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Abstract
Research has recently started to examine relationships between proactive behavior and
employee well-being. Investigating these relationships is important to understand the
effects of proactive behavior at work, and whether proactive behavior leads to an
increase or a decrease in well-being. In this daily-diary study, we investigated effects of
proactive behavior on within-day changes in four indicators of occupational well-being
(i.e., activated positive and negative affect, emotional work engagement and fatigue).
Moreover, based on the meta-concept of wise proactivity, which suggests that proactive
behavior may lead to either favorable or unfavorable consequences depending on
certain boundary conditions, we examined organizational tenure and emotion regula-
tion skills as moderators of these effects. In total, N= 71 employees participated in a
daily-diary study with two measurements per day for ten consecutive working days.
Results showed that emotion regulation skills interacted with proactive behavior to
predict within-day changes in emotional work fatigue, such that the effect of proactive
behavior on emotional work fatigue was only positive for employees with low (vs.
high) emotion regulation skills. Supplementary analyses examining reverse effects of
occupational well-being on proactive behavior showed that organizational tenure
interacted with activated positive and negative affect in predicting within-day changes
in proactive behavior. For employees with lower (vs. higher) organizational tenure,
both activated positive and negative affect were negatively associated with proactive
behavior. Overall, our findings contribute to the growing body of research on proactive
behavior and well-being by demonstrating reciprocal and conditional day-level rela-
tionships among these variables.
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Owing in part to increasingly uncertain, complex, and interdependent work environ-
ments, organizations are more often calling for initiative from their employees to
augment effective task performance (Frese, 2000; Griffin et al., 2007; Parker &
Bindl, 2017). Researchers often refer to such initiative as proactive behavior, which
has been defined as self-starting and future-oriented actions to change and improve the
work environment or oneself (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker et al., 2006). Examples of
proactive behaviors include anticipating problems and preventing their occurrence, or
actively seeking feedback from others (Crant, 2000; Frese & Fay, 2001). Due to the
positive association between proactive behavior and performance outcomes, most
research has focused on the individual and contextual variables that predict proactive
behavior, such as personality or job design (Bindl & Parker, 2012).

Comparatively less research has investigated the psychological consequences of
proactive behavior at work and, in particular, its associations with well-being outcomes
(for reviews, see Cangiano et al., 2017; Cangiano & Parker, 2016). Based on self-
determination theory, Strauss and Parker (2014) proposed that proactive behavior can
positively influence employee well-being by meeting basic human needs, such as the
need for autonomy. Other researchers have also suggested that proactive behavior can
deplete regulatory resources and, in turn, lead to job strain (Bolino et al., 2010).
Cangiano and Parker (2016) further argued that the short-term (i.e., within-person)
influence of proactive behavior on well-being may not only occur through a resource-
generation pathway (based on self-determination theory; Gagné & Deci, 2005) but, due
to the necessary investment of energy resources when engaging in proactive behavior,
also a resource-depletion pathway (based on conservation of resources theory; Hobfoll,
1989). Proactive behavior would thus, according to the model by Cangiano and Parker
(2016), lead to positive or negative well-being outcomes depending on different
moderators. In the present study, we investigate the effects of proactive behavior on
within-day changes in well-being. More specifically, we consider two positive and two
negative well-being consequences of proactive behavior, namely activated positive
affect and emotional work engagement, as well as activated negative affect and
emotional work fatigue, respectively.

A more recent stream of research has further focused on the meta-theoretical notion
of wise proactivity. Wise proactivity is a meta-theoretical concept (i.e., it is not a
specific, measurable construct) that explains an expected pattern of relationships
between proactive behavior and other variables. This meta-concept was developed by
Parker et al. (2019) in an attempt to account for the observation that proactive behavior
may have both positive and negative consequences for other people, the organization,
or those who enact it, and that these favorable or unfavorable outcomes of proactive
behavior may depend on certain boundary conditions, including characteristics of the
employee or their work environment (Parker & Wang, 2015). In their review of
moderating factors that may strengthen the effects of proactive behavior on favorable
outcomes, Parker et al. (2019) identify contextual knowledge (e.g. regarding the work
environment), person-organization fit, and emotion regulation skills as crucial.

Based on these theoretical considerations, we investigate organizational tenure and
emotion regulation skills as potential moderators of the effects of proactive behavior on
within-day changes in occupational well-being outcomes in our study. First, we focus
on organizational tenure, because longer tenure may help employees to tailor their
behavior to the organizational context by using knowledge they have gained via

278 Occupational Health Science (2021) 5:277–306



experience (e.g., understanding how colleagues think and feel), thereby increasing their
person-organization fit. Both knowledge of the work environment and person-
organization fit were identified as crucial factors by Parker et al. (2019), suggesting
that organizational tenure may be an important factor that strengthens the effects of
proactive behavior on occupational well-being outcomes. Second, we focus on emotion
regulation skills, which were identified as crucial by Parker et al. (2019), because these
skills may help employees’ focus on proactive events and improve their coping efforts
to deal with emotional events associated with proactive behavior. We focus on within-
person relationships and investigate whether these two between-person moderators
(e.g., organizational tenure and emotion regulation skills) influence the direction and
strength of effects of proactive behavior during the first half of the workday on within-
day changes in positive or negative well-being between midday and late afternoon (i.e.,
time lagged effects). In other words, we propose that intraindividual differences in
organizational tenure and emotion regulation skills moderate the effects of proactive
behavior on within-day changes in well-being outcomes.

It is important to note that although wise proactivity is not directly measurable, it
provides an important meta-concept that helps to understand why these two variables
may moderate the relationship between proactive behavior and occupational well-
being. More specifically, higher organizational tenure might strengthen the relationship
between proactive behavior and within-day changes in positive well-being outcomes by
supporting proactive behavior, as it provides an inherent understanding of how and
when proactive behavior may fit the overall organizational culture, and thus reaching
one’s goals. On the contrary, lower organizational tenure may weaken the relationship
between proactive behavior and within-day changes in positive well-being outcomes,
as individuals with low organizational tenure may not be able to correctly judge the
adequacy of proactive behavior. Higher levels of emotion regulation skills, on the other
hand, can help to address situations that may arise when engaging in proactive
behavior, such as channeling setbacks into positive emotions throughout the proactive
process. Lower levels of emotion regulation skills may, on the contrary, not allow for
an effective regulation of emotions during the proactive process and thus weaken the
relationship between proactive behavior and within-day changes in positive well-being
outcomes. Our conceptual model is shown in Fig. 1.

Our results contribute to the literature on proactive behavior in three important ways.
First, research has only recently begun to consider directional effects of proactive
behavior on well-being at work (Cangiano et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2019). In addition,
research on the effects of proactive behavior on well-being at work has mostly focused
on either positive or negative well-being outcomes (for a review see Cangiano &
Parker, 2016). This perspective, however, is limited, as well-being encompasses a
broader spectrum of both positive and negative experiences (Sonnentag, 2015;
Wright & Cropanzano, 2000). Thus, focusing on both positive and negative well-
being outcomes of proactive behavior, is important to gain a more complete under-
standing of the psychological consequences of proactive behavior as proposed in the
theoretical model by Cangiano and Parker (2016).

