are 

motivated to speak out when they have low job control because they are 

dissatisfied with the status quo. Conversely, nurses with high perceptions of job 

control tend to voice out their ideas and concerns due to an enhanced sense of 

confidence in in their ability to influence the organisation and achieve the 

desired outcome. Overall, evidence seems to suggest that job autonomy/job 

control is a reliable predictor of proactivity, although the strength of such effect 

may vary depending of situational contingencies and the form of proactivity 

considered. 

Another job characteristic linked to proactive behaviour is job complexity. Job 

complexity refers to the extent to which a job is multi-faceted and requires 

flexible and intricate thought processes to be successfully performed (Shalley, 

Gilson, & Blum, 2009). Job complexity has been associated with personal 

initiative and innovative behaviours (Frese et al., 2007; Ohly, Sonnentag, & 

Pluntke, 2006), suggesting that complex jobs promote a higher degree of 

flexibility and encourage employees to experiment with their work (Ohly & 

Schmitt, 2017). Employees in jobs with high complexity may also experience a 

sense of ambiguity, which is in turn associated with proactive behaviours, most 

notably feedback-seeking to reduce the perceived uncertainty. Unlike job 

autonomy, which can be considered as a necessary prerequisite for proactive 

behaviour, job ambiguity is more correctly conceptualised as a challenge, which 

motivates employees to be proactive in order to deal with it. Although through 
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different mechanisms, both job characteristics can significantly contribute to 

proactivity. Other work characteristics, such as accountability and responsibility 

for outcomes have been considered in relation to proactivity. On the one hand, 

being accountable for outcomes could promote proactivity by eliciting a sense of 

felt responsibility: if employees know that they are being held responsible for 

their actions, they are more likely to engage in proactive behaviour to ensure that 

the desired outcome is achieved (e.g., by proactively anticipating problems and 

preventing them from occurring in the future) (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Grant & 

Ashford, 2008). On the other hand, high accountability may undermine the 

sense of psychological safety in some employees, which could prompt them to 

minimise taking any unnecessary risks in case the proactive goal is not 

successfully achieved.  

Research evidence suggests that support (both social and structural) can also 

encourage proactive behaviour. Social support refers to an individual’s 

perceptions of availability and receipt of support, whereas structural support 

indicates the ‘objective’ provisioning of resources to employees (see Parker, 

Johnson, Collins, & Nguyen, 2012). The meta-analysis by Tornau and Frese (2013) 

provides support to the premise that social support is an important antecedent of 

proactivity. Drawing on conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989), Parker 

et al. (2012) explored the impact of structural support on proactive behaviour in a 

within-person quasi-experiment with hospital doctors. Findings revealed that 

structural support was associated with greater skill utilisation and proactive work 

behaviour. However, this effect was moderated by negative affect, such that the 

relationship was only observed among doctors who reported low levels of 
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negative affect. According to the authors, this is owing to the fact that employees 

use support in differential ways, depending on the perceived role overload: when 

workers are stressed they are more likely to use the provided support to complete 

their tasks at hand. Conversely, when stress levels are lowered, employees are 

more prone to utilise the support to engage in exploratory behaviour (e.g., 

proactive behaviour) to accumulate further resources.  

Finally, research has studied organisational climate in relation to proactivity. 

Engaging in proactive behaviour may often mean changing existing work 

procedures and affecting the work of other people in the company. Due to its 

challenging component, proactive behaviour may be perceived as threatening by 

leaders and co-workers. For this reason, pursuing proactive goals may sometimes 

be perceived as ‘risky’ and employees may abstain from it to avoid possible 

conflict, backlash and reprimands. Unsurprisingly, previous studies have found 

that a sense of trust in the organisation predicts innovative behaviour (Clegg et 

al., 2002). Similarly, Baer and Frese (2003) found employees were more likely to 

be proactivity within organisations actively fostering a climate that encourages 

taking risks without repercussions.  

2.2.3. LEADERSHIP AND PROACTIVITY 

Research on leadership as an antecedent of proactivity has to date yielded 

somewhat inconsistent results (Frese & Fay, 2001; Parker & Wu, 2014), 

suggesting this is a complex relationship. Theoretically, leadership can influence 

proactivity not only by shaping the work environment, but also by influencing 

employees’ willingness to engage in proactive behaviour. While various 
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leadership styles have been studied in relation to proactivity, transformational 

leadership is probably the most prominent. Transformational leaders stimulate 

and motivate their following by creating a shared vision of the future and a sense 

of meaning, which inspires them to transcend self-interests and act for the 

benefit of the group (Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012; Strauss, Griffin, & Rafferty, 

2009). This leadership style encourages employees to engage in pro-social 

discretionary behaviours such as personal initiative and voice (Den Hartog & 

Belschak, 2012). In a recent review, Parker and Wu (2014) proposed multiple 

pathways through which team-oriented (e.g., transformational leadership) and 

person-oriented leadership inputs (leader-member exchange) can foster 

proactivity. For instance, leaders can enhance followers’ self-efficacy by supplying 

them with opportunities to experience feelings of mastery at work (Bandura, 

1982), and leaders can shape the work climate and the work design, which in turn 

can affect employees’ likelihood of behaving proactively (e.g., see Parker et al., 

2006).  

While there is evidence for the positive effects of certain leadership styles of 

proactivity, it is plausible to expect that leadership may stifle it. This is because 

proactive behaviour is by definition challenging the status quo (Bindl & Parker, 

2011; Griffin et al., 2007; Parker & Collins, 2010), and thus is not always welcome 

by leaders given that it may challenge their authority. For instance, Grant, Gino, 

and Hofmann (2011) found that while extroversion is a trait normally associated 

with leadership emergence and effectiveness, extroverted leadership is less 

effective when followers are proactive. This is because extroverted leaders are less 

receptive to proactivity (e.g., less likely to listen to and act upon employees’ 



 

 
24 

suggestions).  

2.2.4. INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES 

In this section I review the literature that considered the individual traits and 

personal characteristics that predispose employees to behave proactively. Firstly, 

I consider proactivity in relation to the big-five model of personality and then I 

examine the relationship with other traits.  

Among the big-five, proactive behaviour has been associated with the trait of 

conscientiousness (the tendency to be dependable, responsible and organised). 

This is because people high in conscientiousness are more dedicated in their 

work and therefore more likely to make suggestions for improvement, implement 

changes that benefit the organisation, and be persistent in achieving their 

proactive goals in spite of obstacles and challenges (Tornau & Frese, 2013). 

Nonetheless, other researchers have highlighted how the unique predicting 

ability of conscientiousness is somewhat reduced when considering other 

individual predictors of proactivity, such as proactive personality (Parker & 

Collins, 2010). Evidence linking conscientiousness with proactivity is therefore 

still somewhat inconclusive.  

Openness to experience (one’s disposition to consider new ideas and try new 

things) may also contribute to proactive behaviour because individuals high in 

this trait are more prone to think differently and consider implementing new 

ideas in the workplace. Meta-analyses have found a positive correlation between 

openness and voice, taking charge, feedback-seeking and personal initiative 

(Tornau & Frese, 2013), but such findings were not replicated in following 
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isolated studies when controlling for other individual factors (Wu, Parker, & De 

Jong, 2014). Overall, this suggests that there might be moderators in the 

relationship between openness to experience and proactivity that may account 

for these mixed findings.  

The trait of extroversion (characterised by sociability, talkativeness, assertiveness 

and excitability) is arguably the big-five train more consistently associated with 

certain forms of proactive behaviour (Tornau & Frese, 2013). This is because 

individuals high in extroversion are more likely to engage in social interactions, 

which can in turn fuel information and feedback-seeking behaviour. Extroversion 

has also been linked with voice (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001) and change-oriented 

citizenship behaviour (Chiaburu, Oh, Berry, Li, & Gardner, 2011). However, other 

scholars have speculated that extroversion may be a stronger driver for self-

serving/self-directed proactivity, while it may not necessarily contribute to more 

‘pro-social’ proactive behaviours that benefit the team or the organisation (Wu & 

Li, 2017). 

Studies looking at neuroticism and proactivity (one’s disposition to be moody 

and experience negative emotions such as anxiety and fear) have generally 

yielded inconsistent or non-significant results: While some have shown a 

negative relationship with proactive personality (Crant, 2000); Major, Turner, 

and Fletcher (2006) and feedback-seeking behaviour (Tidwell & Sias, 2005), 

other scholars failed to detect any relationships between proactivity and 

neuroticism (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Fay & Frese, 2001). Finally, meta-analyses 

suggest that the trait of agreeableness (the tendency to compassionate during 

social interactions and avoid conflict with others) is generally not associated with 



 

 
26 

proactive behaviour (Tornau & Frese, 2013).  

The most relevant personality construct in relation to proactivity is indeed 

proactive personality. The term proactive personality is generally referred to as 

the tendency to take action in order to influence one’s environment (Bateman & 

Crant, 1993). This construct is distinct from the ‘big-five’ model of personality 

and uniquely identifies employees more predisposed than others to engage in 

proactive behaviour in a given situation (Bateman & Crant, 1993). Proactive 

personality has not only been linked with proactive behaviour, but also with a 

variety of desirable outcomes: empirical evidence reports that individuals high in 

proactive personality tend to perform better (Thompson, 2005), have a successful 

career (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), and be more creative/innovative (Parker et al., 

2006). Thus, it seems that proactive personality, via its effect on proactive 

behaviour, yields several individual and organizational positive outcomes  

Other individual differences that predict proactive behaviour include goal 

orientations (Sonnentag, 2003), consideration of future consequences (Grant et 

al., 2009), and need for cognition (Wu et al., 2014). Employees’ goal orientations 

influence and shape the direction of proactive behaviour. Individuals with a high 

learning goal orientation (i.e., one’s preference to acquire new skills and 

mastering new situations) are more likely to engage in proactive citizenship 

(Parker & Collins, 2010) and taking charge behaviour (Bettencourt, 2004). 

Conversely, while individuals with a performance-goal orientation (i.e., one’s 

tendency to demonstrate and validate one’s competence and obtain favourable 

feedback) seem more prone to seek positive feedback (Gong, Wang, Huang, & 

Cheung, 2014), they are not more likely to engage in other forms of proactive 
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behaviour. This is due to the fact that performance-oriented individuals prefer to 

avoid situations that may lead people to question their abilities (e.g., if proactive 

behaviour is unsuccessful) (Parker & Collins, 2010). Consideration of future 

consequences (CFC) refers to the extent to which an individual is thoughtful 

about future outcomes as opposed to more immediate ones (Strathman, Gleicher, 

Boninger, & Edwards, 1994). Because proactive behaviour involves anticipation 

and future-oriented thinking, employees high in CFC tent to engage in proactive 

behaviour more so than individuals low in CFC. In support of these 

considerations, (Parker & Collins, 2010) found that CFC predicted issue selling, 

individual innovation, feedback seeking and career initiative. The concept of 

need for cognition captures individuals’ dispositional tendency to engage in and 

enjoy complex thinking (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982). Employees high in need for 

cognition are likely to enjoy complex and uncertain situations (a typical context 

of proactivity). In a multisource study with Dutch employees, Wu et al. (2014) 

found that need for cognition was positively associated with individual innovative 

behaviour. Drawing upon an interactionist perspective showed how this effect 

was more pronounced for individuals with low job autonomy and low time 

pressure. This suggests that individuals high in need for cognition utilise 

proactive behaviour as a means to engage in complex, anticipatory and change-

oriented thinking.  

2.2.5. MOTIVATIONAL UNDERPINNINGS OF PROACTIVE BEHAVIOUR 

To better understand the antecedents of proactive behaviour, we might need to 

consider the more proximal motivational drivers: for instance, it could be 

speculated that the antecedents previously discussed have their effect on 
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proactive behaviour by shaping the underpinning motivational processes of an 

individual.  

Proactivity, with its focus on change, often involves challenging the status quo, so 

it can be risky to one’s image. In addition, proactive behaviour can consume a 

great deal of time, effort and resources (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010). Why then do 

employees engage in proactive behaviour? This is an important question for the 

current chapter because, as I elaborate shortly, understanding the motivational 

underpinnings of proactivity will help to unpack its impact on well-being. Parker 

et al. (2010) proposed a model of proactive motivation in which three key 

motivational states that prompt and sustain proactivity were identified: can do, 

reason to, and energized to, which I elaborate below. 

‘CAN DO’ MOTIVATION 

A ‘can do’ motivational state includes self-efficacy perceptions (e.g., can I do it?), 

feasibility appraisals and attributions (e.g., is it attainable?), and the perceived 

costs associated with the proposed action (e.g., is it risky?). The concept of self-

efficacy, originally introduced by Bandura in 1977, is commonly referred to as an 

individual’s confidence about his or her ability to engage in and successfully 

complete a particular task. Self-efficacy is, therefore, a self-judgement about what 

one can do, regardless of one’s objective skills and abilities (Bandura, 1982).  

Self-efficacy perceptions are especially important because proactivity often 

entails potential psychological risk (Parker et al., 2010) and requires high levels of 

persistence (Frese & Fay, 2001). Many studies support the importance of self-

efficacy perceptions for enhancing proactivity (Frese & Fay, 2001; Parker, 1998; 
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Parker et al., 2006).  

‘REASON TO’ MOTIVATION 

A ‘reason to’ motivation recognises that people need a motive, or reason, to 

engage in proactive behaviour. Parker et al. (2010) underlined the importance of 

internalised (or autonomous) motivation as stimulating proactivity, such as 

feelings of positive affect or engagement, intrinsic motivation/ interest, 

meaningfulness, flow and identified motivation. These authors also highlighted 

the importance of individuals having a personal sense of responsibility. For 

example, a more flexible role orientation, or feeling ownership for issues and 

goals beyond one’s prescribed tasks (Parker, 2000; Parker et al., 1997), predicts 

proactive work behaviour (Parker et al., 2006). 

Related to the above focus on autonomous motivation, an important motive for 

engaging in proactivity is to experience feelings of competence, autonomy, and 

relatedness. This idea stems from self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

According to self-determination theory, there are three basic and innate 

psychological needs that are the basis of intrinsically motivated behaviour (Ryan 

& Deci, 2000): the need for competence, autonomy, and relatedness. Deci and 

Ryan maintain that fulfilment of these needs is essential for human well-being; 

an assertion that is supported by many studies (2000). Fay and Sonnentag (2012) 

showed that these basic psychological needs might be a driving force for 

proactivity. They argued that “proactive behaviour is a means to positively 

influence one’s level of experienced competence” (p.77). This hypothesis was 

tested in an experience-sampling study with 52 employees. An analysis of within-
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subject fluctuations in daily proactivity across five working days showed that low 

self-reports of experienced competence during core tasks predicted a subsequent 

increase in time spent on proactive behaviour. As a result, Fay and Sonnentag’s 

study seems to corroborate the idea that proactive goals are often challenging, 

and thus serve to fulfil employees’ need to experience competence at work. 

‘ENERGISED TO’ MOTIVATION 

The ‘energized to’ motivation is the most affect-related motivational state of 

proactivity. Parker et al. (2010) proposed that activated positive affect will 

stimulate proactivity inasmuch as positive affect and vitality help broaden action-

thought repertoires (Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005) and activate approach-action 

tendencies (Seo, Barrett, & Bartunek, 2004). Bindl et al. (2012) found evidence to 

support this prediction that activated positive affect, but not de-activated positive 

affect, was important in predicting the ‘envisioning’ of proactive goals, as well as 

their implementation. Additionally, a diary study by Fritz and Sonnentag (2009) 

showed that positive energized feelings promote taking charge behaviours, and a 

study by Hahn et al. (2012) showed that vigour is an important predictor of 

personal initiative amongst business owners.  

Related to the ‘energized to’ pathway is the role of engagement in stimulating 

proactivity. Engagement refers to “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind 

that is characterized by vigour, dedication and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, 

González-Roma, & Bakker, 2002, p.74). Salanova and Schaufeli (2008) showed 

that workers provided with adequate resources (i.e., job control, feedback and 

task variety) were more prone to experience engagement and involvement in 
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their job, which in turn translated into higher levels of proactive behaviour (for a 

review, see Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). In a similar vein, scholars have 

investigated how positive well-being might promote proactivity. Sonnentag 

(2003) showed that day-level recovery during off-work time was associated with 

increased engagement and proactive behaviour in the following day. Consistent 

with Hockey (2000), this suggests that employees are less inclined to invest extra 

effort when they feel insufficiently recovered. Conversely, when feeling 

recovered, people are more likely to fully immerse in their job and be more 

engaged, which in turns increases their likelihood to be proactive at work.  

Just as motivation drives proactivity, motivation is also a potential outcome of 

proactivity, in a dynamic and reciprocal relationship. For example, individuals 

engage in proactivity when they have self-efficacy, but being proactive might also 

build self-efficacy. Likewise, whilst the desire for flow (i.e., a mental state of full 

immersion, involvement and enjoyment in the activity) might prompt 

proactivity, being proactive might then promote flow experiences by yielding a 

better match between personal skills and task challenges (Csikszentmihalyi, 

2000). I elaborate this perspective on potential positive outcomes of proactivity 

in the Chapter X. 

2.2.6. OUTCOMES OF PROACTIVITY 

In this final section of this chapter I focus on the outcomes of proactive 

behaviour. Specifically I review the main findings regarding how proactivity 

influences individual performance, career success, career satisfaction and 

organisational outcomes. 
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Proactive behaviour has been consistently linked with superior performance, 

which is arguably the reason why research in this field has flourished and 

generated so much attention. The proactivity-performance link is unsurprising 

given that such behaviour is especially helpful in uncertain and interdependent 

contexts where it is difficult to pre-specify all the tasks/behaviours required: 

employees must figure out by themselves how to behave in each different 

situation without passively waiting to be instructed. Such environments are 

becoming increasingly common in a dynamic business world where organisations 

need to quickly adapt and implement change in order to survive and thrive 

(Griffin et al., 2007). Various forms of proactive behaviour, such as network 

building, personal initiative (Thompson, 2005), voice (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) 

information seeking (Morrison, 2002) taking charge (Grant et al., 2009) and 

personal initiative (Bledow & Frese, 2009) were found to be positively associated 

with individuals’ performance. At the organisational level, studies have linked 

proactivity with firm success. For instance, Frese and Fay (2001) showed that 

small enterprise owner’s personal initiative was positively related to firm success 

across three different samples.  

Indeed, high performance ratings often translate to promotions and other forms 

of career progression. However, several studies have shown that certain forms of 

proactivity can also benefit employees’ professional development. Frese, Fay, 

Hilburger, Leng, and Tag (1997) found that employees’ with high levels of 

personal initiative were more likely to make plans for their career and had higher 

employability. Proactive individuals tend to actively seek feedback and build 

networks that shape interpersonal as well as mentoring relationships with 
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supervisors and senior colleagues, which in turn facilitate career development 

and job opportunities (Blickle et al., 2009). Similarly, in a longitudinal study, 

Seibert, Crant, and Kraimer (1999) reported that proactive personality was 

positively associated with career progression (in terms of salary increase and 

promotions over the previous two years) and career satisfaction, and this 

relationship was mediated by employees’ innovation, political knowledge of 

organisational issues, and career initiative. Curiously, the authors point out that 

voice behaviour, in contrast to innovation, was negatively associated with career 

progression, seemingly suggesting that employees challenging the status quo 

without providing constructive solutions may experience side-effects on their 

career progression. This paradoxical backlash of voice behaviour raises some 

interesting doubts and questions over the ‘universally’ positive outcomes of 

proactivity. Taking this perspective further, more recently scholars have begun to 

explore the ‘dark side’ of proactivity (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010), which considers 

the potentially negative consequences of engaging in proactivity for employees.  

In this chapter, I have provided an overview of the current state of the literature 

on proactive behaviour. I have reviewed the antecedents of proactivity (both 

dispositional and situational), its motivational underpinnings, and the outcomes 

for both the individual and the organisation. Interestingly, as emerged from this 

review, less attention was given to the well-being outcomes of proactive 

behaviour. Although some scholars have speculated about the possible effects 

that engaging in proactive behaviour may yield for employees, there has been 

relatively little empirical research on the subject (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010; 

Strauss & Parker, 2014). In the next chapter of this thesis, I elaborate why 
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exploring the outcomes of proactive behaviour from a well-being perspective is 

just as important as understanding its antecedents and drivers, and outline a 

model of well-being consequences of proactive behaviour.  
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CHAPTER 3  

A MODEL OF THE PERSONAL 

CONSEQUENCES OF PROACTIVE 

BEHAVIOUR  
 

 

This chapter is presented as a book chapter manuscript. A longer version of this 

chapter has been published in the Wiley-Blackwell Handbook of the Psychology of 

Occupational Safety and Workplace Health in 2015. The candidate completed the 

literature review and was responsible for the manuscript preparation and editing 

(70% estimated overall contribution). Professor Sharon Parker supervised the 

project, provided feedback and edited the manuscript various times prior to 

submission for publication. Both authors collaboratively developed the 

theoretical model.  
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 INTRODUCTION 3.1.

To date there has been little attention given to how engaging in proactivity 

affects employees’ health and well-being, which is my core focus in this chapter. 

Specifically, I consider how proactivity affects employee well-being via stress-

related processes.  

In the first part of this chapter, I introduce the overall model of the effects that 

proactivity might have on well-being. In the subsequent sections, I unpack this 

model. Drawing upon self-determination theory, as well as the Broaden and Build 

theory of emotions, I then describe how being proactive at work might invigorate 

employees’ well-being and/or prevent stress in the workplace. As part of this 

discussion, I review previous research that has looked at the interplay between 

related positive work behaviours (such as contextual performance) and health 

and well-being (Greguras & Diefendorff, 2010). I also consider how self-directed 

actions in the workplace have the potential to fuel one’s self-confidence at work.  

In the third part of this chapter I introduce the strain pathway of proactivity, and 

discuss when and how proactive behaviour might be detrimental to employees’ 

well-being. I also examine the key role of feedback from peers and supervisors in 

moderating the proactivity/well-being relationship. Specifically, I investigate how 

receiving negative feedback can thwart needs satisfaction, undermine self-

efficacy, and generate negative emotional reactions, thereby reducing the positive 

consequences of proactivity for well-being. Afterwards, I discuss how the 

motivations under which proactivity is performed can moderate its effects of 

well-being. For example, I suggest that controlled forms of proactivity will be 
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more consuming of personal resources and hence might harm individuals’ well-

being. Finally, I suggest practical implications for managers and practitioners of 

this research, such as how to create a work environment that encourages 

proactive behaviour that is good for employees’ well-being, as well as key areas 

and theoretical issues that need to be addressed in future research. 

 POSITIVE WELL-BEING OUTCOMES OF PROACTIVITY  3.2.

Many studies have highlighted the positive consequences of proactivity. In a field 

study, Van Dyne and LePine (1998) reported that employees engaging in voice 

behaviour were rated more favourably in terms of performance by supervisors six 

months later. In a similar manner, Grant et al. (2009) indicated that individuals 

displaying high levels of proactive behaviour were given better performance 

ratings by their supervisors, especially when employees had a high prosocial 

motivation and low negative affect. Thompson (2005) conducted a study on 126 

employee-supervisor dyads and suggested that the relationship between 

proactive personality and job performance might be mediated by proactive 

behaviours like personal initiative and network building. In a meta-analysis, 

Fuller and Marler (2009) found positive relationships between proactive 

personality and supervisor-rated job performance, and added that such an effect 

on performance “is stronger than that reported for any of the Big Five factors or 

the Big Five collectively” (p. 329). 

However, the benefits of proactive behaviour are not confined to superior 

performance alone. Greenglass and Fiksenbaum (2009) reported that individuals 

engaging in proactive coping were more likely to have lower absenteeism, and 
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this relationship was mediated by greater levels of positive affect. Research also 

suggests that proactive individuals are more prone to feel satisfied about their 

jobs (Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000) and have a more successful career 

(Blickle et al., 2009). There is thus some evidence of personal benefits from 

proactivity. Nevertheless, the health and well-being consequences of proactivity 

need more attention.  

It is possible, for example, that an individual might be promoted more rapidly 

because of their proactivity, but still experience higher levels of psychological 

strain as a result. Over the past few years different perspectives are arising as to 

how proactivity may impact on well-being (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010). One 

crucial issue is whether proactive behaviour is beneficial for health and well-

being (in a win-win situation), or if its positive effects on organisational 

performance tend to backfire on employees’ well-being. The few articles that 

have examined this question have shown rather different (if not opposite) views 

on this matter.  

We seek to help move this literature forward by proposing a model of the effect 

of proactivity on well-being (see Figure 2). First, in understanding the effect of 

proactivity on well-being, I suggest it is important to distinguish short-term and 

more momentary effects from longer-term consequences. While long-term 

consequences over several years might be hypothesized, my focus in this chapter 

is to illustrate the shorter term well-being outcomes of proactivity, such as those 

associated with a particular proactive episode. Second, it should be noted that the 

following model focuses on within-person processes that are moderated by 

between-person differences. Overall, I propose two potential pathways of well-
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being outcomes, which I elaborate in the next section. 

Figure 2. Hypothesised personal outcomes of proactive work 
behaviour 

 

 

Personal outcomes Resource-generation pathway  

Positive well-being 
outcomes: 
• Vitality 
• Work-related self-efficacy 

Proactive Work 
behaviour 

(Taking charge) 

Negative outcomes 
• Anxiety 
• Work-life conflict 
• Detachment / Recovery 

 
Moderators 

• Punitive supervision 
• Autonomous vs. controlled motivation 
• Feedback 

 

Strain pathway 

• Perceived 
Competence 

• Positive affect 
• Mastery 
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 WELL-BEING OUTCOMES OF PROACTIVE BEHAVIOUR: 3.3.
RESOURCE-GENERATION PATHWAY  

As previously discussed, activated positive affect is a powerful propellant for 

proactivity (Bindl et al., 2012; Hahn et al., 2012). Scholars have further suggested 

that such a relationship might be mutual, creating a positive spiral wherein, for 

example, experiencing vitality and positive affect fuels proactivity, which in turn 

generates more vitality (Strauss & Parker, 2014). Successful attempts to be 

proactive at work are likely to fuel employees’ confidence in their ability to carry 

out work-related tasks (self-efficacy), as well as a broader set of tasks that extends 

beyond their core duties (Parker, 2000). Hence, this confidence is crucial to 

determine whether or not an individual will behave proactively again in the near 

future. Additionally, proactivity can enhance feelings of competence, autonomy 

and relatedness, which in turn generate activated positive emotions (e.g., vitality) 

that facilitate the engagement in more proactivity.  

3.3.1. A SELF-DETERMINATION PERSPECTIVE: SATISFACTION OF BASIC 

NEEDS AS A MECHANISM 

Drawing on self-determination theory, Strauss and Parker (2014) argued that 

proactivity, as a self-initiated and discretionary behaviour, can substantially 

contribute to employees’ well-being via the satisfaction of one’s basic 

psychological needs. First, given its self-initiated nature, proactive behaviour 

could enhance feelings of autonomy and self-direction by allowing employees a 

greater sense of control over the surrounding environment (Koestner, Ryan, 

Bernieri, & Holt, 1984). Second, in light of its change-oriented focus, Parker et al. 
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(2010) maintained that being proactive can increase challenging opportunities at 

work, thus facilitating the experience of competence and mastery (Massimini & 

Carli, 1988). The effect of proactive behaviour on employees’ need of relatedness 

are instead more mixed: on the one hand proactivity is potentially a way to 

actively shape interpersonal relationships and social interactions (Grant & 

Ashford, 2008), thus raising people’s sense of relatedness at work; on the other 

hand, engaging in proactive behaviour may sometimes undermine the need for 

relatedness, for instance by voicing an unpopular opinion during a team meeting 

regarding an organisational issue.   

In sum, researchers suggest that people engage in proactive behaviour motivated 

by the desire to provide for their basic needs for competence and autonomy (a 

‘reason to’ pathway), and consequently, when they are proactive, individuals are 

likely to experience greater need fulfilment and, hence, more intrinsic motivation 

at work. Although a logical prediction, there are no empirical tests yet of the 

effect of proactivity on need satisfaction and well-being1. 

3.3.2. SELF-EFFICACY AS A CONSEQUENCE OF PROACTIVITY: A MASTERY 

MECHANISM 

As earlier discussed, self-efficacy perceptions are a crucial antecedent of proactive 

behaviours in organisational settings (Parker, 2000; Parker et al., 2010). When 

employees are confident in their ability to successfully complete tasks, they are 

more likely to engage in proactive behaviour. In this section, I propose and 

                                                 
1 This was true at the time of writing the chapter. However, a recent study by Wu et al. 
(2017) does show that engaging in proactive behaviour can enhance feelings of 
competence. 
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discuss why self-efficacy, aside from being a powerful determinant of proactivity, 

can also represent an important outcome of proactive efforts. 

Self-efficacy is a rather malleable trait, subject to considerable intra-individual 

variations, depending on people’s life experiences and emotions. According to 

Bandura (1982), there are four key experiences that contribute to the 

development of self-efficacy: enactive mastery (repeated performance 

accomplishments), modelling (vicarious experiences), verbal persuasion 

(convincing an individual of his or her ability to complete a task) and emotional 

arousal (a person’s psychological state). The cognitive appraisal and integration 

of these four cues eventually determines one’s self-efficacy. For the purpose of 

this chapter, I will focus on mastery, since not only is it the most important cue 

in determining the self-efficacy beliefs, but also the most relevant to my 

discussion around proactive behaviours. 

Mastery is the most important cue in enhancing self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 

1982). As Gist (1987) states: “mastery is facilitated when gradual 

accomplishments build the skills, coping abilities, and exposure needed for task 

performance” (p. 473). This view of mastery as key determinant of self-efficacy is 

supported by a meta-analysis, in which Sitzmann and Yeo (2013) surveyed thirty-

eight studies looking at the self-efficacy/performance relationship and concluded 

that “past performance enlightens assessments of confidence rather than 

confidence compelling higher performance” (p.564). Accordingly, it seems that 

the impact of past performance on self-efficacy is even more pronounced than 

vice versa.  
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These considerations around the experience of mastery are particularly relevant 

to proactive behaviour. I speculate that engaging in proactive behaviour is 

important for building mastery, which in turn enhances work-related self-

efficacy. Proactive behaviour often goes beyond formally written job descriptions 

and roles, which means there are no clear instructions or guidelines to follow 

(Parker & Collins, 2010), thus enhancing the degree to which it is perceived as a 

challenging activity. Engaging in proactive behaviour can therefore be a 

challenging experience, which can fulfil employees’ innate desire for competence 

(Massimini & Carli, 1988; Ohly & Fritz, 2007). Challenging tasks create feelings of 

competence because they elicit a sense of mastery and effectance in one’s 

surrounding environment (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Ryff, 1989).  

In turn, the experience of mastery in one’s work can help build the belief in one’s 

ability to successfully complete work-related tasks. Being proactive at work could 

be particularly beneficial for a specific subset of self-efficacy beliefs: role-breadth 

self-efficacy (RBSE). Parker (1998) defines RBSE as “the extent to which 

employees feel confident that they are able to carry out a broader and more 

proactive role” (p.835). Again, RBSE has been described as a situation-specific 

subset of self-efficacy, subject to considerable fluctuations over time (Parker, 

1998). Previous research has identified RBSE as a crucial precursor for proactive 

behaviour (Parker, 2000; Parker et al., 2006). 

 Just as positive mastery experiences can fuel one’s self-confidence, 

negative ones (e.g., failures) can decrease it (Gist, 1987). I discuss the potentially 

detrimental effect of negative feedback in the link between proactivity and 

mastery later in this chapter. 
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3.3.3. A BROADEN AND BUILD APPROACH: AFFECT AS A MECHANISM 

Drawing on the Fredrickson’s broaden and build theory (1998) of positive 

emotions (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Strauss & Parker, 2014), scholars have further 

argued that proactivity might have a dynamic relationship with affect, with affect 

not only fostering proactivity, but proactivity fostering affect. Broaden and build 

theory seeks to explain how and why positive emotions promote human 

flourishing. According to Fredrickson, experiencing feelings of positive affect 

encourages people to broaden their awareness and engage in exploratory actions. 

As a result, this process helps to create skills and resources, which, in turn, 

increase one’s psychological resilience and the ability to cope with stressors. In a 

longitudinal study featuring 122 business owners, Hahn et al. (2012) found that 

entrepreneurs’ vigor was positively associated with task and relationship-oriented 

personal initiative. The researchers argued that business success might explain 

such a relationship: that is, proactive entrepreneurs are more likely to be 

successful, which in turn may generate greater psychological well-being (Hahn et 

al., 2012). Likewise, experiencing positive and activated feelings helps broaden 

people’s thought-action repertoires, thus increasing their likelihood to take 

personal initiative. However, it should be mentioned that Hahn and colleagues’ 

study is correlational in nature and, therefore, requires cautious interpretation 

when it comes to causal effects.  

On a similar note, Fritz and Sonnentag (2009) maintain that people experiencing 

positive affective states are more likely to take charge and behave proactively. In 

turn, being proactive at work can create opportunities to satisfy basic needs and 

thereby increase vitality in what Strauss and Parker (2014) call “positive upward 
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spiral of (…) proactivity” (p.29). Along these lines, Salanova and Schaufeli (2008) 

have speculated that experiencing feelings of enthusiasm, inspiration and 

challenge at work could help broaden habitual ways of think and acting, which in 

turn can facilitate proactive behaviour at work. In sum, scholars have argued that, 

just as positive emotions can stimulate proactive behaviour, proactivity can also 

result in positive affect, which then has the benefits of broadened thinking and 

resource building, resulting in more engagement in proactivity. Such a dynamic 

spiral has not yet been tested.  

Empirically, there are very few articles on the potentially positive effects of 

proactivity on well-being2 (Strauss & Parker, 2014, being the only exception I am 

aware of). However, there is some research on related constructs, such as 

creativity, innovation and citizenship behaviours, which I briefly consider here.  

Creativity refers to the “production of novel and useful ideas in any domain” 

(Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996, p. 1); which has some parallels 

with proactivity (albeit tending to be more focused on generating, rather than 

implementing, new ideas). The overwhelming majority of research tends to 

describe workers’ creativity as a win-win: not only do organisations that promote 

individual creativity benefit in terms of effectiveness, but also the very employees 

report greater job satisfaction and psychological well-being. This is because 

creativity creates new challenges for workers, as well as opportunities for 

personal and professional growth (Amabile et al., 1996). In addition to this, 

researchers have often associated creativity with the experience of positive 

                                                 
2 This was true at the time of writing this chapter. 
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energising emotions such as enthusiasm, optimism and happiness 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 2000).  

According to Belschak and Hartog (2010), proactive behaviour is also to some 

extent related to organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB). Whilst OCB is 

distinct from proactivity in that it is not necessarily anticipatory or future-

focused, it does share a discretionary emphasis. Meta-analyses have shown a 

consistent association of OCBs with reduced turnover and job satisfaction (N. P. 

Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009). 

The research on creativity, OCBs and well-being suggests largely positive well-

being consequences, but there are some major limitations that should be 

considered. First, it should be noted that, although proactivity shares some 

common ground with OCBs and creativity, it is distinct. Some of the features of 

proactivity that make proactivity psychologically risky, and hence potentially 

threatening to well-being, such as the emphasis of proactivity on self-initiated 

change, do not apply to creativity or OCBs. Second, research looking at the well-

being outcomes of creativity and OCBs is primarily correlational, thus not 

allowing for causal interpretations. It is quite plausible that more satisfied 

individuals with greater enthusiasm, for example, will be more likely to engage in 

these behaviours. Third, little is known about the underlying mechanisms that 

regulate the effects of creativity or OCBs on well-being.  
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 NEGATIVE OUTCOMES OF PROACTIVITY: A STRAIN 3.4.
PATHWAY  

One criticism of the literature on proactivity concerns its overwhelming focus on 

its positive aspects (in terms of organisational effectiveness and career success), 

with insufficient attention to the potential costs associated with proactivity 

(Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010), or the ‘dark side’. In this section, I elaborate on the 

potentially negative consequences of proactive behaviour from a well-being 

perspective, and discuss the key moderating role of motivation in this process. 

Drawing upon conservation of resources theory (COR theory; Hobfoll, 1989), 

Bolino, Valcea, et al. (2010) identified proactive behaviours as a potential source 

of employee stress. Previous research has indicated that proactive behaviour is 

likely to necessitate the exertion of energy and resources (Grant & Ashford, 

2008). For instance, an employee trying to implement a new administrative 

procedure, which could result in greater organisational profits, will likely have to 

undertake extra work to design and test this initiative.  

Indirect empirical evidence for these speculations about the importance of 

resources has been provided by Parker et al. (2012) in a quasi-experimental study: 

in line with COR theory, hospital doctors who did not experience negative affect 

(suggesting sufficient resources) made use of structural support to engage in 

greater proactive care and voice. In contrast, doctors who reported high levels of 

negative affect (suggesting insufficient resources) were more inclined to use the 

supplied support as a means to protect existing resources, thus resulting in 

lowered role overload. These findings imply that having a reasonable level of 
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resources is necessary before engaging in proactivity, which in turn, suggests that 

being proactive might consume resources.  

3.4.1. THE RESOURCE-DEMANDING NATURE OF PROACTIVITY 

The above considerations are consistent with the view of proactivity as a goal-

regulation process requiring regulatory resources. As discussed in Chapter 2, 

Bindl et al. (2012) proposed a goal-regulatory model of proactivity at work. 

Within this framework, the researchers recognized four different core elements 

of proactive behaviour: envisioning, planning, enacting and reflecting. First, 

people identify that something can be done to actively change the situation 

(envisioning); prepare a plan for action (planning); then engage in proactive 

behaviour (enacting); and finally reflect upon the implications of their proactive 

behaviour (reflecting). As a result, proactive behaviour is not just about simply 

acting in a proactive manner, but rather involves a goal-regulation process made 

of different phases, each of which is vital to yield the positive outcomes of 

proactive behaviour.  

In this regard, an increasing body of research has started to look at self-regulation 

as a limited resource that, just like a battery, becomes depleted over use. That is, 

when we exert self-regulation in a task, our performance is likely to be poorer in a 

subsequent, unrelated task that also requires self-control. The term ego depletion 

is frequently used to refer to a loss of regulatory resources, which results in 

subsequent impaired performance in tasks that require the exertion of self-

regulation. When people experience this state of depletion, they are more likely 

to fail to self-regulate afterwards. Accordingly, rather than being solely a matter 
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of trait-like individual differences in personal resources, the ability to regulate 

one’s behaviours, emotions and impulses largely depends on the regulatory 

capacity that I can avail of at a certain moment. For example, an experiment by 

Baumeister et al. (1998) indicated that controlling emotions impairs subsequent 

self-regulation. Participants watched an emotionally distressing video clip. 

Participants who were asked to either show no emotion or exaggerate their 

emotions performed poorer on a following handgrip exercise compared to 

participants who spontaneously expressed their natural emotions. This approach, 

known as the strength model of self-control, has received a considerable amount 

of empirical support (M S Hagger et al., 2010). Research in this field suggests that 

this ego depletion effect occurs across various domains; for example, controlling 

thoughts, regulating emotions (Muraven et al., 1998), making decisions (Vohs et 

al., 2008), helping other people (DeWall et al., 2008), and resisting persuasion 

(Wheeler et al., 2007). Consistent with COR theory, a considerable amount of 

research has linked chronic exertion of regulatory depletion (e.g., emotional 

labour) with outcomes detrimental for well-being such as burnout and emotional 

exhaustion (Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011; Schmidt, Neubach, & Heuer, 2007). In 

fact, burnout is a long-term outcome of stress, resulting from a constant loss of 

resources without the ability to replenish them successfully (Demerouti, Bakker, 

Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). Despite the huge body of evidence for the ego 

depletion effect, it should be acknowledged that ego depletion theory has been 

subject to major criticism over the past few years. For example, Hagger and 

colleagues noted that "Meta-analysis of the studies revealed that the size of the 

ego-depletion effect was small with 95% confidence intervals (CIs) that 
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encompassed zero (d = 0.04, 95% Cl [-0.07, 0.15]." (Martin S Hagger et al., 2016), 

suggesting that the ego depletion effects may be in reality relatively small. 

One question that needs to be asked is whether proactive behaviour depletes 

regulatory resources and, if so, under what conditions. As a matter of fact, self-

control often involves an intra-motivational conflict: we restrain our instincts and 

impulses in order to maximise our long-term goals. By way of illustration, a 

person dieting restrains his or her temporary food cravings to achieve the goal of 

losing weight. In terms of goal-regulation, self-control refers to the ability to 

guide one’s own actions by setting performance standards and monitoring the 

progression towards these standards (Baumeister & Vohs, 2007).  

An implication of this discussion is that because self-regulatory processes are 

involved in proactivity (e.g., planning), engaging in proactive behaviour could be 

quite demanding and consuming of resources. Due to its anticipatory, self-

initiated and future-oriented nature, proactive behaviour may require a great deal 

of self-regulation to be carried out successfully (Bindl et al., 2012). Previous 

research has indicated that proactive behaviour is likely to require the exertion of 

energy and resources (Grant & Ashford, 2008). Furthermore, because proactivity 

often entails challenging the status quo, it can be met with resistance and be even 

ostracised by the organisations (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Bolino, Valcea, et al., 

2010) and it is not always valued by supervisors (Grant et al., 2009). Finally, 

employees can sometimes feel ‘compelled’ by the organisation to take charge and 

behave proactivity, thus placing an additional stress on top of employees’ core 

activities. In summary, behaving proactively could necessitate the exertion of 

considerable regulatory resources and therefore consume them. 
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On a different note, it is also worth remembering that the amount of goal 

regulation involved may affect the extent to which proactivity is perceived as 

demanding by employees. For example, voicing out a concern in a weekly 

meeting is conceivably a type of proactive behaviour that involves less goal 

regulation compared to longer-sustained activities requiring effortful daily 

striving, such as implementing a new work procedure. To summarise, when 

analysing the potential impact of proactive behaviour on well-being, it is 

important to consider the amount of goal regulation involved in the proactive 

process. 

The idea that positive organisational behaviours may backfire on employees’ well-

being has been already been discussed in previous research on similar constructs. 

For example, Bolino and Turnley (2005) have examined the costs associated with 

organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) on a study with 98 couples. Their 

findings showed that individual initiative (a specific type of OCB) was positively 

associated with role overload, job stress and work-family conflict, suggesting that 

engaging in personal initiative at work could have potential costs for employees. 

Additionally, individual innovation has been previously considered as an 

additional demand on employees: innovating may entail challenging the status 

quo, thus encountering resistance to change from co-workers and supervisors. 

Along similar lines, taking innovative initiatives has previously been found to be 

associated with conflict and frustration at work (Janssen, 2003). A plausible 

explanation of this relationship has been sought in an increased demand of 

resources: engaging in innovative work often requires complex problem solving, 

increased workload and resource investment (Janssen, Van de Vliert, & West, 
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2004). Fairness in procedures is also a crucial aspect to consider when examining 

the well-being outcomes of positive organisational behaviours. In 2004, Janssen 

carried out a study among first-line managers from six organisations in which 

explored the link between innovative behaviour on stress and burnout. 

Consistent with Janssen’s predictions, analyses showed that perceptions of 

distributive fairness moderate the impact of demanding innovative behaviours on 

stress reactions. Namely, employees perceiving their efforts and investments as 

‘under-appreciated’ and ‘under-rewarded’ were more likely to experience high 

levels of stress, as opposed to innovators perceiving a fair balance between efforts 

and rewards (Janssen, 2004).  