Second, to contribute to an enhanced understanding of the short-term (i.e., within-
day) well-being consequences of proactive behavior, our study employs a daily-diary
design with two assessments per day, across ten working days. Although within-person
designs focusing on changes in proactive behavior and well-being during the day have
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often been employed to investigate antecedents of proactive behavior (e.g., Sonnentag,
2003; Sonnentag et al., 2010), few studies have used such designs to investigate
outcomes of proactive behavior (see Cangiano et al., 2018; Fay & Hüttges, 2016 for
exceptions). Moreover, although meta-analyses imply that proactive behavior may
have a positive impact on well-being at the between-person level of analysis
(Thomas et al., 2010), these relationships could differ at the within-person level
(Parker et al., 2019). For example, well-being often fluctuates over relatively short
time-periods (e.g., within-day). This makes within-person designs a more appropriate
approach to understand well-being outcomes of proactive behavior (Xanthopoulou
et al., 2012), as they can also account for the time-lag between proactive behavior
and well-being outcomes (e.g., to investigate within-day effects of proactive behavior
during the first half of the workday on positive or negative well-being outcomes at the
end of the workday).

Third, Cangiano and Parker (2016) suggested that “…proactivity is likely to affect
mental health and well-being in multiple ways, and […] moderating variables and
mediating processes need to be considered…” (p. 229). Although a few empirical
studies have investigated individual and contextual factors, such as supervisory behav-
ior or organizational support, as moderators of the effect of proactive behavior on well-
being outcomes (e.g., Cangiano et al., 2018; Zacher et al., 2019), theory-based knowl-
edge of the boundary conditions of the relationship between proactive behavior and

Fig. 1 Conceptual Model. Note. Dotted lines indicate cross-level moderation effects of organizational tenure
and emotion regulation skills. Changes in well-being outcomes reflect midday to late afternoon changes
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well-being outcomes is still limited. By examining potential cross-level interactions of
proactive behavior with organizational tenure and emotion regulation skills on within-
day changes in well-being outcomes consistent with the meta-concept of wise
proactivity, our findings contribute to a broader understanding of the boundary condi-
tions of proactivity-well-being links, as well as the emerging literature on wise
proactivity (Parker et al., 2019).

Occupational Well-Being

We examine two sets of well-being outcomes in this study. First, we examine the
effects of proactive behavior on within-day changes in positive well-being indicators,
namely activated positive affect and emotional engagement at work. Affect is an “…
umbrella term encompassing a broad range of feelings that individuals experience…”
(Barsade & Gibson, 2007, p. 37), and thus represents a more general well-being
outcome. Affective experiences can be pleasant or unpleasant, following either high-
or low-activated states (Watson et al., 1988). Activated positive affect involves emo-
tional reactions that are characterized by short but intense positive (e.g., enthusiasm,
excitement) feelings. Emotional work engagement entails feeling emotionally connect-
ed to one’s work role, including positive feelings regarding one’s tasks and relation-
ships (Rich et al., 2010). We decided to focus on emotional work engagement (e.g., as
opposed to physical and cognitive engagement; Rich et al., 2010), because this facet of
work engagement is most relevant to employee well-being. That is, it is a positive
work-related state of mind (Schaufeli et al., 2002) that relates to positive affect
(Demerouti et al., 2001; Rothbard, 2001).

Second, we investigate activated negative affect at work and emotional work fatigue
as negative indicators of occupational well-being. Activated negative affect involves
emotional reactions that are characterized by short but intense negative (e.g., frustrated,
sad) feelings (Warr et al., 2014). Emotional work fatigue, which is a more specific
indicator of occupational well-being, involves feeling tired and having reduced func-
tional capacity at work (Frone & Tidwell, 2015).

Effects of Proactive Behavior on Occupational Well-Being

As compared tomost previous research that has shown that positive affect positively predicts
proactive behavior (e.g., Bindl & Parker, 2012; Fay& Sonnentag, 2012; Fritz & Sonnentag,
2009), we focus on the neglected topic of the affective and well-being consequences of
proactive behavior. The short-term, lagged effects of proactive behavior on within-day
changes in well-being outcomes, as investigated in this daily-diary study, have been
conceptualized in the theoretical model by Cangiano and Parker (2016). This model
specifies two pathways, one focusing on motivation and leading to positive well-being
outcomes (e.g., activated positive affect), and the other focusing on resource-depletion
resulting in negative well-being outcomes (e.g., job strain). The motivation pathway reflects
proactive behavior that has been successful and likely fosters an employee’s self-confidence
and self-efficacy at work (Parker, 2000). The resource-depletion pathway, on the contrary,
reflects proactivity as a source of employee stress (Bolino et al., 2010) that likely requires
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more resources and energy than available (Grant & Ashford, 2008), thereby leading to
negative well-being outcomes.

The opposing pathways proposed by Cangiano and Parker (2016) aim at uniting past
research, which has not established uniform effects of proactivity on well-being
outcomes. On the one hand, the positive association between proactive behavior and
well-being outcomes has been found in several empirical studies. In addition to cross-
sectional evidence (e.g., Claes & Van Loo, 2011; Ghitulescu, 2018; Greenglass &
Fiksenbaum, 2009; Wang & Li, 2015), researchers have started to employ daily-diary
(e.g., Starzyk et al., 2018; Weigelt et al., 2018) and experimental designs (e.g., Wolsink
et al., 2019) to study relationships between proactivity and well-being. For example,
Starzyk et al. (2018) conducted a daily-diary study, which found that problem-focused
voice (i.e., a form of proactive behavior) during meetings was associated with higher
positive affect at the end of the next working day. On the other hand, both cross-
sectional studies (e.g., Bolino & Turnley, 2005) and daily-diary studies have demon-
strated negative well-being consequences of proactive behavior as well. For example,
Fay and Hüttges (2016) employed a daily-diary design spanning three days and found
that daily proactive behavior was positively associated with daily cortisol output as an
indicator of strain, but was not related to psychological measures of strain (i.e., fatigue).
Recently, researchers have also started to use longitudinal research designs to study
these relationships (e.g., Pingel et al., 2019; Strauss et al., 2017). For example, Pingel
et al. (2019) used a three-wave longitudinal design (N = 231 participants) with surveys
separated by 2-week intervals to show that in the case of high external motivation,
proactivity is positively related to both irritability and rumination.

Due to these mixed findings, we do not assume positive or negative main effects of
proactivity on within-day changes in well-being outcomes. More specifically, because
proactive behavior could result in either positive or negative well-being outcomes, the
direction of the effects of proactive behavior on occupational well-being likely depends
on moderators (Cangiano & Parker, 2016). Therefore, we investigate whether past findings
may be accounted for by a set of moderators that influence the direction and strength of the
effects of proactive behavior. In contrast, previous research has focused on contextual
moderators (e.g., punitive supervision or organizational support) of proactivity-well-being
links. For example, considering both pathways, Cangiano et al. (2018) found evidence for an
“energy-generating pathway” in a daily-diary study with professionals and managers by
showing that engaging in proactive behavior on a daily basis can increase vigor due to a
higher level of experienced competence at work. In addition, when perceived punitive
supervision was high, proactive behavior was positively related to anxiety at the end of the
workday, which in turn was negatively related to detachment from work at bedtime (i.e., a
“resource-depletion pathway”). Further evidence for the importance of moderators comes
from a study by Zacher et al. (2019). This study investigated the effects of changes in
proactive behaviors over six months on changes in positive and negative mood, as well as
emotional engagement and exhaustion over the following six months. Results of this study
suggested that an increase in proactive behavior led to a decrease in positive mood and an
increase in negative mood. In addition, a change in proactive behavior positively predicted a
change in negative mood when perceived organizational support was low. Furthermore, an
increase in personal initiative was indirectly related to a decrease in emotional engagement,
and indirectly related to an increase in emotional exhaustion through a decrease in positive
mood and an increase in negative mood, respectively.
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The Moderating Effects of Organizational Tenure and Emotion
Regulation Skills

As argued here, the mixed findings regardingmain effects of proactive behavior onwell-
being outcomesmay be due to certain boundary conditions. Cangiano and Parker (2016)
suggest that both individual (e.g., motivation) and contextual factors (e.g., feedback)
may moderate the resource-generation and resource-depletion pathways. In their review
of wise proactivity, Parker et al. (2019) aim to understand when proactivity is effective
and when it is not. Parker et al. (2019) borrowed from the concept of wisdom (e.g.,
Baltes & Staudinger, 2000) to establish wise proactivity, which is a meta-concept
defined as “…enacting and implementing self-initiated and future-focused change that
is contextually-sound, personally-sound, and other-focused…” (Parker & Wang, 2015,
p.71). As suggested by this definition, there are three elements that determine when
proactivity is wise: First, the proactive behavior fits the context it is enacted in (i.e., it is
contextually sound). Second, proactive behavior matches personal preferences and
resources, while promoting personal growth (i.e., it is personally sound). Third, proac-
tive behavior benefits others or serves their needs rather than, for example, worsening
workload of already overburdened colleagues (i.e., it is other focused). Summing up,
wise proactivity “…involves considering, in a balanced way, the task/strategic context,
the social and relational context, and one’s own self-regulation when generating and
striving for proactive goals…” (Parker et al., 2019, p. 236).

The meta-concept of wise proactivity may help to understand under which condi-
tions proactive behavior has positive or negative effects on occupational well-being. In
the following, we explain how longer (vs. shorter) organizational tenure and higher (vs.
lower) emotion regulation skills may help employees to adapt their behavior to the
work and organizational environment and focus on proactive goals and address emo-
tional events that may related to proactive behavior, respectively.

Organizational Tenure

Having higher relative organizational tenure (i.e., the duration that an employee has
worked in an organization; Tesluk & Jacobs, 1998), which is a quantitative aspect of
work experience, could aid employees in engaging in proactive behavior that is both
context-and person-centered. As a result, the enactment of proactive behavior is likely
to better fit the context of the organization. For example, an employee may suggest a
new method to address daily work tasks, which, despite its merits, may be turned down
by colleagues if it does not fit the current focus or norms of the organization. Thus,
even if the proactive behavior itself is highly beneficial to the organization, it may not
be successful.

The reasoning behind the positive moderating effect of high organizational tenure on
the relationship between proactive behavior and within-day changes in both positive
and negative well-being outcomes is twofold: first, individuals with higher organiza-
tional tenure may have the experience to know their organization well while being
experienced with regard to “how” proactivity may be best enacted. The latter could
help them to better anticipate possible obstacles in regard to their proactive behavior by
establishing a fit with the organizational context (i.e., it serves the definition of wise
proactivity as being “contextually sound”). Moreover, higher tenured individuals may
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also be viewed by their coworkers as knowledgeable “veterans” of the organization
whose attempts at proactivity are informed by a repertoire of experiences they have
gained throughout their time as employees therein. Ultimately, when organizational
tenure is high, individuals are better experienced in behaving proactively in a way that
matches common norms and strategies present in an organization while also being
perceived as acting proactively based on experience gained from their time in the
organization, which likely results in positive well-being outcomes. For example, Bizzi
(2017) states that when possessing high-levels of contextual information about the
organization, job crafting (i.e., a specific type of proactive behavior) can be aligned
with the organization’s goals. Moreover, Dutton and Ashford (1993) found that
individuals having more contextual knowledge can frame arising issues in a way that
matches the context, for example, in terms of organizational strategy. The importance
of tailoring issues to existing organizational goals, plans, or priorities, as well as
knowledge about the organization’s norms, protocols, and appropriate behaviors to
successfully “sell an issue” has also been highlighted by other research (e.g., Ashford
et al., 1998; Dutton et al., 2001; Howell & Boies, 2004).

Second, organizational tenure helps employees better understand the values of their
organization (Erdogan & Bauer, 2005). This understanding, in turn, is likely to maxi-
mize the positive, while minimizing the negative, well-being outcomes of proactivity.
That is, individuals with higher organizational tenure have a better understanding of
which proactive behaviors will be accepted by other members of the organization, and
those which go against the values and norms of the organization (i.e., serving the “other-
focused” aspect of wise proactivity). For example, in a study by Erdogan and Bauer
(2005), being able to fit one’s own (proactive) behavior to both the organization and the
job resulted in positive career well-being and performance. This finding was explained
by suggesting that the match of job knowledge and job requirements helps individuals
more effectively deploy proactive behaviors by analyzing the situation and tailoring
their problem-solving accordingly. In another study, Burris (2012) investigated the
relationship between supportive voice and performance evaluations, finding that
employees received higher performance ratings and endorsement of their ideas when
planned policies and practices were upheld, in comparison to more challenging forms of
voice aimed at changing organizational values. In a similar vein, Hirschfeld et al. (2011)
found that proactivity oriented toward a team was perceived as more positive by
observers compared to individually-oriented proactivity.

In contrast, having lower relative organizational tenure may decrease positive well-being
outcomes while increasing negative well-being outcomes, as individuals may not have the
experience to successfully enact proactivity, or may not be able to fully anticipate possible
negative reactions to their proactive behavior. This, in turn, could result in proactivity that is not
wise, and thus may not be successful within the organization. These threats to a person’s self-
concept may result in decreased positive affect and increased negative affect, as manifested in
feelings of depression, anger, or resentment (Vecchio, 2007). Moreover, as proactivity
consumes resources, negative reactions may give the impression that previous resource
investments are not translated into resource gains (Hobfoll, 1989). This potential resource-
loss is likely to result in emotionalwork fatigue, as research has previously shown that negative
events drain energetic resources, and thus relate to increase fatigue (Parrish et al., 2008; Zohar,
1999; Zohar et al., 2003). Simultaneously, work engagement would be reduced, as it is
complementary to emotional work fatigue.
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In summary, because it provides the experience to engage in proactive behavior and
may support the alignment of one’s actions with the strategies, norms, and appropriate
behaviors accepted in their organization, higher organizational tenure should buffer
against any potentially negative effects of engaging in proactive behaviors (e.g., failing
to adhere to organizational norms), and thus strengthen the positive effects of proactive
behavior on within-day changes in positive well-being outcomes while reducing
negative effects of proactive behavior on within-day changes in negative well-being
outcomes. In contrast, those with low organizational tenure who do not have the benefit
of experience may be more susceptible to the negative consequences of proactivity,
which would ultimately strengthen the effects of proactive behavior on within-day
changes in negative well-being outcomes while reducing the effects of proactive
behavior on within-day changes in positive well-being outcomes.