Indeed, although there is indeed some theoretical overlap, OCBs and innovation 

are distinct from proactive behaviour (Parker & Collins, 2010). Therefore, 

findings in relation to these similar - yet different – constructs should be 

interpreted cautiously in relation to proactive behaviour. Furthermore, research 

considering the potentially negative effects of OCBs and personal initiative is 

mostly correlational and does not allow drawing firm causal inferences (Bolino & 

Turnley, 2005; Janssen, 2003). That being said, the previous research on the 

‘dark side’ of positive organisational behaviours seems to provide some support to 

the strain pathway of proactivity presented in this chapter.  

3.4.2. THE MODERATING ROLE OF FEEDBACK AND PUNITIVE 

SUPERVISION 

Feedback is considered a crucial managerial tool that not only provides 

employees with valuable information about their performance, but can also 

increase their work motivation (Earley, Northcraft, Lee, & Lituchy, 1990). 
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Feedback is given to notify workers regarding the effectiveness and accuracy of 

their behaviours at work (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). In relation to motivation, 

Deci and Ryan (2002) argued that providing positive feedback (i.e., verbal 

rewards, praise) can support needs satisfaction and infuse a sense of 

accomplishment in employees that can increase intrinsic motivation at work. In 

support of these considerations, a meta-analysis of 128 experiments confirmed 

that whilst providing extrinsic rewards when achieving goals tends to decrease 

intrinsic motivation, verbal rewards and praises appear to enhance it (Deci, 

Koestner, & Ryan, 1999).  

Previously I described how being proactive at work can fuel one’s self-efficacy 

perceptions, increase self-determination, and generate positive activate feelings 

like vigour and vitality. Now, I consider the moderating role of feedback in 

relation to the resource-generation and strain pathways of proactivity. 

Specifically, I argue that receiving negative feedback can interfere with the 

development of self-efficacy (or even decrease it), disrupt the self-determination 

process and needs fulfilment, and potentially elicit negative emotional reactions 

such as anxiety and depression. Consequently I propose that feedback will 

moderate the effects of proactivity on self-efficacy, positive affect, need 

fulfilment, and hence proactivity. In addition to this, I draw upon COR theory to 

explain why negative feedback can render proactivity more resource-depleting.  

HOW NEGATIVE FEEDBACK CAN THWART NEEDS SATISFACTION AND UNDERMINE THE 

SELF-EFFICACY EFFECTS OF PROACTIVITY 

Being proactive may expose individuals to criticism, complaints and blaming, 
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which can surely harm the incumbents’ well-being. By way of illustration, an 

employee may suggest a new method for carrying out work that, despite the 

efforts to be implemented, turns out to be under-appreciated by peers and 

supervisors. Ironically, even if the outcome of a proactive action was extremely 

positive for the organisation, the way other members or supervisors perceive this 

type of behaviour might be opposite. In fact, the meaning people assign to 

human behaviours is, to a large extent, socially constructed (Berger Peter & 

Luckmann, 1966). As a consequence, the way others react and interpret our 

actions, attitudes and beliefs is determined by social interactions, and cannot rely 

on objective evaluations. On this note, Stobbeleir, Ashford, and Luque (2010) 

maintain that “proactive behaviours are particularly susceptible to social-

construction processes” (p.348). This is indeed due to their discretionary and 

non-prescribed nature. Along these lines, Grant et al. (2009) found that 

supervisors’ rating of proactive behaviour largely depend upon employees’ values 

and level of positive affect. Therefore, the type of feedback received may 

moderate an employee’s perceptions of how useful and successful was their 

proactive behaviour. 

Although the effects of positive feedback have been widely documented and 

explored in empirical research, less attention has been devoted to the moderating 

role of negative feedback in shaping the effects of organisational behaviour and 

performance on motivation and well-being. (Deci & Ryan, 2002). Across three 

studies, Baron (1988) explored the impact of criticism on task performance and 

self-efficacy. Consistent with his hypotheses, destructive criticism lowered 

participants’ self-efficacy and hampered their subsequent task performance. From 
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a motivational perspective, Vallerand and Reid (1984) found that providing 

college students with positive and negative feedback had a differential effect on 

their intrinsic motivation: as expected, receiving positive feedback increased 

intrinsic motivation, whilst negative feedback had a deleterious impact on it. 

These causal relationships were both mediated by students’ perceived 

competence. Namely, when people receive negative feedback about their 

performance, this can impair their sense of competence, which in turn decreases 

intrinsic motivation. 

It is important to note that the above mentioned studies on the effects of 

feedback were mainly focused on task-specific or job performance feedback. In 

my view, negative feedback is a key moderator by undermining the motivation 

effects of proactivity and by increasing feelings of resource depletion.  

We expect that the impact of feedback resulting from proactivity is likely to be 

more significant than feedback on job proficiency owing to the greater role 

played by psychological ownership in self-initiated and self-directed behaviours. 

Adopting self-determination theory as a theoretical framework, Shepherd and 

Cardon (2009) hypothesized that the intensity of negative emotions triggered by 

project failure might vary as a function of the previously experienced feelings of 

self-determination carrying out the project. Namely, dedicating time, effort and 

energy in pursuit of a project that fuels feelings of autonomy, competence and 

relatedness may have intense negative emotional reactions on the individual in 

case the project failed.  

One issue that emerges from this consideration is that feelings of self-
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determination as a result of proactive actions may actually have a double-edged 

sword effect on employees’ emotional reactions: on one hand, successful 

attempts of proactive behaviour can generate a feelings of vitality; on the other 

hand, when proactivity results in unexpected negative feedback from peers and 

supervisors, it may generate intense negative emotional reactions, thwart needs 

satisfaction and undermine self-efficacy. On the contrary, receiving positive 

feedback and appreciation from others should elicit positive affect, and provide 

opportunities to accumulate resources (e.g., work-related self-efficacy). In fact, 

past research has shown that receiving positive feedback at work can indeed 

affect motivation and vitality (Mouratidis, Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Sideridis, 

2008).  

Previously I discussed how being proactive at work can fuel one’s confidence at 

work. However, receiving unfavourable feedback from others after proactivity can 

interfere with this process. In two experimental studies, Baron (1988) examined 

how destructive criticism impacts on conflict, self-efficacy perceptions and task 

performance. In study 1, in line with his hypotheses, participants who received 

destructive criticism regarding their task performance reported negative feelings 

such as tension and anger. In the second experiment, subjects that received 

destructive criticism indicated lower self-efficacy and were more likely to set 

lower goals in subsequent tasks, compared to those who received constructive 

feedback or no feedback at all.  

According to Bandura (1977) failures can have a more pronounced impact on self-

efficacy beliefs when their causes are attributed to internal factors (e.g., ability), 

rather than situational factors. Because proactive behaviour is by nature self-
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initiated and self-directed, I speculate that receiving negative feedback as a result 

of proactive efforts may be perceived as more ego threatening than feedback on 

task performance. As a consequence, an individual’s self-efficacy is more likely to 

be decreased when negative feedback results from self-initiated actions.  

Lowering employees’ self-efficacy with negative feedback can also undermine 

future attempts to be proactive. Self-efficacy perceptions are, in fact, a key 

motivational antecedent of proactivity at work (can do motivation). As an 

example, if an employee’s efforts to be proactive are reciprocated with blaming, 

reprimands and destructive criticism, then his or her confidence to be proactive 

again at a later time is likely to be undermined. Arguably, this effect might be 

more conspicuous for role-breadth self-efficacy, rather than work-related self-

efficacy.  

THE MODERATING ROLE OF FEEDBACK: A CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES PERSPECTIVE 

Engaging in proactive behaviour often entails going beyond what is technically 

prescribed for employees. Proactivity, in fact, may well require careful planning, 

future-oriented thinking, and striving to achieve one’s goals. While briefly 

voicing out a concern during a weekly meeting is still considered proactivity, 

other behaviours like creating, developing and implementing a new work 

procedure may indeed require considerably more time and energy. Such efforts 

can be an additional burden on employees on top of their core tasks. In other 

words, proactivity can consume resources. COR theory posits that individuals 

have an innate drive to create, retain, protect and foster resources personal 

resources (Gorgievski & Hobfoll, 2008; Hobfoll, 1989). Resources can either have 
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an intrinsic value (e.g., support, status, self-esteem, autonomy) or an 

instrumental value (e.g., money, shelter). According to COR theory, stress ensues 

when these resources are threatened with loss, lost or when significant resource 

investments do not translate into resource gains.  

From a conservation of resources perspective, receiving negative feedback or poor 

appreciation from co-workers and supervisors should trigger a protection of 

resources mechanism (Hobfoll, 1989). In fact, human beings have an innate 

desire to retain and protect resources. Within this framework, stress occurs when 

there is a perceived loss of resources or a lack of substantial gain after resource 

investments. In light of this, proactive behaviour that results in negative feedback 

from others might be detrimental to their well-being. On the other hand, 

however, being praised with positive comments and appreciation for one’s 

proactive actions may indeed diminish feelings of depletion and signal the 

individual that energy and effort have been well invested, and therefore moderate 

the effect of proactivity on well-being. 

Another crucial aspect to consider is the outcome of proactive behaviour. 

Proactive efforts, in fact, do not always turn out to be successful. For instance, 

research on individual innovation suggests that experiencing failure may 

undermine employees’ confidence to engage in innovative behaviour in the 

future (Guzzo & Shea, 1992), but also it may cause subsequent reprimands or 

blaming from peers and supervisors for the unfortunate endeavour. On the other 

hand, it should be mentioned that successful innovation provides opportunities 

for recognition and accomplishment at work, which were found positively 

associated with individual well-being (Janssen et al., 2004). Although the 
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research evidence is mainly correlational and necessitates cautious 

interpretation, it seems plausible that the outcome of one’s proactive behaviour is 

likely to determine whether they will do so again in the future. 

PUNITIVE SUPERVISION AS A MODERATOR OF PROACTIVITY EFFECTS 

Supervisors play a crucial role within organizations: due to their managerial 

position they often have formal power over financial, personnel, and political 

resources. Earlier in this section I have considered how receiving feedback can 

influence the well-being consequences of proactivity. In this section, I consider 

how supervisors’ reactions to employees’ mistakes can shape the well-being 

outcomes of proactivity.  

Owing to its focus on change - proactivity is not always welcomed and 

encouraged by supervisors as it may challenge their status quo and decisional 

power (Frese & Fay, 2001; Wu & Parker, 2014). Engaging in proactivity in 

contexts where the risks of proactivity are accentuated (Cangiano & Parker, 2015) 

may generate anxiety-related feelings. For instance, when employees are afraid of 

possible repercussions and punishment, they can feel anxious and refrain from 

voicing their concerns (Kish-Gephart, Detert, Treviño, & Edmondson, 2009). 

However, if employees voice their concerns, or otherwise behave proactively –and 

have a supervisor who is believed to react negatively to mistakes and blame 

employees - they may experience a sense of psychological risk, which in turn may 

trigger feelings of anxiety. Therefore, I argue that having a punitive supervisor 

may exacerbate the negative effects of proactivity by eliciting a sense of anxiety 

and stress in employees. 
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3.4.3. AUTONOMOUS VS. CONTROLLED MOTIVATION AS A MODERATOR 

OF THE EFFECTS OF PROACTIVITY 

In the previous section I discussed the moderating role of feedback and 

supervisor support in relation to the well-being outcomes of proactive behaviour. 

I now discuss another potentially crucial moderator: the motivations under 

which proactivity is performed. I suggest that the extent to which proactivity 

drains resources is closely related to the motivations that prompt people to 

engage in this type of behaviour. By definition, proactive behaviour is a self-

initiated and self-directed action to cause change. Therefore, from a “reason to” 

perspective, proactivity should be located closer to the autonomous anchor on 

the autonomous-controlled motivation continuum. That is, proactive actions 

should be motivated by an innate interest or enjoyment in the task itself 

(intrinsic motivation) or because the proactivity helps to achieve goals that are 

extremely important to the self (identified and integrated regulation) (Parker et 

al., 2010; Ryan & Deci, 2008). For example, an employee constantly seeking 

feedback from peers and supervisors may not necessarily enjoy the feedback 

process itself, but would perceive his or her proactive efforts as a means to 

become more competent at work. It has then been argued that such 

autonomously motivated proactivity should increase employees’ vitality and 

enhance their well-being at work (Strauss & Parker, 2014).  

However, not all that glitters is gold. Scholars have recognized that organizations 

sometimes expect proactivity and seek to control it, suggested this behaviour is 

not always autonomously motivated. Consequently, being consuming of physical 
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and mental energy, proactivity could cause stress, especially when organizations 

expect individuals to engage in proactive behaviour (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010) 

thereby resulting in externally (rather than internally) regulated, or controlled, 

proactivity (Strauss & Parker, 2014). For instance, a recently hired employee on 

probation may engage in proactive behaviour with the aim of increasing the 

likelihood to retain his or her new job. Under this scenario, proactivity is self-

initiated, but the goal is to achieve or retain an extrinsic end, which is a more 

controlled form of proactivity. Such a scenario is arguably becoming increasingly 

common in organisations, particularly after the economic crisis in 2008 (Heyes, 

2011). In a similar manner, restructuring and downsizing may also prompt people 

to pursue externally motivated actions (Meyer, Becker, & Vandenberghe, 2004). 

Additionally, proactive behaviour may be performed as part of impression 

management strategies in order to gain promotions and monetary rewards.  

According to self-determination theory, controlled behaviours can be extremely 

motivating. However, there is a differential impact of such motivation on well-

being and subjective vitality: the more motivation lays at the intrinsic or 

autonomous end of the continuum, the greater its ability to generate energy and 

vitality (Ryan & Deci, 2000, 2008). Consequently, to understand the impact of 

proactivity on well-being it is necessary to differentiate proactive behaviour into 

two different categories (although not mutually exclusive): controlled proactivity 

and autonomous proactivity. Autonomously regulated proactive behaviour is 

motivated by intrinsic needs and/or performed for its own sake. Conversely, 

controlled proactivity is self-serving behaviour performed effortfully for extrinsic 

reasons (e.g., impression management, social influence, job promotions). Under 
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these circumstances, proactivity is more likely to rely on effortful regulation and 

volition, thus depleting resources and reducing psychological vitality. Even in the 

case of integrated and identified regulation, proactive behaviour may involve self-

control and willpower. As Bindl et al. (2012) suggested, some stages of proactivity 

(e.g., striving) are naturally more effortful and require regulatory mechanisms to 

achieve the proactive goal. Preliminary evidence for these considerations has 

been sought by Strauss, Parker, and O'Shea (2017)3 who investigated how 

motivation moderates the impact of proactive work behaviour on job strain. 

Specifically, they found that that, when controlled motivation is high and 

autonomous motivation is low, proactivity tends to be associated with greater job 

strain, both in the short (two weeks) and long-term (eight months). 

Hence, it appears that a careful consideration of motivational underpinnings is 

essential to predict whether proactive behaviour will have a positive vs. negative 

effect on an individual’s well-being and subjective vitality. Namely, the 

motivations under which proactive behaviours are performed should moderate 

the impact of proactivity on well-being.  

                                                 
3 This study was not published at the time of writing this chapter. 
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3.4.4. PROACTIVE BEHAVIOUR AND LIFE OUTSIDE OF WORK  

In this section I focus on the personal consequences of proactivity from a work-

life perspective and discuss the ways in which proactive behaviour may interfere 

with employees’ life outside of work. The term work-life balance captures the 

problems associated with balancing work demands and other life roles (e.g., 

family, friends, hobbies) (Gröpel & Kuhl, 2009). Although work-life balance is 

indeed a construct distinct from well-being, various studies have shown that 

work-life balance is a solid and reliable predictor of employees’ well-being 

(Grant-Vallone & Donaldson, 2001; Greenhaus, Collins, & Shaw, 2003; Gröpel & 

Kuhl, 2009; Noor, 2004). Drawing on ego depletion theory (Baumeister et al., 

1998), I aim to identify the ways in which behaving proactively at work may 

backfire on employees by creating tension between the work and life domains.  

First, proactive behaviour may consume time that would have otherwise been 

dedicated to family and social activities. For example, implementing a new 

procedure may entail taking on additional tasks and responsibilities beyond 

existing ones that cannot be completed during regular working hours. In turn, 

this could drastically reduce the time available to engage with one’s social and 

family life (Jones & Fletcher, 1996).  

Second, under certain circumstances proactivity can drain energy and induce a 

state of ego depletion (see above section on autonomous vs. controlled 

proactivity). This may consume resources essential for a proper work-life balance: 

a study by Wagner, Barnes, and Scott (2014) suggested that employees’ daily 

emotional labour (i.e., a subset of ego depletion) was associated with feelings of 
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emotional exhaustion, work-to-family conflict and sleep disturbances. Therefore, 

experiencing ego depletion could make it difficult for an employee to fully engage 

in one’s life and family roles even if sufficient time was available; this is due to the 

fact that employees in such state are less likely to possess sufficient mental and 

physical energy to dedicate themselves to family, friends and/or personal 

hobbies. 

Third, pursuing proactive goals may interfere with the process of recovery by 

causing rumination. The term recovery refers to the process of replenishing 

energy and ‘undoing’ the strain caused by stressors and demands (Sonnentag & 

Fritz, 2015). Insufficient recovery can create serious negative consequences for 

employees’ well-being (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2005; Geurts & Sonnentag, 2006), as 

well as negatively affecting proactive behaviour the following day (Sonnentag, 

2003). However, successful recovery is not only determined by the amount of 

time available off-work, the quality of the recovery experience also matters 

(Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015; Westman & Eden, 1997): 

scholars have coined the term psychological detachment to capture an 

individual’s not only a physical, but also a mental sense of ‘being away’ from the 

workplace in their off-work time (Sonnentag, 2003, 2012; Sonnentag et al., 2010; 

Sonnentag & Kruel, 2006). Psychological detachment is positively associated 

with recovery, which is in turn predictive of engagement and work performance 

(Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Mojza, 2010; Fritz & Sonnentag, 2005; Sonnentag, 

2003). Conversely, work rumination refers to perseverative thoughts about work-

related issues that persist after working hours (Cropley & Millward Purvis, 2003; 

Querstret & Cropley, 2012). Proactive goals (e.g., implementing a new work 
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procedure) are not necessarily achieved during the working day, and may 

sometimes require weeks, months or even years to be successfully accomplished. 

Hence, it is plausible to expect that any resistances or obstacles to their 

achievement could create feelings of rumination during off-work time and 

damage the recovery process.  

Having considered how proactive behaviour could negative affect an employee’s 

work-life balance, it is also important to acknowledge that proactivity could in 

some cases be beneficial to recovery, and hence positively affect work-life 

balance. For instance, preventing work-related problems or attempting 

alternative and more efficient ways to carry out one’s core activities may actually 

reduce workload, thus facilitating a healthy balance between work and life 

domains. Similarly, as aforementioned, the very act of engaging in proactive 

behaviour could elicit energising affective experiences that eventually create a 

positive spillover onto employees’ lives outside of work (Greenhaus & Powell, 

2006). 

Ultimately, the effects of proactivity on employees’ work-life balance are likely to 

depend on various factors: the circumstances under which the behaviour is 

performed, the type of proactive behaviour, and the employee’s own ability to 

separate the work and family sphere. I elaborate this perspective further in 

Chapter 5 when considering the consequences of taking charge behaviour on 

employees’ work-life conflict. 
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 FUTURE RESEARCH 3.5.

The issue regarding the consequences of proactivity on well-being is an intriguing 

one, which could be usefully explored in future research. The model I proposed 

in this chapter provides an obvious starting point. From a methodological 

viewpoint, research looking at the outcomes of proactive behaviour from a well-

being perspective is scarce and inadequate (mostly correlational). Particularly, I 

advocate the use of longitudinal studies to unveil the mechanisms through which 

proactivity may enhance or undermine employees’ well-being. Intensive 

longitudinal methods, such as experience sampling studies (Bolger & Laurenceau, 

2013; Larson & Csikszentmihalyi, 1983) are specifically useful to look closely at 

consequences of proactive work behaviour from an episodic type of approach. 

This issue is specifically addressed in the next two chapters, where I present two 

intensive longitudinal studies on the personal consequences of proactive 

behaviour. 

 CONCLUSIONS  3.6.

Taking charge and making things happen at work is an increasingly important 

behaviour for organisations willing to succeed and thrive in complex and 

dynamic environments. Unsurprisingly, proactivity has generated considerable 

interest among researchers and practitioners. Yet, over two decades of research 

on proactive behaviour have largely neglected to consider the outcomes of this 

crucially important behaviour from a well-being perspective. In this chapter, I 

first summarised key research findings on proactivity to identify its distal 

antecedents and motivational underpinnings. Furthermore, I drew upon key 
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well-being theories and research evidence to suggest pathways through which 

proactivity can enhance or undermine employees’ well-being.  

As discussed, it is important to distinguish between positive and desirable 

consequences of proactivity (e.g., self-determination, self-efficacy, and vitality) 

and potentially negative outcomes (e.g., role overload). I believe it is crucial to 

understand the variables that determine whether proactive behaviours will 

energise employees or cause strain. In this chapter, I identified feedback and 

motivations to be proactive as key moderators in my model. Overall, I 

recommend that scholars begin to consider the well-being outcomes of 

proactivity, and advocate the use of longitudinal studies to assess intra-individual 

change and development in relation to proactive behaviour and personal 

resources. In the following chapters I present two intensive longitudinal studies 

that test the dual-pathway model presented in this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4  

DAILY WELL-BEING EFFECTS OF 

PROACTIVE BEHAVIOUR 
This chapter is presented as a journal article manuscript. A version of this 

manuscript was under review at the time this thesis was submitted. The 

candidate completed the literature review and was responsible for data 

collection, data analysis, manuscript preparation and editing (70% estimated 

overall contribution). Professor Sharon Parker supervised the project and 

provided feedback during all stages of the research. Professor Gillian Yeo 

provided feedback and support with the statistical analyses. All co-authors 

helped design the study and edited the manuscript before submission.  