Hypothesis 1: Organizational tenure moderates the effects of proactive behavior
on within-day changes in (a) activated positive affect and (b) emotional work
engagement, such that the effects are positive for employees with higher organi-
zational tenure and negative for employees with lower organizational tenure.
Hypothesis 2: Organizational tenure moderates the effects of proactive behavior
on within-day changes in (a) activated negative affect and (b) emotional work
fatigue, such that the effects are negative for employees with higher organizational
tenure and positive for employees with lower organizational tenure.

Emotion Regulation Skills

As proactive behavior is based on personal beliefs about what is important and aims at
reaching a goal (Parker et al., 2010), it requires focus and avoidance of distractions
(Parker et al., 2010). At the same time, due to the personal importance of proactive
behavior, the process of behaving proactively is likely to be associated with strong
emotional reactions, which may influence an individual’s experiential, behavioral, or
neurobiological states (J. J. Gross & Thompson, 2007). Thus, emotion regulation is
especially important when pursuing self-set goals that are associated with proactive
behavior (Kanfer & Kantrowitz, 2002).

In this study,we conceptualize emotion regulation skills as a trait-like (i.e., constant over the
course of the study) variable that is defined in terms of “…how we try to influence which
emotions we have, when we have them, and howwe experience and express these emotions”
(Gross, 1998; Gross & Thompson, 2007, p. 497). We propose that higher emotion regulation
skills help employees focus on their proactive goals by overcoming emotional events that may
be related to their proactive behavior, such as setbacks. For example, emotion regulation skills
may help employees to communicate their ideas clearly, confidently, and constructively (Kish-
Gephart et al., 2009). Additionally, emotion regulation skills could support employees in
optimizing the timing of their proactive behavior (Grant, 2013). For example, instead of
interrupting others during ameeting, a frustrated employeewho can regulate this responsemay
instead decide to remain silent while planning to deliberately speak up at another time, thereby
constructively using their frustrations to identify problems and suggest solutions (Grant, 2013).
Furthermore, employees with higher emotion regulation skills may reappraise the situation,
using their frustration to reframe it as a challenge or opportunity, rather than a disappointment
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(Jordan et al., 2002). Employees with lower emotion regulation skills, however, may also
express their anger, but with less control and constructive intent preventing the effective focus
on identifying problems and solution, thus weakening the relationship between proactive
behavior and positive well-being outcomes.

Ultimately, emotion regulation skills can help employees to manage and decrease
negative emotions related to the process and outcomes of carrying out their behavior,
but also help to maintain or increase positive affect associated with the process and
outcomes of proactive behavior. The higher an employees’ emotion regulation skills,
the higher the likelihood that their proactive goals will continue to be pursued rather
than abandoned (Parker et al., 2010). Moreover, higher emotion regulation skills may
allow for the more effective management of negative affect associated with the
proactivity process (Parker et al., 2010).

Hypothesis 3: Emotion regulation skills moderate the effects of proactive behavior
on within-day changes in (a) activated positive affect and (b) emotional work
engagement, such that the effects are positive for employees with higher emotion
regulation skills and negative for employees with lower emotion regulation skills.
Hypothesis 4: Emotion regulation skills moderate the effects of proactive behavior
on within-day changes in (a) activated negative affect and (b) emotional work
fatigue, such that the effects are negative for employees with higher emotion
regulation skills and positive for employees with lower emotion regulation skills.

Method

Participants and Procedure

Data for this study came from 71 German employees between 21 and 63 years of age
(M = 40.01 years, SD = 12.65 years). Participants were recruited via both professional
contacts (e.g., LinkedIn), as well as formal approaches via phone and email in different
organizations. According to Highhouse and Gillespie (2009), the resulting sample is
appropriate to accomplish theoretical generalizability (i.e., whether a hypothesized
effect holds across populations) as the differences between participants can reflect the
variability in the general population. Of the participants, 33 (46.5%) were females and
38 (33.5%) were males, with an average organizational tenure of 9.70 years (SD =
10.88). Participants mostly worked in the service sector (90%), working an average of
44.15 h per week. Regarding their educational background, 11 had completed middle
school (15.5%), 13 completed high school (18.3%), 45 held a university degree
(63.4%), and 2 indicated another educational background, such as a Ph.D. (2.8%).
There were 287 completed within-day (i.e., completed midday and late afternoon)
surveys across all 71 participants.1 Based on the ratio between the completed surveys
and the maximum number of completed within-day surveys (i.e., 710), the response
rate was 40.42%. Moreover, the minimum number of completed surveys was 2 while
the maximum number was 20.

1 The total number of completed surveys was 828; however, only participants who completed both surveys on
a given day were included in the final sample considered in our analyses.
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The present study used a daily-diary design to investigate relationships between
proactivity during the first half of the workday on within-day changes in well-being
outcomes during the second half of the workday (i.e., controlling for well-being
outcomes during the first half of the workday), as well as organizational tenure and
emotion regulation skills as moderators of these relationships. Daily-diary designs help
one to understand short-term, intra-individual changes (S. Gross et al., 2013), while
providing sufficient ecological validity (Fisher & To, 2012). The questionnaires, which
were sent out on weekdays only, were programmed, distributed, and completed through
“formr,” an R-based online tool for creating automated study designs (Arslan et al.,
2018). Participants were instructed to respond to the surveys only on workdays and
questions were framed around the workday. After participants agreed to take part in the
study and provided their email address, they were automatically sent a link to a baseline
questionnaire including measurements of the within-day variables, as well as the
moderators, one week before the actual start of the study. As their answers were saved
without reference to the entered email address but by using a number-letter combina-
tion as an alias, anonymity was guaranteed.

After completing the baseline questionnaire, participants were automatically
sent the link to the first of two daily assessments the first Monday after
completing the baseline questionnaire. The two within-day questionnaires were
distributed at 11 a.m. and 4 p.m. from Monday to Friday during the following
two weeks. The links to the questionnaires could be opened up to 90 min after
receiving the link and had to be completed within 90 min after opening the
link. The questionnaires always included the same items, taking between two
and five minutes to complete. After two weeks, participants were thanked for
their participation and given the possibility to receive a summary of the results
upon request.

Measures

All originally English questionnaires were translated to German and back-translated to
English for comparison following the advice of Brislin (1970). Consistent with recent
advancements (see Gabriel et al., 2019; Geldhof et al., 2014), we report reliability
estimates for within-day survey measures at both the between- and within-person level
of analysis.

Proactive Behavior Proactive behavior was measured twice a day (i.e., midday and late
afternoon) using the 7-item personal initiative scale from Frese et al. (1997), which was
adapted to the day-level. Personal initiative is a broad form of proactive behavior that
encompasses various specific behaviors. Examples of personal initiative include initi-
ating change to improve working conditions (i.e., taking charge) and proactively
seeking feedback on how the desired change is proceeding. An example item was
“During the last half of my working day, I actively approached problems.” All items
were scored on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 =
strongly agree. At the between-person level, the reliability of the midday measure
was α = .94, and the reliability of the late afternoon measure was α = .98. At the within-
person level, the reliability of the midday measure was α = .84, and the reliability of the
late afternoon measure was α = .87.
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Activated Positive and Negative Affect Activated positive and negative affect were
assessed twice a day (i.e., midday and late afternoon) using a shortened version of the
IWP-Multi-Affect Indicator by Warr et al. (2014). The measures consisted of 8
(enthusiastic, calm, relaxed, excited for activated positive affect; tense, hopeless,
depressed, anxious for activated negative affect) of the 16 original items. Moreover,
we adapted the items by instructing participants to record how often they felt each of
the emotions during the last half of their working day. Activated positive and negative
affect were scored on 7-point scales ranging from “Never = 0% of the time” to “Always
= 100% of the time.”

At the between-person level, the reliability of both the midday and late afternoon
measure of activated positive affect was α = .95. At the within-person level, the
reliability of the midday measure for activated positive affect was α = .75, and the
reliability of the late afternoon measure was α = .72.

At the between-person level, the reliability of both the midday and late afternoon
measure of activated negative affect was α = .76. At the within-person level, the
reliability of the midday measure for activated negative affect was α = .52, and the
reliability of the late afternoon measure was α = .56.

Emotional Work Engagement Emotional work engagement was assessed with items
developed by Rich et al. (2010). Based on the highest factor loadings, the original 6-
item scale was shortened to 4 items and adapted to the day level. An example item was
“During the last half of my working day, I was enthusiastic in my job.” All items were
scored on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree. At the between-person level, the reliability of both the midday and late afternoon
measure was α = .94. At the within-person level, the reliability of the midday measure
for positive activated affect was α = .82, and the reliability of the late afternoon
measure was α = .78.

Emotional Work Fatigue Emotional work fatigue was assessed using items from Frone
and Tidwell (2015). Based on the highest factor loadings, the original 6-item scale was
shortened to 3 items and adapted to the day level. An example itemwas “During the last half
of my working day, I felt emotionally exhausted.”All items were scored on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. At the between-person level,
the reliability of both the midday and late afternoon measure was α = .98. At the within-
person level, the reliability of the midday measure for positive activated affect was α= .87,
and the reliability of the late afternoon measure was α = .85.

Organizational Tenure In accordance with Tesluk and Jacobs (1998), organizational
tenure was operationalized by asking participants to indicate, in years, how long they
have been working for their current organization. This measure was collected in the
baseline questionnaire, and thus was assessed once at the beginning of the study.

In the context of this study, it is important to distinguish organizational tenure from
job tenure or job experience. Whereas organizational tenure describes the time spent at
an organization, job tenure/experience describes the time spent in a specific job (Tesluk
& Jacobs, 1998). In the present study, job-related knowledge will not be investigated,
as proactive behavior aims at changing the status quo, which often differs between
organizations. Moreover, only knowledge about the contextual (work) environment
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was identified as a prerequisite for engaging in wise proactivity by Parker et al. (2019).
Nevertheless, job tenure may contribute to findings regarding organizational tenure.
Yet, due to the overlap of these concepts (e.g., regarding their relationship to time),
effects are difficult to separate.

Emotion Regulation Skills Regulation of one’s own emotions was assessed with four
items collected during the baseline questionnaire using a subdimension of the self-
report emotional intelligence test (SREIT) developed by Law et al. (2004). An example
item is “I have good control over my own emotions.” Answers were scored on a 7-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The
between-person reliability was α = .89.

Age Chronological age was operationalized as the time passed since birth. Participants
were asked to indicate their age in years in the baseline questionnaire.

Statistical Analyses

Given the measures of proactive behavior, activated positive and negative affect, and
emotional work engagement and work fatigue were nested within-person, we used a
mixed-effects modelling strategy to test our hypotheses. All models were specified using
the “lme4” package (Bates et al., 2014) for the R statistical computing environment.
Beyond accounting for dependencies due to nesting of observations within-person, the
additional advantage of suchmodels is that they allowed us to model effects of proactive
behavior on within-day changes in activated positive and negative affect, emotional
work engagement, and emotional work fatigue outcomes, and cross-level interactions
between proactivity, tenure, and emotion regulation skills on such outcomes.

When analyzing time-lagged effects, it is important to control for “baseline” levels of
modeled outcomes to predict changes across the time-lag (i.e., to employ a lagged endog-
enous change model; Aickin, 2009; Finkel, 2008). Thus, we control for midday well-being
outcomes to represent changes in well-being across the workday. Well-being often fluctu-
ates over relatively short time-periods (e.g., within-day). This makes lagged within-person
designs such as we employ here an appropriate approach for understanding the well-being
outcomes of proactive behavior (Xanthopoulou et al., 2012), as they can also account for the
time-lag between proactive behavior and well-being outcomes (i.e., to investigate effects of
proactive behavior during the first half of the workday on within-day changes in positive or
negative well-being outcomes at the end of the workday).

To allow for modelling lagged endogenous levels of our outcome variables, we used
a within-day data structure in our analyses. Specifically, data were structured such that
late afternoon levels of each outcome were modelled controlling for midday levels.
That is, we model midday-measures of proactivity as a predictor of late afternoon well-
being outcomes, while controlling for midday-measures of well-being. Beyond time-
lagged effects of outcome variables and midday levels of proactive behavior, our
models additionally included baseline measures of organizational tenure and emotion
regulation skills as well as chronological age (i.e., to rule out the effects of organiza-
tional tenure being purely a function of age). All predictors were entered into these
models as fixed effects.
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All momentary measures (i.e., predictors and lagged endogenous outcomes) were
person-mean centered to isolate and model within-person components (i.e., fluctuations
from the person-mean level) from stable, between-person components (i.e., the average
person level) of these variables (see Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013, pp. 77–78). As we
model late afternoon levels while controlling for midday levels of our outcome
variables, resulting parameters for momentary measures can be interpreted in terms
of average within-day changes in within-person levels from midday to late afternoon in
the outcome variables across the days of the study. Additionally, chronological age,
organizational tenure, and emotion regulation skills were grand mean centered. Finally,
we offer estimates of within-person variance explained by our models (pseudo-R2

estimates). Specifically, we report such estimates using formulae from Raudenbush
and Bryk (2002) and Snijders and Bosker (2012).

To support these models, we conducted a multilevel confirmatory factor analysis of
all momentary measures. We specified a five-factor model that differentiated all five
momentary measures and compared the fit of this model to a one-factor model that
combined all five measures into a single latent variable. The five-factor model fit the
data well (χ2 = 548.79, df = 218, p < .001; CFI = .92, TLI = .90, RMSEA = .05,
SRMRwithin = .04, SRMRbetween = .09), and demonstrated superior fit to the data when
compared to the one-factor model (Δχ2 = 1990.40, df = 20, p < .001).