Note that some of the material from the submitted paper (that is, Cangiano, 

Parker, & Yeo, under review) has been deleted here to reduce replication of 

arguments already put forward in the previous chapters.  

Cangiano, F., Parker, S. K. & Yeo, G. (revise & resubmit). Does Daily Proactivity 
Affect Well-Being? Mostly Positive Effects Unless The Supervisor Is Punitive 
Journal of Organizational Behaviour. 
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 FOREWORD 4.1.

This chapter is based on an empirical paper (Cangiano, Parker, & Yeo, under 

review) that tests the dual pathway outlined in chapter 2 adopting a diary study 

methodology (Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 2010). Specifically, in this study 

I simultaneously consider the positive (work vitality) and negative (anxiety, 

detachment) daily outcomes of proactivity. In the resource-generation pathway, I 

propose that daily proactive behaviour enhances work vitality via perceived 

competence; whereas in the strain pathway (activated when supervisors are 

perceived as punitive), I propose that daily proactive behaviour depletes 

resources by increasing anxiety, which in turn undermines detachment from 

work. Figure 3 summarises the variables considered in this chapter (shown in 

darker font).  
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Figure 3. Overview of the variables considered in Chapter 4 

  

Personal outcomes Resource-generation pathway  

Positive well-being 
outcomes: 
• Vitality 
• Work-related self-efficacy 

Proactive Work 
behaviour 

(Taking charge) 

Negative outcomes 
• Anxiety 
• Work-life conflict 
• Detachment / Recovery Moderators 

• Punitive supervision 
• Autonomous vs. controlled motivation 
• Feedback 

 

Strain pathway 

• Perceived 
competence 

• Mastery 
• Positive affect 
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 INTRODUCTION 4.2.

In this paper, I test speculations about the ‘bright’ and the ‘dark’ side of proactive 

work behaviour for employee well-being by exploring two distinct day-level 

processes (see Figure 4). I draw upon self-determination theory and the stressor-

detachment framework, respectively, to hypothesize two distinct well-being 

pathways of proactivity: an energy-generating pathway and a strain pathway. 

More specifically, with respect to the energy-generating pathway, I propose that 

the very nature of proactive behaviour generates a sense of vitality in employees. 

Vitality captures an individual’s feeling of aliveness and vigor at the end of the 

workday (Ryan & Frederick, 1997) and is an indicator of positive well-being. I 

argue that, because it is self-initiated and agentic, behaving proactively 

contributes to employees’ perceptions of competence, which in turn enhances 

feelings of vitality. I conceptualize this as a relatively fast-acting process because I 

expect the very act of behaving proactively creates almost immediate feelings of 

competence, which, in turn, foster the generation of vitality. 

Further, in a co-occurring but slightly longer-term process, and drawing on 

Sonnentag and Fritz’s stressor detachment framework (2015), I propose that 

proactive work behaviour can – in certain circumstances – also generate a sense 

of anxiety and interfere with the process of detachment after work (i.e., 

unwinding from work demands). Anxiety is an affective experience characterized 

by feelings of worry and nervousness that can indicate negative well-being (Warr, 

1990). I expect that anxious feelings can accumulate over a day, and spill over to 
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impair one’s evening detachment, which “a state in which people mentally 

disconnect from work and do not think about job-related issues when they are 

away from their job” (Sonnentag, 2012, p. 114). Detachment ‘matters’ because it 

facilitates recovery, or the replenishment of one’s resources that are drained 

during work (Sonnentag, 2003).  

Importantly, I contend that this strain pathway is activated in the context of a 

blame-oriented supervisor who reacts negatively to employees’ mistakes (Bolino, 

Valcea, et al., 2010). When proactivity is initiated in the context of a punitive 

supervisor, I propose that behaving proactively will generate a sense of anxiety 

because proactive work behaviour is change-oriented and uncertain, so can feel 

especially psychologically risky for employees, exposing them to potential 

reprimands from the manager if it does not work out (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 

2010). Managers have formal power over financial, personnel, and political 

resources within an organization, so if employees perceive that mistakes and 

errors are not well-tolerated by their supervisors, this is likely to induce anxiety 

when engaging in the challenging and more unpredictable behaviour of 

proactivity. Consequently I propose the strain pathway will only arise when one 

has a punitive supervisor with a blaming tendency.  

This research contributes to the topic in several important ways. First, as 

discussed above, very little research has considered the well-being outcomes of 

proactive behaviour. Yet well-being is an important outcome in and of itself, 

especially in the light of increasing concerns about stress and poor well-being in 

the workplace (e.g., Danna & Griffin, 1999). In addition, understanding well-
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being effects will ultimately enhance our capability to maintain and support 

proactivity at work over the longer-term.  

Second, my focus on the well-being outcomes of proactive behaviour is distinct 

from, yet builds on, earlier research on the well-being consequences of other 

positive organizational behaviours, notably organizational citizenship behaviour 

(OCB) (Koopman, Lanaj, & Scott, 2016; Lin & Johnson, 2015; Trougakos, Beal, 

Cheng, Hideg, & Zweig, 2015). Proactive behaviour is a distinct construct to 

citizenship, and is likely to affect well-being through distinct mechanisms. 

According to Grant and Ashford (2008), “the key criterion for identifying 

proactive behaviour is not whether it is in-role or extra-role, but rather whether 

the employee anticipates, plans for, and attempts to create a future outcome that 

has an impact on the self or environment” (p.9). In other words, citizenship 

behaviour can be either proactive (when it is future-focused and anticipatory) or 

more passive (when it is reactive). In fact, most previous within-person studies on 

citizenship behaviour have tended to focus on ‘passive’ forms of behaviour, such 

as helping others by responding to their requests (Koopman et al., 2016; 

Trougakos et al., 2015). Scholars investigating well-being consequences have 

argued that, although reactive in focus, citizenship such as helping are ‘extra-role’ 

and hence require more effort and can interfere with goal progress, which in turn 

increases job strain (Koopman and colleagues, 2016). I argue for a very different 

process by which proactive behaviour might negatively affect well-being, and that 

is in terms of the psychological risk, and hence anxiety, this future-focused and 

change-oriented behaviour can give rise to, especially in the face of a blaming-
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oriented supervisor. Since proactive behaviour can be goal-related and therefore 

does not necessarily slow one’s progress, the key demonstrated mechanism by 

which citizenship behaviour affects well-being is different to that theorized and 

investigated here.  

A third contribution is my within-person approach, in which I seek to understand 

whether and how, if a person is more or less proactive on a given day, their well-

being is affected. For instance, do employees feel more vital after work on days in 

which they are very proactive, and/or feel more anxious and struggle to detach 

from work while at home? And, what are the mechanisms that explain, and the 

contingencies that shape, these outcomes? Although a within-person approach 

has been shown to be important in the study of antecedents of proactive 

behaviours (e.g., Binnewies et al., 2010; Sonnentag, 2003), it has not been used to 

investigate the outcomes of proactivity (with the exception of Fay & Huttges, 

2016). Yet a within-person approach to understanding proactivity outcomes is 

important, and distinct from a between-person approach. By way of illustration, 

although meta-analyses suggests that proactive individuals are more likely to 

receive better performance evaluations and be satisfied about their job, implying 

a positive effect on well-being, such relationships may look quite different at the 

within-person level (Thomas et al., 2010). It is plausible to expect that, on certain 

occasions, being proactive might not be well-received by one’s supervisor or co-

workers, thus reducing job satisfaction and core performance, and potentially 

well-being (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010). Between-person approaches fail to 

capture such mechanisms, or the contingencies that affect them. A further 
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important role of a within-person approach is that it can help to understand 

dynamic changes over time. For example, a between-person approach cannot 

explain why an individual that used to be very proactive at work gradually adopts 

a more reactive approach, or why a passive employee becomes more and more 

proactive over-time. A within-subjects design can shed light on such dynamics. 

Finally, with respect to the focus on well-being, this variable is prone to 

fluctuations over short periods of time, and therefore a within-person approach is 

likely more appropriate than a between-person approach to unpack the 

consequences of proactive behaviour for this outcome (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, & 

Ilies, 2012).  

I elaborate my theory and hypotheses next, first describing the energy-generating 

pathway, and second describing the strain pathway (Cangiano & Parker, 2015).  

Figure 4. Research Model 
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4.2.1. A RESOURCE-GENERATION PATHWAY OF PROACTIVE WORK 

BEHAVIOUR  

I propose that, on a daily basis, engaging in proactive work behaviour generates 

vitality (i.e., a feeling of energy and aliveness) because it increases levels of 

experienced competence at work. According to self-determination theory (SDT), 

human beings have a basic and innate psychological desire to experience 

competence, or the need to be effective and master the environment. This 

assumption is also prevalent in Ryff’s (1989) conceptualization of psychological 

well-being, which argues that the ability to master and control the surrounding 

environment is highly beneficial for individuals’ well-being. Due to its 

discretionary and agentic nature, I propose that engaging in proactive behaviour 

at work will provide fertile ground for employees to perceive themselves as 

competent in their daily work activities.  

More specifically, there are at least three reasons why proactive work behaviour is 

likely to be important for fulfilling an employee’s competence needs (Strauss & 

Parker, 2014). First, proactivity is challenging, which means that it is likely to 

fulfil individuals’ innate desire to feel competent (Massimini & Carli, 1988). 

Challenging tasks create perceptions of competence because they promote the 

experience of mastery and effectance in one’s surrounding environment (Deci & 

Ryan, 2000). Proactivity often transcends formally written job descriptions and 

roles, which means there are no clear instructions or guidelines to follow (Parker 

et al., 2010; Strauss & Parker, 2014), enhancing the degree to which it is perceived 

as a challenging activity. Proactivity is also change-oriented, and trying to bring 
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about change involves challenges such as dealing with the resistance of others 

(Parker et al., 2010). Moreover, the future-focus of proactivity means that the 

outcome of this behaviour is unknown, again adding to the degree of challenge. 

Second, we know that proactive behaviour often results in positive outcomes that 

contribute to performance, which again likely fuels competence perceptions. For 

instance, actively attacking a problem before it occurs likely saves a considerable 

amount of time compared to dealing with it ‘reactively’ after its manifestation. 

Third, because proactive behaviour is self-initiated, its execution means that the 

individual can attribute any positive outcomes to their own personal efforts, 

which in turn is likely to fuel the individual’s sense of competence.  

Altogether, therefore, I expect that proactive behaviour provides a powerful 

vehicle for enhancing one’s perceived competence at work. A previous within-

person study provides indirect support for this theorizing: in 2012, Fay and 

Sonnentag showed that when people have a desire to experience competence at 

work, they are more likely to engage in proactive behaviour. Although this effect 

is about the desire for competence fuelling proactive behaviour rather than the 

reverse, this study’s findings are nevertheless consistent with the idea that 

proactivity can serve as a means to experience competence. It is likely individuals 

learn over time that being proactive fosters their sense of competence, which 

then means that they will enact proactive behaviour to achieve the feeling of 

competence. I propose: 

Hypothesis 1: Proactive work behaviour is positively associated with 

perceived competence at the end of the workday, controlling for 
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prior day perceived competence, such that individuals perceive a 

greater sense of competence on days in which they engage in high 

levels of proactive work behaviour compared to days in which they 

behave less proactively.  

Further, I propose that experiencing competence at work affects employees’ 

vitality, in an energy-generating process. Self-determination theory proposes 

that, when individuals engage in activities that allow them to have their basic 

need for competence satisfied, individuals experience a sense of vitality, and, 

conversely, when this need is thwarted, individuals will experience a lack of 

energy and suboptimal functioning (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

According to Ryff (1989), competence (defined as environmental mastery) is a 

core tenant of psychological well-being: one’s perceived ability to manipulate and 

control the environment through mental and physical activities can greatly 

contribute to individuals’ well-being. The positive link between the experience of 

competence and vitality is well established in the literature, even being validated 

across cultures (e.g., Deci et al., 2001; Milyavskaya & Koestner, 2011). Evidence 

from experience-sampling studies corroborates this theorizing. Sheldon, Ryan, 

and Reis (1996) showed that daily fluctuations in perceptions of competence were 

associated with vitality. Similarly, Ryan, Bernstein, and Brown (2010) found that 

the greater the sense of competence workers experienced in their daily tasks, the 

greater their sense of vitality. Within this framework, behaving proactively at 

work should generate a greater sense of vitality by providing opportunities to 

actively participate in and master one’s surrounding environment, and thereby 
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experience a feeling of competence. Therefore, drawing on self-determination 

theory, I propose the following:  

Hypothesis 2: Perceived competence is positively associated with end-

of-work vitality, controlling for morning vitality, at such that 

individuals experience higher levels of vitality at the end of work, on 

days in which they perceived a high level of competence compared to 

days in which they had lower perceptions of competence.  

Hypothesis 3: Proactive work behaviour has an indirect positive effect 

on one’s end-of-workday vitality, through its effect on daily perceived 

competence, controlling for prior levels of vitality and perceived 

competence.  

4.2.2. A STRAIN PATHWAY OF PROACTIVE WORK BEHAVIOUR 

So far I have theorized that engaging in proactive behaviour will generate vitality 

by providing opportunities for an individual to experience a sense of competence 

at work. However, I also propose that proactivity can, under certain 

circumstances, generate a sense of anxiety and interfere with the process of 

detachment. I conceptualize the strain pathway as a slightly longer-term process 

compared to the energy-generation process described earlier. In this pathway, I 

explore the ‘risky’ nature of proactivity, and focus on how being proactive could 

ultimately undermine individuals’ well-being not only at work, but also after 

work (Sonnentag & Kruel, 2006).  
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 Parker et al. (2010) described how the uncertainty, change-focus, and self-

initiated features of proactivity result in it being psychologically risky. For 

example, engaging in proactive behaviour often means changing existing work 

procedures, and this challenging component of proactive behaviour means it can 

be perceived as threatening by leaders and co-workers (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 

2010). Proactive work behaviour is not always welcomed by organizations and 

may encounter resistance from others (Frese & Fay, 2001). For this reason, 

pursuing proactive goals can be perceived as ‘risky’. Unsurprisingly, and related 

to its risky nature, previous studies have found that a sense of trust in the 

organization predicts innovative behaviour (Clegg et al., 2002), that employee 

self-efficacy is a crucial determinant of multiple forms of proactivity (e.g., Frese & 

Fay, 2001; Parker et al., 2010), and employees are more likely to be proactive 

within organizations that actively foster a climate that encourages taking risks 

without repercussions (Baer & Frese, 2003). The future-focus of proactivity also 

means that the outcome of this behaviour is often unknown, and while this may 

indeed create a motivating sense of challenge in employees, it may also trigger 

worries and ruminative thoughts regarding potentially negative outcomes, which 

employees may be held accountable and responsible for. For all of these reasons, 

the psychologically risky nature of proactive behaviour means that it could elicit 

feelings of anxiety in employees.  

However, I propose that the likelihood of anxiety-related feelings arising when 

behaving proactively at work is likely to be particularly high in contexts where 

the risks of proactivity are accentuated (Cangiano & Parker, 2015). Specifically, I 
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argue that having a punitive supervisor, who tends to react negatively to and 

blame employees for mistakes, will moderate the effect of proactive behaviour on 

anxiety. For example, when employees are afraid of possible repercussions and 

punishment, they can feel anxious and hesitate to voice their concerns (Kish-

Gephart et al., 2009). If they do voice their concerns, or otherwise behave 

proactively, I expect that employees with a supervisor who is believed to react 

negatively to mistakes and blame employees will experience a stronger sense of 

psychological risk, which triggers a greater level of anxiety, compared to having 

employees behaving proactively who believe their supervisor is tolerant towards 

errors. In some ways, punitive supervision is related to, but the converse of, the 

idea of psychological safety, which is recognized to be important in the context of 

proactivity (Dollard & Bakker, 2010). However, whereas psychological safety is 

about a positive, safe environment fostered by one’s team members and peers, 

here I focus more specifically on the crucial role that supervisors play in shaping 

the extent to which being proactive might engender anxiety. I focus on 

supervisors and managers because they are in a position of power with regards to 

their employees, which is a status that is likely to particularly accentuate the 

psychological risks of proactive action(Detert & Treviño, 2010). My hypothesis is: 

Hypothesis 4: For individuals with high perceptions of punitive 

supervision, proactive work behaviour is positively associated with end-of-

workday anxiety, controlling for morning anxiety, such that individuals 

perceive a greater sense of anxiety on days in which they engage in high 

levels of proactive work behaviour compared to days in which they behave 
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less proactively. 

I further propose that, if employees experience a heightened level of anxiety at 

work when behaving proactively, that these feelings of anxiety will accumulate 

over time and, because of their ruminative nature, spill-over and interfere with 

their later ability to detach from work demands. In other words, I propose that 

anxiety can, in turn, interfere with the process of detachment in the evening. 

Detachment (an individual’s sense of ‘being away’ from the workplace in their 

off-work time) is a crucial well-being outcome because it a strong predictor of 

next-day recovery from work demands (Sonnentag, 2003, 2012; Sonnentag & 

Bayer, 2005; Sonnentag et al., 2010; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015; Sonnentag & Kruel, 

2006; Westman & Eden, 1997). For these reasons, low levels of detachment as a 

useful indicator of strain / poor well-being.  

Thus, engaging in proactive behaviour may generate feelings of anxiety that 

undermine detachment from work that evening (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015). 

Altogether, I hypothesize that: 

Hypothesis 5: Anxiety is associated with bed time detachment at the 

within-person daily level such that individuals experience lower levels of 

detachment in the evening on days in which they experience anxiety 

compared to days in which they do not experience anxiety.  

Hypothesis 6: For individuals with high perceptions of punitive 

supervision, proactive work behaviour has a significant indirect effect on 

one’s evening detachment through its effect on end-of-work day anxiety 
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controlling for morning anxiety.  

In sum, proactivity is a complex behaviour that can potentially be both beneficial 

and detrimental for employees’ daily well-being. I have proposed that proactive 

work behaviour – by virtue of its highly agentic, change-focused nature – will 

generate one’s feeling of vitality that day by enhancing perceptions of 

competence. However, although this energy-generating process is relatively fast-

acting, proactivity might also undermine well-being though different, and 

somewhat slower, processes. Consistent with Bolino and colleagues theorizing of 

proactivity as a psychologically risky behaviour, I have argued that if one’s 

supervisor is perceived as punitive, proactive work behaviour may generate 

anxiety that, in turn, reduces psychological detachment after work.  

 METHOD 4.3.

To test the hypotheses, I used a within-person research design (Bolger & 

Laurenceau, 2013; Ohly et al., 2010). To assess the energy-generating pathway, I 

focused on proactive work behaviour, perceived competence, and vitality 

assessed at the end of the work day. To address the fact that all of these variables 

were assessed at the same time period, I controlled for levels of perceived 

competence from the previous day in the prediction of perceived competence, 

and I controlled for morning levels of vitality in the prediction of end-of-day 

vitality. It was appropriate to control for morning vitality as this captures affect 

experienced at a given point in time, whereas feelings of work competence need 

to be captured after one has engaged in work and therefore prior day competence 
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was an appropriate control.  

To test the strain pathway, I focused on proactive work behaviour and anxiety 

that were assessed at the end of the work day (controlling for anxiety in the 

morning), detachment measured in the bed-time survey.  

We also controlled for age because prior research showed positive associations 

between age and proactive behaviour (van Veldhoven & Dorenbosch, 2008).  

4.3.1. SAMPLE 

The sample was 94 managers and professionals who worked in a wide range of 

industries in both the public and the private sector. I chose to focus on managers 

and professionals due to the fact that these individuals generally possess a 

sufficient degree of autonomy in their daily work activities, which is an important 

antecedent of proactive work behaviour (Griffin et al., 2007; Parker & Collins, 

2010). The average age in the sample was 35.3 years (SD = 6.6 years) and 53% 

were males. Participants had on average 2.5 years of experience in their current 

job position (SD = 2.6 years), and the average tenure at their current workplace 

was 4.4 years (SD = 4.2 years). All participants were enrolled in a part-time MBA 

(Master in Business Administration) at the University of Western Australia.  

4.3.2. PROCEDURE 

The study was conducted in two phases. In Phase 1, after participants agreed to 

participate in the study, they were emailed a link to complete an online baseline 

survey using Qualtrics. This survey assessed employees’ age, gender, tenure, level 
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of education, as well as participants’ perceptions of punitive supervision. 

Phase 2 consisted of the daily surveys. The data from these surveys were collected 

using a survey application (iSurvey or droidSurvey) installed on participants’ own 

smartphones. In a 20-minute briefing session, participants received instructions 

on how to download the surveys on their smartphones and when to fill-out the 

surveys. Participants were asked to respond to three daily surveys over five to 

seven consecutive working days: within an hour before the end of the workday 

(end-of-workday survey), within 30 minutes before going to bed (bed-time 

survey), and within an hour before the beginning of the next workday (morning 

survey). Participants’ proactive work behaviour, perceived competence were 

measured in the end-of-workday survey, vitality and anxiety were assessed both 

in the morning and the end-of-workday survey, and detachment was measured in 

the bed-time survey.  

In total, I collected data from 935 surveys/measurement occasions. Sixty-six 

surveys were excluded from the analyses because they were either empty or were 

not completed during the instructed time. Thus, the final sample size comprised 

869 surveys (ranging from 8-21 measurement occasions across 3-7 days for the 94 

participants).  

4.3.3. MEASURES 

To keep the daily survey length to a minimum and thus minimize survey fatigue 

for respondents, I used a subset of two or three items from each scale, consistent 

with recommendations from scholars conducting ESM studies (Ohly et al., 2010).  
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Proactive work behaviour. I assessed proactive work behaviour in the end-of-

workday daily survey using the following three items: “Today, I came up with 

ideas to improve the way in which my core tasks are done”, “Today, I initiated 

better ways of doing my core tasks”, and “Today, I generated creative ideas.” 