Results

Table 1 reports between- and within-person correlations among our study variables.
Initially, we specified a series of null (i.e., intercept-only) models, and computed
intraclass correlations (ICC1) to ascertain the amount of variance attributable to
within-person variation in our outcome variables. ICC1 estimates ranged from .74
(fatigue) to .48 (negative affect) suggesting between (1.00–.783 = .217) 21.70% and
(1.00–.483 = .517) 51.70% of the variability in late afternoon levels of these outcomes
occurs within-person. Table 2 summarizes the mixed effects models specified to test
our four study hypotheses.

Main Effects

Regarding the main effects of proactive behavior on well-being outcomes, we did not
find significant effects. More specifically, proactive behavior was unrelated to within-
day changes in activated negative affect (B = −0.06, SEB = 0.05, p = .23), activated
positive affect (B = 0.03, SEB = 0.06, p = .67), emotional work engagement (B = 0.07,
SEB = 0.06, p = .22) and emotional work fatigue (B = 0.04, SEB = 0.05, p = .41). Given
that we hypothesize conditional (i.e., moderated) effects of proactive behavior on well-
being outcomes, and that higher-order interaction terms are present in these models, the
results reported here regarding main effects should be interpreted with some caution.

Moderation Effects

In summary of our hypothesis tests, we only noted support for Hypothesis 4b.
Specifically, we posited that emotion regulation skills would interact with day-level
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proactive behavior to predict changes in day-level emotional work fatigue (B = −0.15,
SEB = 0.07, p = .028). Follow-up simple slopes tests partially confirmed the form of our
hypothesized relationship (see Table 4). Specifically, the effects of proactive behavior
on within-day changes in emotional work fatigue were positive for employees with
moderately low (−1 S.D., B = 0.17, SEB = 0.08, p = .034) and low emotion regulation
skills (−2 S.D., B = 0.29, SEB = 0.13, p = .023). However, for employees with average
or higher emotion regulation skills we observed no effects of proactive behavior on
within-day changes in emotional work fatigue. Figure 2 graphically depicts this
relationship.

Additional Analyses

We additionally investigated potential “reverse” effects of these four outcome variables
on within-day changes in proactive behavior via models in which late afternoon
proactive behavior was treated as an outcome variable while controlling for midday
measures of proactive behavior (see Table 3). The reasoning behind this additional
analysis was that previous research has mostly focused on the effects of affect (i.e., an
indicator of occupational well-being) on proactive behavior, concluding that positive
affect stimulates proactive behavior, whereas negative affect decreases it (see Cangiano
et al., 2017; for a review). To acknowledge and empirically examine this previous line
of research, we have additionally examined the reverse relationship. In summary, we
observed two statistically significant interactions between organizational tenure and
activated positive (B = 0.02, SEB = 0.01, p = .021) and activated negative affect (B =
0.02, SEB = 0.01, p = .025), predicting within-day changes in proactive behavior. The
interpretation of both interactions is similar: follow-up simple slopes tests (Table 4)
show that for employees with lower organizational tenure, the experience of either
activated positive (−2 S.D., B = −0.41, SEB = 0.16, p = .014) or activated negative affect

Fig. 2 Moderating Effect of Emotion Regulation Skills on the Relationship Between Proactive Behavior
(Midday) and Emotional Work Fatigue (Late Afternoon)
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(−2 S.D., B = −.40, SEB = 0.19, p = .036) at work was associated with lower subsequent
proactive behavior. Figures 3 and 4 depict these relationships for activated positive and
negative affect, respectively. In our discussion, below, we speculate as to why such
relationships were observed.

Sensitivity Analysis

We also consider two sensitivity analyses to examine the robustness of our conclusions.
First, we include the results of models without lagged effects in our online appendix.
Compared to the models with lagged effects, we observed a significant positive
relationship between proactive behavior and activated positive affect (B = 0.18, SEB =

Table 3 Additional analysis

Proactive Behavior b

Predictors B SE p

(Intercept) 4.33 0.13 <.001

Age −0.02 0.01 .10

Pro. Behavior (PB) a 0.31 0.07 <.001

Org. Tenure (OT) 0.05 0.02 .00

Emo. Reg. Skills (ERS) 0.20 0.15 .18

Activated Pos. Affect a −0.06 0.07 .40

Activated Neg. Affect a −0.02 0.09 .85

Emo. Work Eng. a −0.05 0.11 .61

Emo. Work Fatigue a −0.08 0.11 .47

OT * Activated Pos. Affect a 0.02 0.01 .02

OT * Activated Neg. Affect a 0.02 0.01 .03

OT * Emo. Work Eng. a −0.02 0.01 .10

OT * Emo. Work Fatigue a −0.01 0.01 .29

Activated Pos. Affect a * ERS 0.06 0.10 .53

Activated Neg. Affect a * ERS 0.20 0.10 .05

Emo. Work Eng. a * ERS 0.00 0.14 .98

Emo. Work Fatigue a * ERS 0.02 0.17 .91

Random Effects

σ2 0.59

τ00 ID 0.95

ICC ID 0.62

AIC 888.61

Within-Person R2 0.08 / 0.09

N = 287 observations nested in 71 participants. SE = standard error. Within-Person estimates are based on
Raudenbush and Bryk (2002) / Snijders and Bosker (2012), respectively. Superscript “a” indicates midday
measures; superscript “b” indicates late afternoon measures. Org. Tenure = organizational tenure. Emo. Reg.
Skills = emotion regulation skills, Pro. Behavior = proactive behavior, Activated Neg. Affect = activated
negative affect, Activated Pos. Affect = activated positive affect, Emo. Work Eng. = emotional work engage-
ment, Emo. Work Fatigue. = emotional work fatigue
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0.07, p < .01) and emotional engagement (B = 0.04, SEB = 0.02, p < .01). It is important
to acknowledge that these sensitivity models are not about within-day change, but
rather late afternoon levels, and that comparisons should be interpreted with caution.
Second, given that both chronological age and organizational tenure are temporally
defined variables, we wanted to check the sensitivity of our conclusions to the inclusion
of chronological age as a covariate. Thus, in addition to our specified models, we
calculated other models without age as a control variable. Therein, the parameter
estimates, and the substantive conclusions drawn were the same if age was omitted.
Complete results for both models can be seen in our online appendix: https://osf.io/
jyhsq/

Discussion

In this study, we investigated the effects of proactive behavior on within-day changes in
four distinct well-being outcomes with two daily assessments, as employee well-being

Table 4 Simple slope analysis for the interaction between proactive behavior (midday) and emotion regula-
tion skills with emotional work fatigue (late afternoon) as outcome

Simple Slope B SE t df p

Model 1

Emotion regulation skills (−2 SD) 0.29 0.13 2.29 212 .023

Emotion regulation skills (−1 SD) 0.17 0.08 2.14 212 .034

Emotion regulation skills (0 SD) 0.04 0.05 0.83 212 .407

Emotion regulation skills (+1 SD) −0.08 0.07 −1.16 212 .250

Emotion regulation skills (+2 SD) −0.21 0.12 −1.73 212 .085

Model 2

Organizational Tenure (−2 SD) −0.41 0.16 −2.47 203 .014

Organizational Tenure (−1 SD) −0.23 0.10 −2.27 203 .025

Organizational Tenure (0 SD) −0.06 0.07 −0.83 203 .405

Organizational Tenure (+1 SD) 0.11 0.11 1.05 203 .295

Organizational Tenure (+2 SD) 0.28 0.17 1.69 203 .093

Model 3

Organizational Tenure (−2 SD) −0.40 0.19 −2.11 203 .036

Organizational Tenure (−1 SD) −0.21 0.12 −1.73 203 .085

Organizational Tenure (0 SD) −0.02 0.09 −0.19 203 .849

Organizational Tenure (+1 SD) 0.17 0.12 1.41 203 .159

Organizational Tenure (+2 SD) 0.37 0.19 1.89 203 .060

Model 1 = proactive behavior (midday) and emotion regulation skills with emotional work fatigue (late
afternoon) as outcome, Model 2 = organizational tenure and activated positive affect (midday) with proactive
behavior (late afternoon) as outcome, Model 3 = organizational tenure and activated negative affect (midday)
with proactive behavior (late afternoon) as outcome, SE = standard error, Org. Tenure = organizational tenure.
Emo. Regulation = emotion regulation skills, Pro. Behavior = proactive behavior, Activated Neg. Affect =
activated negative affect, Activated Pos. Affect = activated positive affect, Emo. Work Fatigue. = emotional
work fatigue
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may vary both within and across workdays. Based on a theoretical model by Cangiano
and Parker (2016), we focused on moderators of the effects of proactive behavior on
within-day changes in activated positive affect and emotional work engagement, as
well as within-day changes in activated negative affect and emotional work fatigue.
Although not the focus of this research, we did not find evidence for main effects of
proactive behavior on within-day changes in well-being outcomes. However, research

Fig. 3 Moderating Effect of Organizational Tenure on the Relationship Between Activated Positive Affect
(Midday) and Proactive Behavior (Late Afternoon)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

−2.0 −1.5 −1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
Activated Negative Affect (Midday)

P
ro

ac
tiv

e
B

eh
av

io
r

(L
at

e
A

fte
rn

oo
n)

Low Org. Tenure (−2 SD)

Moderately Low Org. Tenure (−1 SD)

Average Org. Tenure

Moderately High Org. Tenure (+1 SD)

High Org. Tenure (+2 SD)

Fig. 4 Moderating Effect of Organizational Tenure on the Relationship Between Activated Negative Affect
(Midday) and Proactive Behavior (Late Afternoon)

296 Occupational Health Science (2021) 5:277–306



has not generally hypothesized such main effects directly and support for the presence
and strength of such relationships between proactive behavior and well-being is mixed
and qualified by the presence of moderators (see Cangiano et al., 2017, for a review).

Based on the meta-concept of wise proactivity that aims to identify those factors that
enhance favorable and minimize unfavorable outcomes of proactive behavior (Parker &
Liao, 2016; Parker et al., 2019), we included organizational tenure and emotion
regulation skills as moderators of the relationship between proactive behavior and
within-day changes in well-being outcomes. Contrary to our expectations, we did not
find support for the hypothesized moderation effects of organizational tenure. One
reason for this may be that past research has employed different designs and analytic
approaches when investigating directional effects of proactive behavior on well-being
and its moderators. Although we examined lagged effects and controlled for within-
person effects of our dependent variables by including midday measures when exam-
ining late afternoon measures, previous studies investigating organizational tenure as a
moderator of proactivity effects are mostly between-person survey studies (Ashford &
Cummings, 1985; Gerhardt et al., 2009). This conditional relationship may, however,
be different at the within-person level (Parker et al., 2019).

Another explanation for the non-significant moderation effects of organizational
tenure may be that although organizational tenure, or knowledge about an organiza-
tion’s traditions and dynamics, has been identified as an important theoretical factor
consistent with the notion of wise proactivity (Parker et al., 2019), there may be other,
potentially more influential variables that could aid employees in assessing whether
their proactive behavior might fit the organizational context or be well-received by
others. For example, although individuals with higher organizational tenure tend to
know more about the organization and its transitions, they may not be committed to the
organization or may not share organizational values. In this case, proactive behavior
would not be aligned with current organizational goals and values, and thus would not
be “wise.” An example are mergers or acquisitions, where two different organizations
with unique cultures need to interact to form a new corporate culture. This often
requires time and effort from both employees and organizations (Seo & Hill, 2005).

With regard to emotion regulation skills, we found support for the assumption that
emotion regulation skills moderate the effects of proactive behavior on within-day
changes in emotional work fatigue, such that the effects were positive for employees
with lower emotion regulation skills. Our findings can be explained by low emotion
regulation skills hindering coping with possible negative effects of proactive behavior
(Parker et al., 2019), which ultimately strengthens the effects of proactive behavior on
negative well-being outcomes. In contrast, we did not find an equivalent effect on
activated negative affect. A reason for this may be that activated negative affect is a
general well-being indicator, whereas emotional work fatigue is an occupational well-
being indicator. As stated by Sonnentag (2015), scholars often emphasize hedonic well-
being (i.e., affective and psychosomatic well-being), while organizational research adds
eudaimonic aspects of well-being (e.g., when addressing meaning at work or growth).
Most importantly, Sonnentag (2015) notes that the well-being of employees is influ-
enced by work experiences. As we asked participants about their proactive behavior at
work, its well-being outcomes are likely to be work-related as well. Thus, as emotional
work fatigue measures fatigue at work specifically, it may be the context of the study
that influences participants’ ratings of well-being outcomes following their proactive
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behavior. The distinction between the two well-being outcomes can also be seen in
Table 1, where late afternoon measures of activated negative affect and emotional work
fatigue are not significantly correlated with one another (rxy = 0.09, p > .05).

We did not find support for the hypothesis that the effects of proactive behavior on
within-day changes in activated positive affect and emotional work engagement are
stronger for employees with high (vs.) low emotion regulation skills. One reason for the
lack of support for the moderating role of emotion regulation skills for positive well-
being outcomes may be that negative outcomes occur unconditionally when proactive
behavior is well-received. In other words, emotion-regulation abilities may be irrele-
vant when proactive behavior has positive consequences but matter more when nega-
tive well-being effects need to be buffered. Such a “feedback” mechanism should be
considered for future studies.

Our supplementary analyses, which were not the primary focus of the study,
centered on (assumed) reverse effects of occupational well-being on within-day chang-
es in proactive behavior. The analyses revealed two interactions between organizational
tenure and activated positive and negative affect in predicting within-day changes in
proactive behavior. More specifically, for employees with lower organizational tenure,
the experience of either activated positive or negative affect at work was associated
with lower subsequent proactive behavior. From these results, it seems that organiza-
tional tenure facilitates the translation of affective experience at work into proactive
behavior. That is, high arousal affective experiences that occur earlier in the day,
regardless of their positive or negative valence, facilitate the enactment of proactive
behavior later in the day, but only for individuals with higher organizational tenure.