These items were adapted from Griffin et al. (2007) and were scored on a 5-point 

Likert Scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  

Perceived competence. The items used to measure perceived competence were 

adapted from Brien et al’s (2012) Basic Psychological Needs at Work Scale 

(BPNWS). Participants reported on their perceptions of competence in the end-

of-workday survey by responding to the following items: “Today, I felt 

competent” and “Today, I felt good about how well I carried out my work” on a 

Likert scale ranging from 1 (to no extent) to 5 (to a very great extent).  

Vitality. Vitality was assessed using the following three items from the Utrecht 

Work Engagement Scale (UWES) developed by Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova 

(2006): “Right now, I feel strong and vigorous”, “Right now, I feel alive and vital” 

and “Right now, I feel energized.” Items were assessed on a Likert scale ranging 

from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely), and were administered in the morning and at 

the end of the workday. 

Anxiety. Anxiety was assessed using the following two items adapted from 

Warr’s job-related affective well-being scale (1990): “Right now, I feel anxious” 

and “Right now, I feel worried.” The response scale ranged from 1 (not at all) to 5 

(extremely). Participants reported on their anxiety in the morning and in the end-
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of-workday survey.  

Detachment. Psychological detachment from work was assessed with two items 

adapted from Sonnentag, Mojza, Binnewies, and Scholl (2008). An example item 

is “This evening, I did not think about work at all” on a Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Detachment was measured in the bed-

time survey. 

Punitive supervision. I developed a three-item measure of this construct to 

capture the extent to which employees’ perceive their supervisor as blame-

oriented. Individuals were asked how their supervisor reacts to subordinates’ 

mistakes and errors on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 

5 (strongly agree). An example item is “My supervisor gets angry or upset with 

staff if they make a mistake” (see Table 4 in Appendix for the remaining items). 

The set of items was intended to capture exemplar forms of punitive supervision 

that apply across different jobs and hierarchical levels (consistent with the nature 

of the sample).  

To provide evidence of validity of this measure, I sought to show that the 

construct was internally consistent and related, albeit factorially distinct, from 

similar constructs such as transformational leadership, developmental leadership 

and team climate. These findings showed that punitive supervision is distinct 

from both team climate and other aspects of leadership and, as expected, is 

negatively correlated with those constructs (see Appendix). Drawing on a broader 

sample of managers (N = 109) that included additional participants who did not 
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take part in the study, I carried out a Confirmatory Factor Analysis1 (CFA) on the 

three items assessing punitive supervision, as well as the items assessing related 

constructs. The CFA showed that the punitive supervision items assessed a 

unique construct, distinct from other leadership constructs, and that the items 

had an appropriate internal consistency (see Appendix for more details).  

4.3.4. ANALYTIC STRATEGY 

The data collected from the baseline questionnaire and daily surveys (morning, 

end-of-workday, bed-time) had a hierarchical structure with two nested levels. At 

the within-person, or daily level (Level 1), each person provided data on three to 

seven days. Thus, there were 3-7 measurements of proactive work behaviour, 

perceived competence, vitality and anxiety (measured in the end-of-workday 

survey), detachment (measured in the bed-time survey), and finally, vitality and 

anxiety from the morning survey. At the between-person level (Level 2), each 

person provided one measurement of punitive supervision.  

We ran multi-level analyses using MPLUS 8.0 software (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-

2015). Initially, I specified a null model which included all the variables as 

dependent variables, in order to calculate the intra-class correlation coefficient 

(ICC) which indicates how much of the variance in each variable exists at the 

between- versus the within-person level. I then tested the hypotheses with the 

TYPE=TWOLEVEL RANDOM function across two models.  

                                                 
1 Full details of the structural model are available from the authors upon request 
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Model 1 included only Level-1 variables, and was used to test Hypotheses 1, 2, 3 

and 5. Vitality and detachment were simultaneously specified as outcome 

variables. The effects of proactive work behaviour on perceived competence and 

anxiety were each specified as a random slope in preparation for testing their 

respective cross-level moderations in the subsequent model. The indirect effects 

for the energy-generating (proactive work behaviour on vitality via perceived 

competence) and strain (proactive work behaviour on detachment via anxiety) 

pathways were specified using the MODEL CONSTRAINT function of MPLUS 

(Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015). Model 2 introduced the Level-2 variable 

(punitive supervision) and was used to test Hypotheses 4 and 6. The moderating 

effect of punitive supervision was calculated by specifying it as a Level 2 predictor 

of the vitality and anxiety intercepts (to control for main effects) and of the Level 

1 random slopes previously specified.  

In both Model 1 and Model 2, previous day perceived competence, morning 

vitality and morning anxiety were specified as lagged predictors of perceived 

competence, vitality and anxiety, respectively. Level 1 predictors were person-

mean centered (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998; Ohly et al., 2010) whereas the Level 2 

predictor was grand-mean centered. Effect sizes were assessed by calculating the 

proportion of variance accounted for in the within-person variance and between-

person variance around the intercepts and slopes (Yeo & Neal, 2006; Zickar & 

Slaughter, 1999).  
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 RESULTS 4.4.

Means, standard deviations and correlations among study variables can be seen 

in Table 2. The null model indicated that all Level-1 variables had a within-person 

variance ranging between 50% and 78%, thus supporting the multi-level 

approach adopted2.  

                                                 
2 The ICCs were as following: vitality (63%), anxiety (69%), detachment (62%) proactive 
work behavior (69%), perceived competence (52%). 
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Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations of study 1 variables 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Between-person level           

1. Punitive supervision  2.38 .87 -        

Within-person level 
          

2. Proactive work behaviour (end-of-

workday) 

3.26 .87 .05  - .33** .07 -.03 .26** -.05 .09 

3. Perceived competence (end-of-

workday) 

3.54 .85 -.22*  .59**  -  .07 -.05 .26** -.13** .10* 

4.      Vitality (morning) 3.16 1.00 -.13 .24* .30** - -.12* .15* -.07 .04 

5.      Anxiety (morning) 1.50 .69 .11 -.04 -.28** -.23* - -.08* .18* -.12* 

6. Vitality (end-of-workday)  3.00 1.00 -.11 .45** .46** .46** -.18 - -.18** .13* 

7. Anxiety (end-of-workday)  1.53 .81 .17 -.06 -.30** -.11 .64** -.32** -  -.23** 

8. Detachment (bed-time) 3.31 1.04 -.23* .10 .33** .33** -.39** .45** -.40** - 

Note. Correlations below the diagonal represent the between-person level (N = 90-94) whereas correlations above the diagonal are at the within-person level (N = 538-560 
depending on the number of missing values in some of the daily surveys). Coefficients above the diagonal were calculated by subtracting participants’ daily responses from 
their respective person-mean score (Snijders & Bosker, 1999). 
*p < .05. ** p < .01.  
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4.4.1. TEST OF HYPOTHESES 

Hypotheses 1, 2, 3 and 5 were tested with Model 1. For the energy-generating 

pathway H1 stated that proactive work behaviour would be positively associated 

with perceived competence. Results showed that proactive work behaviour was 

significantly positively associated with perceived competence (B = 0.53, SE = 

0.06, p < .001). Thus, days in which participants reported high levels of proactive 

work behaviour were associated with higher feelings of competence compared to 

days in which participants reported lower levels of proactive work behaviour. 

Therefore H1 was supported.  

H2 proposed that perceived competence would be positively associated with 

vitality. In line with my expectations, results showed that perceived competence 

was significantly positively associated with vitality (B = 0.24, SE = 0.07, p < .001). 

Because I controlled for levels of vitality in the morning (which was a significant 

predictor of vitality at the end of the workday, B = 0.18, SE = 0.08, p < .05), this 

finding suggests that perceptions of competence predict an increase in vitality 

compared to morning levels. Thus, H2 was also supported.  

H3 stated that proactive work behaviour would have an indirect positive effect on 

vitality via perceived competence. Consistent with my predictions, analyses 

revealed a significant indirect effect of proactive work behaviour on vitality 

through perceived competence (B = .12, SE = .04, p <.01). The 95% confidence 

interval was 0.040 for the lower and 0.209 for the upper confidence limit, and 

therefore did not include zero. Thus H3 was also supported. That is, on days in 
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which individuals reported higher levels of proactive work behaviour, they 

experienced higher levels of competence, which in turn were associated with 

increased vitality, compared to days in which they engaged in lower levels of 

proactive work behaviour. 

The control variables accounted for 7%, 48% and 23% of the within-person 

variance in perceived competence, vitality and anxiety respectively. Beyond the 

control variables, Model 1 accounted for 34% of the within-person variance in 

perceived competence, 3% of the within-person variance in vitality, 6% of the 

within-person variance in anxiety, and 50% of the within-person variance in 

detachment. 

Hypothesis 5 was tested with Model 1, whereas Hypotheses 4 and 6 were tested 

with Model 2. These hypotheses related to the cross-level effects of punitive 

supervision on the strain pathway. H4 proposed that daily proactive work 

behaviour would be positively associated with anxiety only when punitive 

supervision is high. Analyses revealed that punitive supervision moderated the 

within-person effect of proactive work behaviour on anxiety, as indicated by the 

significant interaction term (B = 0.17, SE = .08, p < .05). H5 stated that anxiety at 

the end-of-day would be negatively associated with detachment at bed-time. 

Results showed that anxiety was negatively associated with detachment at bed-

time (B = -0.21, SE = 0.06, p < .001). Thus, days with higher levels of anxiety were 

associated with lower detachment in the evening compared to days in which 

participants reported lower levels of anxiety, compared to morning levels. 

Because I controlled for levels of anxiety in the morning (which was a significant 
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predictor of anxiety at the end of the workday, B = 0.52, SE = 0.12, p < .001), this 

finding indicates that a positive change in anxiety from the morning to the end of 

workday predicts lower detachment at bed-time of the same day. Thus, H5 was 

also supported.  

 

Figure 5. Summary of the daily effects of proactive work behaviour on vitality 
(via perceived competence) and detachment (via anxiety). 

For H6, which pertained to the indirect effect of proactivity on detachment (via 

anxiety) moderated by punitive supervision, I tested the conditional effect at 1 SD 

above the mean, at the mean, and at 1 SD below the mean of punitive supervision: 

analyses showed that there was a significant indirect effect of proactive work 

behaviour on detachment, via anxiety, for those who reported high levels of 

punitive supervision (+1 SD; B = -.06, SE = .02, p <.01). The indirect effect did not 

occur when participants reported moderate (at the mean; B = -.03, SE = .02, p > 

.05) or low levels of punitive supervision (-1 SD; B = .01, SE = .02, p >.05). 
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Therefore, both H4 and H6 were supported. The significant interaction is depicted 

in Figure 7. I did not formulate a hypothesis regarding the main effect of 

proactive work behaviour on anxiety, however results suggested a non-significant 

main effect (B = .14, SE = .08, p > .05).  

The introduction of punitive supervision in Model 2 accounted for 8% of the 

between-person variance of the anxiety intercept; and 55% of between-person 

variance of the proactive work behaviour-anxiety slope.

 

Figure 6. Perceptions of punitive supervision as a moderator of the within-
subject relationship between proactive work behaviour and work 
anxiety, controlling for morning anxiety. 

As a follow-up exploratory analysis, I also tested whether punitive supervision 

would also moderate the effect of proactive work behaviour on vitality, through 

perceived competence (energy-generating pathway). Results indicated that the 

cross-level moderation of punitive supervision on the relationship between 

proactive work behaviour and perceived competence was not significant (B = -

0.08, SE = .09, p > .05). Therefore, punitive supervision did not moderate the 
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energy-generating pathway. All the estimates of Model 1 regarding hypotheses 1, 

2, 3 and 5 remained significant in Model 2. 

These findings held with control variables, including, where relevant, prior levels 

of variables, enhancing confidence that these findings did not simply reflect 

common method variance. Furthermore, I performed follow-up cross-over 

analyses to test whether the hypothesized mediating pathways were stronger 

than possible alternative pathways (that is, proactive work behaviour predicting 

vitality through anxiety, and detachment via perceived competence): my analyses 

suggested that the coefficients of the hypothesized pathways were consistently 

stronger than the non-hypothesized pathways. 

 In summary, findings provide full support for the dual-pathway model: for the 

energy-generating pathway, proactive work behaviour was associated with 

vitality, and this effect was mediated by perceived competence. For the strain 

pathway, the negative indirect effect of proactive work behaviour on bed-time 

detachment via anxiety occurred only for participants who reported their 

supervisor as highly punitive.  

 DISCUSSION 4.5.

This study set out to shed light on when and how proactivity can influence 

employees’ daily well-being via two distinct processes: a resource-generating 

pathway and a strain pathway. Understanding the well-being implications of 

proactivity is an important endeavour because organizations are increasingly 

reliant upon their employees’ proactivity to survive and thrive in business. Yet if 
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proactive work behaviour is detrimental for employees’ well-being, then 

encouraging this behaviour might backfire on organizations. Thus, 

understanding how proactive work behaviour affects well-being on a daily basis 

will inform organizations as to how to best manage the proactive behaviour of 

their workers.  

Overall, findings support the notion that proactivity can yield both positive and 

negative consequences for employees (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010; Cangiano & 

Parker, 2015). That is, I proposed and found support for a dual-pathway model of 

proactivity in which engaging in proactive work behaviour can indeed generate a 

sense of vitality but, at the same time, under certain conditions, can also generate 

anxiety and interfere with employees’ ability to detach from work after hours.  

First, in an energy-generating pathway, I found that being proactive at work can 

increase employees’ vitality through perceived competence. That is, findings 

indicate that on days when people take charge and make things happen at work, 

they are more likely to feel competent. My results corroborate and extend the 

findings of Fay and Sonnentag (2012), indicating that the desire to feel competent 

is not only an important motivator of proactivity, but also a consequence of this 

behaviour. These results are also consistent with the theorizing by Strauss and 

Parker (2014), who argued that being proactive at work can serve as a powerful 

means to experience a sense of achievement in one’s work activities. Proactivity is 

likely to be an important driver of perceived competence because it is challenging 

behaviour: engaging in challenging activities can promote a sense of mastery and 

effectance in the surrounding environment, which in turn fuel one’s momentary 
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perceptions of competence. Furthermore, proactive goals often go above and 

beyond formally written rules and procedures and should therefore boost one’s 

level of perceived competence to a greater extent as opposed to solving an issue 

using standard work procedures. The self-initiated role of proactive behaviour is 

also likely to be important by allowing individuals to attribute any immediate 

positive outcomes to themselves. For these reasons, the effects of daily proactive 

work behaviour on perceived competence are likely to be stronger than task 

performance. Future research could test these theorized processes by which 

proactive behaviour builds a sense of competence in the future. 

Additionally, in line with Ryff (1989), and Deci and Ryan (2000), this study has 

provided support for the idea that experiencing a sense of competence at work is 

an important determinant of an individual’s sense of end-of-day vitality, 

controlling for morning vitality. Specifically, the data suggest that daily 

fluctuations in perceptions of competence at work are associated with feelings of 

vitality. Further, analyses showed that the effect of proactive work behaviour on 

vitality (controlling for morning vitality) occurred via perceived competence. 

These findings are theoretically important because they suggest that experiencing 

a sense of competence is extremely important for employees’ well-being because 

it generates feelings of vitality, which have a number of desirable consequences 

for employees and organizations (Shirom, 2011).  

A further implication of these findings is the possibility that engaging in 

proactive work behaviour might create positive spirals for individuals. It is known 

from previous research that feelings of vitality (or other similar activated positive 
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affective states) can promote proactive work behaviour (Fay & Sonnentag, 2012; 

Fritz & Sonnentag, 2007; Sonnentag, 2003). In study I show that engaging in 

proactivity may also in turn increase such feelings for employees, by generating a 

sense of mastery and competence. Consistent with the idea of accumulation of 

resources proposed by Hobfoll (1989), employees experiencing vitality are more 

prone to broaden their control over the surrounding environment, as well as their 

ability to deal with future challenges (Parker et al., 2012), which is arguably 

conducive to more proactive behaviour. This means that, even though the 

process of engaging in proactive work behaviour may indeed consume some 

resources, more resources are created when proactive behaviour is performed, 

thus potentially making proactivity a sustainable behaviour in the long run. 

Future research should explore more closely the issue of sustainability by looking 

at how the consequences of proactive work behaviour influence future attempts 

to be proactive over time. 

Second, I proposed and demonstrated that behaving proactively may sometimes 

generate detrimental effects for employees’ well-being. In this study, I focused on 

the circumstances under which proactivity can generate a sense of anxiety in 

employees and how, in turn, this negatively impacts on employees’ psychological 

detachment after work. Results showed that the extent to which employees 

perceive their supervisor as punitive can indeed shape whether or not one’s 

proactive behaviour on a given day will generate anxiety. Participants whose 

supervisors tend to react negatively and blame employees for their mistakes 

reported greater anxiety on days in which they engaged in proactive behaviour at 

work. Conversely, my findings showed that this negative effect did not occur for 
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employees whose supervisors were more ‘tolerant’ towards mistakes and errors. 

These results reinforce the idea that supervisors do play an important role in the 

proactive process - not only in shaping the level of proactivity (Wu & Parker, 

2014) - but also in determining the well-being consequences of proactive 

behaviour. Findings are also consistent with the idea that behaving proactively is 

a psychologically risky behaviour and, as such, its negative consequences for well-

being are distinct from related behaviours such as citizenship, and they operate 

through different processes (Bindl & Parker, 2011; Koopman et al., 2016; Parker & 

Bindl, 2017).  

Third, by showing the existence of two pathways by which proactive work 

behaviour affects employees’ well-being, this study helps to resolve previous 

contradictory arguments about the personal consequences of proactivity. On the 

one hand, proactive work behaviour is positive for employees because it provides 

opportunities to experience a sense of competence and mastery in their work, 

which has an energizing effect on their well-being. On the other hand, it can 

create anxiety and undermine their ability to detach when supervisors are prone 

to reacting negatively to their mistakes. Overall, this study advances our 

understanding of the consequences of proactive work behaviour by integrating 

and complementing the ‘bright’ (Strauss & Parker, 2014) and the ‘dark’ side 

(Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010; Fay & Hüttges, 2016) of proactivity.  

From a practical viewpoint, these results indicate that organizations might 

benefit from encouraging employees to engage in proactive activities – not only 

for their performance benefits – but because proactivity increases employees’ 
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feelings of competence, which is energizing. Therefore, organizations may benefit 

from redesigning jobs in order to provide workers with more autonomy and 

control to facilitate the onset of proactive work behaviour (Parker et al., 2006). 

These results also corroborate Grant and colleagues’ idea that it is important for 

supervisors “to create cultures, climates, norms, and reward systems that 

encourage proactive behaviours” (2009, p. 52). In particular, these findings 

highlight that it is essential to train supervisors to deal effectively with the 

proactivity of their employees, including being tolerant of mistakes. If supervisors 

react negatively to mistakes, then engaging in psychologically risky behaviours 

such as proactivity may backfire on employees by creating anxiety, lowering 

detachment and ultimately – one might speculate - reduce the occurrence of 

proactivity. 

4.5.1. STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS  

This study has several methodological strengths. First, the diary methodology 

adopted allowed us to explore the dynamics of proactivity at the micro level, 

without sacrificing ecological validity (Ohly et al., 2010): proactive work 

behaviour is arguably difficult to capture and manipulate in controlled settings, 

especially because of the self-initiation component. Longitudinal designs such as 

the current one provide researchers the opportunity to “capture life as it is lived” 

(Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013, p. 597) and assess self-initiated behaviours and their 

consequences in their natural setting. Second, because I person-centered the 

data, I was able to account and minimize the effect of possible unmeasured 

individual and contextual differences that may influence the energetic 
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consequences of proactive behaviour (e.g., proactive personality, general levels of 

vitality, job resources). 

A third, advantage of this study is that - because I controlled for employees’ 

vitality and anxiety levels in the morning, before going to work - results show 

that proactive behaviour predicts changes in daily levels of daily well-being 

outcomes. Similarly, by controlling for previous day experienced competence, 

these findings suggest that engaging in proactive behaviour on a given day 

predicts a positive increase in perceptions of competence from one day to the 

next.  

 Nevertheless, this study also has some limitations that might affect the 

generalizability and robustness of the findings. First, the data is based on self-

report variables, which is known to cause common-method variance issues (P. M. 

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Self-reports are prone to self-

bias, such as the bias that people tend to respond to questions in ways that 

present them in a favourable light rather than reflect their actual behaviour 

(Paulhus, 2002). To address this issue, I centered all the variables to the 

individual’s weekly average across all days of measurement, given that out focus 

was on intra-individual fluctuations. By person-mean centering the variables, I 

ruled out the possible influence of response tendencies due to individual 

differences between participants, thus partially addressing common-method 

variance. In addition, it is worth remembering that proactive behaviour is 

ambiguous for observers to report and is not exempt from bias either (Grant & 

al., 2009). Therefore, reports from others (e.g., peers and supervisors) might not 
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always be a more desirable way to assess employees’ proactive work behaviour, 

especially at the day level. Regarding the latter, it might be difficult for 

supervisors or others to detect daily variations in behaviour unless they work in 

such a way they can closely observe the participant’s behaviour. 

A second limitation concerns uncertainty about causality. Because of the research 

design adopted, the mediating variable - perceived competence - was measured 

at the same time as proactive work behaviour and vitality (during the end-of-

workday survey). Consequently, it could be speculated that when people feel 

competent, they are also more likely to engage in proactive work behaviour. 

However, owing to its self-initiated nature, I contend that proactive behaviour is 

best conceptualized as an antecedent of perceived competence, rather than as an 

outcome. In support of this argument, Fay and Sonnentag (2012) considered how 

experienced competence in core tasks predicts time spent on proactive work 

behaviour in an experience-sampling study with employees. Their findings 

showed that low perceived competence predicted an increase in time spent on 

proactive behaviour, thus implying a negative causal effect of experienced 

competence on proactive work behaviour. Conversely, in this study I find a 

positive relationship between proactive work behaviour and experienced 

competence, which I believe supports the argument that people experience 

competence as a result of proactivity, rather than the other way around. In 

support of this causal claim, I controlled for employees’ reported levels of 

competence the previous day, and showed that daily proactive behaviour predicts 

a positive change in employees’ perceived competence from one day to another. 

The causal direction of the indirect link between proactive work behaviour and 
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vitality is also strengthened because I controlled for morning vitality. Moreover, 

for the strain pathway, the outcome variable - detachment - was measured in the 

bed-time survey and was therefore temporally separated from all the other 

variables. This type of approach allows the alleviation of some of the concerns 

usually associated with common-method variance (P. M. Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

Additionally, in this analysis, I controlled for levels of anxiety before work to 

minimize the possible influence of other factors on the dependent variable. 

Although I acknowledge that it is not possible to draw conclusive causal 

inferences from this study, I believe that the proposed direction of causality is 

theoretically sound, and the longitudinal nature of the design helps to establish 

this direction. Indeed, future research is needed to better understand the 

causality of this relationship, especially for the energy-generating pathway.  

4.5.2. FUTURE RESEARCH 

This research highlights questions in need of further investigation. For example, 

although I found a significant indirect effect of proactive work behaviour on 

vitality via perceived competence, I did not detect main effects. An implication of 

this is the possibility that other moderators might affect the relationship between 

proactive work behaviour and vitality. For example, engaging in proactive work 

behaviour for extrinsic reasons (e.g., impression management) might drain 

resources rather than generating them (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010). In this vein, 

research might explore whether controlled forms of proactivity (‘pressures’ for 

proactivity) are less likely to increase vitality than autonomous forms of proactive 

behaviours (Bolino, Hsiung, Harvey, & LePine, 2015; Bolino, Turnley, Gilstrap, & 
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Suazo, 2010). In my view, feeling compelled by one’s organizational environment 

to behave proactively might create a controlled motivation to be proactive, which 

is less self-determined and therefore less likely to be beneficial for well-being 

(Nix, Ryan, Manly, & Deci, 1999).  

Further, regarding the consequences of proactivity, it should be noted that not all 

proactive behaviours are ‘created’ equal, and therefore different form of 

proactivity may yield distinct well-being outcomes. For instance, changing a work 

procedure implemented by the supervisor is arguably more psychologically risky 

(as it may be perceived as a personal attack to de-legitimize the leader) compared 

to proactively helping a colleague without being instructed to do so. It could be 

argued that the riskier is a proactive behaviour, the greater the possibility that it 

may generate anxiety in the context of a punitive supervisor. Hence, future 

research could usefully explore how different types of proactive work behaviour 

(e.g., proactive helping vs. taking charge) impact on employees’ well-being and 

how different supervision styles shape such outcomes.  

Other factors that could be usefully explored in future research include the 

impact of successful execution (Cangiano & Parker, 2015). Although in this study 

I considered how employees’ perceptions of punitive supervision moderate the 

extent to which daily proactivity causes anxiety, I did not assess whether 

successfully completing the activity (or achieving the desired results) decreases 

the sense of anxiety. For instance, failing to achieve one’s proactive goal could 

significantly weaken the effect of proactivity on perceived competence. 

Furthermore, I focused on negative supervisor reactions to mistakes: it is 
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plausible to expect that receiving praise and intrinsic incentives for one’s 

proactive behaviour is likely to generate positive outcomes for employees’ well-

being. For example, receiving positive feedback and appreciation from co-

workers and supervisors might increase the individual’s sense of self-esteem and 

self-efficacy, as well as enhancing feelings of competence and mastery.  

Aside from offering the opportunity to experience competence, engaging in 

proactive behaviour can be positive for employees’ well-being in other ways. For 

instance, actively attacking a problem before it occurs could arguably save a 

considerable amount of energy and time compared to dealing with it ‘reactively’ 

after its manifestation, and may also reduce employees’ anxiety by directly 

addressing potential stressors. I recommend research to examine more closely 

these processes. 

A further direction concerns the longer-term effects of proactive work behaviour 

on well-being. In this study, I specifically focused on the daily effects of proactive 

behaviour on subjective well-being. In the long-term the affective outcomes 

considered in this study may be exacerbated and create more prominent effects. 

For example, an individual feeling anxious due to engaging in proactive work 

behaviour in the context of a supervisor that reacts negatively to mistakes, might 

in the end need to change strategy and adopt a more passive/reactive approach at 

work to reduce his/her anxiety. From a darker viewpoint, the sense of anxiety 

induced by being proactive with a punitive supervisor may results in burnout or 

increased turnover intentions. Future research could usefully explore how 

proactive work behaviour may trigger virtuous or vicious spirals for employees’ 
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well-being over time. 
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CHAPTER 5  

WHEN TAKING CHARGE CREATES 

WORK-LIFE CONFLICT AND IMPAIRS 

DETACHMENT 
 

This chapter is based on a journal article manuscript. A version of this 

manuscript was under review at the time this thesis was submitted. The 

candidate designed the study, completed the literature review and was 

responsible for the manuscript preparation and editing (80% estimated 

overall contribution). Professor Sharon Parker provided suggestions on the 

statistical analyses and helped prepare the manuscript by editing and 

providing feedback. Similarly to the previous chapter, some material from 

the submitted paper (Cangiano, Parker, & Ouyang, under review) has been 

deleted here to minimise the replication of arguments already put forward 

in other chapters. 

Cangiano F., Parker S. K., & Ouyang, K. (under review). Too proactive 
to switch off: When taking charge creates work-life conflict 
and impairs detachment. Journal of Applied Psychology.



 

 FOREWORD 5.1.

This chapter features a second empirical investigation of the dual-pathway 

model. This paper is based on a sample of managers distinct from the one used 

for the study presented in chapter 4. I this diary study I focus on the strain 

pathway and consider the personal consequences of proactivity with an emphasis 

on work-life interface issues. Specifically, I examine how employees’ intrinsic 

motivation shapes the daily effects of proactive behaviour 6on psychological 

detachment (via work-life conflict).  

Figure 7. Overview of the variables considered in Chapter 5 

 

  

                                                 
6 The paper presented in this chapter focuses more specifically on taking charge (a 
subset of proactive behaviour). 
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 INTRODUCTION 5.2.

In this study, I aim to identify how being proactive impacts on employees’ ability 

to psychologically detach from their work (Sonnentag et al., 2010; Sonnentag et 

al., 2008). Psychological detachment refers to “an individual’s sense of being 

away from the work situation” (Etzion, Eden, & Lapidot, 1998, p. 579), it entails 

that one is not thinking about job-related issues during off-work time. More 

specifically, I focus on how being proactive can interfere with the process of 

detachment, by creating tension between work and life domains. Drawing on ego 

depletion theory (Baumeister et al., 1998), I propose that engaging in proactive 

behaviour consumes employees’ regulatory resources thereby potentially causing 

work-life conflict. In turn, being unable to attend to activities outside the work 

domain hinders employees’ opportunities to detach from work and hence recover 

successfully from demands.  

We go further to identify a key moderator of this process. Drawing on self-

determination theory, I recognize that one’s motivations to be proactive play an 

essential role, not only in driving proactive behaviour (Parker et al., 2010), but 

also in shaping its outcomes (Cangiano & Parker, 2015). Therefore, I identify 

intrinsic motivation as a crucial boundary condition for this process: the less that 

proactive behaviour is intrinsically motivated, the more regulatory resources it 

will require (Ryan & Deci, 2008), and the more that work family conflict will be 

enhanced and, in turn, detachment impaired. In contrast, I suggest that when 

proactive behaviour is intrinsically motivated, any resources consumed in the 

process of proactivity will be compensated for via the generation of resources, 
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thereby resulting in no net interference between home and work, and therefore 

no negative effect on detachment. Figure 9 shows the overall conceptual model of 

this paper; which I elaborate shortly. 

 

Our study has several important features that help us to test the proposed 

conceptual model. First, I focus on daily dynamics that are not captured with 

cross-sectional research designs or with longer term longitudinal studies 

spanning several months (Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013; Ohly et al., 2010). 

Although there seems to be a link between an individual’s proactive behaviour 

and his/her career success (Blickle et al., 2009; Vos et al., 2009), which implies 

overall long term positive personal consequences of proactive behaviour, at the 

episodic level proactive behaviour may yield vastly different consequences. For 

instance, being proactive in certain circumstances might create additional stress 

and expose the employee to blame and criticism from others (Bolino, Valcea, et 

al., 2010), whereas in other situations it might generate strong feelings of self-

determination (Strauss & Parker, 2014). By investigating proactive behaviour at 

the day level, it is possible to assess these daily dynamic effects of proactive 

Intrinsic 
motivation 

Work-life 
conflict 

Proactive 
Behaviour 

(Taking Charge) 
Detachment Recovery 

End-of-workday Evening Next morning 

Figure 8. Hypothesized Research Model 
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behaviour, as well as the mechanisms that underpin these effects.  

Second, I focus on taking charge behaviours because this form of proactivity is 

likely to be reasonably consuming of psychological resources. Proactive 

behaviours include a wide array of constructs that share the same core 

characteristics (anticipatory, future-focused and self-initiated) but may have 

different consequences for individuals. For example, an employee trying to 

implement a new administrative procedure, which could result in greater 

organizational profits, will likely have to undertake extra work to design and test 

this initiative. Conversely, proactive behaviours like voice may require 

significantly less time and effort. I contend that the more proactive behaviours 

require resources, the more they have the potential to negatively impact on one’s 

life outside of work. Consequently, some types of voice might be less resource-

demanding, and less stressful, compared to behaviours like personal initiative, 

idea implementation and proactive problem solving. I argue that taking charge is 

a type of proactivity that requires a reasonable deal of self-regulation to be 

carried out successfully, which is therefore particularly suited to my research 

question.  

Third, I include in the model ‘next morning recovery’ as an outcome of 

detachment. I seek to show that detachment ‘matters’ for work the next day, 

consistent with previous research showing that detachment is an important 

facilitator of recovery, or the replenishment of resources that are drained during 

work (Sonnentag, 2003). My primary focus is on understanding proactive 

behaviour and detachment, so it is not my intention to test the full meditational 
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chain (from proactivity to next morning recovery). However, I nevertheless see it 

as valuable to show the spill-over effects of detachment to feelings of recovery the 

next day. I elaborate the specific hypotheses next. 

5.2.1. TAKING CHARGE, INTRINSIC MOTIVATION AND WORK-LIFE 

CONFLICT  

Drawing on both self-determination theory and ego depletion theory, I propose 

that taking charge can result in work-life conflict when one’s intrinsic motivation 

is low. I argue this effect occurs because, when intrinsic motivation is lacking, 

taking charge will result in ego depletion that causes a negative home-work 

conflict. The idea that work experiences influence employees after they leave the 

workplace is not new in the literature (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Sonnentag & 

Binnewies, 2013; Wagner et al., 2014). Work-life (or work to life) conflict refers to 

“competing role pressures brought on by activities that are related versus 

unrelated to work, such that fulfilling one’s work responsibilities makes it 

difficult to attend to activities outside the work domain, and vice versa” 

(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Siegel, Post, Brockner, Fishman, & Garden, 2005, p. 

13). Work-life conflict not only harms one’s life outside of work domain (e.g., life 

dissatisfaction, depression, cardiovascular illness, substance abuse; Allen, Herst, 

Bruck, & Sutton, 2000), but it also has repercussions on the work domain: work 

life-conflict has been shown to increase job dissatisfaction (Hughes & Bozionelos, 

2007), job strain (Hammer, Saksvik, Nytrø, Torvatn, & Bayazit, 2004), turnover 

intentions, and absenteeism (Hobson, Delunas, & Kesic, 2001).  

We propose that, when work experiences result in ego depletion, work-life 
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conflict will be enhanced. According to ego depletion theory, behaviours, 

thoughts or actions that require self-regulation and effortful volition drain 

energy, and result in a state of ego depletion (Baumeister et al., 1998), which 

indicates “a temporary reduction in the self’s capacity or willingness to engage in 

volitional action (including controlling the environment, controlling oneself, 

making choices, and initiating action), caused by prior exercise of volition” 

(Baumeister et al., 1998, p. 1253). Over the years, the ego depletion phenomenon 

received a considerable amount of empirical support (see M S Hagger et al., 

2010). Research in this field suggests that this ego depletion effect occurs across 

various domains, for example: controlling thoughts, regulating emotions 

(Muraven et al., 1998), making decisions (Vohs et al., 2008), helping others 

people (DeWall et al., 2008), and resisting persuasion (Wheeler et al., 2007). 

Although the work-life conflict consequences of regulatory depletion have not 

been explored extensively, there is evidence that being in a state of ego depletion 

can increase work-life conflict. In a recent experience sampling study with bus 

drivers, Wagner et al. (2014) showed that daily emotional labour (i.e., a subset of 

ego depletion specific to emotions) was associated with increased emotional 

exhaustion, work-to-family conflict and insomnia. Being in a state of ego 

depletion can make it difficult for an employee to fully engage in one’s life and 

family roles. This is because employees in such state are arguably unlikely to have 

sufficient mental and physical energy to dedicate time and effort to family, 

friends and personal hobbies.  
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5.2.2. MODERATING ROLE OF INTRINSIC MOTIVATION 

The extent to which taking charge impairs work-life conflict because of 

regulatory depletion is closely tied to the motivations that lead people to engage 

in this behaviour. By integrating self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000; 

Ryan & Deci, 2000) with ego depletion theory (Baumeister et al., 1998), I argue 

that there will be a negative effect of taking charge on work-life conflict, and 

hence on detachment, only when an individual’s level of intrinsic motivation is 

low. Theoretically, because taking charge is a self-initiated and self-directed 

behaviour, it is often motivated by an innate interest or enjoyment in the task 

itself (intrinsic motivation) or because it helps to achieve goals that are extremely 

important to the self (identified and integrated regulation) (Parker et al., 2010; 

Ryan & Deci, 2008). Nonetheless, scholars have recognized that organizations 

sometimes expect taking charge behaviour from their employees and seek to 

control it, such as by withholding promotions or offering financial rewards for 

proactivity, suggesting that this behaviour is not always intrinsically motivated 

(Cangiano & Parker, 2015). For instance, a recently hired employee on probation 

may engage in taking charge behaviour with the aim of increasing the likelihood 

to retain the new job. Under this scenario, taking charge is indeed self-initiated, 

but the goal is to achieve or retain an extrinsic end. Similarly, taking charge 

behaviour may be performed as part of impression management strategies in 

order to gain promotions and monetary rewards (Grant & Mayer, 2009).  

According to Ryan and Deci (2008), non-intrinsically motivated actions will 

consume self-regulatory resources and are therefore more likely to drain 

resources. Aside from these executive functions, I suggest that engaging in 
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proactive behaviour can affect one’s regulatory resources, thus potentially 

triggering an ego depletion state. There is some evidence to expect this: Muraven 

et al. (1998) found that responding actively (as opposed to passively) during a 

task required the same kind of energy used for self-regulation. Later on, Vohs et 

al. (2008) explored in an experimental study how making a series of choices 

impacted on self-initiative and active responding (a construct in some respect 

very similar to proactivity). Their findings showed that participants experiencing 

a state of ego depletion (induced through the progressive-choice task) were likely 

to behave more passively than those who were not depleted; namely, they waited 

significantly longer than the non-depleted participants to notify the experimenter 

of an equipment problem. Therefore, it appears that, in order to behave 

proactively, individuals need to rely on self-regulation. 

However, when proactivity is intrinsically motivated it should not create ego 

depletion. Intrinsic motivation refers to behaviour driven by internal rewards. In 

other words, intrinsic motivation occurs when an individual engages in an 

activity for the sake of the activity itself (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The state of ego 

depletion is only induced when people use effortful regulation of their thoughts, 

behaviours and emotions (Ryan & Deci, 2008). Conversely, dozens of studies 

have shown that intrinsically motivated behaviour does not involve effortful 

volition (see Ryan & Deci, 2008).  

In sum, I propose that one’s level of intrinsic motivation is crucial in determining 

the regulatory demands of proactive behaviour, and hence the likelihood of 

experiencing work-life conflict. When intrinsic motivation is high, taking charge 
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will be less likely to rely on effortful regulation, thus requiring less self-

regulation. Conversely, when intrinsic motivation is low, a greater level of 

effortful regulation will be required to engage in taking charge behaviour, hence 

consuming more regulatory resources. When regulatory resources are low, the 

reduced availability of energy will impact on employees’ likelihood to actively 

engage in activities and interpersonal interactions in the personal-life domain, 

thus causing work-life conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Rothbard, 2001). 

Therefore: 

Hypothesis 1. Under conditions of low intrinsic motivation, taking charge is 

associated with higher work-life conflict. 

5.2.3. THE EFFECTS OF WORK-LIFE CONFLICT ON DETACHMENT  

When individuals are unable to fully engage in their lives outside of work there 

are significantly fewer opportunities to unwind and detach from work 

(Sonnentag et al., 2008). Psychological detachment refers to “a state in which 

people mentally disconnect from work and do not think about job-related issues 

when they are away from their job” (Sonnentag, 2012, p. 114). Several studies have 

shown that employees who manage to detach from work experience less 

psychological strain, physical symptoms and ultimately are more likely to feel 

recovered and perform well the following day (Sonnentag, 2012; Sonnentag & 

Binnewies, 2013; Sonnentag et al., 2010; Sonnentag et al., 2008). In general, 

people with high levels of involvement in their work role tend to have more 

difficulties to detach from work (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Previous research has 

found that receiving support from family and friends can facilitate the process of 
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detachment (Shimazu, De Jonge, Kubota, & Kawakami, 2014). However, when 

employees are unable to fully engage with their roles outside of work, the process 

of detachment should be less likely to occur. In summary, I hypothesize the 

following: 

Hypothesis 2. Work-life conflict is negatively associated with psychological 

detachment in the evening. 

MODERATED MEDIATION EFFECT 

Hypothesis 1 proposes that taking charge is associated with work-life conflict 

when employees experience low intrinsic motivation. Hypothesis 2 proposes that 

work-life conflict is negatively related to psychological detachment in the 

evening. Together, these hypotheses suggest a model in which the indirect effect 

of taking charge on detachment via work-life conflict is moderated by intrinsic 

motivation. In other words, when employees experience a low sense of intrinsic 

motivation, engaging in taking charge behaviours at work drains self-regulatory 

resources and is detrimental to the process of detachment only when employees 

experience a low sense of intrinsic motivation. Therefore: 

Hypothesis 3. Intrinsic motivation moderates the indirect effect of taking 

charge on detachment, through work-life conflict, such that work life 

mediates this indirect effect only when employees report low levels of 

intrinsic motivation. 

5.2.4. DETACHMENT AND RECOVERY 

In organizational psychology the term recovery is commonly referred to as the 
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process of ‘undoing’ the strain caused by stressors and demands at work 

(Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015). Studies have shown that being unable to rest and 

recover from work may yield serious negative consequences for employees’ well-

being (e.g., Fritz & Sonnentag, 2005; Geurts & Sonnentag, 2006). However, 

successful recovery is not merely a matter of amount of time available off-work; a 

pivotal role in the process of recovery is played by the quality of the recovery 

activities that individuals engage in (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005; Sonnentag & 

Fritz, 2015; Westman & Eden, 1997). In this vein, detachment is a core pillar of 

the recovery process: when individuals experience not only a physical, but also a 

mental sense of ‘being away’ from the workplace in their off-work time, they are 

more likely to feel rested the following day at work (Sonnentag, 2012; Sonnentag 

et al., 2010; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015; Sonnentag & Kruel, 2006), which is in turn 

predictive of engagement and work performance (Binnewies et al., 2010; Fritz & 

Sonnentag, 2005; Sonnentag, 2003). Therefore, I propose that: 

Hypothesis 4. Psychological detachment in the evening predicts recovery the 

next morning. 

 METHODS 5.3.

5.3.1. SAMPLE 

The sample consisted of 77 Australian managers employed in a range of 

industries. Managers are particularly suited to proactivity research because they 

normally possess a considerable degree of autonomy in their daily work, which is 

an important facilitator of proactive work behaviour (Griffin et al., 2007; Parker 
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& Collins, 2010). At the time of the study, all participants were enrolled in a part-

time Master in Business Administration at the University of Western Australia. 

Participants’ mean age was 34.6 years (SD = 6.4) and about 54% were males. On 

average, tenure was 4.21 years (SD = 4.05 years) and participants had on average 

2.6 years of experience in their current job (SD = 2.6).  

After agreeing to participate in the study, participants were invited to a short 

briefing session, wherein they received detailed information about the study 

purpose and the participation process. The diary data was collected using a 

smartphone survey application (iSurvey & droidSurvey), which was installed on 

participants’ smartphones or tablets during the study briefing (see Appendix B). 

During the briefing session, managers were also given information on how to 

download the daily surveys on their smartphones and when to complete them. 

Even though the diary activity was designed to be part of a unit on self-

development, participation was voluntary and students could withdraw from the 

study at any point in time without notice. 

The study consisted of two stages. In stage 1, I asked participants to complete a 

10-minute online survey before taking part in the dairy activity. This survey 

measured participants’ demographics and general information about their job. In 

stage 2, I asked participants to complete three daily surveys for 5 consecutive 

working days. The first survey was completed in the morning, before going to 

work (morning survey). A second survey was completed before the end of the 

workday (end-of-workday survey). The third daily survey was to be completed 

within an hour before going to bed (evening survey). Each daily survey took 



 

122 
 

approximately two minutes to complete. In return for their participation in the 

study, participants were invited to attend a dedicated one-hour workshop on 

employee well-being and recovery from work stress, in which they received a 

personalized feedback report based on the surveys. Overall, I collected a total of 

902 measurement occasions across 3-5 working days. 

5.3.2. MEASURES 

To keep length of the daily survey to a minimum, I used a subset of 1-3 items 

from each scale (Ohly et al., 2010). All items (except for demographics) had to be 

answered on 5-point Likert scales.  