The importance of both positive and negative high arousal affective experiences has
been suggested by past research (Den Hartog & Belschak, 2007; Fay & Sonnentag,
2002; Sonnentag & Starzyk, 2015). For example, in a four-wave longitudinal study by
Fay and Sonnentag (2002), the authors showed that not only activated positive affect,
but also stress (i.e., activated negative affect) can lead to greater proactive behavior.
The reasoning that organizational tenure helps people channel high arousal emotions
into proactive behavior is supported by the strength and vulnerability integration model
(i.e., the SAVI model; Charles, 2010). The SAVI model aims to explain age-related
strengths and vulnerabilities in emotion-regulation. According to the model, chrono-
logical age can be seen as a proxy for experience (Schwall, 2012), such that experience
(or tenure) increases with age (Tesluk & Jacobs, 1998). Based on this perspective, older
individuals, and consequently those with higher organizational tenure, are more likely
to possess the knowledge to effectively regulate their emotions. Additional support for
effective emotion-regulation with tenure (or age as a proxy) comes from the emotional
capital perspective (Andrew, 2015; Cottingham, 2016), in which “emotional capital” is
viewed as a resource that can be strengthened through learning from successful emotion
regulation over time. Considering organizational tenure and proactive behavior, higher
organizational tenure, which also increases with age, is likely to provide the knowledge
needed to effectively regulate high-arousal emotions into proactive behavior.

Theoretical and Practical Implications

Research has shown that both positive and negative well-being outcomes may result
from proactive behavior. Yet, to accurately capture the well-being outcomes of
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proactive behavior, both positive and negative well-being indicators need to be taken
into account when modelling these relationships. Thus, in contrast to previous research,
the present study focused on both positive and negative well-being outcomes of
proactive behavior as described in the theoretical model by Cangiano and Parker
(2016). First, we found that since the main effects of proactive behavior on within-
day changes in the assessed well-being outcomes were non-significant, some of these
relationships may depend on moderators, and especially emotion regulation skills, as
found in this study.

Second, we investigated variables consistent with the meta-concept of wise proactivity
(Parker et al., 2019). Specifically, our results show support for (relatively lower) emotion
regulation skills strengthening the negative relationship between proactive behavior and
within-day changes in negative well-being outcomes. Furthermore, we found that organiza-
tional tenure can help people to channel high arousal emotions into proactive behavior. Our
results are thus a first step in confirming the influences currently being theoretically considered
as aspects of the meta-concept of wise proactivity (e.g., considering the context; Parker et al.,
2019). Using this knowledge, current theoretical models should consider different moderator
variables related to the concept of wise proactivity to understand what determines the well-
being consequences of proactive behavior.

Third, by employing a daily-diary design, our study allows us to focus on fluctua-
tions in well-being within shorter periods of time (i.e., within days; Sonnentag, 2015).
An example of such changes is the organizational socialization process, wherein an
employee’s well-being can change, with a notable decline in positive and an increase in
negative states during the first few months after entering an organization (Dunford
et al., 2012; Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2013). In a meta-analysis, Shockley et al. (2012)
found that a substantial amount—about 40% of the total variance in positive, work-
related affect and about 53% of the total variance in activated negative, work-related
affect—is attributable to fluctuations within-persons. Thus, when investigating well-
being, theory should consider short-term effects to capture the dynamics intertwined
with well-being at work, as done in the present study.

From a practical perspective, researchers and organizations alike have focused on the
beneficial effects of proactive behavior, particularly on job performance (Tornau & Frese,
2013). In contrast, empirical studies on well-being outcomes following proactive behavior
are rare (Cangiano et al., 2017). Our results lend first support for emotion regulation skills as
a relevant factor to wise proactivity and well-being. Based on these findings, organizations
may decide to offer employee trainings to increase emotion regulation skills. Thereby,
employees may be less likely to experience work fatigue after engaging in proactive
behavior, as the effect of proactive behavior on emotional work fatigue was only positive
for employees with low (vs. high) emotion regulation skills in our study. The findings from
our exploratory analysis further suggest that especially for employeeswith lower (vs. higher)
organizational tenure, both activated positive and negative affect were negatively associated
with proactive behavior, which may encourage organizations to build a business case for
hiring experienced (i.e., older) workers.

Limitations and Future Research

This study has some limitations. First, all variables were assessed using self-report
questionnaires. Even when modelling a time-lag between the predictor and outcome
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measurement, as done in this study, common-measurement bias cannot be ruled out
completely (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Future research should, for example, also assess
more objective indicators from co-workers or team leaders to ensure a maximum of
objectivity (see Strauss et al., 2017 for an example). Moreover, the reliabilities for the
within-person measures of negative affect were somewhat low. Future studies therefore
may consider using different measures of affect (e.g., longer forms of the IWP-Multi-
Affect Indicator; Warr et al. (2014).

Second, the response rates for the study were rather low. Reasons could be the time-
consuming baseline questionnaire (approximately 20 min.), which might have raised
false expectations in regard to the two daily questionnaires (approximately 5 min.
each). Moreover, completing two questionnaires a day might be exhausting and hard to
fit into one’s working day. Our data also showed that response rates were especially
low during the second week of the study, hinting that the repeating two daily ques-
tionnaires could have been too monotonous, which ultimately reduced motivation.
Future studies might be well-advised to offer rewards for participation, and to recruit
complete organizations wherein employees can motivate each other to participate.

A final limitation might be the selection of participants. As participation was
voluntary and not rewarded, it could be that participants were mostly proactive, which
would challenge the generalizability of these results. On a related note, the average work
hours in the sample were 44 h per week. As the regular full-time working hours German
employees have (and per contract have to obey to) are 40 h a week, this indicates that
participants, on average, worked 4 h overtime every week. Despite this, the investigated
hypotheses should hold regardless of the initial level of proactive behavior, as we
focused on activated affective experiences before and after being proactive.

Another promising aspect future research could explore is whether other’s responses
and reactions to proactive behavior might be especially meaningful for employees due
to the greater role of psychological ownership, as proactive behavior is a self-initiated
and self-directed behavior (Cangiano & Parker, 2016). In this regard, the regulation of
one’s emotions represents an important psychological resource (Law et al., 2004),
which may also serve as a boundary condition of the effects of proactive behavior on
well-being outcomes. More specifically, in the face of negative reactions from others,
being able to regulate negative emotions resulting from proactive behavior could help
to increase positive well-being outcomes. This effect likely results from better emotion
regulation skills minimizing the likelihood of engaging in passionate and impulsive
proactive behaviors (Kunnanatt, 2004), as well as an increased likelihood that others
will positively perceive the given proactive behavior (Cangiano et al., 2017). Moreover,
employees high in emotion regulation skills should be better able to cope with potential
temporary setbacks or negative reactions, as well as possibly resulting negative emo-
tions in response to their proactive behavior (Zacher & Kooij, 2017).

Conclusion

The present study investigated the effects of proactive behavior on within-day changes
in positive and negative well-being outcomes, conditional upon between-person differ-
ences in organizational tenure and emotion regulation skills. Our results show that
between-person differences in emotion regulation skills interact with proactive
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behavior to predict within-day changes in emotional work fatigue, such that the effects
of proactive behavior on within-day changes in emotional work fatigue are positive for
employees with low emotion regulation skills. Based upon these results, organizations
may take steps to increase their employees’ emotion regulation skills. Moreover, our
supplementary analyses revealed two interactions between between-person differences
in organizational tenure and activated positive and negative affect in predicting within-
day changes in proactive behavior, such that the experience of either positive or
negative activated affect at work is associated with reductions in proactive behavior
across the workday among employees with lower organizational tenure.
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