Taking charge. Daily taking charge behaviours were assessed in the end-of-

workday survey using the following two items “today, I tried to bring about 

improved procedures in my workplace” and “Today, I tried to institute work 

methods that are more effective”. The response scale ranged from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The items were adapted from Parker and Collins 

(2010).  

Intrinsic motivation. Participants reported their intrinsic motivation by 

responding to the following item adapted from Gagné et al. (2015): “Today, I 

worked hard because the tasks I did were enjoyable”, using a 5-point Likert-type 

scale anchored at 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. Intrinsic motivation 

was measured in the end-of-workday survey. 

Work-life conflict. Work-life conflict was measured with three items adapted 

from Netemeyer, Boles, and McMurrian (1996): An example item is: “Today, my 
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work has taken up time that I would have liked to spend with my family/friends”. 

Work-life conflict was measured in the evening survey on a Likert scale ranging 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

Evening Psychological Detachment. Psychological detachment from work was 

assessed with two items adapted from Sonnentag et al. (2008). An example item 

is “This evening, I did not think about work at all” on a Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Psychological Detachment was measured 

in the evening survey. 

Morning Recovery. To assess participants’ recovery from work stress, I 

developed the following item: “How recovered do you feel from yesterday's 

work?”. The response scale ranged from 1 (not recovered at all) to 5 (extremely 

recovered). Recovery was measured in the morning survey. 

Control variables. Previous research suggests that workload is positively 

associated with proactive behaviour, even though evidence is somewhat mixed 

(Fay & Sonnentag, 2002; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). At the same time, workload is 

strong negative predictor of detachment in the evening (Sonnentag & Bayer, 

2005). Therefore I controlled for end-of-day workload in the model.  

 RESULTS 5.4.

The diary data I collected had a hierarchical structure with two nested levels: the 

between-person level (level 2) and the within-person level (level 1). Means, 

standard deviations and zero-order correlations can be seen in Table 3. The 

correlation coefficients shown below the diagonal represent the daily variables 
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aggregated at the person level (N = 77). To obtain these correlations, I calculated 

the average across all measurement occasion per given variable. To calculate the 

correlation coefficients shown above the diagonal, instead, I subtracted the each 

person-mean score from each observation, so as to reflect purely intra-individual 

variation (N = 254- 365) (Snijders & Bosker, 1999).  

The findings show, as would be expected given the hypotheses, that taking 

charge was significantly positively associated with work-life conflict at the 

within-person level (r = .17, p < .01) work-life conflict was significantly associated 

with detachment (r = -.24, p < .001) as well as recovery (r = -.21, p < .01). At the 

between-person level there was no significant correlation between taking charge 

and work-life conflict (r = -.06, p > .05. However, work-life conflict was 

negatively associated with detachment (r = -.49, p < .001) and recovery (r = -.41, p 

< .001).  

In regard to other correlations, at the within-person level, work-life conflict was 

correlated with workload (r = .16, p < .01) and intrinsic motivation (r = -.15, p 

< .05). At the between-person level, taking charge was correlated with workload 

(r = .14, p < .01), although no there was no relationship at the within-person level 

of analysis (r = .06, p > .05). Taking charge was significantly associated with 

intrinsic motivation both at the between-person (r = .32, p < .001) and the 

within-person level (r = .28, p < .001). 

Prior to testing the hypotheses I computed the Intra-Class-Correlations for all the 

variables to verify whether a multi-level approach was appropriate for the 

analyses. Overall, analyses indicated that the variables had a total within-person 
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variance ranging from 60% to 76%, thus requiring a multi-level approach to the 

analyses. Given that my goal was to explore how daily fluctuations of taking 

charge behaviour relate to work-life conflict, detachment and recovery, all the 

variables were person-mean centered using the participants’ mean across the 

measurement (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998; Ohly et al., 2010). Analyses were run 

using MPLUS 7.4 software (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015).  

To test hypotheses 1, 2 and 3, I ran a hierarchical multilevel model using Mplus 

TYPE=COMPLEX function with evening detachment, and morning recovery, as 

the dependent variables to take the non-independence of observations into 

account. All the study variables were assessed at the within-person level. I ran 

these analyses with and without workload (modelled at the within-subject level) 

as a control variable. Results pertaining to the main hypotheses were not affected 

by the presence of the control variable. Therefore, in line with Becker ’s (2005) 

recommendations I deleted workload from the analyses to avoid any unnecessary 

decline in statistical power.  

For hypothesis 4 (concerning the effects of evening detachment on morning 

recovery), I created a lagged variable of evening detachment and regressed it on 

recovery. Given that recovery was measured in the morning survey, whereas 

detachment was measured in the evening survey, I adopted this approach to 

establish the temporal precedence of detachment.  



 
 

 

Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Study 2 Variables 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Taking charge (end-of-
workday) 

3.37 .84 - .28*** .17** -.01 .06 .01 

2. Intrinsic motivation (end-of-
workday) 

3.48 .98 .32*** - -.15* .19** -.12* .05 

3. Work-life conflict   (evening) 2.67 .91 -.06 -.14* - -.24*** .16** -.21** 

4. Psychological detachment   
(evening) 

3.54 1.05 .04 .35*** -.49*** - -.30*** -.09 

5. Workload (end-of-workday) 2.70 1.06 .14** -.11* .50*** -.31*** - .29 

6. Recovery (morning) 3.23 1.00 .11* .43*** -.41*** .33** -.19*** - 

NOTES. Correlations below the diagonal represent the between-person level (N = 77) whereas correlations above the diagonal are at the within-person 
level (N = 254-365 depending on the number of missing values in some of the daily surveys). Coefficients above the diagonal were calculated by 
subtracting participants’ daily responses from their respective person-mean score (Snijders & Bosker, 1999). 
*p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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5.4.1. TEST OF HYPOTHESES 

Hypothesis 1 stated that taking charge behaviour would be associated with work-

life conflict only when intrinsic motivation is low. To test this, I ran a regression 

model in which both intrinsic motivation, taking charge and their interaction 

were entered simultaneously in the model. Results indicated that the main effect 

of taking charge on work-life conflict was not significant (B = 0.16, SE = .08, p = 

.06), whereas intrinsic motivation had a significant negative main effect (B = -

0.24, SE = .10, p < .05). In line with my expectations, the interaction term 

between intrinsic motivation and taking charge was significant (B = -.20, SE = 

.05, p < .001). A plot of the interaction effect is shown in Figure 10. Specifically, 

on days in which participants reported low levels of intrinsic motivation, taking 

charge behaviours were associated with higher levels of work-life conflict. 

Conversely, when intrinsic motivation was high, taking charge did not result in 

higher work-life conflict after work. Thus, hypothesis 1 received full support. For 

hypothesis 2, analyses revealed that there was a significant association between 

work-life conflict and evening detachment (B = -.46, SE = .16, p <.05), such that 

greater work-life conflict was associated with reduced detachment in the evening. 

Therefore, hypothesis 2 was also supported. 

Hypothesis 3 stated that taking charge would have an indirect effect on 

detachment through life conflict only when intrinsic motivation is low. To test 

the moderated mediation model (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007), I included 

intrinsic motivation as a within-subject moderator of the indirect effect of taking 

charge on detachment, via work-life conflict. I tested the conditional effect at 1 
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SD above the mean, at the mean, and at 1 SD below the mean on intrinsic 

motivation. Analyses showed that there was a significant indirect effect of taking 

charge on detachment via work-life conflict only when intrinsic motivation is low 

(-1SD) (B = -.16, SE = .08, p <.05). The indirect effect did not occur when 

participants reported moderate (at the mean; B = -.07, SE = .05, p = .15) or high 

levels of intrinsic motivation (1SD above the mean; B = .02, SE = .05, p =.07). In 

summary, these findings provide support to the moderated mediation model: on 

days in which participants reported low levels of intrinsic motivation, taking 

charge behaviours were associated with reduced evening detachment, with this 

effect mediated by work-life conflict. Therefore, hypothesis 3 was also supported.  

 
Figure 9. Intrinsic motivation moderates the effect of taking charge 
on work-life conflict. 

 

 

Finally, hypothesis 4 stated that detachment in the evening would be positively 
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associated with recovery the following morning. To test this, I created a new one-

day lagged variable of detachment and computed a simple regression model with 

recovery in the morning as the dependent variable. Consistent with predictions, 

analyses revealed that evening detachment was a significant predictor of recovery 

the following morning (B = 0.19, SE = .09, p < .05). Hence, hypothesis 4 was also 

supported. An overview of the overall model can be seen in Figure 11. 

 

Figure 10. Path analysis of the effects of taking charge on detachment, via 
work-life conflict 

 

Unstandardized estimates for the regression weights are reported. 
* p < .05.  ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  
 

 DISCUSSION 5.5.

The purpose of this study was to investigate how behaving proactively at work 

impacts on employees’ daily work-life balance. Specifically, I explored when and 

how taking charge behaviour interferes with the process of detachment and 

recovery from work-demands during non-work time. Although some studies have 

looked at the effects of citizenship behaviour and personal initiative on work-life 
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conflict (Bolino & Turnley, 2005; Lam, Wan, & Roussin, 2016), this is – to my 

knowledge - the first study to explicitly consider how proactive behaviour at work 

impacts on employees’ work-life conflict.  

5.5.1. THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 

One of the most significant findings to emerge from this investigation is that 

one’s level of intrinsic motivation at work can indeed shape the work-life 

consequences of proactivity: when one’s intrinsic motivation is low, proactive 

behaviour interferes with the process of detachment by causing work-life conflict. 

As expected, I did not observe the same effect when intrinsic motivation is high. 

From a broader viewpoint, these findings indicate that intrinsic motivation is not 

only a strong motivator of proactivity (Parker et al., 2010), but also an important 

factor to consider when looking at the personal consequences of this way of 

behaving (Cangiano & Parker, 2015).  

Findings from this research provide several insights into the management of 

proactive behaviour. This study corroborates the idea that proactive behaviour, 

per se, is a ‘win-win’ situation for the employee and the employer: one the one 

hand, proactivity benefits the organization by boosting the performance of 

employees and increasing firm success (Frese & Fay, 2001; Grant et al., 2009); on 

the other hand, being proactive at work can increase perceptions of competence 

(Strauss & Parker, 2014) and benefit one’s professional career (Blickle et al., 2009; 

Vos et al., 2009). However, because of its resource-demanding nature, proactive 

behaviour that is not intrinsically motivated can turn out to be detrimental for 

employees and hurt their life outside of work. Indeed, organizations should aim 
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to create an environment that encourages employees to take charge and use their 

personal initiative without undermining intrinsic motivation. For example, 

organizations should note that extrinsic rewards may ultimately reduce intrinsic 

motivation (Deci et al., 1999). For instance, introducing formal assessments of 

proactive behaviours during performance appraisals or providing monetary 

rewards might create extrinsic pressure for proactivity, with the effect that 

intrinsic motivation is reduced. The results show that when individuals are not 

intrinsically motivated, proactive behaviour can backfire and cause work-life 

conflict, thus undermining the process of detachment and recovery from work 

demands. 

5.5.2. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

In future investigations, scholars could explore how other types of motivations 

(or motivational profiles) influence the consequences of proactivity. For instance, 

researchers could investigate whether high levels of identified motivation operate 

in a similar way as is the case for intrinsic motivation. That is, if individuals are 

engaging in taking charge because it is personally important (albeit not very 

interesting) proactivity may not be experienced as depleting for employees. The 

question also arises as to the effects of proactivity on work-life conflict and 

detachment when either introjected or extrinsic motivation is high. For example, 

if proactivity is performed as means to obtain a promotion, this may be 

experienced as depleting, which in turn could increase work-life conflict.  

It should be noted that these results only apply to taking charge and cannot be 

generalized to all proactive behaviours. In the analyses, I controlled for voice 
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behaviours and failed to detect the same effects. This seems to suggest that 

different types of proactive behaviours may have differential outcomes for 

employees: high resource-demanding behaviours such as taking charge might be 

more detrimental for work life-conflict when intrinsic motivation is low 

compared to behaviours like voice, which are arguably less resource-demanding 

for employees. Further research could systematically assess the resource 

implications of different types of proactive behaviour.  

As noted above, I did not actually measure the mechanism of ego depletion. 

Thus, even though results were consistent with this theoretical mechanism, there 

might be other plausible processes underpinning the effects. One possible 

explanation of these results can be sought in the unaccounted role of positive 

affect. Previous research has linked intrinsic motivation with the experience of 

positive affect (Isen & Reeve, 2005) and has shown that it can facilitate creative 

thinking and problem solving (Estrada, Isen, & Young, 1994). Positive affect is 

also known to act as a ‘buffer’ against the effects of ego depletion, by helping to 

restore self-regulatory resources (Tice, Baumeister, Shmueli, & Muraven, 2007). 

Therefore, it is also plausible that moderating effect of intrinsic motivation on the 

relationship between proactive behaviour and work-life conflict is in fact 

mediated by positive affect. Additionally, it should be acknowledged that the ego 

depletion theory has received significant criticism over the last few years, with 

scholars questioning the size of the ego depletion effect (Martin S Hagger et al., 

2016), thus requiring cautious interpretation of the theoretical approach adopted 

in this thesis until the critique of the theory can be satisfactorily addressed. 
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It is plausible to expect that such effects of proactivity on work-life conflict also 

depend on other factors that affect resource requirements. For instance, an 

employee’s family circumstances may exacerbate or mitigate such effects. In a 

similar vein, the overall workload may play a moderating role: if one’s overall 

workload is generally low, engaging in taking charge behaviour may not 

necessarily create work-life conflict, regardless of one’s motivation to do so. 

Conversely, taking charge behaviour performed in the context of an already 

highly demanding job may well amplify the effects of proactivity on work-life 

conflict.   

In conclusion, I believe that as employees become increasingly expected to take 

charge and behave proactively at work, it is essential to understand how this 

impacts on their life outside of work. If proactive behaviour undermines the 

process of detachment from work demands, this can result in insufficient 

recovery and ultimately impact on subsequent performance.  
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CHAPTER 6  

GENERAL DISCUSSION 
The aim of this thesis was to explore the personal consequences of proactive 

work behaviour from a well-being perspective. In chapter 3, I proposed a 

theoretical dual-pathway model of consequences that simultaneously considers 

positive (resource-generating) and negative (strain-generating) outcomes of 

proactivity. In chapter 4, I tested the dual-pathway model in a diary study with a 

particular focus on the energetic outcomes of proactivity and the role of 

supervisor support of such behaviours. In chapter 5, I examined more closely the 

strain pathway of proactivity in another diary study from a work-life interface 

viewpoint. Specifically, I explored the effects of taking charge (a type of proactive 

behaviour) on work-life conflict and detachment, and the moderating role of 

intrinsic motivation. In this final chapter, I first summarise the findings of 

chapters 3-5, and then discuss the implications of this research as a whole, with 

an emphasis on future research directions. 

 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 6.1.

In Chapter 3 I began the investigation into the individual consequences of 

proactivity by outlining a theoretical model. Specifically, I proposed a dual-
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pathway model of personal consequences of proactive behaviour from a well-

being perspective that takes into account both the mediating processes and the 

moderating factors that shape these pathways. The theoretical framework of the 

dual-pathway model revolves around conservation of resources theory: 

proactivity can be instrumental in obtaining resources, by eliciting a sense of self-

determination, but may also become depleting for employees under certain 

circumstances (e.g., when the proactive behaviour is not intrinsically motivated). 

In Chapter 4 I presented the first empirical study of this research, which tests the 

dual-pathway model outlined in Chapter 3. Specifically, I found that daily 

proactive behaviour can allow employees to experience a sense of mastery and 

competence, which in turn increases their feelings of vitality at work. However, 

analyses also showed that for employees who perceived their supervisors as 

punitive, behaving proactively resulted in increased anxiety after work, which in 

turn was associated with poorer detachment. This is because when employees are 

afraid to be punished for mistakes, self-initiated actions generate a feelings of 

anxiety. This first empirical study provided support for the central premise of this 

thesis that proactive behaviour may yield both positive and negative outcomes 

for employees’ well-being, depending on the circumstances in which is 

performed. 

In Chapter 5 I presented the second empirical study of this thesis, which zooms 

in on the strain pathway and considers the outcomes of proactivity (more 

specifically taking charge behaviours) from a work-life balance perspective. 

Findings from this study suggested that engaging in proactive behaviour at work 
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does not per se impair work-life balance and detachment from work demands. 

Rather, results indicated that proactivity is detrimental to employees’ 

detachment only when one’s work motivation is not intrinsic. This indicates that 

intrinsic motivation is not only a strong driver of proactivity, but can also shape 

its consequences for employees.    

 OVERALL THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS  6.2.

This thesis contributes to the literature of proactive behaviour in several ways. 

First, it considers the outcomes of proactivity predominantly from an individual’s 

well-being perspective. In the last two decades the majority of research on 

proactivity that did focus on the outcomes of this behaviour has generally 

considered career-related outcomes; for instance, supervisors’ evaluations (Grant 

et al., 2009), both self-rated and objective performance indicators (Crant, 1995). 

The model presented in chapter 2 consider specifically how engaging in proactive 

behaviour can benefit or impair individual’s well-being, as well as the factors that 

moderate these effects.  

Second, the two empirical studies (Chapters 3 & 4) consider proactivity from an 

episodic perspective – namely, how specific daily proactive behaviour impacts on 

employees’ energy and work-life balance after work – rather than examining how 

general predispositions to be proactive are associated with general well-being 

indicators (e.g., life satisfaction). I argue that such approach offers tangible 

advantages when it comes to making causal inferences regarding the outcomes of 

proactivity by limiting possible reciprocal influences and confounding factors 
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that could occur when considering general levels of proactive behaviour (e.g., are 

energised employees more likely to be proactive or is it being proactive that 

generates feeling of vitality?).  

Third, the dual-pathway model introduced in chapter 2 includes a thorough 

examination of possible moderating and mediating factors for the outcomes of 

proactivity. I contend that a careful consideration of contextual factors (both 

personal and situational) is essential in understanding how proactive behaviour 

affects employees’ well-being. This is due to the fact that proactivity is a complex 

multi-stage behaviour that may be driven by various motivational forces; this is 

supported by findings across the two empirical studies of this research project: no 

significant main effects were found between daily proactive behaviour and well-

being indicators, which reinforces the idea moderating and mediating variables 

must be accounted for. The dual-pathway model discussed in this thesis is not 

only a preamble for the two empirical studies presented in Chapters 3 and 4, but 

it also serves as a solid foundation for future research considering the personal 

outcomes of proactive behaviour, which this research hopes to stimulate.  

This research does not claim to have examined all possible factors that may shape 

the well-being outcomes of proactivity; rather, it hopes to stimulate future 

research endeavours to obtain a more comprehensive overview of the factors that 

influence the consequences of proactivity, so as to better inform organisations 

regarding how to promote and sustain proactive behaviours. Indeed, this 

research has shown that proactivity requires resources and can, under certain 

circumstances, become depleting for employees. Nonetheless, the central 
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message of this investigation is that proactivity can be a ‘win-win’ situation for 

the employee and the employer, whereby both actors can mutually benefit: on 

the one hand employees can feel a heightened sense of competence and mastery 

in their work, while on the other hand employers can rely on workers that are 

able to perform (but also adapt and innovate) without close supervision.  

Findings from this thesis suggest that the consequences of employees’ proactivity 

are indeed multi-faceted. In essence, proactive work behaviour has a ‘bright’ side 

for employee well-being, but also can have a ‘dark’ one. Understanding how 

proactivity generates and/or depletes individual resources can shed light on the 

way in which we should promote this behaviour for it to be sustainable from a 

well-being perspective. In chapter 4 it was shown that although proactivity can 

be an intrinsically motivating behaviour that may help employees to feel 

competent in their work, the way supervisors respond to their workers’ 

proactivity could impact whether proactive behaviours result in the generation 

versus the depletion of resources. Similarly, findings from the paper presented in 

chapter 5 highlight the fact the proactivity may also have non-intrinsic 

motivational underpinnings, in which case it is more likely to drain resources and 

impact on employees’ life outside of work. 

 PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 6.3.

This thesis offers several implications for practitioners. First, this research 

suggests that there can beneficial effects of proactivity on well-being, and these 

could potentially be part of a positive spiral: Being proactive at work can serve as 
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a powerful means experience a sense of competence in one’s work, which in turn 

increases vitality. These motivational effects can be particularly important in jobs 

whose core tasks do not provide many chances to feel self-determined at work 

(Fay & Sonnentag, 2012).  

However, taking charge and making things happen at work is a process that 

requires substantial goal-regulation to be carried out. Past research has indicated 

that ‘going the extra mile’ and/or using one’s personal initiative can often entail 

further demands on top of core duties (Bolino & Turnley, 2005; Bolino, Valcea, et 

al., 2010). To prevent role stressors from arising and causing strain, managers 

should provide structural and emotional support to proactive employees. 

Furthermore, findings from this research offer a number of tangible suggestions 

for organisations regarding how to encourage and manage proactive behaviour to 

maximise its positive personal outcomes whilst minimising potential drawbacks. 

In terms of rewards, this research indicates that extrinsic rewards are not 

necessarily negative per se for proactive employees: as long as workers have some 

degree of intrinsic motivation to be proactive, then proactive behaviour should 

be less likely to harm their well-being. Indeed, if proactive behaviour is solely 

motivated by extrinsic factors – for example the desire to be noticed by managers 

and other co-workers – then it is not only more likely to be more self-serving in 

nature and less useful to the organisation (Bolino, Valcea, et al., 2010), but also 

more prone to drain resources and cause fatigue. It is therefore important to 

avoid implementing reward systems using incentives that can reduce intrinsic 

motivation. By way of illustration, formally assessing frequency and valence of 
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proactive behaviours in performance appraisals may give the impression that 

proactivity is ‘expected’ from employees.  

It is recommended that interventions to increase and reward proactive behaviour 

focus on building a shared sense of organizational identity among workers to 

provide more motivations to be proactive that lay closer to autonomous side of 

the controlled-autonomous continuum (Gagné & Deci, 2005). For example, if 

workers take pride in and identify with the company, they are more likely to be 

proactive to truly benefit the organisation, rather than for self-serving purposes 

(Van Dick, Grojean, Christ, & Wieseke, 2006). In turn, this is also likely to 

prevent potentially damaging outcomes of proactivity for their well-being.  

This research project also offers valuable implications regarding how managers 

and supervisors should respond to the proactivity of their employees: if the 

organisation values proactive behaviour, then supervisors should strive to be 

responsive to the proactive efforts of their employees. This could be achieved by 

acting on the ideas and suggestions of their workers to the best of their ability. If 

the proactive behaviour is not aligned with organisational goals, managers could 

acknowledge the employee’s effort while providing constructive feedback and 

suggestions for improvement. Although supervisors’ feedback in relation to 

proactivity was not measured in this research, it is plausible to expect that 

feedback can interfere considerably with the positive outcomes of proactive 

behaviour. As discussed in chapter 3, providing negative feedback to outcomes 

resulting from proactive behaviours may trigger a conservation of resources 

mechanism, which may discourage further attempts to be proactive in the future. 
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Feedback, therefore, should be contingent and behaviour-oriented, rather than 

outcome-oriented. Positive reinforcement is also crucially important: employees’ 

proactive actions should be praised by supervisors in order to encourage more 

proactivity.  

From a work-life interface perspective, employers who expect their workforce to 

be highly proactive should take steps to ensure proper segmentation between the 

work and life of their employees. Although having workers constantly think 

about work even at home may sound appealing to some employers, this research 

suggests that such situation is only likely to be beneficial in the short-term. In the 

long-term, employees unable to detach and recover from work demands will be 

more prone to experience emotional exhaustion, health problems and, ironically, 

be less proactive in the future due to lack of energy (Sonnentag, 2003) (Fritz & 

Sonnentag, 2005, 2009; Geurts & Sonnentag, 2006; Sonnentag & Zijlstra, 2006). 

Altogether, results from this research suggest that proactive behaviour per se can 

potentially be a win-win situation for the employer and the employee: a way to 

experience a sense of mastery and competence for the employee whilst improving 

organisational effectiveness and adaptivity. However, as shown in this thesis, this 

will largely depend upon the circumstances under which proactivity is 

performed.  

 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH  6.4.

Before discussing the limitations of this thesis, note that the specific limitations 

of each study included in this work were discussed in the discussion section of 
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each chapter. In this section, I focus on the broader issues and the limitations of 

this thesis as a whole.  

LIMITATIONS AND ASSOCIATED FUTURE RESEARCH 

There are a number of important limitations that need to be addressed. First, 

because the data from both studies was collected using self-reported measures, 

the findings are potentially vulnerable to common-method variance issues (P. M. 

Podsakoff et al., 2003). For instance, participants tend to respond to questions in 

ways that present them in a favourable light, even though such responses do not 

really reflect their actual behaviour (Paulhus, 2002). To account for this, all the 

variables were person-mean centered to the individual weekly average across all 

days of measurement, so as to rule out the possible influence of different 

response tendencies within the sample.  

Second, due to the intra-individual nature of my research questions, the sample 

recruited for study two did not allow enough statistical power to explore other 

possible cross-level interactions with variables at the person level (e.g., individual 

differences, work design). Future research could usefully explore the factors that 

mitigate or worsen the negative consequences of proactive behaviour on 

employees’ well-being and life outside of work at the within and between-person 

level. For example, it is conceivable to expect that one’s number of dependants 

(and their age) is a variable likely to exacerbate the effects of proactive behaviour 

on work-life conflict due to the increased amount of regulatory resources 

necessary to deal with family responsibilities. Similarly, within-level processes 

such as sleep quality may also shape the effects of proactive behaviour by 
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diminishing regulatory resources. 

Additionally, it is worth noting that some mediators of the pathways of the model 

presented in this thesis were not empirically tested in this research. For example, 

while the study presented in chapter 4 tested perceived competence as a 

mediator of the resource-generation pathway, perceived mastery and positive 

affect were not tested. Future research considering the well-being outcomes of 

proactivity could, for instance, investigate whether daily proactivity is associated 

with greater feelings of mastery, and if this in turn increases self-efficacy 

perceptions. 

A further limitation concerns the sample recruited across the two empirical 

studies. Participants were volunteers enrolled in a part-time MBA. Although 

participants were employed in a wide array of managerial positions in several 

different industry sectors, it should be acknowledged that more research is 

needed to generalize these findings to a broader working population. 

Another important overall limitation of this thesis that must be addressed is the 

fact that only the short-term consequences of proactivity were considered. While 

little research has focused on the short-term effects of proactivity on well-being, 

even less work has investigated this relationship from a long-term perspective. 

Several important questions are still unanswered in this respect: for example, do 

proactive employees more develop more resilience in the face of life challenges, 

resulting in longer-term well-being? It is even possible that individuals who 

behave proactively gain positive benefits, which then leads them over time to 

become more proactive in multiple life domains (that is, proactive personality 
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might be developed as individuals more routinely engage in proactivity), which 

then shapes their longer-term well-being. I argue that, in order to understand the 

impact of proactivity on well-being, it is also relevant to examine the potential 

outcomes of proactive behaviour in the long run. In the next section, I briefly 

discuss possible long-term consequences of proactive behaviour that could be 

usefully explored in future research. 

LONG-TERM OUTCOMES OF PROACTIVITY 

One subject that needs to be addressed now is why being proactive at work can 

build resources that should be beneficial to well-being in the long-run. Personal 

resources are self-evaluations generally referring to individuals’ ability to control 

and impact the environment surrounding them (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, & 

Jackson, 2003). Self-evaluations are different from momentary perceptions of 

competence (as described in chapter 4), as the former reflect are more trait-like 

(i.e., less likely to fluctuate over time and be influenced by situational 

contingencies, as opposed to a transitory psychological state). Past research has 

shown that, aside from being strictly correlated to psychological resilience (i.e., 

the capacity to bounce back and make it through hard times), yield also 

favourable effects on individuals’ psychological and emotional well-being (Judge 

& Hurst, 2008; Kammeyer-Mueller, Judge, & Scott, 2009; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, 

Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007). 

According to Hobfoll’s conservation of resources theory, gaining resources at 

work has a potential to expand a person’s resource pool, thus increasing the 

likelihood that additional resources are obtained (in a virtuous circle). 
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Conversely, employees lacking resources are more vulnerable to further resource 

loss (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2001; Llorens, Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2007). 

Drawing on these theoretical approaches, I consider two key personal resources - 

organisation-based self-esteem and internal locus of control - that proactive 

behaviour sustained over time is likely to develop: I consider organisation-based 

self-esteem because proactivity is self-initiated and often transcends written job 

descriptions, thus reflecting and show casting an employee’s ability as an 

organisational member. Further, I focus on internal locus of control as the very 

nature of proactivity emphasises the importance of taking control of a situation 

and making things happen, rather than passively reacting to events (Bindl & 

Parker, 2011; Griffin et al., 2007). Finally, I discuss proactivity from a broader life-

span developmental perspective and examine ways in which proactive behaviour 

could be instrumental for successful aging. 

PROACTIVITY AND ORGANISATION-BASED SELF-ESTEEM 

Performing proactive work behaviour has a great potential to enhance on 

employees’ self-esteem, particularly as an organisational member. Organisation-

based self-esteem (OBSE) is commonly defined as a self-evaluation about one’s 

capability, significance, and worthiness as a member of an organisation (Pierce, 

Gardner, Cummings, & Dunham, 1989). By definition, OBSE is can be considered 

as a context-specific resource. There are several reasons to hypothesise an effect 

of proactive behaviour over OBSE. For instance, the ability to go above and 

beyond standard work procedures, anticipate problems and implement proactive 

solutions should increase one’s perceptions of worthiness as an organisational 
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member. Further, instead of waiting to be instructed what to do in a given 

situation, behaving in a proactive manner is also a strong signal to others 

members regarding our capacity to work autonomously and without close 

supervision (Bowling, Eschleman, Wang, Kirkendall, & Alarcon, 2010). In sum, I 

anticipate that a hypothetical feedback loop between proactive behaviour and 

OBSE: that is, the more frequently a person engages in proactivity (and the more 

the outcomes), the more positive should be one’s self-evaluation as an 

organisational member. In turn, having high self-esteem can indeed increase the 

likelihood to be proactive in future, in a positive upward spiral. It is important to 

note that such spirals of resource accumulation may operate over different time 

scales compared to the variables examined in this thesis: for example, 

organisation-based self-esteem may be less susceptible to daily changes 

compared to other more ‘malleable’ resources such as self-efficacy or feelings of 

mastery. This represent a challenge for future research as it will be necessary 

formulate specific hypothesis regarding the temporal dynamics of these spirals in 

order to elaborate adequate research designs.   

PROACTIVITY AND INTERNAL LOCUS OF CONTROL  

Ultimately, being proactive at work is likely to increase employees’ feelings of 

control at work. According to Rotter (1966), locus of control (LOC) refers to the 

extent to which individuals believe that they can control events affecting their 

lives. LOC is a construct that attracted a great deal of attention over the last fifty 

years. People with a high internal LOC (i.e., believing that events happening to 

them are largely determined by their own actions) are more likely to perform well 
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at work, be satisfied and committed to their job, be less stressed, and have a 

greater salary (Ng, Sorensen, & Eby, 2006; Ryon & Gleason, 2014). Although LOC 

has been traditionally considered as a stable trait (Sandler & Lakey, 1982), recent 

research has begun to look at its intra-individual variability. In 2008, Keeton and 

colleagues measured LOC variations across a year’s span, and found that 

increases in control were associated with lower anxiety and depression. Similarly, 

Ryon and Gleason (2014) demonstrated that daily levels of hassles and anxiety 

predicted short-term variations in LOC. Overall, these findings seem to suggest a 

certain malleability of locus of control across time.  

Drawing on social learning theory, Ryon and Gleason (2014) suggested that 

“personal experiences, such as the onset of a serious illness, reinforce or 

disconfirm beliefs about the level of control one has over one’s outcomes creating 

a reinforcement history or cycle” (p. 2). In fact, proactive behaviour is by 

definition self-directed, which entails greater sense of control compared to other 

prescribed tasks. Core tasks, for instance, are more likely to rely on standard 

procedures, as they identify what is prescribed to do in a certain job position. 

Instead, proactive behaviour often involves going beyond role requirements that 

can be formalised (Griffin et al., 2007). Therefore, by eliciting greater feelings of 

control on the events people experience at work, proactivity sustained over time 

has the potential to increase employees’ internal LOC. 

A LIFESPAN DEVELOPMENTAL PERSPECTIVE ON PROACTIVITY 

Aside from building resources, proactive behaviour in the long run could be 

instrumental in helping individuals to age successfully (Zacher, 2015; Zacher & 
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Kooij, 2017). As employees age, their physical stamina and fluid cognitive ability 

(e.g., problem solving and abstract reasoning) inexorably decline. In turn, this 

results in a reduced pool of resources available to individuals to deal with 

obstacles and challenges and perform well in their work. According to Zacher and 

Kooij, successful aging indicates “the achievement or maintenance of relatively 

favourable subjective and objective work outcomes (compared to average or 

normative levels of outcomes) as employees age” (2017, p. 267). Proactive 

behaviour could be helpful to deal with such age-related changes by optimising 

the way in which one’s limited resources are invested. The model of selection, 

optimization and compensation posits that these three developmental regulatory 

processes are essential to minimise losses and maximise gains associated with 

aging (Baltes & Dickson, 2001). According to this model, successful aging occurs 

when individuals are able to select and prioritise goals based on personal 

preference (selection), optimise their developmental potential by maximising 

gains (optimisation), and minimising the loss of resources (compensation). 

Because these strategies are self-initiated are future-oriented actions, they can be 

considered proactive behaviours instrumental to manage resources. From this 

perspective, behaving proactively can not only be useful to experience a sense of 

vitality and build resources, but may also benefit an employee’s well-being by 

optimising available resources (Zacher & Kooij, 2017).   

OTHER RESEARCH DIRECTIONS  

Other factors that could be usefully explored in future research include the 

impact of feedback and successful execution (Cangiano & Parker, 2015). 
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Regarding feedback, I contend that proactive work behaviour is likely to generate 

more resources when employees are praised for such behaviour. Receiving 

positive feedback and appreciation from co-workers and supervisors might 

increase the individual’s sense of self-esteem and self-efficacy, as well as 

enhancing feelings of competence and mastery. Future research could also 

explore how well-being be affected if colleagues resent proactivity. For example, 

co-workers may feel uncomfortable by someone else’s proactivity as this could 

make them look less capable in comparison and compel them to behave similarly 

not to feel inferior. This frustration could translate into disdainful behaviour 

towards the proactive colleague, or even sabotaging behaviour, which may 

eventually be detrimental to the well-being of the proactive employee (Bolino, 

Valcea, et al., 2010).  

Building on the findings presented in chapter 4 and 5, future research could 

explore the effects of daily proactive behaviour on sleep. Insomnia and lost sleep 

have been linked with various organisational outcomes including workplace 

injuries (Barnes & Wagner, 2009), job dissatisfaction (B. A. Scott & Judge, 2006) 

and unethical behaviour (Barnes, Schaubroeck, Huth, & Ghumman, 2011). 

Research questions that could be asked include whether being proactive could 

generate work-related rumination that in turn may undermine sleep (Querstret & 

Cropley, 2012), particularly when the proactive behaviour is unwelcomed or 

underappreciated by supervisors and colleagues. Interestingly, recent studies 

suggest that not all work-related thoughts during off-work time are detrimental 

to recovery, so it is possible that problem-solving pondering may not necessarily 
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be detrimental to sleep (Vahle-Hinz, Mauno, de Bloom, & Kinnunen, 2017). 

Conversely, proactive behaviour that results in affective rumination may impact 

on sleep more severely.  

Finally, it would be interesting to assess the effects of job insecurity on the 

motivations to be proactive and, in turn, how this can shape the consequences of 

proactive behaviour. In an ever-increasingly globalized world, job insecurity and 

work intensification are on the rise (Guillén, 2001). Proactive behaviours are 

crucial for organisations to survive in today’s dynamic work contexts. However, a 

lack of job security may create extrinsic incentives to be proactive at work to 

impress supervisors, thus increasing the likelihood to retain a job. Feeling 

compelled to be proactive in order to preserve one’s job may well place an 

additional burden on employees, increasing stressors associated with their role. 

In this regard, findings from this thesis suggest that when employees are low in 

intrinsic motivation, engaging in proactive behaviour may drain resources and 

backfire on them. This is not particularly encouraging as increasing levels of job 

insecurity may significantly shift employees’ motivations towards the controlled 

side of the motivational continuum (Gagné & Deci, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000, 

2008) From a different viewpoint, taking charge and voice behaviours may also 

threaten one’s job security by challenging the status quo, particularly if the wrong 

action is taken (Parker et al., 2010). This phenomenon is likely to be exacerbated 

in environments where supervisors tend to punish employees for their mistakes. 

METHODOLOGICAL CHALLENGES 

From a methodological perspective, it should be noted that research considering 
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the personal consequences of proactivity is mostly correlational in nature (e.g., 

Janssen, 2004). However, we have observed a surge in longitudinal studies (for 

instance, Bindl et al., 2012; Bledow, Rosing, & Frese, 2013; Madrid, Patterson, 

Birdi, Leiva & Kausel, 2014), including the two empirical studies presented in this 

thesis. Diary studies (Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013), particular, can turn out to be 

particularly useful to explore the underlying processes and mechanisms 

regulating the consequences of proactivity, given that affective and energetic 

experiences often occur on a momentary basis. Researchers should investigate 

the type of emotional reactions people experience when engaging in proactivity 

at work, as well as the crucial factors that mitigate or exacerbate such reactions. 

Longitudinal studies could allow studying proactivity from an episodic approach 

and examine possible positive/negative spirals (Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005). 

For example, it would be interesting to explore if successful proactive behaviours 

are associated with the experience of pride and contentment, and whether, in 

turn, these emotions encourage further proactivity. In this regard, designs that 

allow measuring affective experiences multiple times a day (e.g., before work, at 

work and after work) could help understand the causal links between affect and 

proactive behaviour.  

One important challenge to consider in daily diaries is the temporal dimension of 

proactivity: owing to its regulatory nature, proactivity can be considered a 

process involving several stages (Bindl et al., 2012). As a result, capturing the 

personal consequences of proactivity represents a challenging task. As an 

illustration, implementing a new work procedure is arguably a time-demanding 
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proactive goal that may take days, weeks or even months to be eventually 

achieved. It is plausible to believe that the striving aspects of such goal would be 

associated with different demands compared to the feelings experienced once the 

final goal is achieved. One way of tackling this issue would be to utilize the day 

reconstruction method (Kahneman, Krueger, Schkade, Schwarz, & Stone, 2004): 

this research technique would allow researchers to study the consequences of 

proactivity relationship using an episodic approach and better understand the 

personal consequences of proactive behaviour. Given that proactivity is a self-

initiated and self-directed behaviour difficult to artificially manipulate in a 

controlled setting, experimental designs are less viable option to establish causal 

links. In sum, longitudinal designs represent in my view a viable way to explore 

both the short and long-term consequences proactivity, which could potentially 

address several limitations of existing the research on the topic.  

 CONCLUSIONS 6.5.

In summary, this research set out to explore the personal consequences of 

proactive behaviour from a well-being viewpoint. Drawing from various theories 

of personal energy and motivation, it was found that proactive behaviour does 

not yield unanimous consequences for employees. A noteworthy inference of this 

work is that in order to truly understand the consequences proactive behaviour 

on one’s well-being it is essential to take into consideration the context in which 

the behaviour in performed, as well as one’s motivations to pursue proactive 

goals. The dual-pathway model presented in this thesis represent a robust 

framework to examine the consequences of proactivity from a holistic 
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perspective: with regards to the resource-generation pathway, this research 

showed that engaging in proactive behaviour is a viable means to experience a 

sense of mastery and competence in one’s work activities, which in turn boosts 

feelings of vitality that energize employees. With respect to the strain pathway, 

these findings suggest that proactivity is more likely to be detrimental for 

employees when their supervisors react negatively to employees’ mistakes. 

Additionally, these results suggest that proactive behaviour does not necessarily 

interfere with the process of detachment and recovery from work demands, as 

long as the behaviour is not exclusively motivated by extrinsic factors. It is hoped 

that these findings pave the way for future research regarding the consequences 

of proactive behaviour, as well as providing a solid and evidence-based set of 

ideas for the design of future interventions to encourage and reward proactive 

behaviour in organisational settings.
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APPENDIX A 

 
Table 4. Factor Loadings and Alphas for Punitive supervision, Transformational 

Leadership Dimensions, Developmental leadership and Team 
Climate. 

 

Item M (SD) PS V IS IC PR DL TC 

1. My supervisor: gets angry or upset with staff if they make a 
mistake 2.39 (1.04) .90       

2. My supervisor: takes responsibility away from staff if they 
make an error or mistake 2.42 (0.95) .57       

3. My supervisor: blames staff personally if things go wrong 2.26 (1.03) .84       
4. My supervisor: Has a clear understanding of where the 

organization is heading in the future. 3.61 (1.12)  .88      
5. My supervisor: Expresses a clear direction for the future of the 

work unit. 3.37 (1.01)  .93      
6. My supervisor: Creates an exciting and attractive image of 

where the work unit is going. 3.14 (1.04)  .75      
7. My supervisor: Challenges me to think about old problems in 

new ways. 3.14 (1.13)   .88     
8. My supervisor: Encourages me to question my assumptions 

about work. 3.18 (1.10)   .89     
9. My supervisor: Stimulates me to rethink the way I perform my 

job. 3.06 (1.10)   .93     
10. My supervisor: Instils a sense of pride in our unit by focusing 

on what we do well. 3.51 (0.96)    .90    
11. My supervisor: Inspires confidence by saying positive things 

about the work unit. 3.6 (0.93)    .91    
12. My supervisor: Encourages staff to believe in themselves and 

in the unit. 3.54 (0.91)    .79    

13. My supervisor: Rewards good performance. 3.25 (0.96)     .82   
14. My supervisor: Acknowledges good work. 3.81 (0.95)     .87   
15. My supervisor: Provides positive feedback on a job well done. 3.73 (0.98)     .92   
16. My supervisor: Encourages staff to develop their job-related 

skills. 3.56 (1.00)      .88  
17. My supervisor: Suggests training to improve my ability to 

carry out my job. 3.22 (1.18)      .86  
18. My supervisor: Coaches staff to help them improve their on-

the-job performance. 3.04 (1.10)      .82  

19. I can express my true feelings regarding my job. 3.31 (1.01)       .81 
20. I can freely express my thoughts. 3.52 (0.96)       .81 
21. Expressing your true feelings is welcomed. 3.20 (0.97)       .77 
22. Nobody in my unit will pick on me, even if I have different 

opinions. 3.48 (1.04)       .61 

23. In our team we can freely share our ideas, feelings, and hopes. 3.52 (0.94)       .89 
24. I can talk freely about difficulties I am having at work and 

know that others in my team will want to listen. 3.39 (1.02)       .89 
25. My team members and I would feel a sense of loss if one of us 

was transferred and we could no longer work together. 3.39 (1.10)       .80 

Cronbach’s Alpha  .79 .88 .92 .87 .88 .85 .90 
Notes. Factor loadings with standard error in parentheses. CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis. PS = Punitive Supervision, V = Vision, IS 
= Intellectual Stimulation, IC = Inspirational Communication, DL = Developmental Leadership, PR = Personal Recognition. Punitive 
Supervision was significantly correlated with the following latent variables: Vision (r = -.25), Inspirational Communication (r = -.38), 
Personal Recognition (r = -.39), Developmental Leadership (r = -.41), Team Climate (r = -.50). 
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APPENDIX B  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 11. Example survey questions as they appeared to participants 
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